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Personal Instructional Theory

In laying out my personal instructional theory, I set for myself the following goal which Reigeluth (1999) presents in Chapter 1 as the objective for every instructional design theory: 

To offer methods of instruction for given situations based upon the desired instructional outcomes and conditions. 
As it is impossible to define every learning situation, I present my instructional framework in the context of out two possible situations with very different outcomes and conditions. I term the first a “Learn This” scenario on one end of the spectrum and an “Explore This” scenario on the opposite end. By framing my theory within these two examples with vastly different desired outcomes and conditions, I am able to demonstrate the application of my chosen instructional methods across situations.
Desired Instructional Outcomes: Reigeluth (1999) describes desired instructional outcomes in terms of the level of effectiveness, efficiency and appeal needed from the instruction. He stresses that it is the designer’s responsibility to craft instruction that achieves the desired instructional outcomes. This often means sacrificing high achievement in one area to facilitate achievement in another. 
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As shown above, I am defining the “Learn This” situations to be one in which efficiency is of utmost priority – in other words, reaching the most learners at the lowest cost in terms of money and time. The trade off may be learners who walk away with only basic understanding of the concepts (low effectiveness) after enduring instruction with low learner appeal.  On the other end of the spectrum, when the desired outcome is deep or rich understanding and application in diverse contexts, effectiveness takes center stage. As in the “Explore This” situation, engaging learners in appealing instruction is vital. The trade off then becomes reduced efficiency (more time and money) to achieve more individualized attention to the learner. As with other situations between these two extremes, efficiency is sacrificed to increase learner appeal and effectiveness. 

Instructional Conditions: I view instructional conditions as the designer’s constraints. While I could argue that “Learn This” situation does not present the most desirable learning conditions, this situation occurs often in real life. It includes situations where rapid and highly defined transfer of knowledge is needed. The learner tends to have little control over what subject matter is covered or how / when the material is explored. I contrast these conditions to those that typically exist in an “Explore This” situation where the learning environment offers a high degree of learner control. The learner tends to have a lot of involvement in setting complex performance goals and the development constraints are low.  [image: image2.png]sSubject Matter / Goals: Defined sSubject Matter / Goals: Il
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Instructional Methods:  Given a set of the conditions and desired outcomes, the designer’s challenge is to dig into his or her bag of tricks and come up with the best instructional methods to fit the given situation. While we covered an exhaustive list of instructional theories this semester, most share three key instructional elements: 1) presentation, 2) practice and 3) feedback. 
I agree with Merril (1999) who states, “Information that does not include presentation, practice and learner guidance is information but not instruction.” Therefore, in selecting instructional methods for a given situation, I ensure that I am adequately addressing all three of these elements within the instruction:
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 Example: As illustrated in the chart that follows on the next page, I present both direct instruction and just do it! instructional methods within the presentation, practice and feedback framework to facilitate instruction within the hypothetical “Learn This” and “Explore This” situations. 

	
	
	Situation A: Learn This
	Situation B: Explore This

	
	
	Direct Instruction
	Just do it!

	Instructional Methods
	Presentation
	· Present the goal of instruction (Merrill and others*)

· Help learner select, organize and integrate subject matter (Mayer)
· Eliminate irrelevant information (Mayer)

· Start with the basics and build up (Merrill)
	· Solicit learner feedback in establishing learning goals (Jonassen)

· Present subject matter to the learner in the form of authentic and real world situations or problems (Jonassen, Hannafin, Schank and others)
· Make available vetted resources that will best help learners tackle problems (Jonassen, Hannafin, Schank and others)

	
	Practice
	· Devise practice activities (Merril and others)
· Incorporate practice into game based format (Thiagarijan)

· Progress from highly guided to unguided practice (Merrill)


	· Encourage learners to solve problems by trying and testing solutions (Hannafin, Jonassen, Schank)

· Avoid establishing rules for practice (Jonassen)

· Provide learners with processing, manipulation and communication tools needed to complete the practice (Hannafin)

· Facilitate connections and interactions with peer learners (Jonassen)

	
	Feedback
	Provide guidance to correct wrong answers and encourage right responses following practice (Merril and many others)
	· Support the learner’s practice through scaffolding (Jonassen, Hannafin, Schank)
· Provide additional resources to support learner’s development in a just in time (as needed) fashion (Honebein – in action!) 


*Note: Name(s) in parenthesis indicate key theorist(s) from this semester who champion this instructional strategy 
Personal Library Project

Vicki Bird reviewed my personal library at the beginning of the semester. While Vicki’s review was largely a recap of highlights of my selections, she offered the following summary which provides a solid frame of reference to compare where I was then as a designer to where I am now:
After reading and reviewing Jennifer’s library these words stuck in my mind as to what influences or makes Jennifer “tick” as a designer: constructivism, scaffolding, learner-motivation, learner responsibility, collaborative learning, active participation, personalization, agile instructional design, and distance learning. Out of all of this, three main themes seem to emerge: 

1) Self-directed or Learner Controlled Learning/Instruction

2) Collaborative Learning

3) Student Responsibility for Learning

With one exception (noted below) I find Vicki’s statement above to be a fair summary assessment of my submitted library items. Further, many of the themes in my original library that were highlighted in Vicki’s review continue to track with the instructional strategies that I highlighted within my personal instructional theory, including:

· Learner Control: As within my library selections, the strategies I outline within my theory place key responsibilities on the shoulders of the learner within the in the instructional process.
· Active Participation:  Active practice continues to play a key role in my personal theory, whether the learner is involved in authentic real world practice activities or participating in instructor led games.
· Scaffolding: Feedback is king. While a learner can be expected to take more control in the learning process, it is the responsibility of the designer and facilitator of the instruction to ensure that the learner receives sufficient guidance and feedback.
One area where Vicki missed the mark in her review was in her assessment of my blog post entitled “When Constructivism becomes Group Think” which I placed under the category of “practices that don’t inspire me”. Vicki didn’t address what I raised as potential pitfalls of collaboration in learning. While I incorporate peer interactions within my personal instructional theory, I don’t refer to it as “collaboration” as Vicki did in her review. I make a distinction between collaboration and peer connection (interaction). Even at the time of the library project, I was unsure how collaboration on a project facilitates the learning of one. I am still not sold on the idea that social negotiation must include collaboration (in the sense that a group collaborates to work toward a common learning goal). 
Wiki Project

While the Wiki project was (painfully) slow to develop, it was a wonderful learning experience, both as a participant and an observer of the overall project’s development. The initial challenge for the team was starting. “Deer in headlights” was used on several occasions to describe our initial action (or non-action). When faced with creating instruction within an unfamiliar environment, the class first tried to create order and direction across lesson teams. We stalled out trying to answer, “Where will our lesson fall within the greater project? Should we all have the same target audience?”
However, through effective scaffolding (yeah!), our team moved past “go” and ultimately created a unified module containing four primary lessons within the Cognitive Behaviors section. While the team had the benefit of using previously created source material, the key challenge was creating a rich learning experience that leveraged the features of the wiki based environment. I took the lead role on the Invariant Task lesson and incorporated a presentation, practice and feedback element in the form of two instructional videos and a collaborative exercise. In the end, each member attempted to enhance the presentation of the material, prepare practice elements and incorporate some form of feedback in the asynchronous wiki environment. On whole, I feel our team gave a solid effort in contributing to an effective module.
Through the process, best practices emerged for our team. From the beginning, we found it very difficult to collaborate as designers within the wiki environment. Instead, our team found it most effective to meet weekly via conference call to discuss progress and strategies for the project. We also had difficulty collaborating within the same lesson. We never got comfortable erasing and overwriting the work of others. Therefore, at the suggestion of Prof. Honebein, we switched gears and assigned specific lessons to a lead designer who was responsible for preparing a draft for the group to review and critique. From this process, we agreed upon a standard format and layout for our lesson and used the conference calls to share best practices for working within the wiki environment. Finally, we found it best to forego the wiki single page content layout and chunk our material across multiple pages. While this required our team to take extra steps to provide lesson navigation, the result is a more appealing presentation of the material.
Overall Evaluation / Self Assigned Grade
Our primary objectives in this course can be summarized as follows:  
· to develop the ability to enhance the creativity of our designs,  
· to efficiently design good instruction, 
· to defend our instruction, and 
· to develop learning experiences that have a positive impact on other people’s lives. 
Looking back at my accomplishments during this class, I believe I have achieved these objectives (and more) through my participation in the course. Based on my own personal assessment, as well as from feedback of my work to date, I feel I have demonstrated a high degree of creativity and originality in the work products that I have completed. In addition, I consider my completed course projects, including the Wiki lesson and the Framegame facilitation and report, to be of the same professional quality that I would prepare and present to a client. Further, through course discussions and this reflection paper, I feel that I have demonstrated a command of the readings and other instructional examples presented during the semester. From these experiences, I feel confident that I can defend my instruction as I develop positive learning experiences in the future.  
In assessing my performance in this class, I compared my performance in the required course assignments with the original course goals, as well as the grading rubric in the syllabus. Based on this comparison, I feel my accomplishments merit an A for the course.
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