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Abstract: Contemporary studies of the curriculum challenge the social and scientific legitimacy 
of the knowledge taught. Confronting this historic challenge of curriculum studies appears 
crucial when taken together with the search for understanding the processes of schooling for 
individuals with disabilities. Imbued with that challenge, this paper presents a set of reflections 
resulting from research carried out by the Research and Studies Group – School Culture 
Monitoring (OCE) and the Centre of School Practices (OPE). Those observations aim to clarify 
some of the evidence that is taken as a motto for analyzing the relationship between curriculum 
and school knowledge in contemporary society and its implications for the education of people 
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with disabilities. In this context, our research agenda seeks to reconfigure the ongoing 
investigation of school practices and  discourses and their relationship with knowledge. 
Keywords: Curriculum; School knowledge; Schooling; people with disabilities. 

 
Curriculum y conocimiento de la escuela en la sociedad contemporánea: los retos de la 
educación de las personas con discapacidad 
Resumen: Los desafíos contemporáneos interrogan el curriculum, en particular, acerca de la 
validez social y científica de los conocimientos a la enseñanza. Frente a este reto de la historia de 
los estudios curriculares parece ser crucial cuando se agrega con él, tratamos de entender los 
procesos de escolarización de las personas con discapacidad. Imbuido de este reto, en este 
trabajo se presenta un conjunto de reflexiones que surgen de la investigación desarrollada en el 
marco del Equipos de Estudio e Investigación Observatorio de la Cultura Escolar (OCE) y el 
Observatorio de Prácticas Escolares (OPE). Estas reflexiones objetivan aclarar algunas 
evidencias que se toman como tema para promover el estudio de la relación entre el currículum y 
el conocimiento escolar en la sociedad contemporánea y sus implicaciones para la educación de 
las personas con discapacidad. En este contexto, nuestras investigaciones siguen, en todo 
momento, la reconfiguración de la necesidad continua de las prácticas de investigación y 
discursos de/en el trabajo escolar con el conocimiento. 
Palabras clave: Curriculum; escolarización; personas con discapacidad. 

 
Resumo: Os desafios contemporâneos interrogam o currículo, em especial, acerca da validade 
social e científica do conhecimento a ser ensinado. Enfrentar esse histórico desafio dos estudos 
curriculares parece ser fulcral quando, agregada a ele, buscamos entender os processos de 
escolarização de sujeitos com deficiência. Imbuídos desse desafio, o presente texto apresenta um 
conjunto de reflexões decorrentes de pesquisas desenvolvidas ao abrigo dos Grupos de Estudos 
e Pesquisas Observatório de Cultura Escolar (OCE) e o Observatório de Práticas Escolares 
(OPE). Tais reflexões objetivam explicitar algumas evidências que são tomadas como mote para 
promover análises sobre as relações entre currículo e conhecimento escolar na 
contemporaneidade e suas implicações para a escolarização de sujeitos com deficiência. Nesse 
contexto, nossas agendas de pesquisas seguem, em todo o momento, reconfigurando a  
permanente necessidade da investigação das práticas e dos discursos da/na escola no trabalho 
com o conhecimento. 
Palavras-Chave: Currículo; Conhecimento escolar; Escolarização; Sujeitos com deficiência. 

 

Introductory Notes 
 
The fact that certain traditions and the ‘normative’ content are constructed with school 
knowledge is irrefutable evidence of their legitimacy (Apple, 2006, p. 83). 

 
Using an inter-institutional perspective, under the umbrella of the Research and Studies 

Group – School Culture Monitoring (Grupos de Estudos e Pesquisas, Observatório de Cultura Escolar - 
OCE) and the Centre of School Practices (Observatório de Práticas Escolares - OPE), in recent years, 
studies and research have been carried out guided by different objects and procedures. All 
determined by the same theoretical and methodological reference: the Marxist legacy and 
referential critics of the curriculum, distinction perspectives, and the recontextualization which 
has pursued relations between the socio-historical field, curriculum and school practices, and 
their possible contributions to school inclusion. 

This framework of analysis brings us to the perspective of the curriculum as a territory 
organized through regulations, orientation, professional interest and learning, based on the 
assumption of the entirety of educational action, curricular differentiation/flexibility, and the 
integration of educational activities. It also brings us to the finding that the debate about which 
knowledge should be ‘taught’ in school is at the same time influenced by contexts, practices, 
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subjects, and policies, and by the actual demands of contemporaneity. In the specific case of the 
schooling of individuals with disabilities, this debate still needs to be faced. 

Our aim is thus through the evidence created by the investigative work of these two 
groups to share in this text a set of reflections, which by looking at the curriculum through the 
discussion of school knowledge as an object of study, will contribute to the school inclusion 
process in the policy proposition area and the contexts of practices. 

Analyzing the objects, documents, and practices which are our sources of investigation, 
we created three hypotheses around which we organized our research: namely, that the effect of 
education policies on curricular organization, defined at the macro level, do not express the 
necessary correspondence to the practices instituted at the meso and micro levels; the discussion 
of school knowledge needs to be recontextualized based on contemporary demands and 
specificities; it is impossible to think of a research agenda about the education of the individuals 
with disabilities, in relation to special education, without taking into account the question of the 
school knowledge made available to all students, irrespective of their disabilities. 

Taking these hypotheses into account, our argument is built around two central cores: 
the first highlights some of the current tensions which involve the definition of school 
knowledge is validated, while in the second seek to elucidate the relations between curriculum 
and knowledge, analyzed in the research of the groups mentioned above. Finally, these finding 
support some considerations about the implications of all these questions for the education 
process of disabled individuals. 
 

What Curriculum and which knowledge in the contemporary school? 
 

What is the important knowledge which students should be capable of acquiring in school? 
If, as specialists in the curriculum, we cannot answer this question, those who can will 
remain undefined and it is more probable that this question will be left to the pragmatic 
and ideological decision of administrators and politicians (YOUNG, 2013, p.13). 
 

In a paper given in Brazil, and afterwards published as a book chapter, Michael Young, 
argued about why the role of curricular studies in the definition of school knowledge needs to be 
studied and learned in school. Looking at the classic questions which were – and continue to be 
– the subject of the sociology of education, such as ‘What is school knowledge?’ ‘Who does it 
serve?’ ‘How is it produced and transmitted?’, he analyzed the curricular reforms underway in 
various countries, especially England, highlighting why these questions continued to be emergent 
in this field.   

Responding to the criticisms raised by different perspectives, especially post-modernism 
and post-structuralism, about the theorizations constructed under the auspices of sociology of 
the curriculum and school knowledge, Young constructs very provocative theories. These have a 
particular meaning when the subject is the role of school when working with knowledge of the 
current day. 

Facing these questions necessarily involves discussing what should be learned and taught 
in schools which see themselves are contemporaneous. Focusing on knowledge, selected and 
learned in school, instead of methodological aspects (such as how something is done) which are 
always in evidence, is the challenge of our research efforts. 

According to Young (2013) these questions throw light on the crisis in Curricular Studies. 
The loss of confidence in the potentially emancipatory role of the school, associated with an idea 
that “knowledge in itself has no intrinsic meaning or value” (p.17), assisted the construction of 
proposals which hyper-valorize students as subjects of learning and constructors of knowledge, 
to the extent that in a society in which knowledge is everywhere, teachers are no longer the 
principal subjects in the teaching and learning process. Refuting these perspectives, Young states: 
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Teachers cannot escape the instructional element of their role. Parents send their children 
to school expecting that they will acquire the specialized knowledge that there is no access 
to at home (...) Through proper pedagogy, which involves the commitment of the student, 
knowledge can have opposite consequences – it can liberate students to have new thoughts 
and even to think what ‘has not yet been thought.’ (...) curricular studies should start not 
from the student as a learner, but from the right of the student or his access to knowledge 
(Young, 2013, p.17/18). 
 

The crisis of cultural authority (Dussel, 2013) which the school curriculum is facing 
reconfigures the subjects of the teaching and learning process in new roles. According to Dussel 
(2013a), digital culture and the logic of the do it yourself (DIY) curriculum, have impugned the 
modern curriculum. It is interesting to note how much of a disharmony exists between the 
clamors of school inclusion for disabled individuals: more school, more education, more 
knowledge, at the same time that we are becoming aware of the incapacity of modern massified 
schooling to fulfill its legacy. 

The numerous criticisms about students who do not dominate basic operations, the 
proper use of language, and who have incipient scientific learning reverberate especially in 
fundamental teaching, although it is also related to secondary education, and culminate in the 
proposition of numerous policies which try to find, via different paths, what we call the 
‘updating of the school curriculum’ and obvious fundamental teaching itself. From the point of 
view of ‘what to teach?,’ once again it appears that that there has been a ‘right turn,’ as Apple 
would say, with an emphasis on basic content linked to the performance of learning assessments 
centered on student results. It appears that the question ‘what does the individual receive as 
schooling?’ matters little and the emphasis has been moved to methodologies, resources, and 
assessment. In other, the eminently modern idea that the school is an important place to 
socialize knowledge which deserves to be learned, seems to have given way to other demands. 
Among them the need for digital inclusion. 

It is important to highlight that, unlike in the past when technological innovations 
reached the school solely and exclusively through policies, currently in addition to policies they 
come from students. If students, ‘immersive readers’, as Santaela (2011) aptly describes them, are 
connected to their portable devices the whole time, this portability also interferes in the daily life 
of school. The impacts of this have been very varied. 

Nevertheless, from the point of view of curricular policies, the massive distribution of 
technological equipment for the ‘updating of the school curriculum,’ has been studied constantly 
by the Center of School Practices (Lunardi-Mendes; Gaspar da Silva; Sossai, 2013) and is part of 
the role of concerns and reflections such as the following: 

 
“For those who make the decisions to buy and deploy computers in schools, it is now 
time to examine the assumptions propelling reform through technology. It is now time to 
ask: how do these monies help us achieve our larger social and civic goals? In what ways 
can teachers use technology to create better communities and build powerful citizens? 
The answers to these questions, as I have argued, are in the minds and hands not only of 
teachers but of policymakers, public officials, corporate elites, and parents who set the 
educational agenda. Without attention to workplace conditions in which teachers labor 
and without respect for expertise they bring to the task, there is little hope that new 
technologies will have more than a minimal impact on teaching and learning. And 
without a broader vision of the social and civic role that schools perform in a democratic 
society, our current excessive focus on technology use in schools runs the danger of 
trivializing our nation’s core ideals. (Cuban, 2001, p. 197). 

 
In this perspective, we have worked in the way indicated by Sancho (2009), in which in 
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many policies the insertion of new technologies in school in understood as a ‘Trojan horse,’ 
capable ‘in itself’ of bearing the capacity for change and innovation. Nevertheless, we understand 
that investigating the curricular movements present here is fundamental to thinking about the 
question of school knowledge. In relation to the latter, we identify with what Dussel stated 
(2013b, p. 20): 

 
... the importance and hierarchy of academic content in the school space is something 
that has been discussed since the introduction of Information and Communication 
Technology, and with antecedents in the debates about skill v content, academic 
knowledge v training for life, intellectual education v holistic education, amongst many 
others. These debates speak about the struggles over the curriculum which have in some 
cases lasted for more than a century (cf. Kliebard, 1986). This has gained strength today, 
when a displacement of knowledge and academic-scientific legitimation in the public 
sphere is visible, which also affects schools. The role of academic knowledge, which is 
defined by being systematic and rigorous, submitted to the proof of verification and with 
public and coded validation criteria, is being questioned in society in general, which tends 
to impose a system of opinion whose arguments are validated by criteria of celebrity 
(which states it) and the value of emotional authenticity which grants it (cf. Bolstanki and 
Thévenot, 2006). These questions raise challenges that are transcendent to democratic 
life, which is based on agreements about the truth and justice which transcend 
sentimentalism and the charisma of the class; and indicate that caution is needed in the 
celebration of new measures and the reign of ‘I belief – I feel – I think.”  
 
The same care which the author highlights by identifying the current tensions imposed by 

new technologies of knowledge, also deserves to be addressed at the ideas of the transformation 
of the classroom into the most interesting space possible, using digital tools which merge it with 
the environments in which students are inserted in the virtual universe, such as virtual 3D worlds 
and social medias.  

Some research results1 have shown that these activities present new difficulties for 
thematic expansion and the construction of knowledge. They are dressed with a ‘didacticization’ 
which does not help school practices advance. The class seems to becomes ‘empty’ of content 
and rich in activities, with students not clearly identifying with the difference between the space 
of leisure, sociability, and the place for working with knowledge. 

As Young explains (2010, p.180): 
 

The current tension between the two curricular models, which is not resolved, gives rise, 
in the best of hypotheses, to practical modifications of the ‘curriculum of the past.’ These 
alterations avoid establishing new specialist networks which can take into account global 
economic changes, without losing the crucial autonomy allowed by the old disciplines. 
 
Research carried out to investigate similar programs in Latin America points in the same 

direction. Some analyses carried out by the Equally Connecting Program2 in Argentina show that 
teachers used netbooks to look for information and to a lesser extent to ask for collaborative 
texts (Dussel, 2012). The assessment of the Ceibal Plan3 in Uruguayan primary schools also 
points to similar data: according to the information collected, teachers make a limited use of 
netbooks and do not take advantage of the possibilities of new technologies. As Dussel points 

                                                
1 We will look at most especially here results of the research entitled “Connected Classes: curricular changes and 
collaborative learning in PROUCA schools in Santa Catarina” carried out with CNPq funding, and the initial results 
of the research project “Tablets, Computers, and Laptops: policies, infrastructure, and pedagogical aspects of the 
insertion of new technologies in school,” funded by OBEDUC/CAPES. 
2 For greater information, see: http://portales.educacion.gov.ar/conectarigualdad/. 
3 For more information about the Ceibal Plan, see: http://www.ceibal.edu.uy. 
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out (2012, p. 213): 
The most common school uses are not relevant in terms of knowledge, and do not 
expand use by people, which focus on entertainment and the logic of quick searches, 
without more complex criteria about the quality of information and the production and 
circulation of texts. 
 
Our research, especially in the education research groups,4 has been trying to deal with 

these questions, also reflecting how this impacts on the schooling of individuals with disabilities.  
If “the struggle for teaching was always a struggle for knowledge”(Young, 2013, p. 27), how is 
this situation configured for individuals with intellectual disabilities?  

Is the contemporary curriculum, with its crisis of cultural authority, capable of promoting 
inclusion? For what school knowledge is it worth continuing fighting for? These are questions 
which are far from being answered and which are alive in our research agendas. 
 
The analyzes produced by the Education Research Groups: the relationship 

between curriculum and knowledge  
 

The idea that the school is primordially a cultural agent of transmission or knowledge, 
leads us to the question ‘What knowledge?’ and, in particular, questions what type of 
knowledge is the school responsible for transmitting. Accepting that schools have this 
role, it is implicit that the types of knowledge are differentiated. In other words, for 
educational purposes some types of knowledge are more valuable than others, and 
differences form the foundations of the differentiation between curricular or school 
knowledge and non-school knowledge. In school knowledge there is something which 
allows the acquisition of some types of knowledge. Therefore, my answer to the question 
‘What are schools for?’ is that they train or can train young people to acquire knowledge 
which for most of them cannot be acquired at home or in their communities, and for 
adult in their work places (Young, 2007, p. 1293-1294). 
 
The research carried out and/or underway was/is delineated, being concerned with, on 

the one hand, proposals, references and/or curricular directives organized by teaching networks 
and, on the other, school disciplines, school books and the organization of space and time in the 
perspective of the history of the curriculum practiced, organized by a school institution in 
particular.  

In this context, we seek to identify and construct analyses about (official and/or 
academic) discourses addressed to practice, as well as practices that may or may not be organized 
on the basis of these discourses, with the aim of understanding the nature and the specific 
organization of the processes through which the school curriculum is/was configured and 
developed. 

We thus defined the curriculum as a set of means, objects, and artifacts which were/are 
specifically prepared to facilitate the development of educational processes in schools and 
classrooms. Therefore, “it starts from a selective tradition, resulting from the selection of 
someone, from the vision of some group about what legitimate knowledge is” (Apple, 1995, p. 
59). 

When dealing with investigations with curricular proposals, references, and directives 
organized by teaching networks, we focus on the writing of a particular curricular history, in 
other words, of specific teaching networks – state and municipal – in a region of Brazil – and 

                                                
4 Especially the Tablet, Computer, and Laptop Group and the network research group coordinated by Prof. Márcia 
Denise Pletsch, which involves UFRRJ, UDESC and UNIVALI, called Education of Students with Disabilities: 
Public Policies, Cognitive Processes, and the Assessment of Learning. 
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particularly of a stage in base education: fundamental education.  
This writing was linked to the study of the interpretations chosen/implemented in a set 

of  curricular documents,5 which allowed the understanding of the role the prescribed curriculum 
played or plays in the social construction of knowledge. In fact, the existence of a curricular 
mentality in teaching networks, understood as awareness of the system in which it is inserted and 
the choices which orientate it, as well as the model which conveys it, on which the actions 
carried out are based, institutionalizes, according to Nóvoa, “various elements which can be 
contradictory at times” (1991, p. 52), in other words, aspects which lead to a reinforcement of 
state power and, simultaneously, “technology which mediates the distribution of power” (1991, 
p. 53). 

In recent decades it has been common in discourses about school education and the 
school to point out that the curriculum in not an innocent and neutral element for the 
disinterested transmission of social knowledge. Rather it is strongly determined by the relations 
of powers which unequally distribute opportunities for school success among different socio-
cultural groups. 

Curricular documents create and recreate places, producing an educational, economic, 
and social world through an organized set of meanings and practices which are related to a 
central effective and dominant process of these meanings, values, and actions which are 
experienced in knowledge, and through access to it.  

It is through these set of meanings and practices that the unequal economic and cultural 
control of schools becomes possible. Schools are also responsible for the preparation of 
knowledge, legitimating what should be taught, performing an ideological and cultural function 
of a tradition which is selective. 

In curricular studies, versatility, competence, and practical importance of knowledge has 
served as the justification for a new curriculum which is validated by the values of emancipation, 
integration, social relevance, and the updating of knowledge. It is in the framework of these ideas 
that we conceive knowledge, schools, and their professionals, as active agents in the processed 
which make the curriculum richer, more rigorous, and more reflexive.  

Nevertheless, we understand that the production and distribution of knowledge occurs 
only through the localization of the domination of the dominated, not by the decolonization of 
the knowledge that creates/created this condition. We understand that curricular documents 
produce a specific culture, with the organization and selection of types of symbols, which are 
directly related to the types of students and manner in which they use this type of knowledge, 
which is socially stratified and represent conflicts. Through these conflicts it is possible to 
understand the economic and cultural functions of educational institutions. 

Furthermore, we understand that the role of social agents (administrators, teachers, and 
students), who to a certain extent are the protagonists of the current school system, should 
reflect the knowledge which is materialized in a form of documents and thus consciously 
selected. 

Our analyses show that the set of curricular documents appears to be conceived solely as 
guides, to orient teaching, frequently belittling the debate of ‘why do something’ due to the 
emphasis on ‘how to do it.’ Nonetheless, these documents profess the idea of progress and 
intend to be innovative and institute a new logic of school organization and access to school 
knowledge.  

 

                                                
5 A set of five local curricular documents, of which three were published by the municipal teaching network 
between 2000 and 2008, entitled Sequência Didática (2000); Diretrizes Curriculares para o ensino fundamental (2003); and, 
Referencial Curricular para o ensino de 9 anos (2008) and two by the state network in 2000,  Escola Guaicuru – vivendo uma 
nova lição and in 2007 Referencial Curricular da Educação Básica (Ensino Fundamental). 
 



Currículum and school knowledge                   DOSSIÊ EDUCAÇÃO ESPECIAL 8 
 

Curricular documents are part of this legitimation as they are prepared on the basis of 
intentionalities existing in the distribution of knowledge. How society selects, classifies 
distributes, transmits, and assesses formal knowledge reflects the distribution of power 
and the principles of social control (Bernstein, 1996, p. 149). 
 
The discussions which question curricular preparation allow the curriculum to be thought 

of as both a clash and political negotiation resulting not in a consensual preparation space, but 
one of projects, albeit provisional or instable, disputing hegemony in an constant struggle to 
establish meaning. 

The selection of knowledge is the greatest ally in this establishment of meanings, since it 
meets the interests of various groups, mostly contradictory, but which have in their contents 
common principles. According to Santos (2009, p. 13), the content can be divided into four 
blocks, namely: 

 
1. Content must have social relevance, attract interest, and allow student development; 
2. Content must provide opportunities for the construction of essential skills and 
abilities for daily life in society; 
3. Content must allow students a critical and citizen-based education, so that students 
can question, argue, and detect and resolve problems; 
4. Content must stimulate creativity and the involvement of cultural production which 
allow students to learn to deal with difference, understanding and respecting each other. 
 
The investigation of school knowledge involves the determinations of specific social 

groups in their legitimation, which according to Young (2007) can be defined as ‘powerful 
knowledge’ and ‘knowledge of the powerful.’ The idea of ‘knowledge of the powerful’ is linked 
to the fact that determined knowledge has historically been accessed by those with greater power 
in society. Powerful knowledge is defined as specialized knowledge, seen as capable of offering 
new forms of thinking about the world. This knowledge justifies the investment of families in 
school education, since offering access to specialization is an aim of schooling. 

In relation to our research objects, in other words curricular documents, relationship 
with knowledge has a strong tendency to planning and a lesser tendency towards ‘researching the 
different nuances of its content, which leads to a permanent decision making process on the part 
of teachers, revealing a set of aspects which induce experience, ideas, values, intentions, 
purposes, and aims, in the ordering of ‘personhood.’ Not only an educational question is 
involved, but rather one that is intrinsically ideological and political. 

 
Open and hidden knowledge in school environments and the principles of the selection, 
organization, and assessment of this knowledge, are governed by value and come from a 
much broader universe of knowledge that can be selected.  Therefore, they should not be 
accepted as data, but rather problematized – placed between brackets if you prefer – in 
such a way that the social and economic ideologies and the institutionally standardized 
meanings which are behind them can be carefully examined (Apple, 2006, p. 83). 
 
The explanation for this fact appears to be in the production of discourses operated in 

the official re-contextualizing field by its ‘re-contextualizing agents.’ In this field there is a tug of 
war between the different agents who dispute the definition of orientations around the inclusive 
school. These agents seek to influence the official re-contextualizing field in order to guarantee 
their interests in the curriculum, including in the defense of the inclusive school, because it is 
democratic, and links citizenship, culture, difference, and social inclusion, the supposed 
elucidative principles of its capacity to be for all.  

In light of this knowledge protagonizes different belongings in specific academic 
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disciplines, which at the limits of our analyses, can be understood as encouraging practices 
anchored on traditional skills at the level of reading and writing, expanded by the need to locate 
it in a space-time which moves from the ‘participation dimension’ to the emergence of a type of 
subject educated by ‘new type of education,’ open to an also new set of values. 

The uniformization of school knowledge through isolated disciplines means that content 
appears fragmented, preventing students from establishing relations with their reality. In this 
context, knowledge comes to be a form of the production-reproduction of a new school 
morality, in which individuals play a leading position in the socialization and reproduction 
process of values, since it is an efficient space in the production and conception of a discipline of 
equality, not to mention of homogeneity.  

In these analyses the crucial question resides in the way curricular experiences are 
organized and the implicit knowledge in them, in such a way that curricular documents are 
singularized in expressions of schemes of meaning, which operate with homogenous logic, 
though often dressed as distinct ones.  

Each conception, whether referring to school, knowledge, students, teaching, amongst 
others, in the documents analyzed, requires differentiated attention, since its ultimate objective is 
to place in evidence didactic work. If we consider that didactic work is something dynamic, 
structured around a high level of unpredictability which to a good extent has to be assumed as an 
inherent component in this process, then we are facing an abstraction. 

Moreover, this abstraction is useful to understand the determinants of a didactic work 
which is built to meet the expectations of disciplinary knowledge, instead of seeking a significant 
integration between experience and knowledge, which seems to be treated as a currency of 
exchange in a context of accumulation. Stated otherwise, curricular knowledge is dominated by 
an ideological consensus in which both daily experience and this knowledge encourage messages 
of normative and cognitive consensus. 

The cognitive dimension therefore appears to be inseparable from interpretative 
curricular schemes, which leads us to the understanding that the curriculum acquires meaning in 
the practices of difference and not by differentiating practices, resulting from the cultural 
mediation powers of administrators and teachers in relation to the imposition and/or 
proposition of trajectories already legitimated as ideal. 

From this order there emerges the structuration and legitimation of the process and the 
product of didactic work, irrespective of whether or not they cross with daily experiences. 
Understanding this occurrence as mechanical and immediate, it can be seen that changes in the 
sense of de-stratifying or re-stratifying knowledge can be more an object of social resistance to 
possible threats to socially privileged values, standards, powers, and privileges, than an attempt to 
make more accessible or even transpose the demarcations of knowledge. 

 
Final notes: curriculum, knowledge, schooling of subjects with disabilities, 

and the updating of research agendas  
 

The idea of a ‘curriculum of the future’ continues to be this – a tendency and an idea 
which is difficult to find in any institutional form. It is undeniable that it still has a long 
path to follow in relation to the establishment of a basis of trust which demonstrates that 
it is a manner to encourage high level learning. If we want to fulfil the promises which 
are made in its name, it will be necessary to create new forms of association and trust and 
new types of specialists (Young, 2010, p. 180). 
 
The work of the Educational Research Groups aim to achieve what is understood by the 

‘curricularization’ of the discussion of the schooling process of individuals with disabilities 
(Lunardi-Mendes, 2011).  If the focus of the school inclusion process is the schooling 
insertion/success of individuals with disabilities, discussion of schooling knowledge needs to be 
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at the center of the debate. 
What defence should we make of a curriculum which is valid for individuals with 

disabilities? What knowledge has to be taught? As we have highlighted here,  we have identified 
from the point of view of curricular documents a homogenization of discourse. In other words, 
curricular knowledge is dominated by an ideological consensus in which both daily experience 
and the consensus itself encourages normative and cognitive messages. As a result experiences of 
curricular differentiation, whether in relation to discourse or practices, are difficult to encounter. 

This difficulty is worsened by the interpretation that curricular differentiation /flexibility 
should occur through immediate, unreflecting, adhesion in which school agents stop being 
subjects in a learning process determined by the configuration of meanings and behaviours 
which are prepared in a particular form, induced by a context that is more or less stimulated by 
fragmentary schemes of thought and actions, loaded with myths and prejudice, on which 
interpretations of reality will be based. 

Here the principle of school reality in force is the principle of performance, which makes 
subjects involve themselves with pedagogical work and alienating educational relations. 
Educational work is only justified by its utility, losing completely its potential for self-reflection 
and criticality, consequently educational relations become reified and depersonalized. One of the 
characteristics of this reification is it remains restricted to itself, together with its own weakness, 
seeking to justify itself at any cost. 

As a result the relationship of the individual with learning takes place through the 
incapacity of thought to impose itself, since it is can already be found, lurking, in the need to fit 
in and subordination to the authority of scientific knowledge. “People believe they are safe when 
they guide themselves by scientific rules obeying a scientific ritual, and surround themselves with 
science” (Adorno, 1995, p. 70). 

Individuals with disabilities study until their learning possibilities are exhausted, since the 
actual educational dynamic solicits results which can only be achieved by presenting a model 
considered normative. School inclusion, therefore, cannot be reduced simply the placement in 
the class of historically differentiated and stigmatized individuals in relation to a curriculum 
which presents serious quality problems expressed in the low levels of learning and the resulting 
high level of repeating and  evasion. For this fact to materialize, the school needs to emphasize 
reflection and dialogue, determined by knowledge and clarification, in other words, by everything 
which culture establishes as true in the struggle against myths. 

The actual characteristics of contemporaneity raise questions for the work of schools 
with knowledge. As Gabriel points out (2013, p. 57): 

 
 

‘Post’ times in which the condition of the school is ‘under suspicion’ can equally signify 
that the extent of its responsibility in the construction of a project of a modernity which 
has already shown signs of being exhausted has not yet been demonstrated, but this does 
not authorize us to radically deny the potential of this institution in signifying and action 
in and on the world. 

 
For this reason, we identified the relevance of the questions: what is the role of curricular 

policies, of teaching institutions and school/academic disciplines in relation to access and 
appropriation of socially available knowledge? Any response to this question can only be 
constructed if we adopt as a reference the accumulated balance of knowledge which our epoch 
possesses. From this perspective, perhaps, we can advance in the preparation of ‘knowledge 
policies’ which take into consideration the ‘critique of interested parties involved in the existing 
curriculum’ which guarantees access to ‘powerful knowledge’ by part of the most disadvantaged 
social groups (Young, 2010, p. 175).  

Furthermore, looking at the school public in a general manner, the need for the ‘updating 
of the school curriculum’ through the insertion of digital technologies in the school and the 
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transformation of this into a  digitally’ interesting space is seen to be very problematic in relation 
to knowledge work. 

In this sense, Prensky (2010), amongst others, using the idea of ‘digital natives,’ 
contributes with his belief in the transformation of the classroom into ‘the most attractive 
possible place’ for an ‘uninterested generation.’ What appears here to be important is the 
‘pedagogical use’ teachers make of technology, which indicates the necessity for them to be 
trained to make school and its classes ‘adapt’ to the characteristics of this generation. The search 
for the transformation of the school into a ‘cool’ place identical to the spaces used by this new 
generation adheres to a celebratory vision of digital medias. 
 

It is believed that, freed from the weight of traditional institutions, individuals can create 
content without restraint, access the knowledge that interests them, and be subjected to 
the criticism of their peers, which in itself is sufficient to produce valid knowledge. This 
ignores the multiple mediations which now run search engines, social networks, and 
content sites such as Wikipedia (the only new media ‘giant’ which is still collaborative and 
non-profit making), which organize and prioritize content and shape our interaction with 
the world. 
On the other hand, this downgrading of academic knowledge, as mentioned above, is 
more wide-ranging and recognizes other sources and directions. Some curricular and 
didactic shifts, which have been occurring for at least 30 years, have to be acknowledged: 
from the appeal to abstraction to the prioritization of the local and concrete, to the 
vertical and horizontal pedagogies (Bernstein, 1999), from privileging the domain of a 
heteronomous code to the search for more personal and original forms of expression. 
According to Bernstein, these shifts point to a tendency of official curriculums to be less 
academic to the extent that schools seek to become more socially inclusive. This tension 
between elitist academic content and inclusive social content is something to be 
deepened (Dussel, 2013b, p. 35). 
 
In the wake of Dussel’s reasoning, by propagating of school inclusion discourse, 

especially among individuals with disabilities, and in parallel establishing the ‘substitution’ of 
elitist academic knowledge by social and inclusive knowledge, are we contributing to the 
modification of the school knowledge to be taught, neutralizing the very process of school 
education to which these individuals are being exposed?  

Our research agendas continue, always reconfiguring the permanent need to investigate 
school practices and discourses when working with knowledge. 
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