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Introduction
An irony present in much of the argument for holistic thought is that it relies on the debater’s ability to reduce the whole and subsequently reconstruct it to make the argument. The trick may be to not reject the reduction, but instead, recognize the journey as a necessary round trip. 

The study of curriculum is enmeshed in a continual reduction, reconstruction, and reconceptualization of human experiences regarding how we come to know and unknow, understand and misunderstand, and act and fail to act. At this point in the history of the curriculum studies field, a survey of journal articles, researcher biographies and conference proceedings suggests that the only incontestable idea in the land of curriculum studies is that something happens between learners and the intention of others which creates a space of inquiry collectively called curriculum studies. Simply linking the intentions of others to learners to define curriculum keeps our discussion of curriculum on the broadest of possible plains. However, just in case the definition is too narrow, the study of what is not included or intended in curricula is vast enough to not only be included in the field, but also, to be sub-divided into more than one category of study by authors such as Schubert (2008). For the novice curriculum studies researcher, this landscape is tool large to be seen from the ground without a maps, models and guides. To complicate the landscape, the inhabitants of the theoretical villages that populate the curriculum studies landscape speak a variety of dialects and follow different rituals in their curriculum inquiry traditions.

Fortunately, attempting to organize and describe the field of curriculum studies is the ongoing focus and work of a number of authors such as Schubert (2008), Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery and Taubman (2004), and Connely, He and Phillion (2008). Their articles and books aim for synoptic descriptions of how the curriculum studies landscape has been co-constructed by the discourses of its inhabitants through time. Simultaneously they provide us with a snapshot of how the contemporary landscape is mapped or modeled for navigation. This article borrows from the synoptic tradition in curriculum studies to provide an analytical model of the contemporary curriculum inquiry field. I’ve chosen to present a model instead of a map because the image of a model encompasses many of the ideas necessary for understanding of curriculum inquiry. Models can be reduced to parts, yet achieve their purpose when they represent the whole; they contain three dimensions allowing for the possibility of breadth and depth; and they are never perfect, yet they manage to stimulate the imaginations of both visitors and inhabitants to the terrain they represent. 

Round trips into the curriculum studies landscape, complete with visits or extended stays in its theoretical villages, represent our journey between theory and practice as we come to understand one through the lens of the other in our continual inquiry into curriculum. The understandings, beliefs, attitudes, and tools of inquiry we start each journey with are simultaneously constraining and enabling of our inquiry. A model may help us locate ourselves before we start and identify where we might end up, but it may also keep us from exploring paths less travelled and generally seeing anew. To be justified a new model of contemporary curriculum inquiry must enable more than it constrains. It must embrace the emerging eclecticism describe by Schubert (2008), wherein the desire to categorize is replaced with an ability to embrace complexity and see through multiple or layered paradigms to inquire into the curriculum. Most importantly, a contemporary model of curriculum inquiry must maintain its connection to studying the effects on learners as a result of the intentions of others. 

Fullan (2008), reflecting on his work 31 years after publishing an influential literature review with Alan Pomfret (see Fullan and Pomfret, 1977) on 14 studies involving curriculum implementation, suggests in his conclusion that he has at times strayed too far from the actual living landscape of curriculum experiences. 

“We can conclude that the concept of implementation has served us well over the past almost 40 years, but we are still not behind Goodlad and Klein’s (1970) classroom door on any scale. In current work, we and others are attempting to be more comprehensive in working with whole systems” (p. 121). 

Fullan and Pomfret’s (1977) theorizing on implementation, and Fullan’s subsequent work on educational leadership, change, and systems (Fullan 2001, 2005) is substantial and widely regarded work; however, in Fullan’s own words it may not be comprehensive enough to capture the complexity involved with curriculum implementation. 

Locating oneself in the curriculum landscape 

A round trip requires a point of departure. Locating ourselves in the curriculum studies landscape requires reflective inquiry into our own epistemological and theoretical beliefs, psychological motivations, and our toolbox of available research methods. Our theoretical position can be identified as a relativistic choice supported by connections between our epistemological worldview (Schraw and Olafson, 2002) and the worldview represented by the theoretical villages and traditions we align with. For example a contextualist worldview aligns well with post-modern critical inquiry traditions in curriculum inquiry. Regardless of our epistemological worldview, knowing our position (or point of departure) allows us to move from being an unconscious traveller to a conscious participant in the traditions we encounter.  Participation in traditions other than our own requires openness to traditions to from other theoretical villages we encounter. We must also disposes a willingness to explore and cross boundary spaces between theoretical traditions that at times appear as bridges and other times appear as endless chasms. In a landscape of emerging eclecticism (Schubert, 2008), where “being comprehensive in working with whole systems” (Fullan, 2008, p. 121) is desired, travel between theoretical villages and across the landscape of curriculum inquiry is necessary to become part of the contemporary curriculum discourse.  

Zones of contemporary curriculum inquiry 

In Connelley, He, and Phillion’s (2008) Handbook of Curriculum and Instruction, Schubert (2008) provides us with an overview of contemporary curriculum inquiry and theorizing. Figure 1 is a visually constrained and reduced adaptation of the categorizations used by Schubert which relates five contemporary zones of inquiry to create a comprehensive curriculum landscape. The zones of inquiry are 1) curriculum as experienced and embodied, 2) curriculum as taught, 3) curriculum as intended, 4) the hidden curriculum, and 5) the null curriculum.  The dashed lines between the zones are permeable and represent important boundary regions. For example, influences on teaching and the taught curriculum come from the students (the center), the intended curriculum, and the hidden curriculum. The study of influence takes place in the boundary regions it involves more than one zone and is often interpersonal and transactional. Contemporary curriculum inquiry occurs in all the zones and all the boundary regions depicted. No single zone or boundary regions can be promoted to most important if our aim is comprehensive understanding of curriculum. 

[image: image1.jpg]Experienced and embodied
Taught

Intended

Hidden

Null

i





Figure 1. Curriculum landscape divided into zones of contemporary curriculum inquiry

Experienced curriculum

The study of the curriculum as experienced “expands [the researcher’s] attention to thoughts, meanings, and feelings of students as they encounter it” (Schubert, 2008, p. 409). Empathetic and rich understanding of the experienced curriculum can be gained through research methodologies associated phenomenology, autobiography, and biography; however, large scale social science quantitative studies also attempt to describe and categorize experienced curriculum through nominal means in an effort to determine how curriculum experiences are both generalizable and differ from context to context.

Embodied curriculum

The zone of curriculum inquiry most closely associated with the use of the term ‘currere’; “a reading and writing of self in relation to the world” (Schubert, 2008, p.409). Research in this zone attempts to reach beyond describing experience by trying to grasp how one is shaped discursively and materially by curriculum and thereby comes to embody the curriculum. This coming to life as a result of curriculum cannot be reduced to simplified summations of memorized ‘fact’ or a list of functional cognitive skills. 
“Miller (2005) perceptively complicates embodiment with multiple curricular voices that critique and imagine worlds. This multiplicity of embodied curricula can be interpreted as significantly different from the ideal of problem solving and trajectory of improvement that can be read in to the corpus of Dewey’s work.” (Shubert, 2008, p. 409)

 Inquiry into the embodied curriculum has been derived “from diverse sources, historical and contemporary: aesthetic, pragmatic, hermeneutic, feminist, and more” ( p. 409). 

It is helpful to expand on the difference between looking at an interpretation of embodiment through a disciplinary lens versus an interdisciplinary contemporary curriculum studies lens. The field of cognitive psychology would ask questions regarding what internal processes and adaptation are occurring as a result of curriculum experiences. In full reduction, these experiences would be measured at the neurological level using C.A.T. and P.E.T. scans. Alternatively, a behavioural psychologist might care less about internal changes and focus on observable behaviours resulting from curriculum experiences. As an interdisciplinary field, curriculum studies inquiry into embodiment relies on multiple theoretical understandings including the philosophical, political, aesthetic, feminist, social psychological and psychoanalytical ideas of experience and embodiment. 
Taught curriculum

The study of what teachers actually do and what they think they are doing rests in the zone of curriculum inquiry Schubert (2008) and others refer to as the taught curriculum. The taught curriculum is both observable and accessible through reflection. Teachers telling stories about what they teach, how they teach it, and why they teach it helps the researcher gain insight into the curriculum is understood and enacted in this zone of inquiry. Curriculum studies focused on teachers’ beliefs about knowledge, learning and curriculum, their understanding of curriculum and pedagogy, how they value the curriculum; and ultimately, how these factors influence or don’t influence curriculum decisions are all areas of study identifiable within the taught curriculum. Research into the taught curriculum can take many forms; however, the underlying two access points to data into the taught curriculum are observation and teacher self-reporting. The techniques for collecting the two types of data vary across different methodological traditions. 

Intended curriculum

The intended curriculum is the realm of curriculum designers, written curricula, and policy decisions. “The intended curriculum, explicit goals to shape the outlooks and capacities, had been the primary focus of curriculum inquiry from its inception to the 1960s, and it persists today” (Schubert, 2008, p.407). Tyler’s (1949) framework for curriculum development: 1) purposes, 2) learning outcomes, 3) organization, and 4) evaluation, has been used to develop education since its introduction. However, according to Null (2008), Tyler’s curriculum framework was turned into a “process for solving school problems”, which led to people interpreting the Tyler rationale as a series of steps instead of a curriculum development process (p. 481). He was attempting a value neutral process meant for all curriculum development; a process which is no longer seen as value neutral, but instead is considered representative of a technical-rationalist orientation. The study of values and curriculum orientations that influence decisions about the intended curriculum is a post-1960s component of studies into the intended curriculum. How the intended curriculum is shaped through discourse, debate, politics, and by teachers, students, history, power, and ideology are all areas of critical inquiry into the intended curriculum. 

The methods of inquiry into the intended curriculum relate to the purpose of the research. From an accountability frame-of-mind, fidelity between the intended and taught curriculum is primary and must be measured objectively to determine if the intended outcomes meet the lived ones (Fullan and Pomfret, 1977). From a critical inquiry perspective investigations into the intended, hidden, and null curriculum are essential to answer the question: Who gains from the intended curriculum? From a phenomenological or experienced curriculum perspective, the interaction of the teacher with the intended curriculum in the process of co-constructing student experiences is a site of inquiry. 

Hidden curriculum

Inquiry into the hidden curriculum tries to identify what is taught and learned but not named in the intended curriculum. The marginalizing characteristics of curriculum are highlighted by studies and theorizing in this zone of inquiry. The discursive and physical construction of topics such as race, class, gender, culture, ethnicity, ability, religion or belief, place, sexual orientation, age, technology, and globalization are areas of study that have in-migrated and populated the curriculum landscape with their theoretical villages and associated traditions of inquiry.  The goal of inquiry into the hidden curriculum is to bring to light the tacit construction of these identity and power shaping categorizations in society and how they are manifested in the curriculum at the both the macro- and micro-curriculum levels, i.e. from policy to the classroom. Qualitative methods of inquiry into the hidden curriculum include autobiography, biography, ethnography, phenomenology and narrative inquiry. Quantitative methods of inquiry are also employed to demonstrate inequities in curriculum implementation.
Null Curriculum

Inquiry into the null curriculum identifies that which is ignored or excluded in the official curriculum. Often that which is excluded, in contrast to that which is included, provides insights into the ideologies or beliefs that underlie the curriculum. A commonly cited example of the null curriculum is the exclusion of aesthetic disciplines in an intended curriculum in favour of increasing time for academic disciplines, such as the sciences, mathematics, and languages. 
Tested curriculum: applying the model part 1

The tested curriculum is presented as a venue of inquiry by Schubert (2008). To understand the difference between the zones of inquiry described above and the venue of the tested curriculum, Figure 2 illustrates the layering of the tested curriculum onto the curriculum inquiry zones. The tested curriculum cuts across the zones of inquiry having influence on and being influenced by the hidden, intended, taught, experienced and embodied curricula. For example, the impact on intended and taught curricula may be as simple as an increase in the study of one subject due to testing and a reduction in the study of another. If the shift is intended as part of a curriculum change, the impact is in the intended curriculum zone creating areas of interaction and influence for study. If the change is a result of teacher choices due to the ‘terrors of performativity’ (Ball, 2003), then both the hidden and taught curricula need to be investigated to understand the phenomenon. The examples of inquiry into the tested curriculum cited by Schubert (2008) explore the hidden curriculum and its negative implications throughout the other curriculum inquiry zones (see Apple, 1999; Kincheloe et al., 1997; Kozol, 2005; McNeil, 2000; Spring, 1989). 
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Figure 2. Conceptualization of inquiry into the tested curriculum 

By fore-grounding the tested curriculum against the zones of curriculum inquiry, a set of questions demonstrates how the topic of testing and the model of curriculum inquiry zones interact: How are the hidden agendas being played out in the embodied curriculum? What are the experiences of children as a result of the tested curriculum? How is the tested curriculum being taught by teachers? What is the impact on the teacher’s agency? How is the tested curriculum impacting the intended curriculum across subject areas? Is it overcoming other intentions? What is excluded from the tested curriculum and is it conscious or tacit exclusion? What are the curriculum orientations and ideological reasons behind the tested curriculum? Answers to sets of questions across the curriculum landscape help us meets Fullan’s (2008) goal of a comprehensive understanding of curriculum implementation, while at the same time moving us closer, but not all the way to, Schubert’s (2008) understanding of an eclectic field of inquiry. 

Historical development of the zones of inquiry 

The core: experienced, taught, and intended curricula
To continue our journey towards an emergent eclecticism and a model that enables more than it constrains, it is helpful to look at the historical construction of the curriculum inquiry zones shown in Figure 1. One can speculate that theorizing about the three core zones has been around since humans started forming social groups. Intentions for other’s development and the creation of experiences to foster those intentions are fundamental to the definition of curriculum. The seminal works in Western philosophy and education, The Republic, by Plato (c.360 BCE) and Politics, by Aristotle’s (c.350 BCE) both contain significant deliberations of the intended, taught, and null curricula. Furthermore, the role of experience in shaping young citizens is an extensive area of debate in both works. The progressive education movement brought significantly more attention to the role of experience in curriculum understanding. Dewey’s Experience and education, (1938/1997) provided a philosophy of experience that highlighted the importance of understanding experience as central to understanding the student’s subsequent embodiment of subject matter. 

The core areas of curriculum inquiry remain in tact and the study of design is now vigorously mixed with the study of intentions. The key questions that reside at the core of curriculum inquiry are: What should be taught/learned? and, How should it be taught/learned?  Our ongoing obsession with these questions and our repeated dissatisfaction with our previous answers suggests that only contextualized and temporary answers have been forthcoming from our collective work. The complexity of curriculum studies is deeply rooted in the complexity of our human condition; a complexity which stems from our attempts at continual organization, definition and redefinition of ourselves in relation to each other and our physical world. This complexity necessitates continual vigilance at asking and attempting to answer the fundamental questions at the core of the curriculum.

The hidden and null curricula

Pre-1970s curriculum theorists and researchers were more aptly described as subject matter specialists, curriculum designers, and implementation experts (Pinar et. al, 2004). They were not troubled by the hidden, null, and embodied curricula in the same way as post-reconceptualisation researchers are. To personify the transition from curriculum studies as inquiry into design and implementation that were believed to be value neutral and ignorant of the hidden and null curricula, to the addition of the hidden and null curriculum as necessary part of understanding the curriculum studies landscape, Pinar and his colleagues (2004) identify Schwab (1961, 1971, 1973) as the seminal author in the reconceptualist movement. Schubert’s (1986) book, Curriculum: perspective, paradigm, and possibility, is identified as the first transitional synoptic text that bridged the two eras. The reconceptualisation of the field brought critical inquiry into the realm of curriculum inquiry and allowed for the creation of the hidden and null curriculum inquiry zones. The most significant impact that the reconceptualisation had on the core curriculum zones of inquiry can be summarized by saying: design and implementation of curriculum will never again be considered to be a value neutral enterprise. The in-migration of critical inquiry theoretical frameworks into the land of curriculum studies forever shattered the illusion of objectivity in curriculum inquiry. 

Curriculum inquiry in the core zones
Within the core, curriculum design and implementation cannot be fully understood by looking at only one zone of curriculum inquiry. The taught curriculum alone will never tell us what was learned or experienced and the intended curriculum will never tell us accurately what is taught. Comprehensive understanding of how curriculum is enacted in the core is only available if we study and attempt to understand all the zones and boundary regions included in the core. Furthermore, the influence of the hidden curriculum on the activities of the core must be taken into account. Since the 1970s, the orientations of curriculum researches looking at implementation has been shifting towards the eclectic view discussed by Schubert (2008) and the comprehensive view advocated by Fullan (2008). In 1977, Fullan & Pomfret’s literature review on curriculum implementation projects identified 10 studies out of 14 wherein the researchers held what is called a ‘fidelity’ orientation to their curriculum inquiry. With a fidelity  “orientation the main intent is to determine the degree of implementation of an innovation in terms of the extent to which actual use of the innovation corresponds to intended or planned use” (p. 340). The assumptions underlying the approach according to Snyder, Bolin, and Zumwalt (1992) (cited in Piner et. al., 2004,) are that 1) the curriculum is designed by experts outside the classroom, 2) change is conceived to be a linear process, and 3) curriculum evaluation can determine whether objectives are met (p. 699). See Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Conceptualization of a fidelity orientation held by curriculum researchers investigating curriculum design and implementation.
In the same study, Fullan and Pomfret (1977) identified 4 studies on curriculum implementation that emphasized “the complexities of the change process vis-à-vis how innovations become developed/changed etc. during the process of implementation” (p. 340). This orientation was labelled ‘mutual adaptation’. The study of the mutual adaptations in curriculum inquiry involves the boundary space between the intended curriculum and the taught curriculum. The teacher demonstrates agency in making choices that impact the intended curriculum and ultimately student experiences. Figure 4 illustrates the dual directionality of a mutual adaptation orientation to the study of implementation and design. 
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Figure 4. Conceptualization of a mutual adaptation orientation held by curriculum researchers investigating design and implementation.
Synder et. al. (1992), expanded the understanding of curriculum researchers’ orientations towards the study of curriculum implementation by articulating the concept of curriculum as enactment.  In this orientation the “externally created curricular materials and programmed instructional strategies at the heart of the fidelity and mutual adaptation perspectives are seen as tools for students and teacher to use as they construct the enacted experience of the classroom” (Synder et. al, 1992, p. 418, in Pinar et. al., 1995, p. 701). Curriculum enactment requires the teacher to be attentive to individual and group learning needs. “Teachers are curriculum builders who, with students, work at constructing positive educational experiences, as distinct from delivering a finely specified, sequentially prescribed set of topics that all students must address (Grimmet, n.d., p.4). The intended curriculum becomes a resource in this idealized orientation. The teacher is in tune with students’ learning needs, reflective about his or her own orientations, and understands both the curriculum and the pedagogy required to enact it. Figure 5 provides a conceptualization of the coupling teachers and learners during curriculum enactment and the relationship between the teacher and the intended curriculum when it is used as a resource. 

[image: image5.jpg]Experienced and embodied

Taught

Intended

Hidden

Null

s





Figure 5. Conceptualization of an enactment orientation to the study of curriculum implementation.  

The net result for researchers of the expanding orientations towards inquiry into implementation and design in the core has been an increasing need for comprehensive understanding of how to inquire into the multiple layers surrounding learners, teachers, and contexts and materials. Table 1 illustrates the primary, secondary, and unnecessary areas of study required to gain understanding into the roles of the teacher, student, and contexts and materials. The areas of study are organized under the fidelity, mutual adaptation, and enactment orientations to curriculum.

From the number of areas of study noted on Table 1, it should be clear that understanding curriculum implementation as an enactment process is the most involved of the three orientations for researchers to investigate. Reduction of complexity by choosing a fidelity orientation is tempting, but misguided when seeking a comprehensive understanding of curriculum. Each area of study identified requires specific methodologies and background understanding of the theoretical positions involved to successfully research an area. For example, the study of epistemological beliefs and attitudes is often conducted through the construction of a battery of questions in a written instrument that is then piloted and validated for construct and external validity before being used to assess beliefs. The constraints of this approach are not lost on contemporary curriculum researchers, however, many of the epistemological beliefs and worldview comments made in curriculum theorizing and research, including the claims made in this paper, rest on work done in this way. Another example could be the study of individual differences and curriculum enactment experiences. This area of study requires methodology capable of capturing the essence of experience through observation and self-reporting. Phenomenology and autobiography are both useful methods of inquiry in this area of study under an enactment orientation. 
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Table 1. Areas of study and their relative importance to curriculum understanding based on the curriculum implementation orientation of the researcher(s).

For each of the possible areas of study within the core, there are traditions and customs of inquiry that at the very least need to be respected and acknowledged during our travels across the curriculum landscape. The emerging eclecticism described by Schubert (2008) is hard to ignore when the detailed work of curriculum studies is brought to the fore against a backdrop of possible curriculum implementation inquiry orientations.
Beyond the core: theoretical boundary spaces: 

The boundary between intended and null curricula

The intended and null curricula share an abstract boundary because they exist as positive does to negative. What is excluded from being taught and learned is by definition part of the null curriculum. A primary question for researchers of this boundary space is what shapes decisions about exclusion and inclusion. Which exclusions are conscious? Which inclusions are never questioned?  Curriculum designers’ epistemological beliefs and their attitudes about the purpose of curriculum and schooling both play a role in the choices made between the intended and null curricula. The combination of these factors has been described as the designer’s curriculum orientation. A designer in this case is anyone who has influence over the curriculum as it is, or will be taught, from government officials to teachers enacting their daily plans.  Every time a teacher makes a choice regarding exclusion of a topic, experience, or learning process, a choice is being made to relegate something to the null curricula at least temporarily. The four widely articulated curriculum orientations that effect designers recently re-described by Deng and Luke (2008) are:

Academic rationalism: This tradition underscores the importance of the transmission of disciplinary knowledge for the development of the intellectual capacity of students and for the maintenance or reproduction of culture…

Social efficiency: this orientation emphasizes the importance of preparing future citizens with the requisite skills, knowledge and capital for economic and social productivity…

Humanism: Liberal humanist approaches to curriculum conceive of individual learners as the central factor in determining what constitutes the subject matter (Eisner and Vallance, 1974)…

Social reconstructionism: This orientation stresses sociocultural contexts over individual difference and needs in curriculum making construing education as a means of social reform and reconstruction (Eisner & Vallance, 1974; McNeil, 1996) (p. 70-71)
Hidden curriculum – the unbounded

In contrast to the stark boundary between the null and core curricula, the hidden curriculum has no boundaries. It permeates all zones of curriculum inquiry from the embodiment of learning to determining what is included and excluded. Critical inquiry into areas such as male hegemony in the curriculum have helped us to understand how tacit agendas are played out across the landscape of curriculum. For example it is not hard to imagine a physical education curriculum whose schedule is over-supplied with male-dominated invasion sports (soccer, football, fieldhockey, basketball, etc.) and under-weight in the female-dominated aesthetic sports and recreation activities (dance, gymnastics, diving, group fitness classes etc.).  It is also no-longer hard to be critical of male-dominated historical accounts that don’t provide parallel understanding of female circumstances of the times. The work done on the hidden curriculum in this area has created understanding that has spread to the classroom level wherein teachers who have been exposed to the work of critical gender and hegemony theorists are attempting to do things their own classrooms. 

The hidden curriculum is so powerful because we are shaped both materially and socially through our interaction with the social fabric that surrounds us. This social fabric is explicitly expressed through the curriculum while also remaining stubbornly hidden until fore-grounded by alternative thinkers and theorizing. The methods used to fore-ground the hidden components of the curriculum include critical inquiry, post-structural techniques, multiple narratives of single events, and other means which shake us from the comfort of widely held beliefs. 

Theoretical and topical layering in curriculum inquiry 

Unfortunately, the models depicted in Figures 1-5 do not capture the complexity of the current field because it omits the theoretical frameworks being used to approach the fore-grounding of the hidden curriculum. To understand the layering of theoretical positions that occurs in contemporary curriculum theorizing and inquiry, we need to add more depth to the model and progress to a kaleidoscopic version that captures theoretical and topical layering in curriculum inquiry. 
The work being done in the socio-theoretical areas of  race, class, policy, gender, domestication, and institutionalization; and the work being done in specific topic areas, such as, defining school subjects, investigating individual disciplines, and the tested curriculum represent layers of theorizing and investigation that resides on the surface of the curriculum inquiry landscape but permeate down into teacher and student’s experiences and ultimate embodiment of both intended and hidden curricula. Figure 6 shows a conceptualization of how the topical and theoretical villages that have in-migrated since the 1970s to the curriculum studies landscape can be layered and mix traditions creating a kaleidoscopic view of the zones of curriculum inquiry. 
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Figure 6. Theoretical and topical layering in curriculum inquiry 
The example shown in Figure 6 could be configured in a multitude of ways. The boundaries of the theoretical orientations used to foreground curriculum issues overlap and bleed into one another. In keeping with the model as more enabling than constraining, the layers added on top of the zones of inquiry illustrate the fact that no curriculum implementation and design is value neutral. They are all theoretically tinted.  Organizing the layers of our curriculum inquiry reminds us of the beginning of our journey wherein, we had to locate ourselves in the curriculum landscape before we could investigate and travel to other theoretical villages. We now have a model to help us locate ourselves and our inquiry as well as find and describe the locations and traditions of others sharing the curriculum inquiry journey with us. The layering of multiple theoretical frameworks, topics of inquiry, across zones of curriculum inquiry in an effort to appropriately choose the right methodologies for an inquiry brings us to the complete model attempting to bring a simplified understanding to the emerging eclecticism described by Schubert (2008). The seemingly infinite combinations of theoretical and topical layers involved contemporary curriculum studies will bring new ways of understanding and seeing the curriculum, resulting in our ongoing dissatisfaction with our previous answers to the core questions: What should be taught/learned? How should it be taught/learned? 

Tested curriculum: applying the model part 2

In the first part of this applied study I examined how the tested curriculum could be studied across the curriculum using the zones of inquiry. In part 2, we add one lens from the critical inquiry tradition of race and ethnicity, and another lens based on an academic rationalist’s orientation to curriculum (discipline-based thinking). See Figure 7. In the first application of the model, a set of questions was used to show how comprehensive understanding is more likely when topics are distributed across the zones of inquiry as opposed to treated as their own area of inquiry. The limitation to the first set of questions is that they could be perceived as a value neutral attempt at understanding the tested curriculum. In Table 2 a second set of ‘tinted’ questions is provided that demonstrates how foregrounding the theoretical orientation of the research influences the types of questions asked and the type of data that will be seen as valid from each respective vantage point.  
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Figure 7. Theoretical and topical layering of the race/ethnicity studies, academic rationalism, the tested curriculum and the zones of curriculum inquiry.

	Zone of inquiry
	Race/ethnicity
	Disciplinary thought

	Embodied
	How are students from different ethnic backgrounds responding to testing?
	Do students demonstrate disciplinary thought and content understanding as a result of testing?

	Experienced
	What are minority students’ experiences of testing?
	Is testing achieving the stated objective of  the disciplinary curriculum?

	Taught
	Is the taught curriculum advantaging certain groups with regard to testing? 
	Is there fidelity between the intended content and taught content?

	Intended
	Does the intended curriculum address background differences for different ethic groups with respect to the tested curriculum? 
	Does the intended curriculum contain the proper scope and sequence of discipline-based knowledge?

	Hidden
	Do the cultural assumptions, orientations, and examples used in the tested curriculum advantage or disadvantage specific groups?
	What worldview is being promoted by academic rationalism? What has been included without questioning?

	Null
	What is omitted due to race and ethnicity and hidden curriculum issues?
	What has been excluded on ‘wrong fit’ grounds? What has been excluded due to volume concerns? 


Table 2. Sample questions illustrating effects of  layering of curriculum orientation and race and ethnicity onto the zones of curriculum inquiry.  

Round trip

An irony present in much of the argument for holistic thought is that it relies on the debater’s ability to reduce the whole and subsequently reconstruct it to make the argument. The trick may be to not reject the reduction, but instead, recognize the journey as a necessary round trip. 

This article is an intended curriculum. It is based on a contextualist worldview in which knowledge is contextual and the relative definition one’s theoretical position is a necessary component in curriculum inquiry. No position can be taken for granted as value neutral. All positions from which we inquire into curriculum are value-laden. As far as the experiential and embodied curriculum are concerned, I can only hope it was a good read for you, for I can neither observe your experience, nor do I have any self-reports or reflections to read about your experience. 

Regarding the hidden curriculum surrounding this writing, I must also leave the interpretation to the critical inquiry of others. Critical reflection would highlight my bias towards topics I’ve done more reading in and my avoidance of examples from theoretical frameworks I have little experience with. I all but guarantee my own reflections would look pale against the colourful critical inquiry emanating comes from some of the theoretical villages in habiting our contemporary curriculum landscape. 

In the world of included and excluded material (the null curricula) I can share two things that were consciously omitted due to space constraints; first, I omitted detailed methodological discussions associated with different theoretical villages and their traditions; and second, I omitted an ecological orientation towards the study of curriculum as proposed by Doll (1996) and enacted in curriculum inquiries by people like Davis and Summara (2002, 2003, 2005a, 2007) and Luce-Kapler, Sumara, & Davis (2002). Both of these omissions are temporary null events and they are non-subversive due to the fact that the information about research methodologies and ecological thinking is public and part of many academic curricula. The real null curriculum of an academic like is the exclusion of emotions and humour in the writing. In the academic rationalist traditions, it is not considered appropriate to make jokes in one’s writing.

Conclusion

Your round trip is hereby officially concluded. 
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