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Definitions

Berger and Kam (1996) described Instructional Design as, “the systematic development of instructional specifications using learning and instructional theory to ensure the quality of instruction. It is the entire process of analysis of learning needs and goals and the development of a delivery system to meet those needs. It includes development of instructional materials and activities; and tryout and evaluation of all instruction and learner activities” (p. 1). Similarly Ehrlich (2000) from Northeastern Illinois University defined Instructional design as “The philosophy, methodology, and approach used to deliver information. Some courseware aspects include question strategy, level of interaction, reinforcement, and branching complexity” (p. 1). More simply put – in slightly bureaucratic educational speak – Instructional Design is cyclic process in which the educator (teacher, administrator, media specialist, et cetera) creates educational coursework, distributes and tests educational coursework on all stakeholders involved (students, teachers, et cetera), evaluates educational coursework, recreates educational coursework, and so forth. In essence Instructional Design is a never ceasing process to improve learning in the best possible fashion. 

Understanding by Design


Although good teachers and good students often seem successful in the learning process they are often missing the deeper understanding their learning. As explained by Wiggins and McTighe (2005) many activities “engage the students” but often test the students focusing “Predominantly on the recall information from textbooks and class presentations” without an understanding of “learning targets.” (p.2). It is the goal of Understanding by Design method to promote “good” design – or more specifically - “good design – of curriculum, assessment, and instruction-focused on developing and deepening understanding of important ideas” (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005, p. 3). Understanding by Design goes beyond the recall of facts and morphs into true understanding with the intention that the students will “get it”. Wiggins and McTighe (2005) argued that Understanding by design focuses on nine points relevant and necessary to students understanding. 

In the planning stages, educators must focus on student learning looking closely at “predictable student misunderstandings” thus helping “students make sense of discrete facts and skills, and uncover the big ideas of content” (p. 4). In order to accomplish this goal, educators must also closely look at the fallacy of current educational practices and adopt a backward design approach to planning.  Wiggins and McTighe (2005) also believed that educators must “present a theory of six facets of understanding and explore its theoretical and practical implications for curriculum, assessment, and teaching” in order to plan for learning (p. 5). 

Just like with all good planning, one must keep the end result in mind. Wiggins and McTighe (2005) explained that an educators craft must have a specific purpose in order to work more specifically that “our lessons, units, and courses should be logically inferred from the results sought, not derived from the methods, books, and activities with which we are most comfortable” (p. 14). If students are our clientele then what we expect of their learning should be our focus.  Bluntly put – “backward is best” – “resulting in better student performance” (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005, p. 33).

Another key component to Understanding by Design involves the development of a multifaceted view of understanding, understanding being the “insight into ideas, people, situations, and processes manifested in various appropriate performances” (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005, p. 353). In order to truly understand one must be capable of explaining, interpreting, applying, perceiving, empathizing, and having self-knowledge of principles, ideas, et cetera. Wiggins and McTighe (2005) argued, “We use these different but related facets for judging understanding in the same way that we use varied criteria for judging a single complex performance” (p. 84). Just because one can explain a principle or idea does not mean that one can apply such an idea. It is important to be able to master all six facets in order to gain understanding. 

When planning Wiggins and McTighe (2005) stated educators should then focus on big ideas (ideas that “go beyond discrete facts or skills to focus on larger concepts, principles, or processes”), essential questions (questions that lie “at the heart of a subject or a curriculum” and one that “promotes inquiry and uncoverage of a subject), and assessments as in a balance of “tests, interviews, observations, self-assessments, and surveys” (pp. 337, 338, & 342). Most importantly Wiggins and McTighe (2005) argued “that designers need to work smarter, not harder, by sharing curriculum designs worldwide via a searchable internet database” (p. 5). 

ADDIE

Colston (2008) described the ADDIE model as, “The generic term for the five-phase instructional design model consisting of Analysis, Design, Development, Implementation, and Evaluation” (p.1). Similar to the definition of Instructional Design, ADDIE looks at the learning needs of individuals and creates the best delivery method for such instruction. In order to understand ADDIE one must first look at each individual part beginning – and often returning – to analysis. 

To create functional and productive learning activities the designer must first identify audience and purpose. Colston (2008) explained that “During analysis, the designer identifies the learning problem, the goals and objectives, the audience’s needs, existing knowledge, and any other relevant characteristics” (p.1). Once one establishes the audience and purpose one can turn to the environment. It is at this time that the designer would look at time, delivery options, and any constraints that might hinder learning. 

Once analysis is complete the designer can move on with the process of design. Malachowski (2002) described design as a process “concerned with subject matter analysis, lesson planning, and media selection” (p. 1). Colston (2008) reiterated design as “A systematic process of specifying learning objectives” (p. 1). What is the activity going to look like, what is the timeframe, what levels of knowledge will it encompass – these are all questions the designer would look closely at when approaching the next stage – development. 

During the development stage the designer produces an activity – a product of sorts – in preparation for implementation. Colston (2008) explained, “The actual creation (production) of the content and learning materials based on the Design phase” (p. 1). Once the designer or design team creates a product they must determine if such product is an effective tool of learning. For this task the designer moves into the implementation stage.


Malachowski (2002) described implementation as “the presentation of the learning experiences to the participants utilizing the appropriate media. Leaning, skills or understanding, are ‘demonstrated’ to the participants, who practice initially in a ‘safe’ setting and then in the targeted workspace” (p. 1). In essence implementation is where the stakeholders – in this case students – test out the product the designer presents to them. Implementation moves the process forward to the final stage as Colston (2008) explained, “After delivery, the effectiveness of the training materials is evaluated” (p. 1).

Both Colston (2008) Malachowski (2002) described the evaluation process as key to the success of any product or activity. Colston (2008) explained the process as one of two parts – formative and summative. Malachowski (2002) further described formative as “the most important is to gauge the success of the participant obtaining and retaining the demonstrated skills and understandings” and summative as a tool “to determine how successful the instructional design package was in facilitating effective participant learning” (p. 1). Once the evaluation is complete and analyzed the designer looks at the validity of the product or activity, makes changes, moves forward, or scraps the product altogether. Colston (2008) reiterated, “Each step has an outcome that feeds into the next step in the sequence.  There are probably over 100+ different variations of the generic ADDIE model” (p. 1).

Play


One could first look at the many misconceptions of the Postmodern Phenomenological Model of Instructional Design called Play in order to understand the definition. Rieber (1996) explained play is often perceived in terms of childhood (something that children do – not adults), the opposite of work (in educational terms learning), and “that the activity of play is irrelevant or inconsequential to either formal or informal learning” (p. 1). In most cases the opposite is true of Play. Bird (2005) explained that play helps in learning, problem-solving, self-esteem building, and creating learning experience that “provides a free, easy, try-it-yourself experience” (p. 1). Play also give designers (in this case teachers and educators) the opportunity to understand the insides and outs of the student’s metacognition.

Rieber (1996) organized the theories of Play “around four themes: play as progress, play as power, play as fantasy, and play as self” with “the belief that the purpose of play is to learn something useful” (p. 2). When using play in learning something useful, a designer would begin with the creation of “microworlds” that promote Self-regulated learning or, as explained by Rieber (1996), “when a person takes responsibility for their learning and, as a result, takes appropriate action to ensure that learning takes place” (p. 4). Rieber (1996) described self-regulation as an environment that is intrinsically motivating, actively engaging with goals and self-evaluation, and flexible to suit different learning styles (p. 4).

One important factor tied closely to “Microworlds” is experimentalism in the learning experience. Rieber (1996) explained that in order for experimentalism to work students must see knowledge as meaningful and relevant to the individual. He furthers explains that “one determines this kind of knowledge by teachers and students working collaboratively - both engaged in finding productive purposes to the knowledge they identify” (p. 3). If a designer structures Play appropriately students can and will work at their own learning pace making the experience truly student focused and promote a sense of experimentalism.

Compare and Contrast


With all three models – Understanding by Design, ADDIE, and Play – goals and evaluation are essential to an activity’s success. Whereas in Understanding by Design and ADDIE the goals are set by the designer, The Play method relies on self-regulation of the individual learner to set goals and evaluate one’s own learning. Play, as self-regulated – approaches a student’s individual learning style while ADDIE and Understanding by Design are less (or can be) less adaptive. Whereas Understanding by Design and ADDIE are cyclic in theory – planning, implementing, evaluating, adapting, implementing, evaluating, et cetera – Play is more linear as the student sets goals, implements, evaluates and adapts lessons “in process”.

Value of Instructional Design


With all successful learning activities within work, education, et cetera, a designer of such activities must have a plan of action in place. As a means to outline or “blue-print” the learning goals, Instructional Design helps to guide the designer with the end in mind. Instructional Design also allows the designer to seek out what is working with activities as well as what is not with a clear evaluation – whether self-regulated or not – stage in place. As the classroom or the boardroom shifts with the inconstancies of human nature, Instructional design gives the designer the power to adapt and mold his or her programs to fit the need of their stakeholders.    

Ideal Role of Educator


The ideal role of any educator (encompassing the teacher, media specialist, and instructional technology specialist) would be as the core designer and/or as a resource in the instructional design process. In this capacity one should have a “hands on” role in the creation of all units plans, et cetera. As is it is now, time and proper training in Instructional Design models are two major sources hindering an active approach to instructional design. With any long term program “front end” time, effort, and resources are needed to successfully accomplish the end product. Unfortunately whereas the want is present the effort is lacking.

Working with Others  

Similar to the ideal role of an educator, I see myself as part of a design team (as I am now creating units using Understanding by Design as a template at South Paulding High School) or as a resource. The common goal at this time is to integrate technology into the design process. Ideally I would prefer to move in the direction of the Play method creating stable educational environments where students or adults (as in professional learning) can self-regulate one’s self catering to his or her individual learning style. This – of course – somewhat goes against the stream of communal learning and factory style education in place in the present sense at would take massive amounts of time and effort so I have resolved myself to start small. 
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