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Oblast kurikuluma suocava se s , teoricidom’; pojmom koji ne mora da podrazumeva odsu-
stvo teorije, ve¢ predstavlja pomagalo u Sirenju ,neteoreticne teorije’; Sto se narocito po-
gorsalo u drugoj polovini proslog veka. SluZe(i se kritickim, antikolonijalnim i dekolonijalnim teorijskim
okvirima, moj cilj je da putem ovog eseja ispitam hegemonijske i kontrahegemonijske debate evrocen-
tricnog usmerenja u domenu nase naucne oblasti, ali u kontekstu modernosti i njene eugenicke koloni-
jalnosti - Prosperovog rasudivanja — ¢ime se istice epistemicidna priroda nase oblasti. Postupajuci na taj
nacin, ovaj esej ras¢lanjuje uzrok rane koju je zadobila savremena teorija nase naucne oblasti, a koju ja
jos nazivam i ,kurikularnom involucijom” ili ,kurikuluarnim imparitetom’ Kobna teorijska praznina na-
stala je kao ishod gradanskih ratova vodenih izmedu dominantnih i kontradominantnih tradicija, kao i
unutar obeju sukobljenih strana, ¢ime je izazvano ono sto ja nazivam teoricidom. Ovaj ¢lanak zagovara
izlaz iz takve ,involucije” putem lutajuce teorije kurikuluma (u daljem tekstu: LTK) — nederivativnog, anti-
kolonijalnog i dekolonijalnog pristupa osetljivog na epistemoloske razlic¢itosti u svetu, kao i na epistemo-
losku raznovrstnost. Ovaj esej prikazuje LTK kao deklaraciju epistemosloke nezavisnosti od evrocentri¢nog
naucnog monumentalizma, koji sramno dehumanizuje legitimitet Kalibanovog rasudivanja.

Apstrakt

Kljucnereci:  epistemicid kurikuluma, teoricid, lutajuca teorija kurikuluma, kurikularna involucija,
kurikularni imparitet, raskidanje kolonijalnih veza.

1 Ovaj ¢lanak predstavlja azuriranu verziju prethodnog rada. Zeleo bih da iskazem svoju zahvalnost
ljanu Kicinu i Sari Hejs na njihovim dragocenim komentarima na prethodne verzije ovog rada. Takode,
veliko hvala mojim doktorandima sa Univerziteta u Stratklajdu na nekim od ideja za ovaj nau¢ni rad.
Nase teorijske diskusije, narocito petkom na seminarima o marksizmu i obrazovanju, pomazu nam
da bolje razumemo politi¢cku prirodu obrazovanja, kao i da razumemo koliko je od krucijalne vaznosti
uklopiti tu njegovu politi¢cku prirodu u slozenu dinamiku ideoloske proizvodnje.

2 joao.paraskeva@strath.ac.uk
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Lutajuca teorija kurikuluma jeste epistemologija oslobodenja koja
moZe da neumorno dovodi u pitanje autoritet, hijerarhiju i domi-
naciju u svakom zivotnom akspektu.

(Darder, 2016)

Uvertira

Vise od sto godina nakon svog nastanka, oblast izu¢avanja kurikuluma se tokom
prvih decenija dvadeset i prvog veka utapa u onome $to ja istrajno nazivam ,teoricidom”;
nazivom koji sustinski ne podrazumeva odsustvo teorije, vec¢ se u vecoj meri odnosi na
davanje prevlasti ,neteoreti¢noj teoriji“. Pisan u kritickim i antikolonijalnim teorijskim
okvirima, ovaj esej pociva na prethodnim istrazivanjima koja sam sprovodio u drugim
kontekstima (Paraskeva, 2024; 2023; 2022; 2021), istrazujudi i predstavljajuéi sveze prokr-
¢ene pravce razmisljanja kojima se moze zaputiti. Svrha ovog dela jeste proces trostrukog
razlistavanja (Gil, 2009) koji postuje jedan od osnova moje putanje — suocavanje s uzro-
cima rezonovanja teorije kurikuluma i njene istorije. Prvo, da se ispitaju hegemonijske i
kontrahegemonijske prepirke u polju naseg kurikuluma (Schubert & Schubert, 1980), ali
unutar konteksta modernosti i njenog rasudivanja baziranog na eugenickoj kolonijalnos-
ti (Walsh, 2012), drugim recima, Prosperovog rasudivanja (Henry, 2000; Paraskeva, 2023;
2021), ¢ime se istice epistemicidna priroda nase oblasti. Drugo, da se ras¢lani teorijska
rana koju je istovremeno zadobilo nase polje izu¢avanja, $to sam jos nazvao i, kurikular-
nom involucijom” ili ,kurikularnim imparitetom” (Paraskeva, 2024; 2023; 2021; 2016), od-
nosno, kobna teorijska praznina koja je izbila iz sudara dominantnih i kontradominantnih
tradicija. Krhotine takvih polemika osvetljavaju manjkavosti nase teorije, $to dovodi do
opasne regresije i produzava,okcidentozu kurikuluma” (Paraskeva, 2021). Trece, da se za-
laZe za izlaz iz takve ,involucije” putem lutajuce teorije kurikuluma (LTK); tvrdim da je LTK
nederivativan, antikolonijalan i dekolonijalan pristup osetljiv na epistemoloske razlike i
raznovrsnost — svet u neprestanoj dinamici promene; drugim re¢ima, teorija prevodenja
(Santos, 2014) oslobodena je od okova evrocentrizma, ali nije nuzno njemu usprotivlje-
na. LTK zahteva da se formira matrica interdisciplinarnog ucenja, koja se neposredno bavi
stvarnim izazovima sa kojima je suoceno ¢ovecanstvo i njegov razvoj.

Esej istice hitnu potrebu za otpetljavanjem od evrocentri¢nog fundamentalizma i
uces¢em u dekolonijalnom poduhvatu kako bi se razvila robusnija, nederivativna kriticka
teorija; esej takode brani stanoviste prema kojem LTK uspostavlja deklaraciju epistemo-
loske nezavisnostii slobode nasuprot muskom nau¢nom monumentalizmu karakteristic-
nom za evrocentrizam (Harding, 2008; Popkewitz, 1976), koji na sraman nacin dehuma-
nizuje legitimitet Kalibanovog rasudivanja (Fanon, 2001; Henry, 2000).

IstroSeno i razorno Prosperovo rasudivanje

Istorija nase naucne oblasti - iliti zaostavstina (Paraskeva & Huebner, 2022) - proze-
ta je bojevitim bitkama vodenim izmedu hegemonijskih i kontrahegemonijskih tradicija.
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Kao $to sam vec istrajno tvrdio u drugim publikacijama (2022a: 63; takode, 2022b; 2014;
2011), oblast je:

teorijski razbijena i podvrgnuta temeljnim diskusijama, do te mere da su diskusije
postale endemska pojava, svedena samo na domen nase teorije i njenog nasleda.
U nekim slucajevima, takve rasprave su bile intelektualno krvave. Ponekad se Cini
da naucéna oblast moze da se opise kao usce na kojem se susrecu ideologije obo-
rene u raspravama, ili kao rusevine na kojima e se voditi nove kulturoloske borbe.

Na nasu oblast, kako Karlson (Carlson, 2005) s pravom tvrdi, ne moze vise da se gleda
kao na ,distinktivno polje izu¢avanja jedinstvene istorije, slozene sadasnjosti i neizvesne
buducnosti” zato $to se kategorija ne moze jasno definisati (Carlson, 2005: 3). On podvlaci
da oblast mora da bude shvacena kao ,istorijski konstrukt sacinjen od kulturoloskih bitaka
za prevlast mocdi i znanja, kao i... prema njoj treba da se postupa kao ,klizavoj” kategoriji
Cije je znacenje neutemeljeno, Stavise osporeno.” Teoretisanje kurikuluma je zaista ,iza-
zovan poduhvat [izveden] potpunim rasudivackim potencijalom [¢oveka]” (Macdonald,
1967: 166-169).

Pazljiva analiza srzi ovih rasprava rasvetljava nam niz problema, medu kojima po-
stoje dva koja bih voleo da istaknem. Jedan se odnosi na ¢injenicu da u istoriji ne postoji
vremenski period tokom kojeg je bilo koja drustvena grupa imala apsolutnu prevlast nad
nekom drugom (Baker, 2009; Cremin, 1964; Kliebard, 1995; Krug, 1969; Schubert, 1986;
Tyack, 1974; Watkins, 1993). Uzastopnim ,dominantnim grupama” nikada nije poslo za
rukom da uniste ili istrebe druge grupe ili pokrete u okviru svojih planova i programa, niti
mimo njih. Od nastanka ovog nauc¢nog polja krajem devetnaestog veka - put dosadas-
nje sukobe izmedu ,humanista”, ,developmentalista”, ,socijalnih eficijentista” i ,socijalnih
meliorista’, uz brutalnu mo¢ neoliberalizma koji je nekako uspeo da nametne neoliberal-
no obrazovanje, kurikulum i pedagogiju (Ball, 2007; Giroux, 2004; Harvey, 2005), mozemo
primetiti da nijedan od pokreta ili drustvenh grupa — hegemonijskih ili (kamoli tek) kon-
trahegemonijskih — nije uspeo da svoja stanovista nametne na apsolutisticki nacin. Bilo
je —iuvek ¢e biti — nemilosrdnog pruzanja otpora (Paraskeva, 2022b; 2021; videti: Apple,
1979; Giroux, 1981). Drugi nam ukazuje na to da su bitke vodene medu hegemonijskim
i kontrahegemonijskim pokretima potpale pod radioaktivni funkcionalizam - opasnu i
pogubnu teorijsku zonu. Drugim re¢ima, kontradominantni pokreti su se, u svojoj slo-
zenoj borbi protiv funkcionalistickih perspektiva stvorenih i odbranjenih od strane do-
minantnih tradicija, uprkos znatnim postignuc¢ima, na kraju uvrstili u jezivi reakcionarni
funkcionalizam - paradoksalno, u isti funkcionalizam koji su tokom godina kritikovali i
protiv kojeg su se borili.

Kao $to sam i ranije tvrdio u svojim delima (Paraskeva, 2025; 2024; 2023; 2022a;
2022b; 2021;2018; 2016; 2015; 2014; 201 1), klju¢no je postaviti, izmedu ostalog, i slede-
¢a pitanja: Zasto su kontrahegemonijski pokreti potonuli u isto funkcionalisticko more
protiv kojeg su se toliko vatreno borili? Zasto nisu bili u stanju da se sami uspostave
kao hegemonijski blok? Zasto je kritickim teorijama i pedagogijama bilo nesvakidas-
nje teSko da uspostave dominaciju, ¢ak i u okviru kontrahegemonijskih stanovista? U
svetu gde je toliko toga podlozno kritici, ,zasto je postalo tako tesko proizvesti [domi-
nantnu] kriticku teoriju [kurikuluma]?” - kao $to bi Santos (Santos, 1999) srocio? Ako ne
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manjkaju problemi koje treba podvrgnuti kritici, ,(emu ovo odsustvo utopije?” (Alba,
1998: 12) Sta se to desilo? Zbog ¢ega to ne preovladava u visokokolskim obrazovnim
programima i u programima za obrazovanje ucitelja? Kako smo dovde dospeli? Kako
je to moguce? Gde smo to ,omanuli“? Ko je to omanuo? Zasto je tako ocigledno bilo
nemoguce da kontrahegemonijski pristupi osnaze ugrozene grupe? (Ellsworth, 1989)
Ko izvlaci korist iz takvih nemoguénosti? Zasto se vapaji pojedinih kritickih intelektua-
laca uporno ignorisu? Na koji na¢in mogu kriticki pristupi da se, kao $to Volter Minjolo
zagovara, ,podvedu pod projekat modernosti/kolonijalnosti i dekolonizacije” (Mignolo,
2026:125)? Ako ubrizgamo steroide marksizma u ovu kriticku debatu o kurikulumu, mo-
ramo da dovedemo u pitanje ¢iji to ¢uvari sprecavaju da se ova pitanja postave u srz na-
Sih briga o kurikulumu. U vreme kada je kurikulum postao roba i kada se neoliberalizam
namece kao dominantan pravac u pedagogiji i kurikularnim oblicima, sama cinjenica da
snazna dekonstruktivna stanovista, poput, na primer, Elsvortovih (Ellsworth, 1989) nisu
prisutna ¢ak ni u periferijama nasih proglasa, trebalo bi da nas natera da zastanemo i da
se zamislimo. Funkcionalisticko i deterministicko obrazlozenje koje prozima kurikulum
povezano je i sa vredno$¢u upotrebe i vrednosc¢u razmene, gde je kurikulum drustveno
konstruisan i gde on artikulise i dezartikuliSse nacine i uslove proizvodnje kapitalistic-
kog sistema (Marx, 1976). Zajedno s Hjubnerom (Paraskeva & Huebner, 2023; 2022), na
drugom forumu, pokusao sam da doprinesem ovoj kritickoj debati. Na neki nac¢in moze
da se nasluti ostvarenje stvari koje je Dvejn Hjubner predskazao pre nekoliko decenija
(Huebner, 1976). Ovoj nauc¢noj oblasti predstoji placanje visoke cene zbog ignorisanja
tako bezizlazne situacije.

Kao $to sam ve¢ zakljucio tokom svog istrazivanja u drugim delima, ova propast
je delimi¢no povezana s trijumfalizmom dominantnih grupa koje naginju pozitivizmu i
bihejviorizmu. Medutim, ovakav trijumfalizam objasnjava samo jednu stranu medalje.
Druga strana predstavlja sustinu kontrahegemonijske hemisfere i njenog ogranic¢enog
epistemoloskog matriksa. Drugim recima, bitke vodene izmedu dominantnih i kontra-
dominantnih grupa u nasoj oblasti odvijaju se u domenu evrocentri¢ne epistemoloske
hemisfere modernosti; ipak, one nam otkrivaju i da pluriverzumska ,kriticka i postkritic-
ka struja” — Sto sam jo$ nazvao i ,generacijom utopije” (Paraskeva, 2021) - nije u stanju
da istupi iz takve hemisfere. Takva hemisfera je tokom milenijuma stavljana u kalup ,mo-
numentalnosti belackog rasudivanja” (Santos, 2018; Mbembe, 2017), te odbija da prizna
legitimitet epistemoloskih principa koji nisu evrocentri¢ni, kako u okvirima zapadnjacke
modernosti tako i izvan njih.

Kao $to je sluc¢aj i s dominantnim tradicijama, kontrahegemonijske grupe oduvek su
otvoreno pokazivale svoju nesposobnost — a u nekim slucajevima i protivljenje - da raski-
nu veze s razli¢itim ,Prosperovim kognitivnim matricama” (Henry, 2000), koji podrzavaju
jedinstven naucni pristup tumacenju ,reci i sveta” (Freire, 1985) — ¢iji osnovni temelji po-
c¢ivaju na evrocentri¢nim epistemoloskim principima (Mignolo, 2011; Walsh, 2012). Usled
toga, kriticki i postkriticki stru¢njaci upleli su se u slozeni funkcionalizam - kao i ,derivati-
zam” (Santos, 2014) - kojem su se tako ostro protivili. Stoga, borba za kurikulum se desila
u okvirima granica koje je nametnulo zapadnjacko evrocentri¢no rasudivanje, odbacuju-
¢i postojanje drugih epistemoloskih principa mimo evrocentri¢ne logike, sa osvrtima na
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eugenicku prirodu nase naucne oblasti. Eugenika je prvobitni greh nase oblasti (Paraske-
va, 2022b). Sukobi hegemonijskih i kontrahegemonijskih tradicija odraz su epistemicidne
prirode oblasti. Dok su hegemonijske — u mnogim slucajevima bez prikrivanja - strastve-
no zagovarale epistemicid (ubistvo znanja), kontrahegemonijske nisu imale kapaciteta
da prekinu takav epistemicid, ¢ak se na kraju ispostavilo da su, na mnoge nacine, i pot-
pomogle u nau¢nom i drustvenom ovekovecenju takvog prokletstva (Paraskeva, 2023;
2012; 2022a; 2018). Osporavajudi epistemicid, kontrahegemonijske tradicije su proizvele
reverzivni epistemicid (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2021).

Hegemonijski i kontrahegemonijski pokreti ovog polja delovali su u domenu raz-
dorne eugenicke epistemoloske matrice. Sastavili su argumente i produbili rasprave na
osnovu istrosenog, razdornog i derivativnog rasudivanja. Kao $to sam tvrdio u svojim ra-
dovima (Paraskeva, 2016; 2011), istorija, teorija, nacrti i razvoj nase oblasti ne mogu se s
tac¢noscu shvatiti putem modernog zapadnjackog evrocentri¢nog epistemoloskog euge-
ni¢kog rezonovanja, koje je Santos (Santos, 2007: 45) odli¢no definisao kao ponorni nacin
razmisljanja. Drugim re¢ima,

[to] je sacinjeno od sistema vidljivih i nevidljivih razlika, pri Cemu se one nevidljive
nalaze u osnovi onih vidljivih. Nevidljive razlike uspostavijene su putem radikal-
nih zidova koje dele drustvenu realnost u dva domena: domen ,ove strane zida”
i domen, one strane zida.” Podela je takva da ,druga strana zida” iScezava kao re-
alnost, postaje nepostojeca i zaista se proizvodi kao nepostojeca. Kada kazemo
~hepostojeca’; znaci da ne postoji ni u kakvom relevantnom ili razumljivom obliku
egzistencije. Sve Sto je proizvedeno kao nepostojece se radikalno izopstava, budu-
¢i da se nalazi izvan domena svega Sto prihvacena koncepcija inkluzije ubraja u
»drugu stranu” u odnosu na sebe. Ono Sto u osnovi karakterise ponorno razmislja-
nje, prema tome, jeste nemogucnost suzivota dveju strana jednog zida. U meri u
kojoj ova strana zida preovladava, ona ostvaruje svoju prevlast jedino putem cr-
pljenja polja relevantne stvarnosti. Izvan nje se nalazi samo nepostojanje, nevidlji-
vost, nedijalekti¢ko odsustvo.

Santos (Santos, 2007) odlazi dosta dalje od stanovista koje je formulisao Enrike Dusel
(Dussel, 2026: 103), koje o misli i kulturi zapada kaze da,svojim ociglednim ,okcidentaliz-
mom” predstavlja sve druge kulture kao primitivne, premoderne, tradicionalne i nerazvi-
jene! Izvan te ponorne linije, prema tvrdnji Santosa (2007), realnost je definisana nepo-
stojanjem.

Ovakvo ponorno rezonovanje poprilicno nadilazi nemoguénost suzivota ,obeju
strana zida;" ono je u temeljima fundamentalne, radikalne negacije postojanja [onog]
drugog [u odnosu na sebe]. Radikalizacija tako ponorne episteme se, pak, nalazi u senci
Jjasno vidljivih razlika koje strukturisu drustvenu realnost s ove strane zida i zasnovane su
na nevidljivosti ikakvih razlika izmedu ove strane zida i druge strane” (Santos, 2007: 46).
Na neki nacin, Satnos nadmasuje Todorovu (Todorova, 1997) kada je re¢ o ,nepotpunoj
drugoj strani”. Ne postoji,nepotpuna druga strana” (kao ni,nepotpuna nasa strana”), zato
$to ne postoji nista iza ponornih granica. Nevidljivost i nepostojanje ,jedne strane” su u
korenu postojanja bilo kakve ,druge strane”. Hegemonijski i kontrahegemonijski pokreti
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borili su se,s ove strane zida“; stru¢njaci koji dolaze iz raznolikih beskonacnih kritickih epi-
stemoloskih struja polemisali su u domenu matrije koja je definisana i proklamovana kao
jedinstvena, jedina na svetu koja moze da proizvede nau¢no znanje isuvise dragoceno da
bi se uhvatilo u kostac sa izazovima s kojima se srece kurikulum.

U oblasti kurikularnog znanja, ,ponorno razmisljanje sastoji se iz toga $to se mo-
dernoj nauci pruza monopol univerzalne distinkcije izmedu ta¢nog i neta¢nog” - kao
$to bi Santos (Santos, 2007: 47) srocio, nasa oblast je time prozeta. Takav monopol je
ogranicio epistemolosku borbu na domen u odredenim okvirima koji se ti¢u ,odrede-
nih vrsta objekata pod odredenim okolnostima, uspostavljenim odredenim metodama”
(Santos, 2007: 47).

Kurikularno rasudivanje podredeno je hegemoniji pozitivizma i teoriji u¢enja (Pa-
raskeva & Huebner, 2023). Radi se o obliku rasudivanja koji je postao ,preoviadavajuca
kulturna hegemonija, koja prozima tehnokratsku racionalnost kao izvor logike koji pori-
Ce znadaj istorijske osvesc¢enosti” (Giroux, 1979: 267). Dominantno kurikularno rasudiva-
nje odrazava ,pozitivisticku racionalnost u ¢ijem je sadrzaju filozofija istorije koja samoj
istoriji otima kriticke mogucnosti” (Giroux, 1979: 267); stoga, to oslikava istorijski tacne
epistemoloske boje monopola monumentalnosti jednog razdornog kognitivnog Carstva
(Santos, 2018), koje oblike znanja,druge strane” prikazuje kao nepsotojece — bududi da su
nepodobni u domenu nauc¢ne naucnosti zapadnjackog modernog razmisljanja (Giroux,
2004). Sve za Sta se vredi boriti moze jedino da se pojmi s ,ove strane zida” i u domenu te
strane — u osnovi evrocentri¢no. Na,drugoj strani linije”, dodaje Santos (2007: 47), ,ne po-
stoji pravo znanje; ne postoje verovanja, misljenja, intuitivna ili subjektivna razumevanija,
koja, u najvecoj meri, mogu da postanu predmeti ili sirovine za nau¢na istrazivanja“. Borbe
za odgovor na pitanje,cije je misljenje najvrednije” potonule su u otvoreni epistemicid. To
je bila otvorena epistemicidna bitka.

Kao $to sam tvrdio u drugim kontekstima (Paraskeva, 2022a; 2022b; 2018; 2016;
2011), u tako ,eugenickom” kontekstu, potpuno je ,prostituisano” ne samo znanje vec
i samo pitanje ,$ta misliti*, kao i odgovor na njega. Kako iko moze da tvrdi da zna ono
sto tvrdi da zna ukoliko je ogroman epistemoloski skup principa koji okuplja beskrajno
mnostvo drugih epistemoloskih oblika podmuklo predstavljen kao nepostojeci (Paraske-
va, 2016)? U ovako beskonacno raznovrsnom drustvu, nas kurikulum nije - za razliku od
stanovista za koje se Djui (Dewey, 1916; 1902) tako neumorno borio - mikrokosmos drus-
tva. Na$ kurikulum oslikava ,selektivnu tradiciju” (Williams, 1976: 205), ali je uspostavljen
na,ovoj strani zida”. Kurikulum je ,rasudivanje nerazumnosti’, kako bi to sro¢io Goldberg
(Goldberg, 2018). Predmeti kurikuluma ne postoje u mrezi koju su istkale moderne zapad-
njacke epistemologije.

Da je priroda nase oblasti epistemicidna, to je neosporno. Kurikulum - od predskol-
skog vaspitanja do visokoskolskog obrazovanja - jeste laboratorija razdornog eugenic¢kog
Prosperovog rasudivanja, laboratorija epistemicida. On proizvodi i potvrduje nepostojanje
»Kalibanovog rasudivanja” (Fanon, 2001; Henry, 2000). Ograni¢avanjem rasprava na samo
,OVU stranu zida“- $to je diskusija utkana u epistemolosku mrezu zapadne evrocentri¢ne
modernosti, koju usmerava i pokrece eugenicko i razdorno rasudivanje - hegemonijski i
kontrahegemonijski pokreti ne samo da su poostrili epistemicidnu prirodu nase oblasti,
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nego su ovu situaciju doveli i do — skoro nepovratne - teorijske slepe ulice. Kao i Henri Ziru
(Giroux, 1979: 268-269), trvdio bih da je, kada je re¢ o kurikulumu, ,teorija okostala unutar
izvesnih ogranic¢enih metodoloskih prohibicija“ Ukoliko kultura pozitivizma odbacuje bu-
du¢nost slaveci sadasnjost, kao $to Henri Ziru (Giroux, 1979: 271) tako vatreno izjavljuje,
i ako je preovladavajuca kurikularna logika u tako uzasnoj meri pozitivisti¢ki nastrojena,
onda se preovladavajudi oblici kurikularnog znanja u nasim skolama takode sukobe s bu-
duénoscu i postuju sadasnjost, uprkos zbrci u kojoj se nalazi, pri ¢€emu oni onemogucuju
Sirenje svake utopijske teznje, istrebljujuci im svaku mogucu svrhu u buduénosti, unista-
vaju beskona¢nu mo¢ utopijske prirode ¢ovelanstva. Prili¢no oklevetanom, jednodimen-
zionalnom coveku, kojeg je analizirao Herb Markiz (Marcuse, 2002), mesto rodenja je u
nasem kurikulumu, a ucitelji i nastavnici su savrSene akuserske sestre.

Zivimo u vremenu stagnacije — potpunog teorijskog raspada — kurikularne involuci-
je, opasne teorijske regresije. Odgovori na izazove bezgrani¢nog epistemoloski raznovr-
snog ¢ovecanstva ne moze se ,samo” pronaci,na ovoj strani zida“; izazovi ne mogu da se
razreSe na osnovu razdornog evrocentri¢nog rasudivanja — koje je i samo, ipak, u mnogim
slu¢ajevima, vodedi arhitekta kompleksnih dogadaja koje nastoji da razresi. Kao $to Lord
(Lorde, 2007) kaze, ,gospodarevu kuc¢u ne mogu da sruse alati koji su je izgradili”. Evro-
centrizam kojim je prozet teorijski i prakti¢ni kurikularni proces potpuno je obavio nasu
oblast opasnom otudeno3¢u od realnosti — ono 3to nazivam ,kurikularnim imparitetom”
(Paraskeva, 2022a; 2022b; 2021).

Teoricid kurikuluma

Kao $to sam tvrdio, obrac¢uni izmedu dominantnih i specifi¢nih kriti¢kih i postkritic-
kih kontradominantnih tradicija demonstrirali su nam kako su postkriticke tradicije pot-
pale pod reduktivni funkcionalisti¢ki pristup. U svojoj borbi protiv epistemicida, oni su
pogorsali takav epistemicid putem izradivanja reverzivnog epistemicida (Paraskeva, 2023;
2022a;2022b; 2021; 2018; 2016).

Stavige, borbe izmedu takvih tradicija i unutar njih okrepile su ono $to bih, nadahnut
Zilom (Gil, 2009), nazvao ,kurikularnom involucijom” — ili mrtvom tackom. Kao $to biva u
takvim - ponekad - nemilosrdnim borbama, ni dominantne ni kontradominantne tradici-
je nisu mogle da odnesu potpunu pobedu; stoga stalno dozivljavamo sve vedi jaz izmedu,
s jedne strane, odsustva konsolidacije potpuno izdvojenog kurikuluma - u ¢emu zaista
imamo bezbroj primera pobede kontradominantnih tradicija - i, s druge strane, potpu-
nog odsustva pojave novog ljudskog bic¢a. Unutar takvog zastoja, epistemicid i reverzivni
epistemicid (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2021; 2018; 2016) nastavljaju da se odrzavaju.
Drugim re¢ima, niti je ,staro ljudsko bi¢e” umrlo, niti je ,stvaranje” novog ljudskog bica
potpuno materijalizovano. Niti je stari drustveni poredak ostao na sigurnom, niti se po-
javilo stvaranje novog drustvenog poretka; dakle, ,staro umire, a novo se ne moze roditi”
(Gramsci, 1999: 276).0Ove bitke nisu predstavljale ,pravu” tragediju, bududi da su lisene
svoje tragicke dimenzije, kao $to bi Zil (Gil, 2009) to sro¢io. Umesto toga, dogodila se ku-
rikularna involucija (Zil, 2009), koja, na previse nacina, ukazuje na regresiju’” Struénjaci iz
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dominantnih i kontradominantnih tradicija se sluze argumentima zasnovanim samo na
istrosenom i obmanjuju¢em ,Prosperovom evrocentricnom okviru’, koji je dokazani deo
problema (Harding, 2008; Mignolo, 2011; Quijano, 1991; Walsh, 2012). Kao sto Volter Mi-
njolo (Mignolo, 2026: 144) tvrdi, ,sama genealogija dekolonijalnog razmisljanja nepozna-
ta je genealogiji evrocentri¢nog razmisljanja“.

Stavise, epistemicidna priroda nase oblasti izaziva talas ostecenja koja su tokom
godina prozimala nasu oblast, teorijski ,imparitet” koji zagaduje nasu teoriju; teoriju u
permanentnom stanju kratkog spoja s realno$¢u. ,Stadijum involucije” razotkriva i po-
gordava imparitet ove oblasti. Kurikularna teorija i ,realnost” kretale su se beskrajnim
paralelnim putanjama — onemocalost je nastanila hegemonijske i kontrahegemonijske
principe ove oblasti. Takav imparitet je, pak, izazvao nelagodu u kritickom plodnom tlu.
Ovaj teoretski imparitet - ili ostecenje - svojstva kritike je, stoga, preplavio obale toko-
va kojima su se kretale radikalne kriticke kurikularne ideje - 3to je pojava koja je po-
hvalno osudena i ispitana u krucijalnim pristupima koje su obezbedili Veksler (Wexler,
1976; 1987), Elsvortova (Ellsworth, 1989), Liston (Liston, 1988), Gor (Gore, 1993) i drugi,
pri ¢emu nam je omoguceno da ovu problematiku ispitamo u drugim kontekstima (Para-
skeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2021; 2018; 2016).,,Involucija” i ,imparitet” pogorsali su mrtvu
tacku u kojoj se ova oblast zatekla.

Kao $to sam ranije tvrdio, Elsvortova (Ellsworth, 1989) je klju¢ni primer — neop-
ravdano potcenjen — impariteta kriti¢cnog u visokoSkolskom obrazovanju i programa
za obuku nastavnika. Pre nego 3to se prosirilo rasisti¢ko nasilje u zajednicama i uni-
verzitetskim sredinama u periodu od 1987. do 1988. godine, sto uklju¢uje i Univerzitet
Viskonsina, Elsvortova je iskoristila priliku da diskutuje o ovoj vrsti previranja na kursu
Nastavni plan i program 608: Mediji i antirasisticka pedagogija na Univerzitetu Viskon-
sina. Prema Elsvortovoj (Ellsworth, 1989), izvesni koncepti kriticke pedagogije, kao sto
su osnazivanje, glas studenata, dijalog, pa ¢ak i sam termin  kriticki”, reprezentativni su
mitovi koji odrzavaju odnose dominacije. Prema njenim (Ellsworth, 1989) tvrdnjama,
zasnovanim na njenim tumacenjima Nastavnog plana i programa 608, ,klju¢ne pret-
postavke, ciljevi i pedagoske prakse fundamentalni u literaturi za kriticku pedagogiju
- naime, ,osnazivanje’, ,glas studenata”, ,dijalog”, pa ¢ak i sam termin ,kriticki” - jesu
represivni mitovi koji odrzavaju odnose dominacije” (Ellsworth, 1989: 298). Stavise, ona
tvrdi da su nas,nasi napori da diskurse kriticke pedagogije primenimo u praksi doveli
do reprodukcije odnosa dominacije u ucionici [odnosno, diskurse koji su],delovali kroz
nas” na represivne nacine, te i sami postali sredstvo represije” (Ellsworth, 1989: 208).
Dakle, kako smo se udaljili od takvih pitanja i krenuli drugim putem, ,obradili smo” izra-
zito apstraktni jezik literature i delali putem njega. U svojoj posvecéenosti, oslobodenju
i emancipaciji, kriticki pristupi su u¢vrstili i umnozili odnose dominacije i sramotno su
Cutali pred patrijarhatom.

Prisecanje Sta su rekli Burdje i Bauman ovde je od velike pomo¢i. Burdjeovi kon-
cepti,imigracije” i Baumanovi koncepti,stranaca” krucijalni su za nas argument. Kriticka
kurikularna teorija - kojoj svi mi toliko dugujemo - daleko je od noéne more za hege-
monijski blok; odavno je prestala da proizvodi,¢udnovatost”; ve¢ dugo vise ne oznacava
»Cudnovatu, stranu” stvar koju su proizveli ,stranci”; postala je predvidljiva. S obzirom
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na njenu epistemolosku predvidljivost, kriticka kurikularna teorija vise ne predstavlja
pretnju. Ona ne moze da nastavi sa ,sakacenjem i iskorenjivanjem” (Bauman, 2005: 7)
dominantne teorije misljenja i nacina izgradnje sveta. Kriti¢ka teorija je ¢ak prestala da
oznacava teoriju pobune (Saramago, 1999: 43). Stoga, ona je izasla iz uloge proizvodaca i
dirigenta imigracije novih ideja” (Bourdieu, 2001: 7), pri ¢emu ¢ak i ono $to je zamisljeno
kao novo ostaje iskljucivo vezano onto-epistemoloskim stegama, koje mu onemogucuju
da se razvija dalje od evrocentri¢nih modernih zapadnjackih principa. Kriticke i post-kri-
ticke teorije istroSene su ,evrocentricnom koncepijom vremena, prostora, broja, uzroka”
(Bourdieu, 2001: 9), koja na neki nacin abdicira od radikalnog epistemoloskog suZivota
»druge strane zida” (Santos, 2014). Nesposobnost da se prevazidu takva involucija i oste-
¢enje jasan su dokaz capitis diminutiu (gubitka statusa), koji izaziva hypertrophia theoricae
(povecanije teorije), ¢Cime se krci put teoricidu.

Ratoborni sukobi koji su suprotstavljali hegemonijske i kontrahegemonijske pokre-
te, ukljucujudi i sukobe unutar pokreta, podstakli su svojevrsni teorijski drzavni udar - na-
pad na prostor i vreme teorije, potistenje teorije, teoricid, krée¢i put opasnim antiintelek-
tualnim oblicima intelektualizma, koji su jedan od enzima za dekvalifikovanje prosvetnih
radnika. Intelektualizam postaje redak antikvitet u obrazovnim istrazivanjima i Skolskim
okruZenjima (Paraskeva, 2013).

.Neoteoreti¢na” atmosfera vlada. Ova teorija, u stvari, predstavlja ,neteoreti¢nu
teoriju.” Teorija je, u sustini, odsustvo teorije. Neuznemirenost je osvojila nase podruc-
je. Utopija teorijske histerije je sahranjena. Zivimo u ,ateorijskom*” trenutku, po3asti koja
je kontaminirala razli¢ite odeljke nase oblasti poput korozije, zatim se, noseci svu svoju
imovinu, smestila u somotsku fotelju nase akademije. Teoricid je zabiberio zdrav razum,
$to ne mora da podrazumeva odsustvo teorije, ve¢ predstavlja pomagalo u Sirenju,,nete-
oreti¢ne teorije”. Sezona lova na teoriju i teoreticare se normalizovala. Slaba teorija koju
smo pokusali da proizvedemo ne komunicira s nasim skolama. Teorijskom talasu nedo-
staje istorijska perspektiva i izgubio je na kvalitetu, narocito u drugoj polovini proslog
veka. Nema teorijske strepnje u nasoj oblasti. Dozivljavamo paralizu. Gore od teorijske
stagnacije, suo¢avamo se s ,nepostojanjem” bio kakve teorijske turbulencije. Bu¢ni teo-
rijski pozari proslosti — ¢ak i u skorijoj istoriji — davno su iscezli. Nasa oblast vise nije tlo za
potpirivanje vatre u domenu razvijenih drustvenih nauka.

Neophodna je jo$ jedna teorija — ruku na srce, lutaju¢a - $to bi moglo da se po-
stigne jedino putem novog teoretisanja, nove epistemoloske logike, i koja nam, verna
eti¢kim principima epistemoloske pravde, pomaze da ,poslozimo reci” na drugi nacin
(Saramago, 1999: 86). Nema buduénosti bez smrti, kao $to bi Saramago (2009) rekao.
Drugim rec¢ima, i kao $to sam ve¢ tvrdio i podrobno analizirao u drugim konteksti-
ma (Paraskeva, 2022; 2021), kriticke i postkriticke teorije, uopste uzev, kao i kriticke i
postkriticke obrazovne kurikularne teorije, posebno, moraju da izumru. Ovo nije kraj
kritickih teorija i pedagogija. Ovo je nacin da se stvori istinski mnogobrojan, supra-
disciplinarni, nederivativni kriti¢ki pristup resavanju beskrajnih, raznovrsnih, onto-epi-
stemoloskih izazova sveta.

lako je provokativan, ovaj izazov ne trazi okoncanje u evrocentricnom smislu. On
trazi nesto radikalno drugacije. Trazi da stvari stoje ,na drugi nac¢in” (Paraskeva, 2021).
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Moramo svi da se borimo kako se ne bi, kao $to bi to Zil (Gil, 1998) rekao, ,kriticka teorija
okamenila kao tribalna teorija”. Pravedan nacin da se rese takvi nedostaci jeste posveciva-
nje ,procesu razlistavanja” (Gil, 1998: 127-128), Sto rasklapa trenutni razdorni ,kompliko-
vani razgovor” (Pinar, 2004) i dekolonizuje ga, bududi da je u svojoj prirodi epistemicidan
(videti: Huebner, 2022).

Ovaj proglas je signalizirao uzbunu u nekim regijama nase oblasti, naroc¢ito medu
onima koje su se, tokom decenija, samoproglasavali jedinim ¢uvarima kontraargumenta
sa velikim K takode jedinstvenog, zanemarujuci da sve vreme delaju u domenu epi-
stemicidne matrice - pri ¢emu su se upustili u epistemicidne procese i ishode. Uo¢avam
da takve kurikularne liberalne republike tvrdoglavo odbijaju da priznaju da je njihovo
vlastito rasudivanje, ma koliko multikulturno i polihromatsko, bilo, i uvek ¢e biti, ,izraz
zapadnjacke kulture koja ograni¢ava mogucénost opstanka svih drugih kultura” (Dussel,
2026: 104).

Teoricid govori o slepoj ulici koju su stvorile bitke vodene izmedu hegemonijskih
i kontrahegemonijskih evrocentri¢nih tradicija, koje nisu bile u stanju da se ukljuce u
neevrocentri¢ne perspektive. Ta slepa ulica pogorsava umirucu prirodu oblasti, kako je
to Hjubner obznanio (Huebner, 1976). Kako bismo mogli da poreknemo da nase polje ne
uziva u teorijskom blagostanju kakvo je nekada imalo? Kako bismo mogli da poreknemo
da vise ne dozivljavamo teorijsku strepnju kakvu smo iskusili u proslosti, ¢ak i nedavnoj?
Jedan od razloga ovom ozbiljnom zastoju lezi u poricanju apsolutisticke i istroSene priro-
de evrocentri¢nog rasudivanja, koja je prozela kontrahegemonijsku matricu. Pokazalo se
da ova matrica nije sposobna da nadmasi svoje epistemoloske granice, razresi ili ublazi
svoje inherentne kontradikcije, kao i da prizna legitimitet neevrocentri¢nih epistemolos-
kih perspektiva.

Takozvana generacija utopije (Paraskeva, 2021) — koja se zalaze za toliko pohvalnih
borbi za pravedno obrazovanje i kurikulum - uprkos potesko¢ama nastoji da se odvoji
od jezivog epistemoloskog potcinjavanja zapadnim modelima, kao da su ovi modeli je-
dini jezik, jedini skup koncepata i jedinstvena matrica koja moze da odgovori na brojne
razli¢ite i raznovrsne izazove sa kojima se ¢ovecanstvo suocava (Paraskeva, 2023; 2021).
Nasi kontrahegemonijski kurikularni principi nisu u stanju da zamisle ,re¢ i svet” mimo
zapadnjackog evrocentri¢nog matriksa (Paraskeva, 2023; 2021). Promena oblika teorici-
da, koja kontaminira oblast, u sustini je sinhronizovana sa zamahom Sirenja ,ateoretic-
nosti” koji prozima akademsku zajednicu (videti: Reckwitz & Rosa, 2023). Dok, s jedne
strane, moramo da priznamo znacajne prednosti i postignuéa koje su ostvarili brojni
kontrahegemonijski pokreti, realnost nas, s druge strane, primorava da priznamo da su
se ti pokreti pokazali kao nedovoljni da okrenu situaciju u sopstvenu korist. Ponestaje
im pitanja i odgovora. Nasa oblast tone u ,pleonasticko [rasudivanje] u kojem se pitanja
i odgovori svode na istu stvar’, kako bi to sroc¢io Emil Coran (Cioran, 1975: 51). Cini se
da se ,komplikovani razgovor” moze odvijati samo u granicama koje namece odrede-
no evrocentri¢no rasudivanje. Priznavanje izuzetnih postignuca koja su ostvarili brojni
kontrahegemonijski pokreti nije nepodudarna realnost sa katastrofalnim teorijskim sta-
njem izazvanim teoricidom u kojem zivimo. Naprotiv, njihova otvorena kompatibilnost
bi trebalo da nas natera da se zapitamo kako je uopste doslo do toga da se nademo u
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ovom teorijskom vakuumu, uprkos brojnim dostignu¢ima. Teoricid ne moze da se po-
smatra kao ¢in postovanja bilo kog antikolonijalnog ili dekolonijalnog matriksa.

Negiranje epistemicidne prirode kurikuluma, negiranje despotske prirode evrocen-
tricnog razuma u ¢ijoj osnovi deluju hegemonijski impulsi, kao i negiranje teoricidne pri-
rode polja - sve to ne samo da predstavlja savrieni primer despotske smelosti modernih
zapadnih evrocentri¢nih epistemoloskih paradigmi, nego sve vise opravdava centralnost
sledeceg pitanja: mogu li dominantne kurikularne teorije (ovde uklju¢ujem i hegemonij-
ske i kontrahegemonijske) da opisu stvarnost sa kojom se suoavamo kao ¢ovecanstvo?
Da li one opisuju drustvo u kojem zivimo? Da li one opisuju i beskonaéne, bezbrojne sin-
gularnosti koje obuhvataju ¢ovecanstvo?

Ukoliko je kurikularno rezonovanje prozeto eugenickim prvobitnim grehom, kako
bi ijedan teorijski okvir — ma kakav bio - koji proizilazi iz takvog rasudivanja, mogao da
objasni bezgrani¢nu raznovrsnost i epistemoloske razlike stvarnosti? Beskrajno pluralno
vise nego ikad, o rizomatskom covecanstvu se teorijski jedino moze govoriti putem bez-
brojnih rizomatskih teorija, lutaju¢im putem. Istrajavanje u takvom poricanju oglusava se
0 ,nemogucnost objedinjavanja svih otpora i radnji pod jednu zajednicku veliku teoriju”
(Santos, 1999: 203);,,5to predstavlja samo odjek “onoga sto je Elsvortova (Ellsworth, 1989)
tako prikladno proglasila, a $to ne smemo ignorisati. U duhu njenog rada (Ellsworth, 1989:
301), ponovio bih da nam vecina kriti¢nih paradigmi i dalje ne pruza

jasnu izjavu o svojim politickim agendama [a] napore ulazu u to da sakriju da
oni, kao kriticki pedagozi, zapravo nastoje da javne resurse (ucionice, skolski pri-
bor, plate nastavnika i profesora, akademske zahteve i diplome) prilagode raznim
Jprogresivnim” politickim agendama u koje veruju kao zastupnike javnog dobra
— koji, kao takvi, zasluzuju javne resurse.

lako to predstavlja pravi izazov, krucijalno je odvojiti se od fundamentalizma evro-
centri¢cnog razmisljanja i postaviti se u nezapadne, neevrocentri¢ne, antikolonijalne i
dekolonijalne epistemoloske okvire. Takvo raskidanje veza uspostavlja dekolonijalan za-
okret, ¢ime se izaziva ne samo komplikovan nego i nederivativan razgovor, koji poziva na
~neponorne kulturne kontakte” (De Alba, 2026), kao radikalni kurikularni kohabitus. Budu-
¢i da se i dalje porice da matriks modernosti nazaduje ili da mora pazljivo da se ¢uva usled
svojih palijativnih potreba, upornost u poricanju ,hospicidne” prirode fundamentalizma
karakteristi¢cnog za kartezijansko rasudivanje (Andreotti 2002; Darder, 2026) ni¢im ne do-
prinosi reSavanju izazova sa kojima se suoc¢avamo kao oblast. Na primer, upadljiva tiSina
koja bi zavaldala kad god bi se, tokom decenija, u bezbrojnim komplikovanim razgovori-
ma metode currere povela re¢ o kastama, istovremeno je upecatljivi simptom i posledica
naucne oblasti koja je izgubljena u vremenu i dugoro¢no teorijski sakac¢ena, proizvodaca
nepredvidljivih, nepromisljenih i opasnih pravaca ili teorijski manjkave oblasti koju je za-
robio ponorni intelektualni i teorijski rad, koju uporno promovise epistemicidan matriks,
te je stoga nepopravljivo osudena da nastavi da proizvodi ponorne teorijske podele i fa-
brikuje razdornu istoriju.

Iz navedenih razloga, klju¢no je otvoriti epistemicidni kanon ovog polja, koji raskrsta
s evrocentri¢nim epistemoloskim impulsima (Amin, 1990) i rastavlja ponornu podelu pu-
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tem izlaganja problema koje je socioloska intervencija zaobisla, poput pojave kaste, kao
temu za obradu u kurikularnim debatama (Paraskeva, 2025; 2023; 2015). Preko potrebno
je da se posvetimo ,multikulturnom dijalogu koji ne nagada iluzorno prisustvo neposto-
jece simetrije medu kulturama” (Dussel, 2026: 107). To implicira, kako Dasel (Dussel, 2026:
112-113) dodaje,

interkulturni dijalog koji nije, niti u vecoj meri niti iskljucivo, tip dijaloga voden iz-
medu kulturnih apologeta koji nastoje da drugima prikazu vrline i vrednosti svoje
sopstvene kulture. To je, iznad svega, dijalog izmedu kritickih inovatora kulture (in-
telektualaca na ,granicama®”), izmedu njihove sopstvene kulture i modernosti. To
je, pre svega, dijalog izmedu ,kriza periferije”; taj dijalog prvo mora da bude inter-
kulturni oblik dijaloga voden izmedu dveju kulturnih sredina na istom razvojnom
stadijumu, pre nego sto moZe da prede u oblik dijaloga izmedu dveju sredina na
razli¢itim razvojnim stadijumima.

Takav potez zahteva posvecenost priznavanju legitimiteta epistemologija s juga,
odnosno, iz sredina u razvoju (Santos, 2007), radikalnog kohabitusa (Paraskeva, 2023;
2024; 2025) razlicitih i raznovrsnih epistemoloskih pravaca, $to vodi do kriticke teorije
kastinskog kurikuluma, kréeci put ,ekologiji — kurikularnih — znanja” (Santos, 2014). Ta-
kva ekologija implicira raskidanje veza, $to zagovara epistemolosku neposlusnost kao
bolji izbor od kontinuirane teznje ka ,novini” u okvirima tog istog eugenicki zarazenog
matriksa (Dussel, 2025; Mignolo, 2025). Takva teorija pomaze sastavljanju postponornog
matriksa. Oblast pravednog kurikuluma zalaze se za teoriju pravednog kurikuluma, ona-
kvu vrstu teorije koja je epistemoloski ,neambisalna” Postponorna kurikularna teorija i
razvoj podrazumevaju deambisalni zamah Sirenja - ,raskid veza“, koji ne stremi nuzno
neponornom matriksu, ve¢ prokrcuje put,neambisalnom” kurikularnom nacrtu koji ve-
$to oslikava brojne epistemoloske impulse covecanstva, pruzajudi polozaj nedodirljivosti
kurikularnim debatama.

Ne postoji savriena teorija (Quantz, 2011). Medutim, nasa kritika ¢e uvek biti kata-
lekti¢na i izolovana od oblasti koja uporno ostaje dislocirana tako $to ignorise krucijalne
kategorije - kao $to su kaste — koje brutalizuju milijarde ljudskih bi¢a Sirom sveta. Ne moze
biti socijalno pravedne teorije bez teorije koja odraZava antikolonijalnu i dekolonijalnu
misao, kao ni bez vodedih teorijskih uces¢a antikolonijalnih i dekolonijalniih teorija, koje
takode poticu iz globalnog juga. Od krucijalne je vaznosti da priznamo da se ,dekolonijal-
no razmisljanje razlikuje od postkoloniijalne teorije i postkolonijalnih studija na taj nacin
da njihova genealogija lezi u francuskom poststrukturalizmu pre nego u tesko shvatljivoj
istoriji planetarnog dekolonijalnog razmisljanja“ (Mignolo, 2026: 127). Minjolo (Mignolo,
2026: 132) tvrdi:

Dekolonijalno razmisljanje se jos uvek nije pojavilo, ak ni u najekstremnijim levi-
carskim publikacijama. A razlog tome leZi u ¢injenici da dekolonijalno razmisljanje
ne pripada levici, ve¢ neCemu sasvim drugacijem: to je raskidanje odnosa s moder-
nom politickom epistemom artikulisanom kao desnica, centar i levica; to otvara
prolaz necemu sasvim drugom, u hodu, traZe¢i sebe u razlici.

274



Nastava i vaspitanje, 2025, 74(3), 263-282

Teoricid jeste i posledica decenija komplikovanih razgovora koji su sistemati¢no
marginalizovali upozorenja mnogih kritickih teoreticara, da se ,kriticko misljenje kao na-
¢in razmisljanja pomracilo kako u Sirem drustvenom kontekstu, tako i u sferi javnog $ko-
lovanja” (Giroux, 1979: 281). Teoricid je rendgenski snimak oblasti putem nederivativnog
raskidanja veza, iskopavanja oblasti,iz drugih lokaliteta” (Mignolo, 2026: 135).

Oni koji su rodeni i odrasli u Africi, ubrzo su mogli da ¢uju od svojih predaka da su
problemi u svetu nastali kada su zebre belih pruga proglasile svoju superiornost nad ze-
brama crnih pruga. U kurikulumu, svi smo mi zebre. Nema svrhe da one sa,belim pruga-
ma” tvrde da su nadmo¢ne. Onima koji prihvataju postojanje u ovirima premisa koje Pjer
Tejar brani — da,mi nismo ovde kao ljudska bica sa spiritualnim iskustvom, ve¢ stvari stoje
suprotno: svi smo mi beskonacna spiritualna bi¢a sa privriemenim ljudskim iskustvom” -
metafora zebri daje drugaciji odjek.

Ovo je bitka beskonagnog, borba za beskonacno, vodena u beskona¢nom, aliipak ne
beskrajna bitka.,Beskonacno je tada moguce” (Pessoa, 2006: 56), a sadasnjost je moguca
kao,jedina stvarnost koja je vec¢no prisutna, sada neumiruca” (Pessoa, 2006: 47). Kritickim
teorijama i pedagogijama potrebna je nova ,postambisalna” logika za mogucu utopiju
pravednog sveta. Mi moramo da teoriju,vratimo” u epicenter visokog obrazovanja i kuri-
kularnih debata u skolovanju ucitelja i nastavnika - ova bitka mora da bude pobedena na
univerzitetima na kojima se obrazuju uditelji i nastavnici. Nova teorija, ipak. Nederivativna,
neponorna, samo teorija za pristojan zivot, kako se Santos (Santos, 2018) zalaze.

Lutajuca teorija kurikuluma (LTK): nederivativni pristup

Svestan mrtve tacke u kojoj se nasla ova oblast - i pod dubokim uticajima antikolo-
nijalnog i dekoloniijalnog neevrocentri¢nog pristupa - proglasio sam epistemicidnu pri-
rodu ove oblasti (Paraskeva, 2011) i zagovarao potrebu za sukob ,na frontu” s njenim isto-
rijskim epistemicidnim rasudivanjem. Zalagao sam se za potrebu za deteritorijalizacijom
tout court i za pretpostavku lutajuce teorijske kurikularne (LTK) perspektive. Tvrdio sam da
je kurikularno rasudivanje razdorno, eugenicko u svojim hegemonijskim i kontrahegemo-
nijskim evrocentri¢nim principima, pritom i zagovarao nederivativan neponoran pristup
(Santos, 2014; Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2018; 2016; 2011), jedan deteritorijalizovani,
dekolonijalni, lutajudi kurikularni pristup teorijskoj stazi (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b;
2018; 2016; 2011). Teoreticar LTK jeste ,prelom [eugenickog] tocka vremena®”, kako Fridrih
Nice (Nietzsche, 1990: 6) prekida i destabilizuje kurikulum kao eugenicku privremenost
ljudskog bica, kao sto je Hjubner proglasio.

Takva konfrontacija izaziva istorijsko-socioloska odsustva naseg polja (Santos, 2014)
i dovodi u pitanje institucionalizaciju vidljivosti i postojanja odredenih formi znanja — u
svojoj osnovi evrocentri¢nih — ¢ime kurikularnu teoriju i istoriju ove oblasti izguruje iz ko-
lonijalne zone. Ja ovakav moment sile nazivam ,epistemoloskim zaokretom®, dekolonijal-
nim momentom (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2018; 2016; 2011).

LTK je bila prihvacena od strane u¢enjaka u Sjedinjenim Americkim drzavama i izvan
njih, pri ¢emu su prihvatili i ono $to Enrike Dusel (Dussel, 2013) naziva analektikom - ili
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ana-dijalektickim pristupom - $to prekida ponorni jaz koji su stvorile modernisticke i po-
stmodernisticke rasprave, $to uporno oslikava globalni jug kao nepostojeci. LTK postavlja
borbu protiv epistemicida i reverzibilnih epistemicida kao centar gravitacije nove utopij-
ske logike, onakve kakva je posvecena svojoj ulozi performativnog iskaza (Austin, 1962),
drugim recima, ,tip lutajuce teorije koja nesto ucini tako Sto to izgovori”. LTK je osetljiv
na epistemolosku raznolikost i razlike u svetu. Teoreticar LTK jeste epistemoloski izgna-
nik — njegov pravednicki politi¢ki stav duboko je posvecen drustvenoj, kognitivnoj i in-
tergeneracijskoj pravdi. Kriticke i postkriticke teorije i pedagogije - nacin na koji svi mi
razmisljamo i postupamo - moraju da se zavrse, kao i da se deteritorijalizuju; moraju da
radikalno raskrste sa sopstvenim opresivnim zapadnjacko-evrocentri¢cnim matriksom na
takav nacin da ga ne odbacuju, kao i da se posvete ,radikalnom suZivotu obeju strana
zida” (Paraskeva, 2023). Kao §to Zao (Zhao, 2019: 27) tvrdi:

LTK je oblik dekolonijalnog misljenja koji prepoznaje ekolosku koegzistenciju razli-
citih epistemoloskih oblika znanja Sirom sveta, obracajuci paznju na znanje i epi-
stemologije koje su u velikoj meri marginalizovane i diskreditovane u trenutnom
svetskom poretku.

Teoreticar LTK je ,epistemoloski i kulturni lekar”, kako bi to Fridrih Ni¢e (Nietzsche,
1990: 55) formulisao, koji izraduje LTK kao, i kroz, novu konceptualnu gramatiku (Jupp,
2017), koja luta unutar i izvan: (a) kolonijalnosti modi, znanja i bivstovanja; (b) epistemici-
da, lingvicida, ambisalnosti i ekologije znanja; kao i (c) poststrukturalistickog hermeneu-
tickog lutanja koje proizvodi neponornu abecedu znanja (Paraskeva, 2022a; 2022b).

LTK tezi,opstoj epistemologiji nemoguénosti opste epistemologije” (Santos, 2007:
67), Cuvajudi i negujudi ,besmrtnost beskrajnog pluridiverzalnog intelekta ostvarenog
putem obrazovanja” (videti: Nietzsche, 1990: 4). To je teorija ljudskih prava, kako bi
Santos (Santos, 2009) nesumnjivo formulisao. LTK podrazumeva drugacijeg teoreticara,
koji izaziva i izazivan je teorijskim usmerenjem koje je neprecizno, ali rigorozno; on ili
ona ,bezi” od svakog nesre¢nog kanona; to podrazumeva teoreticara koji je posvecen
kretanju put ,ambisalnog epistemoloskog terena”, izazivajudi epistemolosku apstinen-
ciju teorijske uniformnosti i stabilizacije. Teorija (i teoreticar) lutajuc¢eg kurikuluma jeste
vulkanski lanac koji pokazuje neprestano odsustvo ekvilibrija; teorija (i teoreticar) luta-
juceg kurikuluma uvek je stranac svom sopstvenom jeziku. Medutim, ne radi se o izolo-
vanom postupku; u pitanju je nastanjena usamljenost. LTK se hvata u kostac sa svakim
oblikom prirodno naklonjenog istraZivanja; drugim re¢ima, hvata se u kostac sa svakim
oblikom romantizacije domorodackih kultura i znanja, i nije povezan ni sa kakvim diho-
ticnim kosturom zapada, niti ostalih (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2018; 2016). Kao
i Nice (Nietzsche, 1990: 10), teoreticar LTK ,nastoji da shvati unutrasnju koherentnost i
potrebu svake istinske kulture”,

LTK, kako to tvrdi Darder (Darder, 2016), jeste ,epistemologija oslobodenja koja je u
stanju da uporno dovodi u pitanje strukture autoriteta, hijerarhije i dominacije u svakom
zivotnom aspektu i mora da bude kultivisana, negovana i otelotvorena u blagoslovenom
neredu i nezgrapnom haosu svakodnevice u $kolama i zajednicama” (Darder, 2016: 12).
LTK dosta govori o legitimitetu Kalibanovog koscijentizma (Nkrumah, 1964). LTK, koja je
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po svojoj prirodi metamorfoza raslojavanja, ,prag beskonacne zalosti” (Couto, 2008: 105),
zagovara da se ide protiv zamaha 3irenja ,okcidentoze i mehanotike”, kao i da se to sta-
noviste prevazide (Al-L-Ahmad, 1984: 31). LTK ,nije samo prizivanje ili izazivanje; ono daje
primer kako ideje mogu ostavljati snazan utisak kada se dodaju izvorima kurikularnih stu-
dija tako $to znacajno ukljucuju radove” (Schubert, 2017: 10) koji nadmasuju moderne
zapadne evrocentri¢ne epistemoloske dominantne i kontradominantne tradicije. Pored
toga, teoreticari LTK dovode u pitanje apsolutisticki kult dominantne nau¢nosti nauke - u
osnhovi evrocentri¢ne — potcinjene merkantilistickim krugovima cirkulacije kultrune proi-
zvodnje. LTK zagovara kurikularnu transmodernost koja je

multikulturna, svestrana, hibridna, postkolonijalna, pluralisticka, tolerantna i
demokrati¢na (ali mimo moderne liberalne demokratije Evropske drZzave). Imace
sjajne hiljadugodisnje tradicije i uvazavace eksterioritet i heterogene identitete.
Vecina Covecanstva odrZava, reorganizuje (obnavljajuci i ukljucujuéi elemente
globalnosti) i kreativno razvija kulture u svom svakodnevnom, prosvetljenom
horizontu. Kulture ove vecine produbljuju vrednosni ,zdrav razum” stvarnih i
posebnih postojanja svojih ucesnika, suprotstavljajuci se iskljucuju¢em procesu
globalizacije, koji upravo zbog ovog procesa nenamerno ,gura” k procesu ,tran-
smodernosti” To je povratak ka svesti znacajnih vecéina ¢ovecanstva, od njihove
iskljucene nesvesti tokom istorije! (Dussel, 2002: 236)

Drugim rec¢ima, LTK ,nastoji da ispuni nedovrseni i nepotpuni projekat dekoloniza-
cije iz dvadesetog veka koji tezi svetu izvan modernosti” (Grosfoguel, 2007: 179). LTK pre-
vazilazi tradicionalne dihotomije; tezi artikulaciji kritickog kosmopolitanizma koji nadilazi
nacionalizam i kolonijalizam; teZi proizvodniji znanja koje nadilazi fundamentalizme koji
karakteriSu treci svet i evrocentrizam; teZi proizvodnji radikalne postkapitalisticke politike
koja nadilazi politiku identiteta; tezi prevazilazenju tradicionalne dihotomije izmedu poli-
ticke ekonomije i kulturnih studija; nastoji da se pomakne od ekonomskog redukcionizma
i kulturalizma (Grosfoguel et al., 2007).

LTK je naprasno obeznacavanje i reoznacavanje, odnosno, ,trijangulisana svest u-ak-
ciji, locirano i onako-kako-se-dogodilo” (Garza & Jupp, 2026). Kapacitet i posvecenost koje
LTK gaji prema kohabitusu beskrajnih onto-epistemoloskih struja na globalnom severu i
globalnom jugu ponistava jedan od najozbiljnijih aspekata misljenja u domenu moder-
niteta, njegovu ponornu prirodu. Takav kohabitus raznovrsnih i razlicitih epistemoloskih
tokova implicira ono $to su Noa de Lisovoj i Selin Norman (Lissovoy & Norman, 2016) na-
zvali ,rekonekcija’, $to se suprotstavlja eugeni¢koj monumentalnosti modernog zapad-
nog evrocentrizma.

Dok zapadni projekat, zajedno sa iskrivlienom logikom koju proizvodi, produ-
kuje pedagoske pristupe koji se suprotstavljaju istraZivanju, dijalogu i samom
razmisljanju, pluriverzalno epistemolosko preusmerenje u poducavanju od-
bacuje prikazivanje nastavnika i kurikuluma kao fiksiranih i nepokretnih, te
umesto toga pristupa poduéavanju na fluidan nacin, znatizeljom i ljubavlju.
Dekolonijalni i analekticki kurikulum, neogranicen zidovima koji je postavio
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svet evropeidne rase, radi na tome da poremeti mit o kolonijalnoj trajnosti i
zapadnoj univerzalnosti — mit koji Siri ideju da ne postoje odrZive opcije mimo
nase trenutne stvarnosti i znanja koje je u njoj konstituisano. (De Lissovoy &
Norman, 2026: 326).

Raskidanje veza i dekolonizacija — uz odavanje pocasti nasledu kritickog puta, podi-
Zuci ga na drugi nivo — takode je dekolonijalni pokusaj bavljenja kritickom teorijom (Kell-
ner, 1989: 2). Postupajuci na taj nacin, lutajuca teorija kurikuluma preispituje utopizam;
odgovara na Habermasov (Habermas, 1981) izazov modernosti kao nepotpunog projek-
ta i posvecuje se procesima dekolonizacije. Pomaze nam da razumemo koliko je klju¢no
preispitati tacne epistemoloske boje nase bitke za pravedno obrazovanje i drustvo. Nas
zadatak nije da,pucamo u utopiste” (Santos, 1995) niti u utopiju, koja ne samo da obitava
U nama, nego i izvire iz krhotina modernosti. Zadatak koji imamo mi, kao ucenjaci u polju
obrazovanja i kurikuluma, jeste da dekolonizujemo tu utopiju i raskrstimo veze s njom,
$to jeste klju¢na posvecéenost beskrupuloznoj kritici svake postojece epistemologije kao
sine qua non uslova za pravednu teoriju kurikuluma. Ovo je nesumnjivo najbolja bitka
koju moZemo da vodimo kako bismo otvorili zapadni evrocentri¢ni kanon demokratije
(Santos, 2007), te na taj nacin poplocali put ka neponornom i pravednom drustvu putem
nederivativne kurikularne teorije. LTK je onto-epistemoloska deklaracija nezavisnosti. To
je narodna teorija koja odrazava epistemoloske razlike i raznolikost sveta. U tom smislu,
LTK ce uvek biti neizvestan manifest za manifest neizvesnosti. Teoreticar LTK razume da
je, vise od trazenja ,istine”, krucijalno da se na nederivativan nacin shvate metamorfoze u
ljudskom bi¢u (Nietzsche, 1990: 50).
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The curriculum field faces a ‘theorycide’, which is not necessarily the absence of a theory, but
the yoke of a ‘non-theory theory’ momentum which has worsened, especially in the last half
of the last century. Drawing on a critical, anticolonial, and decolonial theoretical framework, my aim in
this essay is to examine the hegemonic and counter-hegemonic Eurocentric debates in our field, but
within the context of modernity and its eugenic coloniality, the Prosperous reason, thus framing the
epistemicidal nature of the field. In so doing, the essay dissects the contemporary theoretical hemorrhage
we face as a field, what | have called ‘curriculum involution’ and ‘curriculum imparity’. A lethal theoretical
void has emerged from the epistemological civil war within and between dominant and counter-dominant
traditions, triggering what | call the theorycide. The article advocates a way out of such ‘involution’ through
an itinerant curriculum theory, a non-derivative anti-colonial and de-colonial approach responsive to
the world’s epistemological difference, and diversity. The essay frames ICT as a declaration of epistemo-
logical independence against the scientific monumentalism of Eurocentrism that egregiously dehuman-
izes the legitimacy of Caliban’s reason.
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The itinerant Curriculum theory is an epistemology of liberation
that can persistently challenge structures of authority, hierarchy,
and domination in every aspect of life.

(Darder, 2016)

Introit

More than a century after its emergence, the field of curriculum studies spends the
first decades of the 21st century plunged in what | have persistently called ‘theorycide,
which is not exactly the absence of a theory, but rather the inauguration of ‘non-theory
theory! Crafting within a critical and anti-colonial theoretical framework, this essay builds
upon previous examinations | have conducted in other contexts (Paraskeva, 2024; 2023;
2022; 2021), exploring and presenting newer possible paths. The aim of this piece is a
threefold exfoliation (Gil, 2009) process that respects one of the pillars of my trajectory
- to confront the reasons for reasoning curriculum theory and its history. First, to exam-
ine the hegemonic and counter-hegemonic Eurocentric wrangles in our curriculum field
(Schubert & Schubert, 1980) but within the context of modernity and its eugenic coloni-
ality reason (Walsh, 2012), the Prosperous reason (Paraskeva, 2023; 2021; Henry, 2000),
thus framing the epistemicidal nature of the field. Second, to dissect the coetaneous the-
oretical hemorrhage we faced as a field, what | have called ‘curriculum involution’ and
‘curriculum imparity’ (Paraskeva, 2024; 2023; 2021; 2016), a lethal theoretical void erupted
from the clashes between dominant and counter-dominant traditions. The smithereens of
such wrangles exhibit the insufficiencies of our theory glaringly, leading to a dangerous
regression and perpetuating a ‘curriculum occidentosis’ (Paraskeva, 2021). Third, to advo-
cate a way out of such‘involution’through an itinerant curriculum theory (ICT);  argue ICT
as a non-derivative anti-colonial and de-colonial approach responsive to the world’s epis-
temological difference and diversity - a world in a perpetual dynamic of change; that is a
theory of translation (Santos, 2014) out of the yoke of Eurocentrism — yet not necessarily
against. ICT requests an interdisciplinary learning matrix addressing real challenges facing
humanity and its development.

The chapter highlights the urgent need to disentangle from Eurocentric fundamen-
talism and engage in a decolonial endeavor to develop a more robust, non-derivative
critical theory; it advocates how ICT constitutes a declaration of epistemological inde-
pendence and freedom against the male scientific monumentalism of Eurocentrism (Har-
ding, 2008; Popkewitz, 1976) that egregiously dehumanizes the legitimacy of the Caliban
reason (Fanon, 2001; Henry, 2000).

An Exhausted and Divisive Prosperous Reason

Our field's history - or what'’s left (Paraskeva & Huebner, 2022) - is saturated with
pugnacious battles between and within hegemonic and counter-hegemonic tradi-
tions. As | have persistently argued elsewhere (2022a, p. 63; also, 2022b; 2014; 2011),
the field is:
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theoretically shattered and profoundly disputed, to the extent that disputes have
become an endemic part of the field’s DNA. In some cases, such quarrels have been
intellectually sanguinary. Sometimes, the field appears to be an estuary of ideolog-
ical corpses and debris upon which new cultural battles will be fought.

Our field, Carlson (2005) accurately argues, can no longer be considered‘a distinctive
field, with a unique history, a complex present, and uncertain future, because the catego-
ry does not become reified (p. 3). He underlines that the field needs to be understood as‘a
historical construct assembled out of cultural battles over power and knowledge, and...
it needs to be treated as a ‘slippery’ category whose meaning is unsettled and even con-
tested. Curriculum theorizing is indeed a ‘challenging undertaking [framed] by the total
rational potential of [man]’ (Macdonald, 1967, pp. 166 -169).

A careful analysis of the core of these disputes enables us to unpack a set of issues,
of which | would like to highlight two. One is related to the fact that at no historical mo-
ment has there been absolute supremacy of any one group over another (Baker, 2009;
Cremin, 1964; Kliebard, 1995; Krug, 1969; Schubert, 1986; Tyack, 1974; Watkins, 1993).
Successive ‘dominant groups’ have never been able to annihilate/exterminate other
groups or movements within and beyond their platforms. Since the field’s emergence at
the end of the nineteenth century - with the quarrels between 'humanists, ‘developmen-
talists,‘social eficiencists, and ‘social meliorists’ until today, with the brutal power of ‘neo-
liberal movements’ that somehow imposed a neoliberal education, curriculum, and ped-
agogy (Ball, 2007; Giroux, 2004; Harvey, 2005) - we can see that none of the movements
or groups - hegemonic or (let alone) counter-hegemonic - managed to impose their
views in an absolutist way. There has been—and will always be—ferocious resistance
(Paraskeva, 2022b; 2021; see also: Apple, 1979; Giroux, 1981). The other relates to the fact
that the battles within and between hegemonic and counter-hegemonic movements fell
into radioactive functionalism — a dangerous and lethal theoretical zone. That is, coun-
ter-dominant movements in their complex fight against the functionalist perspectives
produced and defended by the dominant traditions — despite notable accomplishments
- ended up falling into appalling reactionary functionalism as well - paradoxically the
same ‘functionalism’ that they historically criticized and fought against (Paraskeva, 2023;
2022a; 2018; 2012).

As | have been arguing throughout my work (Paraskeva, 2025; 2024; 2023; 2022a3;
2022b;2021;2018;2016; 2015; 2014; 2011), it is crucial to pose, among others, the follow-
ing questions: Why did the counter-hegemonic movements sink into the same function-
alist quagmire they fought so hard for? Why were they unable to establish themselves
as a hegemonic bloc? Why has it been so difficult for critical theories and pedagogies to
become hegemonic? Why has it become so oddly tough for critical theories and peda-
gogies to become dominant, even within counter-hegemonic platforms? In a world with
so much to criticize, ‘why has it become so difficult to produce a [dominant] critical [cur-
riculum] theory? - as Santos (1999) would have put it? If there is no shortage of issues to
criticize, ‘what is this lack of utopia due to?’ (Alba, 1998, p. 12) What happened? Why is
it not dominant in Higher Education and teacher education programs? How did we get
here? How was it possible? Where did ‘we ‘fail? Who failed? Why were counter-hegemonic
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approaches overtly unable to empower the ‘have-nots'? (Ellsworth, 1989) Who benefits
from such an inability? Why were the cries of particular critical intellectuals persistent-
ly ignored? How can critical approaches, Walter Mignolo (2026, p. 125) argues, “be sub-
sumed into the project of modernity/coloniality and decolonization”? If we inject Marx-
ist steroids into the critical curriculum debate, we must question whose guardians are
preventing these questions from being placed at the core of our curriculum concerns. At
a time when the curriculum has become a commodity and neoliberalism imposes itself
as the dominant pedagogy and curricular forms, the fact that powerful deconstructions,
such as those of Ellsworth (1989), for example, do not even constitute the periphery in
our field’s proclamations should make us stop and think. The functionalist and determin-
istic rationale that permeates the curriculum is also related to use value and exchange
value, in which the curriculum is socially constructed and articulates and disarticulates
the modes and conditions of production of the capitalist system. (Marx, 1976). Alongside
Huebner (Paraskeva & Huebner, 2023; 2022), in another forum, we attempted to contrib-
ute to this critical debate. One somehow senses the realization of Dwayne Huebner's
predictions decades ago (Huebner, 1976). The field is facing a heavy price for ignoring
such a predicament.

As | have already examined elsewhere, part of this failure is related to the triumphal-
ism of dominant groups with positivist and behaviorist inclinations. But this triumphalism
explains only one side of the coin. The other side resides precisely at the core of the coun-
ter-hegemonic hemisphere and its limited Eurocentric epistemological matrix. That is, the
battles between dominant and counter-dominant groups in our field occur within the
Eurocentric epistemological hemisphere of modernity; however, they also unveil the ina-
bility of a pluriverse ‘critical and post-critical river’ — what | have called ‘the generation of
utopia’ (Paraskeva, 2021) - to break with such hemisphere. Such a hemisphere is millenni-
ally framed within the ‘monumentality of white reason’ (Mbembe, 2017; Santos, 2018) and
refuses to recognize the legitimacy of non-Eurocentric epistemological platforms within
and beyond Western modernity.

Like the dominant traditions, counter-hegemonic groups always showed overt inca-
pability - and in some cases refusal - to delink from different‘Prosperous cognitive matrix-
es’ (Henry, 2000) that promote a unique scientific way of reading ‘the word and the world’
(Freire, 1985) - based fundamentally on a Eurocentric epistemological platform (Migno-
lo, 2011; Walsh, 2012). In doing so, critical and post-critical pundits became entangled in
the complex functionalism - and ‘derivativism’ (Santos, 2014) — that they had so vividly
opposed. Thus, the struggle for the curriculum occurred within the limits imposed by a
modern Western Eurocentric reason, disregarding the existence of other epistemological
platforms beyond the Eurocentric logic, which reflects the eugenic nature of our field.
Eugenics is the field’s original sin (Paraskeva, 2022b). The battles between hegemonic and
counter-hegemonic traditions mirror the field’s epistemicidal nature. While the former —in
many cases openly - championed the epistemicide (the killing of knowledge), the latter
ended up being incapable of interrupting such epistemicide and, in many ways, ended up
helping the scientific and social perpetuation of such anathema (Paraskeva, 2023; 2012;
2022a; 2018). In challenging the epistemicide, the latter produced a reversive epistemi-
cide (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2021).
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Hegemonic and counter-hegemonic movements in the field laboured within
a divisive eugenic epistemological matrix. They crafted their arguments and drilled
their disputes based on an exhausted, divisive, and derivative reason. As | have argued
throughout my work (Paraskeva, 2016; 2011), our field’s history, theory, design, and de-
velopment cannot be grasped accurately out of the modern Western Eurocentric epis-
temological eugenic reason, accurately defined by Santos (2007, p. 45) as an abyssal
thinking. That is,

[it] consists of a system of visible and invisible distinctions, the invisible ones
being the foundation of the visible ones. The invisible distinctions are estab-
lished through radical lines that divide social reality into two realms: the
realm of ‘this side of the line’ and the realm of ‘the other side of the line.” The
division is such that ‘the other side of the line’ vanishes as reality, becomes
nonexistent, and is indeed produced as nonexistent. Nonexistent means not
existing in any relevant or comprehensible way of being. Whatever is pro-
duced as nonexistent is radically excluded because it lies beyond the realm
of what the accepted conception of inclusion considers to be its other. What
most fundamentally characterizes abyssal thinking is thus the impossibility of
the co-presence of the two sides of the line. To the extent that it prevails, this
side of the line only prevails by exhausting the field of relevant reality. Beyond
it, there is only nonexistence, invisibility, non-dialectical absence.

Santos (2007) goes far beyond the position articulated by Enrique Dussel (2026,
p. 103), which places Western thought and culture, “with its obvious‘Occidentalism, has
positioned all other cultures as primitive, pre-modern, traditional, and underdeveloped.”
Beyond the abyssal line, Santos (2007) argues, reality is defined by non-existence.

Such abyssal reason goes well beyond the impossibility of co-presence of
‘both sides of the line;’ it constitutes a fundamental, radical negation of [the] [an]
other existences. The radicalization of such an abyssal episteme is outshone by
the ‘intensely visible distinctions structuring social reality on this side of the line are
grounded on the invisibility of the distinction between this side of the line and the
other side’ (Santos, 2007, p. 46). In a way, Santos goes well beyond Todorova (1997) re-
garding the ‘incomplete other! There is no ‘incomplete other’ (and ‘incomplete self’)
because nothing is beyond the abyssal line. Invisibility and nonexistence of the
‘one side’ are the roots of visibility and existence of the ‘(an)other side’ Hegemonic
and counter-hegemonic movements fought ‘on this side of the line ’; pundits from
endless diverse critical epistemological rivers wrangled within a matrix defined and
proclaimed as unique, the only worldly one able to produce scientific knowledge so
dear to unpack the curriculum challenges.

Within the field of curriculum knowledge, ‘abyssal thinking consists in granting
to modern science the monopoly of the universal distinction between true and
false’—as Santos (2007, p. 47) would have framed, to the detriment of ceaseless other
ways to grasp the real. The ‘exclusionary character of this monopoly is at the core of
the modern epistemological disputes between scientific and nonscientific forms of
truth’ (Santos, 2007, p. 47) that saturates our field. Such a monopoly has confined the
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epistemological struggle within a particular framework regarding ‘certain kinds of
objects under certain circumstances and established by certain methods’ (Santos,
2007, p. 47).

Curriculum reason is subjugated to the hegemony of positivism and learning theo-
ries (Paraskeva & Huebner, 2023). It is a form of reason that became “the prevailing cultural
hegemony, saturating a technocratic rationality as the source of logic that denies the im-
portance of historical consciousness” (Giroux, 1979, p. 267). Dominant curriculum reason
mirrors a “positivist rationality that contains a philosophy of history that robs history of its
critical possibilities” (Giroux, 1979, p. 267); it thus reflects historically the accurate episte-
mological colours of the monopoly of the monumentality of a divisive cognitive Em-
pire (Santos, 2018) that produces forms of knowledge of ‘the other side’ as nonex-
istent - because unfitted within the scientific scientificity of Western modern thinking
(Giroux, 2004). What is worth fighting for can only be grasped from and within ‘this
side of the line’ — fundamentally Eurocentric. On ‘the other side of the line, Santos
(2007, p. 47) adds, ‘there is no real knowledge; there are beliefs, opinions, intuitive or
subjective understandings, which, at the most, may become objects or raw materials
for scientific inquiry.” The struggles over ‘whose knowledge is of most worth, sunk
into an overt epistemicide. It was an epistemicidal battle.

As | argued in other contexts (Paraskeva, 2022a; 2022b; 2018; 2016; 2011), in
such a‘eugenic’ context, not just knowledge but the very question/answer ‘what is to
think’ is totally ‘prostituted’ How can ‘one’ claim that one knows what one claims to
know if an immense epistemological platform that congregates an endless myriad of
other epistemic forms has been viciously produced as nonexistent? (Paraskeva, 2016).
In a society so endlessly diverse, our curriculum is not — as Dewey (1916; 1902) so
tirelessly fought for - a microcosm of society. Our curriculum reflects a‘selective tradition’
(Williams, 1976, p. 205) but drilled within ‘this side of the line! Curriculum is ‘the reason of
unreason’as Golberg (2018) would have phrased it. The subjects of the curriculum do not
exist within a web provided by modern Western epistemologies.

That the nature of our field is epistemicidal is irrefutable. Curriculum - from kin-
dergarten to Higher Education - is the lab of a divisive eugenic Prosperous reason, the
lab of the epistemicide. It produces and certifies the non-existence of ‘Caliban reason’
(Fanon, 2001; Henry, 2000). By limiting the debate to just ‘this side of the line, - a discus-
sion woven into the epistemological web of Western Eurocentric modernity that drives
and is propelled by a eugenic and divisive reason -, hegemonic and counter-hegemonic
movements have not only sharpened the epistemicidal nature of the field but also driv-
en it to an - almost irreversible - theoretical cul-de-sac. Along with Henry Giroux (1979,
pp. 268-269), | would argue that curriculum “theory ossified within certain circumscribed
methodological prohibitions.” If the culture of positivism rejects the future, celebrating
the present, as Henry Giroux (1979, p. 271) so vehemently proclaims, and if the dominant
curricular logic is terribly positivist, then the dominant forms of curricular knowledge in
our schools also conflict with the future and venerate the present, regardless of its chaos,
castrating any utopian aspiration, annihilating any future purpose, and destroying the in-
finite power of the utopian nature of humankind. The much-maligned one-dimensional
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man, unpacked by Herb Marcuse (2002), finds its birthplace in our curriculum, and teach-
ers are its perfect midwives.

We live in a time of stagnation - complete theoretical decay - a curriculum invo-
lution, a dangerous theoretical regression. The answers to the challenges of a limitless
epistemologically diverse and different humanity cannot ‘only’ be found ‘on this side of
the line;' they cannot be resolved based on a divisive Eurocentric reason - itself, after all,
in many cases, the leading architect of the sagas it seeks to solve. As Lorde (2007) says,
‘the tools that built the master’s house cannot destroy it! The Eurocentrism that saturated
the theoretical and practical process of the curriculum has completely sunk the field into
a dangerous disconnect with reality — what | call ‘curriculum imparity’ (Paraskeva, 20223;
2022b; 2021)

Curriculum Theorycide

As | have argued, the clashes between dominant and specific critical and post-criti-
cal counter-dominant traditions have demonstrated how the latter fell into the reductive
functionalist approach. In their struggle against the epistemicide, they aggravated such
epistemicide by crafting a reversive epistemicide (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2021;
2018;2016).

Moreover, the struggles between and within such traditions fueled what | would
call, drawing from Gil (2009), a ‘curriculum involution’— a deadlock. As in such - some-
times -ruthless struggles, neither the dominant nor the counter-dominant traditions
were able to claim a complete victory; we thus keep experiencing an increasing void
between, on the one hand, the absence of the consolidation of a fully segregated
curriculum — we do have countless examples of counter-dominant victories — and, on
the other hand, the whole absence of the emergence of the new human being. And,
within such an impasse, epistemicide and reversive epistemicide (Paraskeva, 2023;
2022a; 2022b; 2021; 2018; 2016) continue to be perpetuated. That is, neither the ‘old
human being’ died nor the ‘creation’ of the new human being was fully materialized.
Neither the old social order remained safe, nor the new social order emerged; that is,
‘the old is dying, and the new cannot be born. (Gramsci, 1999, p. 276). These battles
represented no ‘real’ tragedy as they were stripped of their tragic dimension, as Gil
(2009) would have put it. Instead, a curriculum involution occurred (Gil, 2009), which,
in too many ways, points to a ‘regression. Pundits within both dominant and coun-
ter-dominant traditions wield arguments based just on an exhausted and misleading
particular ‘Prosperous Eurocentric framework’ that proved to be part of the problem
(Harding, 2008; Mignolo, 2011; Quijano, 1991; Walsh, 2012). As Walter Mignolo (2026,
p. 144) argues, “the very genealogy of decolonial thinking is unknown in the geneal-
ogy of European thinking".

Moreover, the epistemicidal nature of our field triggers an impairment wave that
historically saturates the field, a theoretical ‘imparity’ that contaminates our theory, a
theory that is in a permanent state of short circuit with reality. The ‘involution stage’
exposes and aggravates the field's imparity. Curriculum theory and ‘reality’ have been
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walking endless parallel lines — a malaise populates the field’s hegemonic and coun-
ter-hegemonic platforms. Such imparity has triggered discomfort within the critical
turf, though. This theoretical imparity - or impairment - of the critical has thus flooded
the banks of the radical critical curriculum river—laudably denounced and scrutinized
in crucial approaches provided by Wexler (Wexler, 1974; 1987), Ellsworth (1989), Liston
(1988), Gore (1993), and others as we had the opportunity to examine in other contexts
(Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2021; 2018; 2016). ‘Involution’ and ‘imparity aggravated
the field’s deadlock.

As | have argued, Ellsworth (1989) is a key example - unjustifiably undermined - of
the imparity of the critical within Higher Education and teacher preparation programs.
Before the nationwide eruption of racist violence in communities and on campuses from
1987 to 1988, including the University of Wisconsin—-Madison, Ellsworth took the opportu-
nity to discuss this kind of turmoil in the course Curriculum and Instruction 608: Media and
Anti-Racist Pedagogies at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. According to Ellsworth
(1989), particular concepts of critical pedagogy, such as empowerment, student voice,
dialogue, and even the term ‘critical; are representative myths that perpetuate relations
of domination. As she (1989) argues, based on her interpretation of C&I 608, 'key assump-
tions, goals, and pedagogical practices fundamental to the literature on critical pedagogy
- namely, ‘'empowerment,‘student voice, ‘dialogue, and even the term ‘critical’ - are repres-
sive myths that perpetuate relations of domination’ (Ellsworth, 1989, p. 298). Moreover,
she (Ellsworth, 1989, p. 208) claims that ‘our efforts to put discourses of critical pedagogy
into practice led us to reproduce relations of dominations in the classroom [discourses
that] were ‘working through us’in repressive ways and had themselves become vehicles
of repression’. Thus, as we detached from such issues and moved into a different way, ‘we
worked through’and out of the literature’s highly abstract language. In their commitment
to liberate and emancipate, critical approaches solidified and multiplied relations of dom-
inance and were egregiously silent against patriarchy.

Revisiting Bourdieu and Bauman is of great help here. The concepts of ‘immigration’
in the former and that of ‘strangers’in the latter are crucial to our argument. Critical curric-
ulum theory - which we all owe so much - is far from being a nightmare for the hegemonic
bloc; long ago, it ceased to produce ‘strangeness’; it ceased to be a‘strange’thing created
by ‘strangers’; it became predictable. Given its epistemological predictability, critical cur-
riculum theory is no longer a threat. It cannot continue to‘mutilate or eradicate’ (Bauman,
2005, p. 7) the dominant thinking theory and way of building the world. Critical theory
even ceased to be the theory of mutiny (Saramago, 1999, p. 43). Thus, it ceased to be a
producer and conductor of the ‘immigration of new ideas’ (Bourdieu, 2001, p. 7), and even
what is intended as new remains reductively tied to an onto-epistemological corset inca-
pable of going beyond the Eurocentric modern Western platform. Critical and post-criti-
cal theories are exhausted with a ‘Eurocentric conception of time, space, number, causes’
(Bourdieu, 2001, p. 9) that somehow abdicates from a radical epistemological co-presence
of the ‘other side of the line’ (Santos, 2014). The incapacity to overcome such involution
and impairment is clear evidence of the curriculum’s capitis diminutiu, which triggers its
hypertrophia theoricae, paving the way for the theorycide.
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The belligerent battles that opposed hegemonic and counter-hegemonic move-
ments, as well as the disputes within each movement, promoted a kind of theoretical
coup détat - an attack on the space and time of theory, a theoretical mope, a theorycide,
paving the way for a dangerous anti-intellectual intellectualism, one of the enzymes of
the de-skilling of educators. Intellectualism is becoming a rare collectible in educational
research and school settings (Paraskeva, 2013).

A ‘non-theoretical’ atmosphere reigns. This is the theory, that is, the theory of
‘non-theory’. The theory is, indeed, the absence of theory. Non-disquiets conquered the
field. The utopia of theoretical hysteria was buried. We live in an ‘atheoretical’ moment,
a plague that has contaminated the various areas of our field like rust and settled down
with all its belongings in the velvet armchairs of our academy. The theorycide peppers
the commonsense, which is not necessarily the absence of a theory, but the yoke of a
‘non-theory theory’momentum. The hunting season for theory and theorists was normal-
ized. The pale theory we have been trying to produce does not speak with/to our schools.
The theoretical wave is ahistorical and has worsened, especially in the last half of the last
century. There is no theoretical trepidation in our field. We are experiencing paralysis.
Worse than a theoretical stagnation, we face the ‘non-existence’ of any theoretical turbu-
lence. The roaring theoretical fires of the past — of even recent history - are long gone. Our
field is no longer theoretically combustible within the vast social sciences.

Another theory is essential—admittedly itinerant—which can only be achieved with
another theorizing, another epistemological logic, and which, faithful to the ethical princi-
ples of epistemological justice, helps us to ‘arrange the words'in another way (Saramago,
1999, p. 86). There is no future without death, as Saramago (2009) would say. That is, and
as | have argued and analyzed in greater depth in another context (Paraskeva, 2022, 2021),
critical and post-critical theories, in general, and critical and post-critical educational and
curricular theories, in particular, as we have discussed them, have to die. This is not the
end of critical theories and pedagogies. It is a way to produce a truthfully plural, supradis-
ciplinary, non-derivative critical approach to address the endless, diverse, onto-epistemo-
logical challenges of the world.

While provocative, the challenge is not begging for an end in Eurocentric terms. It
begs something radically different. It begs ‘the otherwise’ (Paraskeva, 2021). We must fight
collectively so that, as Gil (1998) would say, ‘critical theory does not become petrified as
a tribal theory! A just way to address such insufficiencies is to commit to an ‘exfoliation
process’ (Gil, 1998, pp. 127-128), which dismantles the current divisive ‘complicated con-
versation’ (Pinar, 2004) and decolonizes it, as it is itself epistemicidal (see Huebner, 2022).

This proclamation sounded alarm bells in some regions of the field, especially
among those who, for decades, self-proclaimed themselves the sole guardians of ‘thy’
counterargument, also unique, ignoring that they were working within an epistemicidal
matrix — thus engaging in epistemicidal processes and outcomes. | see such a curricu-
lum liberal Republics stubbornly refusing to acknowledge that their own reason, however
multicultural and polychromatic it might be, was, is, and always will be “an expression of
Western culture and restricts the possibility for the survival of all other cultures” (Dussel,
2026, p. 104).
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The theorycide speaks to the impasse created by the battles between hegemonic
and counter-hegemonic Eurocentric traditions that were unable to engage with non-Eu-
rocentric perspectives. This impasse exacerbates the moribund nature of the field, as
Huebner proclaimed (1976). How can we deny that our field does not enjoy the theoret-
ical health it once did? How can we deny that we do not experience a theoretical trepi-
dation today like we did in the past, and even in the very recent past? One of the reasons
for this gridlock lies in the denial of the absolutist and exhausted nature of Eurocentric
reason, which has saturated the counter-hegemonic matrix. This matrix has proven in-
capable of transcending its epistemic boundaries, resolving or mitigating its inherent
contradictions, and acknowledging the legitimacy of non-Eurocentric epistemological
perspectives.

The so called generation of utopia (Paraskeva, 2021) - who champion so many laud-
able battles for a just education and curriculum - struggle to detach themselves from a
chilling epistemological submission to Western models, as if within these models were the
only language, the only concepts, and the unique matrix to respond to the many different
and diverse challenges facing humanity (Paraskeva, 2023; 2021). Our counter-hegemonic
curriculum platforms cannot envision the ‘word and the world’ beyond the Western, Eu-
rocentric epistemological matrix. (Paraskeva, 2023; 2021). The theorycide morph contami-
nating the field is actually in sync with the normalized ‘atheoretical’moment that saturates
academia (see Reckwitz & Rosa, 2023). While on one hand, we must recognize the signif-
icant advances and accomplishments achieved by numerous counter-hegemonic move-
ments, on the other hand, reality forces us to acknowledge that such advancements have
proved to be quite insufficient to ‘flip the table’ They run out of questions and answers.
Our field is sinking in a “pleonastic [reason] in which the questions and answers amount
to the same thing” as Emi Cioran (1979, p. 51) would put it. It appears that the ‘complicat-
ed conversation’ can only occur within the confines imposed by a particular Eurocentric
reason. The recognition of outstanding achievements made by many counter-hegemonic
movements and the calamitous theoretical condition framed by the theorycide in which
we live are not incompatible realities. On the contrary, this overt compatibility should lead
us to consider how it was possible to find ourselves in this theoretical vacuum, despite
numerous achievements. The theorycide cannot be seen as an act of veneration of any of
the anti-colonial and decolonial matrices.

The denial of the epistemicidal nature of the curriculum, the denial of the despotic
nature of Eurocentric reason on which counter-hegemonic impulses fundamentally oper-
ate, and the denial of the theorycidal nature of the field not only epitomizes the despotic
nerve of Mondern Western Eurocentric epistemological paradigms, but also increasingly
justify the centrality of the following question: can the dominant curriculum theories (and
here | include hegemonic and counter-hegemonic ones) narrate the reality we face as hu-
manity? Do they narrate the society in which we live? Do they narrate the endlessly plural
singularities that encompass humanity?

If curriculum reasoning is impregnated with a eugenic original sin, how can any
theoretical framework - whatever it may be - deriving from such a reasoning explain the
limitless diversity and epistemological difference of reality? An endless plural more than
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ever, rhizomatic humanity can only be theoretically narrated through an endlessly plural
rhizomatic theory, itinerantly. To persevere in such a denial ignores the “impossibility of
bringing together all resistances and agencies under a common grand theory” (Santos,
1999, p. 203); it does nothing more than echo what Ellsworth (1989) so aptly proclaimed,
which we must not ignore. Along with her (1989, p. 301), | would reiterate that most criti-
cal paradigms persist in not providing

a clear statement of their political agendas [and] the effort is to hide the fact that as
critical pedagogues, they are in fact seeking to appropriate public resources (class-
rooms, school supplies, teacher/professor salaries, academic requirements and de-
grees) to further various ‘progressive’ political agendas that they believe to be for
the public good—and therefore deserving of public resources.

While it is quite a challenge, it is crucial to disentangle oneself from the fundamen-
talism of Eurocentric thinking and to engage with non-Western, non-Eurocentric, anti-co-
lonial, and decolonial epistemological frameworks. Such de-linking establishes a decolo-
nial turn, triggering not just a complicated but a non-derivative conversation calling for
‘non-abyssal cultural contacts’ (De Alba, 2026) as a radical curriculum cohabitus. Contin-
uing to deny that the matrix of modernity is in decline and/or in intensive care suffering
from palliative needs, the persistence in denying the ‘hospicide’ nature of the fundamen-
talism of the Cartesian reason Andreotti (2002; see also: Darder, 2026), contributes abso-
lutely nothing to address the challenges we face as a field. For example, the noisy silence
on caste on decades of countless ‘currere complicated conversations’ is simultaneously
a vivid symptom and consequence of a field lost in time, historically and theoretically
mutilated, a producer of erratic, reckless, and dangerous avenues, a theoretically deficient
field hostage to an abyssal intellectual and theoretical work that persistently promotes
an epistemicidal matrix, and thus irremediably condemned to keep producing abyssal
theorical lines and fabricate a divisive history.

It is, therefore, crucial to open the field’s epistemicidal canon, delinking from ab-
solutist Eurocentric epistemological impulses (Amin, 1990), and dismantling the abyssal
divide by placing sociological absences such as caste at the table of curriculum debates
(Paraskeva, 2025; 2023; 2015). It is vital to commit to “multicultural dialogue that does not
presuppose the illusion of a non-existent symmetry between cultures” (Dussel, 2026, p.
107). Itimplies, Dussel (2026, pp. 112-113) adds,

an intercultural dialogue which is neither only nor principally a dialogue be-
tween cultural apologists who attempt to demonstrate to others the virtues and
values of their own culture. It is, above all, a dialogue between a culture’s critical
innovators (intellectuals of the “border,” between their own culture and Moder-
nity. It is more than anything a dialogue between the “critics of the periphery,”
it must be an intercultural South-South dialogue before it can become a South-
North dialogue.

Such a move begs for a commitment to recognize the legitimacy of the epistemol-
ogies from the South (Santos, 2007), a radical co-habitus (Paraskeva, 2025; 2024; 2023)
of different and diverse epistemological avenues, leading to a critical caste curriculum
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theory, paving the way for an ‘ecology of - curriculum - knowledges! (Santos, 2014). Such
an ecology implies de-linking, which suggests epistemic disobedience rather than an
ongoing pursuit of ‘newness’ within the same eugenically tainted matrix (Dussel, 2025;
Mignolo, 2025). Such a theory helps to coin a post-abyssal matrix. A just curriculum field
sweats a just curriculum theory, one that is epistemologically ‘a-abyssal. A post-abyssal
curriculum theory and development implies a de-abyssal momentum - a de-linking -,
not necessarily towards a non-abyssal matrix, but one that paves the way to a‘a-abyssal’
curriculum design that accurately mirrors humanity’s multiple epistemological impulses,
thus bringing untouchability to the curriculum debates.

There is no such thing as a perfect theory (Quantz, 2011). However, our critique will
always be catalectic, irrelevant, and out of touch in a field that persistently remains out
of joint by ignoring crucial categories — such as caste - that brutalize billions of human
beings globally. There can be no socially just curriculum theory without it also reflecting
anti-colonial and decolonial thought, and without leading theoretical participation from
decolonial and anti-colonial theories, also drawn from the Global South. It is crucial to
recognize that “decolonial thinking is differentiated from post-colonial theory or post-co-
lonial studies in that the genealogy of these is located in French post-structuralism more
than in the dense history of planetary decolonial thinking.” (Mignolo, 2026, p. 127). Migno-
lo (2026, p. 132) states:

Decolonial thinking has not appeared yet, not even in the most extreme leftist pub-
lications. And the reason is that decolonial thinking is not leftist, but rather another
thing entirely: it is a de-linking from the modern, political episteme articulated as
right, center, and left; it is an opening towards another thing, on the march, search-
ing for itself in the difference.

The theorycide is also a consequence of decades of complicated conversations that
have systematically marginalized warnings raised by many critical theorists, that “critical
thinking as a mode of reasoning was eclipsing in both the wider society and the sphere
of public school education” (Giroux, 1979, p. 281). The theorycide is an X-ray of the field
through a non-derivative de-linking, an excavation of the field, from other palenques’ (Mi-
gnolo, 2026, p. 135)

Those who were born and raised in Africa soon heard from their elders that the
problems in the world began when the white-striped zebras claimed superiority over the
black-striped zebras. In the curriculum, we are all Zebras. There is no point in the ‘white
striped’ ones claiming to be superior. For those who embrace existence within the scope
of what Paul Teliard defends - ‘we are not here as human beings having a spiritual expe-
rience. It is the other way around. We are all infinite spiritual beings having a temporary
human experience - the metaphor of the Zebras gains a different echo

This is a battle of the infinite, a struggle for the infinite, and within the infinite, yet not
an endless battle. The ‘infinite is then the possible’ (Pessoa, 2006, p. 56), a present possible
‘as the only reality is the eternal present, the undying now’ (Pessoa, 2006, p. 47). Critical
theories and pedagogies need a new ‘post-abyssal’ logic for a possible utopia of a just
world. We must put ‘theory back’ at the epicenter of Higher Education and teacher educa-
tion curriculum debates - this battle must also be won in the Universities where teacher
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education programs reside. Another theory, though. A non-derivative, non-abyssal, just
one for a decent life, as Santos (2018) advocates.

Itinerant Curriculum Theory (ICT): A Non-Derivative Approach

Sentient of the field’s deadlock — and deeply influenced by anti-colonial and de-co-
lonial non-Eurocentric approaches - | have proclaimed the epistemicidal nature of the
field (Paraskeva, 2011) and advocated the need for a‘frontal’ confrontation with its histor-
ical epistemicidal reason. | argued for the need for a deterritorialization tout court and to
assume an itinerant theoretical curriculum (ICT) perspective. | claimed the curriculum rea-
son as divisive, eugenic in its hegemonic and counter-hegemonic Eurocentric platforms,
and argued for a non-derivative non-abyssal approach (Santos, 2014; Paraskeva, 2023;
2022a; 2022b; 2018; 2016; 2011), a deterritorialized one, a decolonial one, an itinerant
curriculum theoretical path (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2018; 2016; 2011). The ICthe-
oryst is “the breakshow of the [eugenic] wheel of time” as Friedrich Nietzsche (1990, p. 6)
interrupts and destabilizes curriculum as human beings’ eugenic temporality, as Huebner
proclaimed.

Such confrontation challenges the field's historical sociological absences (Santos,
2014) and questions the institutionalization of the visibility and existence of particular
forms of knowledge - fundamentally Eurocentric - pushing curriculum theory and the
field’s history out of the colonial zone. | called this momentum ‘the epistemological turn, a
decolonial momentum. (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2018; 2016; 2011)

ICT has been embraced by scholars within and beyond the U.S., committed to what
Enrique Dussel (2013) calls an analectic — or ana-dialectic approach - breaking the abyssal
divide produced by modernist / post-modernist wrangles, which persistently makes the
Global South non-existent. ICT places the struggle against the epistemicides and rever-
sive epistemicides as a center of gravity of a new utopian logic, one that is committed to
being a performative utterance (Austin, 1962), that is, a ‘theory-itinerant-that does some-
thing by saying it/ ICT is responsive to the world’s epistemological diversity and difference.
The ICTheorist is an epistemological pariah - a justly committed political take deeply ded-
icated to social, cognitive, and intergenerational justice. Critical and post-critical theories
and pedagogies - the way we have been thinking and doing - need to end, and they need
to deterritorialize; they need to radically de-link from its own oppressive epistemological
Western Eurocentric matrix without renegading it and commit to the radical co-presence
of both sides of the line’(Santos, 2007, p. 45). Such radical co-presence needs to be viewed
as a radical co-habitus (Paraskeva, 2023). As Zhao (2019, p. 27) states,

ICT is a form of decolonial thinking that recognizes an ecological co-existence of
varying epistemological forms of knowledge around the world, paying attention to
knowledge and epistemologies largely marginalized and discredited in the current
world order.

The ICtheoryst is ‘an epistemological and cultural physician’ as Friedrich Nietzsche
(1990, p. 55) would frame it, that crafts ICT as, and throught, a new conceptual grammar
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(Jupp, 2017) that moves itinerantly within and beyond‘(a) the coloniality of power, knowl-
edge, and being; (b) epistemicides, linguicides, abyssality, and the ecology of knowledges;
and (c) poststructuralist hermeneutic itinerancy’ producing a new non-abyssal alphabet
of knowledge (Paraskeva, 2022a; 2022b).

ICT aims toward ‘a general epistemology of the impossibility of a general epistemol-
ogy’ (Santos, 2007, p. 67), protecting and fostering ‘the immortality of endless pluridiverse
intellect which is achieved through education’ (see Nietzsche, 1990, p. 4). It is a human
rights theory, as Santos (2009) would undoubtedly frame it. ICT implies a different the-
orist who challenges and is challenged by a theoretical path that is inexact yet rigorous;
s/he ‘runs away’ from any unfortunate canon; it implies a theorist who is committed to
moving towards an ‘abyssal’ epistemological terrain, provoking abstinence of theoretical
uniformity and stabilization. The ICTheory(ist) is a volcanic chain that shows a constant
lack of equilibrium; the ICTheory(ist) is always a stranger in their language. It is not a sole
act, however; it is a populated solitude. ICT challenges any form of indeginestoude; that is,
it challenges any form of romanticization of indigenous cultures and knowledge, and it
is not framed in any dichotic skeleton of West-rest (Paraskeva, 2023; 2022a; 2022b; 2018;
2016). Along with Nietzsche (1990, p. 10) the ICtheoryst “seeks to comprehend the internal
coherence and necessity of every true culture”.

ICT, as Darder (2016) argues, is ‘an epistemology of liberation that can persistent-
ly challenge structures of authority, hierarchy, and domination in every aspect of life
and must be cultivated, nurtured and embodied within the blessed messiness and
unwieldy chaos of everyday life within schools and communities’ (Darder, p. 12). ICT
speaks volumes about the legitimacy of the Caliban’s consciencism (Nkrumah, 1964).
ICT, as inherently an exfoliation metamorphosis, a ‘sill of infinite mourning’ (Couto,
2008, p. 105), champions an anti and post ‘occidentosis and ‘mechanotic’ (Al-L-Ahmad,
1984, p. 31) momentum. ICT is ‘not merely invocation or evocation; it exemplifies how
ideas can be added powerfully to the sources of curriculum studies by substantially
including Works’ (Schubert, 2017, p. 10) above and beyond the Modern Western Euro-
centric epistemological dominant and counter-dominant traditions. Also, ICtheorists
challenge the absolutist cult of the dominant scientificity of science - fundamentally
Eurocentric - subjugated to mercantilistic circuits of cultural production. ICT advocates
a curriculum transmodernity that is

multicultural, versatile, hybrid, postcolonial, pluralist, tolerant, and democratic
(but beyond the modern liberal democracy of the European state). It will have
splendid millenary traditions and be respectful of exteriority and heterogene-
ous identities. The majority of humanity retains, reorganizes (renovating and
including elements of globality), and creatively develops cultures in its everyday,
enlightened horizon. The cultures of this majority deepen the valorative ‘com-
mon sense’ of their participants’ real and particular existences, countering the
exclusionary process of globalization, which precisely because of this process
inadvertently “pushes” toward a ‘trans-modernity. It is a return to the conscious-
ness of the significant majorities of humanity, of their excluded historical uncon-
scious! (Dussel, 2002, p. 236)
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That is, ICT “attempts to fulfill the twentieth-century unfinished and incomplete
project of decolonization towards a world beyond modernity” (Grosfoguel, 2007, p.
179). ICT moves beyond traditional dichotomies; to articulate a critical cosmopolitan-
ism beyond nationalism and colonialism; to produce knowledge beyond third world
and Eurocentric fundamentalisms; to produce radical post-capitalist politics beyond
identity politics; to overcome the traditional dichotomy between the political econo-
my and cultural studies; and to move beyond economic reductionism and culturalism.
(Grosfoguel et al., 2007).

ICT es una arrebatada of des-meaning and re-meaning, a ‘triangulated con-
scientizacdo in-action, located, as-it-happened’ (Garza & Jupp, 2026). ICT’s capacity and
commitment to a cohabitus of endless onto-epistemological rivers within and beyond
the Global North and South nullifies one of the most aggravated aspects of moderni-
ty thinking, its abyssal nature. Such cohabitus of diverse and different epistemic veins
implies what Noah De Lissovoy and Celine Norman (2026) call ‘re-connection, which
counters the eugenic monumentality of modern Western Eurocentric reason.

While the Western proyecto, along with the distorted logic it produces, produc-
es pedagogical approaches that oppose inquiry, dialogue and thinking itself, a
pluriversal epistemological reorientation in teaching rejects the framing of the
teacher and curriculum as set and immovable, and instead approaches teaching
in a fluid, curious and loving manner. A decolonial and analectical curriculum, not
contained in the confines of whiteness, works to disrupt the myth of colonial per-
manence and western universality—a myth that perpetrates the idea that there
are no viable options outside of our current reality and the knowledge constituted
within it. (De Lissovoy & Norman, 2026, p. 326)

To de-link and decolonize — while honoring the legacy of the critical path, taking it
to a different level - is also a decolonial attempt to do critical theory (Kellner, 1989, p. 2).
In so doing, an itinerant curriculum theory re-thinks utopianism; it responds to Haber-
mas'’s (1981) challenge of modernity as an incomplete project and commits to decolo-
nizing processes. It helps one to understand how it is crucial to question the accurate
epistemological colours of our battle for a just education and society. Our task is not to
‘shoot the utopists’ (Santos, 1995) or the utopia that inhabits not just within us but also
bubbles out of the debris of modernity. Our task as educational and curriculum scholars
is to de-link and decolonize it, a crucial commitment toward a ruthless critique of every
existent epistemology as a sine qua non-condition for a just curriculum theory. This is
undeniably the very best battle we can engage to open up the Western Eurocentric can-
on of democracy (Santos, 2007) and, in doing so, paves the way for a non-abyssal and
just society through a non-derivative curriculum theory. ICT is an onto-epistemological
declaration of independence. It is the people’s theory echoing the world’s epistemolog-
ical differences and diversity. In that sense, ICT will always be an uncertain manifesto
for a manifesto of uncertainties. The ICtheoryst understands that more than seeking the
“truth’it is crucial to grasp non-derivativelly the metamorphoses into the human being
(Nietzsche, 1990, p. 50).
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