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Defining educational paradigms and situating theoretical constructs within them is complex due to multiple evolving, shifting paradigms. Additionally, learning theories, instructional-design theories, philosophies, and instructional practice, which are all interrelated and interacting can be positioned on various dimensions of these often overlapping, sometimes contentious paradigms. Given the current overall failure of public education to improve outcomes through the federal mandate, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), it is difficult to analyze, on a national basis, the success or failure of the use of Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning styles and Gardner’s (1999) multiple intelligences or other forms of student-centered, problem-based and experiential strategies on a national basis. They are not adequately being implemented, and where they are being used, they often are misapplied (Gardner, 2006; Kincheloe, 2008; Kolb, 1984; Quay, 2003; Gardner, 2003).	
To begin, brief descriptions of Kolb’s learning styles, Gardner’s multiple intelligences, student-centered instruction, constructivism, problem-based learning, and experiential learning are presented. Next, paradigm shifts are defined and a conceptual multidimensional spectrum representing current paradigms ranging from the positivist worldview to the emerging complexity-based paradigms is developed. This provides a framework for analyzing, deconstructing, and situating theoretical constructs. Finally, the effectiveness of experiential, learner-centric theories over traditional instructional approaches used in today’s classrooms is analyzed in context with the shifting paradigms and available research. 
Learning Theories and Instructional-Design Theories
As Reigeluth (1999) explains, while theory describes how learners learn, instructional-design theory describes more specifically how that should be happening in the classroom through instructional methods.  There is often a chasm between the intent of the theory and how it is put into practice which can occur when the theory is interpreted for instructional design purposes and/or when the theory is implemented in classrooms. As Gardner (2003) discovered with his conceptualization of multiple intelligences, there is sometimes confusion between the concept of learning styles and multiple intelligences. These chasms may occur due to teachers operating out of different philosophical paradigms. Before discussing paradigms further, the assigned learning theories will be briefly described.
Kolb’s Learning Styles
	Kolb’s (1984) learning styles differentiate between learner’s preferences from among four modes of learning: concrete experiences (CE), reflective observations (RO), abstract conceptualization (AC), and active experimentation (AE). With much research, Kolb (1984) established an inventory that determines where a student falls within four different learning styles, which are combinations of the above preferences: divergent (CE and RO), assimilating (AC and RO), convergent (AC and AE), and accommodating (CE and AE). These learning styles are fairly self-explanatory for the purposes here, based on the modes that define them. The associated learning model is explained later in this paper, but the point is, this inventory provides both learners and teachers with a sense of learning strengths and weaknesses and some direction for adjusting the instructional methods. This helps teachers facilitate an individualized, learner-centric educational experience.
Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences
	Gardner’s (2006) theory of multiple intelligences was introduced in 1983. Gardner posits that “intelligence as a construct to be defined and a capacity to be measured is no longer the property of a specific group of scholars who view it from a psychometric perspective” (p. 244-245). He claims that his view of multiple intelligences, which recognizes seven intelligences “has the strongest scientific support and the greatest utility for the next millennium” (p. 25). His seven intelligences, linguistic, logical-mathematical, musical, bodily-kinesthetic, spatial, interpersonal, and intrapersonal were based on eight criteria that he had established as significant attributes. These criteria have often been critiqued and weaknesses pointed out, such as the decontextualized construction of his constructs and the belief that his theory resides outside of the “sociocultural, political, and epistemological web” in which he is entangled (Kincheloe, 2004b, p. 5). For example, Kincheloe (2004b) argues that Gardner “normalizes” European culture, relies on positivistic methodology, promotes standardized intelligence testing by relying on it to define “genius,” etc. Other worldviews are alienated from this formulation. Danny Weil states, “Formal educational psychological theories serve as gatekeepers for the dominant social and economic order and the power relations within them” (cited in Kincheloe, 2004b, p. 14). This challenges education in a globalized, multicultural society. 
Student-Centered Instruction
	Student-centered instruction simply changes the focus from the teacher to the students, or from teaching to learning. There are many instructional methods, including collaborative learning, that fall into this category, depending upon whether they deviate from the traditional approach in which the teacher provides the knowledge, such as in a lecture format. For example, constructivism, problem-based learning, and experiential learning as discussed below are all considered student-centered methods of instruction. Kolb’s learning styles and Gardner’s multiple intelligences are theories that aid in implementing more individualized instruction which can be used within the context of other types of student-centered instruction.


Constructivism
	Constructivism has taken on a life of its own. Starting out as a theory, it is now often considered a philosophy and a paradigm (Dillard, 2006). While constructivism has many versions, in general, constructivists view “learning as knowledge construction . . . that occurs when a learner actively constructs a knowledge representation in working memory” (Mayer, 1999, p. 144). An experiential, student-centered approach that generally considers that knowledge is constructed by the individual is often promoted, as well as the recognition that knowledge is socially constructed. Thus, constructivism often takes form as collaborative, problem-based learning (Quay, 2003).
Problem-Based Learning
	Problem-based learning is an inductive instructional method that generally falls within student-centered instruction, in which students are provided a problem to solve through course materials and active research. Felder (2009) includes inquiry-based learning, case-based instruction, problem-based learning, project-based learning, discovery learning, and just-in-time teaching within problem-based learning instructional methods. It is thought problem-based learning increases motivation, facilitates learning transfer and helps with the development of creative and critical thinking skills.
Experiential Learning
	Experiential learning theories evolved from Dewey’s theory that there is an “intimate and necessary relation between the processes of actual experience and education” (cited in Quay, 2003). The Association for Experiential Education defines experiential education as a philosophy which views learning as “a process through which a learner constructs knowledge, skill and value from direct experience” and consists of opportunities for student-direction, connection of learning to the real world, and critical reflection (Ives & Obenchain, p. 65). According to Quay (2003), the common denominator in most experiential models is the “imperative to adapt, to evolve, and to learn via our experience” (p. 106). Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning model, while holistic and a move toward a new paradigm, still provides a linear mode for learning that moves cyclically through concrete experiences, observations, reflection, forming abstract concepts, and then trying out learning in new situations.
Education and Paradigm Shifts
Paradigm, Defined
Baggett (2000) defined paradigm as “a working set of assumptions and premises about a given topic of scientific research. It represents a theoretical construct which defines the phenomena being investigated, and to a large extent determines the appropriateness of approach and methodology of research to be used” as based on Thomas Kuhn’s concept of paradigm shifts in his book, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, published in 1962 (p. 1). Kuhn defined his model in terms of worldviews and described a paradigm shift as “replacing one way of thinking about knowledge and research (and also the world the researcher is studying) with another incommensurable view” (Donmoyer, 2006, p. 12).
Educational paradigms can be discussed in relation to research, theory, and learning. There is still the tendency toward “either-or” philosophical arguments over whether education should be traditional or progressive (Dewey, 1938, p. 17).  It is represented by the opposing paradigm of NCLB’s focus on positivism and a basic, standardized education in contrast with the evolving paradigms that incorporate chaos, enactive, and complexity theories (Kincheloe, 2008; Radford, 2008; Savage, 2008). This continuing dualistic thinking about education and within education affects educational research and renders the discipline in need of greater compromise, tolerance, and balance (Lee & Rochen, 2009).  While most of the described paradigms fall in between these two extremes, it is useful to keep this dichotomy in mind in any analysis or comparison of paradigms. As suggested by Dewey, relative to traditional and progressive education, neither concept should be viewed as complete in themselves, and the same holds just as true today in relation to paradigms. He had cautioned, “There is always the danger in a new movement that in rejecting the aims and methods of that which it would supplant, it may develop its principles negatively rather than positively and constructively” (p. 20). This caution should be heeded as education moves forward midst growing complexity and changing paradigms, and as researchers and educators attempt to ascertain and apply good practices in the classroom.
Guba and Lincoln (cited by Dillard, 2006) defined paradigm in relation to research as “the basic belief system or worldview that guides the investigator, not only in choices of method but in ontologically and epistemologically fundamental ways” and they delineated four major educational paradigms, called the “Big Four” which included positivism, postpositivism, critical theory and constructivism (p. 60). They recommended ascribing to one of these in order that there might “at least be some protection from the paradigm ‘wars’ that our field is engaged in fighting” until such time a “more informed and sophisticated paradigm emerges” (p. 61). This seems extreme and does not bode well to the reputation of education as a profession. There are other options; there must be if education is going to continue to serve its purpose.
The Need for a Paradigm Shift in Education
Many educational theorists and researchers assert that Western society is indeed in the middle of a shifting paradigm (Beyers, 2009; Fink, 2003; Gardner, 2006; Kincheloe, 2008; Reigeluth, 1999, 2009; Steihl & Lewchuk, 2002; Suoranta & Vadén, 2007). The emerging paradigm results from the need to sensibly address growing complexity and the interrelationships between disciplines, society, culture, politics, economics, globalization, technology, etc. The shift is occurring more rapidly in some knowledge domains which may ultimately push education to adopt and adapt (Kincheloe, 2008). Many philosophers, educators, and theorists acknowledge this shift will move teaching toward more learner-centric methods, as well as affect how research problems, questions, and methodologies are approached (Horn, 2008; Kincheloe, 2008; Kuhn, 2008; Lather, 2006; Quay, 2003; Reigeluth, 1999, 2009; Radford, 2008; Suoranta & Vadén, 2007). This is being observed with the increasing numbers of qualitative and mixed methodological research being conducted because of their ability to provide understandings about complex societal issues, but this likely will not be enough. There is also a greater need for the use of the bricolage – a multimethodological, multitheoretical, and multiperspectival form of research (Freeman, 2007; Kincheloe, 2001, 2005; Kincheloe & Berry, 2004).  Kincheloe’s (2005) advanced conceptualization of the critical bricolage in concert with his critical complex epistemology and complex criticality, assist with a rigorous understanding of the complex relationships in educational environments and how they shape knowledge and reality. Perhaps, even in its early conceptualization, it represents the new paradigm Guba and Lincoln (cited in Dillard, 2006) called for and is positioned opposite of traditional positivistic forms of research.
Situating concepts such as Kolb’s early learning styles and Gardener’s multiple intelligences within current paradigms and analyzing the effect they have had in the classroom is daunting. Paradigms are defined differently according to context and different people experience them differently. Still, it is a beneficial to establish some sort of model in mind to aid analysis since “linear, structural models reduce and ‘tame the wild profusion of existing things’” (Foucault, cited in Lather, 2006). Lather (2006) presents a simplified framework for research paradigms that include positivist, interpretist, emancipator, deconstructivist, and neo-positivist viewpoints, but it fails to highlight that both practice and paradigms are overlapping, interacting endeavors that impart continuous change on each other. In other words, it “boxes” them in and does not illustrate the continuing evolution of these concepts. Lather (2006) acknowledges the value in the “proliferation” or increased numbers of paradigmatic views, but conceptually situating overlapping theoretical constructs into boxes is difficult.
A Multiperspectival, Multidimensional Paradigmatic Model
A central, overarching spectrum might be proposed that spans from traditionally-operating paradigms of education, often referred to as “traditional” education at one end, to a more holistic, ecologically-based paradigm at the other end. As Quay (2003) recommends, at the left end of the spectrum, we can envision the positivistic, objectivist, or a “machine metaphor (which they call complicated)” for the “traditional” paradigm (Dewey, 1938) and at the other end of the spectrum, to the far right, we can imagine a more holistic “organic metaphor (which they call complex)” for the emerging complex paradigm (p. 107). It should be noted that in this conceptualization, these paradigms are in a continuous state of flux and can only be described at brief moments in time, and the paradigms extend back in history and forward into the future as well. However, this simplification is useful for contextualized descriptions of multiple paradigms in order to roughly situate various theories.
	Kincheloe (2008) redefined the machine metaphor or positivistic paradigm to bring it up to date and more in line with how this paradigm operates in education today, with the “resurgent positivism and governmental incursion into the space of research methods” (Lather, 2006). The attributes, which are thoroughly defined and illustrated in many contexts in Kincheloe’s book, Knowledge and Critical Pedagogy: An Introduction, include: formalism, intractability, decontextualization, universalism, reductionism, and one dimensionality (FIDUROD). Of course, the opposite constructs would be placed at the opposite ends of the spectrum. Each of these dimensions can be broken down further. For example, intractability may be represented by the dialectic between disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity in those instances when these particular attributes are under comparison between various theories or instructional practices. As an example of practice, methods of teaching writing may fall anywhere on the spectrum of intractability vs. flexibility as well as on a spectrum of formalism vs. post-formalism. Thus, this multidimensional model for paradigms is flexible and morphing to meet the needs of the paradigms, philosophies, theories, ideologies, etc., that are being compared. 
The new, more rigorous description of the traditional paradigm by Kincheloe (2008) is referred to as FIDUROD, the acronym for its attributes, and it occupies the far left of the spectrum. On the other side of the spectrum, lies the paradigm in which Kincheloe has synthesized chaos, complexity, enactive, and other theories, again the most complete description to date as to where the new paradigm may be evolving. He describes critical complex epistemology, based on a complex criticality, as being composed of the following attributes: Reality and the perceiver shape each other; the paradigm is grounded in the goal to end human suffering; there are multiple realities; it is important to understand our location in the “tangled web of reality”; knowledge is constructed for social action; the universe is an active, organizing entity and far more complex than we can describe; knowledge is situated inside a larger process with which it engages in a dynamic, ever-morphing interrelationship; human interpretation and understanding create knowledge; contextualization connects experiences and knowledge; and ontological imagination allows construction of our own identities and subjectivities (pp. 227-253).  Thus, the right side of the spectrum is labeled COMPLEX CRITICALITY. This forms the overarching paradigmatic model; however, in order to analyze the learning theories within this model, it is necessary to conceive of other dimensions lying parallel to this overarching spectrum, as alluded to with the dialectical writing and disciplinarity examples.
The justification for using this representation is that, essentially, all paradigms defined today can be situated, and thus compared, between the two extreme ends of this spectrum, including those theorists who call for the inclusion of spirituality, such as Dillard (2006), Wexler (2007), hooks, (1994), and many others. The far right side of the spectrum opens the doors for multiple ontologies, cosmological viewpoints, and epistemologies, and even the possibility that Dillard proposed – individuals can create their own paradigms. Ultimately, it would represent the ability to engage in learning as a practice of freedom as envisioned by bell hooks (1994). 
The purpose is not to put these concepts at each end of the spectrum in opposition, but rather to show that there are many ways to experience paradigms (hence, life) and many positions along the spectrum. Thus, the goal is for dialectical discourse to promote multiplicity of philosophies, theories, ontologies, epistemologies, etc., and their manifestations in research, practice, and even living. This allows for easier comparison and analysis as well as for a more conscious choice of where we wish to reside on the spectrum in any given context at any given point in time. This pulls educators out of locked-in paradigms to see other possibilities. Locked dichotomies are a sign of the disease of power and control that inhibits progress. As Hardt & Negri (cited in Lather, 2006) point out, “Reality is not dialectical, colonialism is” (p. 35).
Analyzing Instructional Theories and Methods
Parallel to the overarching spectrum that has been defined imagine additional spectrums that morph in and out as needed when comparing various theories or methods. For example, on the far left, associated with the FIDUROD Paradigm, one might associate teacher-directed instruction, since it falls under “traditional” teaching and so another number line drops down below the overarching FIDUROD – COMPLEX CRITICALITY spectrum. At the opposite, or far right end of the spectrum, is full immersion in a student-centered, community form of education as can be observed within some cultures that synthesizes the social construction of knowledge and draws from situated learning such as Lave & Wengner’s idea of an engaged education being one that is involved in “full participation in the sociocultural practices of a community” (cited in Quay, 2003, p. 107). By using this changing, but anchored multidimensional visual, one can compare and contrast the theories according to various important attributes to determine where they lie, overall within the spectrum.
While it is feasible to overlay the various paradigms as described by other authors, such as Lather (2006), it must be remembered that within these paradigms there are overlapping attributes. The purpose, here is not to determine specifically which paradigm a particular theoretical construct operates out of, but rather to gain a sense of where it is positioned overall between the two extremes of the evolving paradigm. Additional dimensions to this multidimensional conceptualization are unlimited. For example, additional dimensions would independently consider the dialectical relationships between disciplinarity and interdisciplinarity, one perspective vs. multiperspectival, quantitative vs. qualitative research, etc., depending upon what the focus of the analysis might be. This is not a simple or easily quantifiable endeavor, and as stated at the beginning, positioning theoretical constructs within a paradigmatic context is complex. The value, however, in viewing the paradigm with multiple, morphing and evolving pathways,  is that it allows for a conceptualization and positioning of the relevant dialectical attributes while explaining how and why the attributes of particular theories may lie at different distances along the overarching spectrum. This deconstruction allows for a better analysis and understanding of the dynamics and differences that shape how theories are formed and/or applied. For example, attributes of a theory may be developed at one position on the spectrum, but shown to be applied at another. Quay (2003) points out an example worthy of an extended quote due to its relevance to this discussion:
The connection between learning and participation highlights two major issues for models of learning in experiential education. In many of these models (e.g. Kolb, 1984) learning has been equated with a stepwise process in which an internalized reflection follows concrete experience resulting in an adaptation revealed in further experience. We step out of experience to reflect and process, then we step back in. Experiences exist as a memory to be processed via reflection. These models have strongly influenced pedagogy resulting in the programming of separate tasks; the doing and then the formal reflecting, followed by more doing. In this sense, learning in experiential education could be placed within the more mechanistic category of learning theories. Its holistic nature, which we intuitively understand, is not made manifest (p. 108).

Thus, the theory calls for experiential learning, which could position it to the far right of the conceptualized spectrum, particularly in situated learning manifestations that are holistic, active, have an affinity with social constructionism, and are working toward full participation in communities of learners (Quay, 2003). The linear implementation holds it to the left. Thus, it is clear that this theory, albeit it is a few steps forward, still derives from a positivist paradigmatic influence or force. While, this might easily be assumed through textual analysis, the value of a visual representation is that it highlights the impact of the paradigmatic positioning and it makes it easier to envision where any attribute might fall on the spectrum in relation to what it is being compared to.
The analysis of constructivism poses a particular challenge. Constructivism can literally span the entire length of the model. At the positivistic end of the spectrum, dominant power predetermines what that knowledge shall be and teachers devise a map for students to ultimately construct a product that reiterates existing knowledge. For example, Mayer’s (1999) version in which “the primary goal . . . is to foster knowledge construction (understanding) through direct instruction” would be positioned toward the FIDUROD end of the spectrum (p. 142). At the opposite end of the spectrum, complete freedom allows the student to literally create imaginative new knowledge with minimal direction. Typical student-centered approaches observed in classrooms might fall about midway on the spectrum if one were to analyze the individual attributes such as how involved learners are in selecting the content, constructing their own knowledge, etc. Kincheloe’s (2005b) critical constructivism with its greater focus on interpretivism in concert with the other attributes, such as interdisciplinarity and multiple perspectives that represent the shift toward COMPLEX CRITICALITY would take a position to the far right of the spectrum. Some teachers provide students with a set of linear procedural instructions instead of allowing them to find their own pathways to knowledge construction, which moves the application of constructivism to the left on the spectrum. A common way that constructivism is misapplied is by requiring the same instructional materials, such as specified textbooks, for all students. A textbook can be a powerful directive in the construction of knowledge, and in fact can often results in the repetition of the knowledge presented in the text, thus, again pushing constructivism to the left. 
 Howard Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences also benefits from this form of analysis. Gardner (1999) departs from traditional education or the FIDUROD idea that all knowledge must be taught and assessed the same way. This moves his theory toward the COMPLEX CRITICALITY end of the spectrum in terms of teaching. As far as knowledge, he has not strayed far from the traditional, FIDUROD dimension, as conveyed by his belief that everyone should master a particular body of knowledge and skills. Also, keeping the theory constrained is his defining his intelligences as “end states,” which builds in predetermined limitations for human potential (p. 48). Gardner’s (2006) updated theory, in which he has added a “naturalist” intelligence, stopped short of adding “spiritual” and “existential” intelligences. This move clearly leaves his theory hanging out in the center of the spectrum because it is not able to adequately recognize or synthesize multiple ontologies and epistemologies as COMPLEX CRITICALITY endorses. Kincheloe (2004) contended that Gardner’s theory is “cosmologically, epistemologically, and ontologically alienated” (p.21). The new version has not remedied this. Kincheloe places Gardner’s theory in an “awkward position between objectivist positivism and an antipositivist understanding of the role of subjectivity in all knowledge production” (p. 12). Gardner uses positivist science to define his constructs, but shuns positivism when it comes to standardized testing. Thus, in practice, Gardner’s theory, might be anywhere to the left of the center of the spectrum. It may manifest as a positivist, teacher-directed form of instruction in which the teacher not only objectifies and segregates the concepts of the various intelligences, but also uses positivistic methods of determining which style particular students would most benefit from (such as relying on inventories) and then assigning work accordingly using teacher directed approaches. On the other hand, with a more holistic approach of Gardner’s multiple intelligences, this theory could conceivably move away from the center, but it will never approach the far right unless the theory is adjusted in some major ways.
As is clear by this discussion, the possibility is left open for a theoretical construct to be positioned along multiple points of this model.  This, alone, makes evaluating difficult, and yet, this is the very sort of deconstructive analysis that must occur before we can make any sense of how effective these complex theories are in practice. The model can obviously be developed further. However, even a general sense of where we might place attributes of various theories on the axes for comparing how they are being applied will assist greatly in establishing a sense whether the theory is being appropriately applied and whether the theory improves educational outcomes if being used as designed.
Can We Measure Effectiveness?
The government’s mandate to provide a basic education in public schools via NCLB impacts the ability to apply theories deriving from new paradigms, thus making evaluation of their effectiveness on a national basis nearly impossible. The traditional view of education drives much of educational research today, thus placing an emphasis on evaluating instructional practices that have been derived outside of social contexts. The best that can be done is to comb through various research studies that have evaluated in a rather piecemeal fashion theories that have been implemented in order to determine their effectiveness in various contexts. This has little relevance, however, with what is happening in today’s classrooms as it can only demonstrate what might be should these theories be implemented in a more widespread manner. Because schools across the nation have failed to show improvement since the implementation of the NCLB, about all that can be concluded is that what’s being currently implemented in classrooms across America, overall, is not working to improve outcomes (Greg, 2009; Krigman, 2009). This says nothing about the impact of the effectiveness of evolving theories over traditional approaches. 
At best, researchers can continue to evaluate isolated examples of instructional approaches and ensure they are implemented according to the intended design. As Ives and Obenchain (2006) discovered, results are favorable for experiential education, but most of the studies present limitations in that they are not implemented in traditional educational settings. Other studies, even though gains in student achievement and standardized test scores were noted, did not use control groups. Most studies involving experiential learning show positive gains for students, but are fraught with confounding variables and cannot be generalized to more traditional settings. According to Ives and Obenchain, the research base is just emerging that evaluate “reform-based approaches to education, including experiential education” to see how they affect achievement. So far, it appears that these methods enhance higher order thinking skills without detracting from the gain of knowledge and skills needed for the standardized tests. Thus, Ives and Obenchain conducted a study to test the effect of experiential instruction on the development of higher order thinking skills and the lower order thinking skills needed to pass standardized tests in comparison to traditional instruction. In concurrence with the research, they also found that higher order thinking skills did improve with no sacrifice in lower level thinking skills as evidenced on pretest-posttests.
Conclusion: What’s Preventing Progress?
Whether educational research in respect to learning styles and multiple intelligences has revolutionized education is highly debatable. While these learning theories have definitely contributed to instructional-design theory, the application in schools has been hampered by the current domination of traditional forms of learning. NCLB, with its focus on basic education and quantification of learning has had a powerful effect in slowing the movement toward a new paradigm of education in which learner-centric teaching predominates. 
There are several primary, but powerful dynamics that have essentially held back this evolving paradigm which ultimately hold back the evolution of the theories. Some of the theories have been developed and continue to be researched from an empiricist, positivist methodology which limits their successful application. The theories that do incorporate complexity, chaos, and enactive theories such as Kincheloe’s (2008) highly evolved formulations, have largely not been tested, applied, or researched. While experiential approaches look promising, more research needs to be done and there  is also an issue regarding the generalizability of research results across different content areas (Ives & Obenchain, 2006). A more rigorously developed model for comparing theories and how they are applied may be helpful for analysis. It is not known whether such a model has been created. A final factor, is the movement, politically mandated, over the past six years that requires teachers to go back to “teaching the basics” that has stripped them of their professionalism (“deskilling”) and the freedom to use these student-centered instructional techniques (Kincheloe, 2008). The problem with many of teacher development programs, just like most education, is that it is steeped in the positivistic FIDUROD paradigm, and does not prepare teachers for teaching in a rapidly changing, evolving educational environment that needs to move forward toward the COMPLEX CRITICALITY paradigm. 
It is imperative that more time be spent learning about the changing paradigms and how the opposing components fit into the overarching model in order to prevent education from being dragged backwards. With more knowledge, analysis, and dialogue, professionals can consciously choose their positions along the paradigm spectrum in order to keep education moving forward toward continuous improvement. The obvious tool for accomplishing this quickly and successfully is technology. Through the Internet, dialectical conversations can be initiated so that socially constructed solutions keep us moving forward instead of locked up and in opposition to one another (Gardner, 2003; Baker, Jensen, & Kolb, 2002). This was Joe Lyons Kincheloe’s (2008) fondest dream and one which I shared with him. He envisioned Critical Knowledge Networks comprised of researchers, theorists, educators, teachers, students, and others who join together in a sort of “dialogical dance” – to listen, converse, research, and work out the solutions for these complex educational problems facing us today and to work together to “alleviate human suffering.” An element of his approach, of course, was activism, for if change is only talked about it will not come about. Solving these issues in a collaborative, collective, and loving manner would ultimately create an educational system that is relevant, rigorous, and accessible to all. It is sad that a man with such great vision is no longer with us today. Joe Lyons Kincheloe passed away last December 19, 2008 at the age of 58.
One final consideration is the thought that the fixation on paradigms tends to keep people locked in modes of thinking that may be impeding educational progress (Donmoyer, 2006). While Donmoyer argues that it may have been appropriate to adopt Kuhn’s definition of paradigm during the 1970s, “it is now time to leave our hermetically sealed paradigmatic universes and engage with those in power in their own terms….My argument for abandoning paradigm talk, in short, is based on strategic and pragmatic considerations” (p. 29). It is important to examine the issues that confront education from multiple perspectives and “even contradictory criteria.” And, to put it more bluntly, Donmoyer concludes, “As long as members of the academic wing of the field believe that academicians inhabit different worlds and, consequently, that members of one group have nothing to say to or learn from members of other groups, the academic community as a whole will not have much to contribute to the solution of educational problems” (p. 30). What ends up happening is that policy-makers are provided their one-dimensional solutions that continue to send education backwards toward FIDUROD rather than progressing forward to find solutions for the complex issues. Donmoyer suggests it is time to put away the “isolated heavily bordered paradigmatic gardens” to begin exploring the dichotomies, in order to push for qualitative work in its multiple forms (p. 30). Refining the conceptual model that was presented here in order to explore these dichotomies while ignoring the “paradigmatic gardens,” is a step toward that endeavor.
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