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For practical purposes, this paper, react-
ing to the Fxcellence in Instructional De-
velopment Seminar, will discuss first the
relationship between research and theory
and the day-to-day existence of the in-
structional developer, and then conclude
with some comments on the papers
themselves, The earlier discussion also
provides a framework upon which many
of the specific reactions are based.

Research, Theory, and Practice

The real world of instructional develop-
ment is not easy. The developer” is con-
stantly caught between what he or she
knows should be done and what, in real-
ity, can be done. The developer must
deal, on an almost daily basis, with time
pressures, budget limitations, the inac-

*For the purpose of this paper, the de-
veloper is defined as the individual re-
sponsible for directing and coordinating
a team of content specialists and evalua-
tors {if available) through the systematic
design, implementation, and evaluation
of courses and curricula.

c'essibility of information, and the built-
in biases and goals of everyone involved
in the project. In addition, there are the

priorities of curriculum committees, of

departmental committees, and various
administraters which, if overlooked,
can almast guarantee failure of any pro-
ject. Perhaps, in the long run, the most
successful developers are those who see
their projects implemented and surviving
while knowing full well that what has
been produced may not necessarily be
the Best possible course or curriculum
but that it represents the best of what
could be done under existing circum-
stances.
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The instructional developer, however,
cannot perform in a research vacuum.
The developer must know what research
says, must understand the strengths and
weaknesses of various theories, and be
able to defend the particular process or
desipgnn model that is being followed.
New approaches and theories must be
discussed, analyzed, and understood.
As developers, we must set aside some
of our time to find out what is and what
is not working elsewhere and why. We
must not only understand the rationale
behind different theories but also the
implications of their implementation in
the design process. The instructional de-
veloper must know the research and
theory base on learning and on change,
We must understand the various roles of
evaluation, what it ran do for us, and
how, if we don't have aceess to a profes-
sional evaluator, we can still build eval-
uation into our project.

However, as we do our research, we
must realize that often what we are read-
ing and hearing may not be all it appears
to be for several fundamental reasons.

1. Many of the theories and models
have not been field-tested or imple-
mented and were designed apart from
the practical world of instructional de-
velopment.

2, Many of the models that have been
implemented were supported by grants
and research funds that will not be avail-
able to others hoping to use the same ap-
proach. There is a world of functional
difference between “soft” and “hard”
money projects. Many approaches that
do work under experimental conditions
become impractical because they require
more time, more talent, and more money
than we often have available to us,

3. Practical research studies in in-
structional development are scarce since
it is extremely difficult to conduct classi-
cal experimental designs within the
framework of regular course offerings.
Of growing importance to our field are
the “gquasi” experimental approaches
described by Campbell and Stanley!
and others, ‘

4. Fajlures and problems associated
with various approaches are rarely fully
reported. How often have you visited a
program that you have read about or
discussed a particular model or theory
with its major advocate only to find that
key limitations or negative factors were

omitted from what you have read or
heard? .

The Balance Between Research, Theory,
and Practice

1t is the understanding of existing re-
search combined with experience that al-
lews a developer, playing his or her
hunches, t¢ make the right decisions.
During meetings with faculty, the devel-
oper does not have the time to explore
alternatives extensively or thoroughly
investigate all related research and writ-
ings. Decisions have to be made immedi-
ately and can rarely be delayed. How-
ever, if we've planned ahead, our actions
will usually be the correct ones. Although
most development meetings contain
some surprises, the topics being covered
and the goals of the session can be antici-
pated. Developers should enter every
meeting with a clear idea of where it is
heading under his or her direction, and,
therefore, planning is essential.

If the session will include a discussion
about the first units in a course or cur-
riculum, the developer should already
know and bring to the meeting extensive
data about the students’ knowledge, at-
titudes, and priorities. If there are going
to be prerequisite problems or if the po-
tential for exemption exists, this must be
on the agenda of the developer for very
eatly discussion since these factors wiil
have impact on the total course design.
If objectives and evaluation are to be
discussed, they should be considered and
developed without intimidating the fac-
ulty member in the process. This is ex-
tremely important since many of the
exigting maodels, while they may generate
hundreds of objectives, tend to antago-
nize the faculty as they are forced
through the process. While the faculty
maust understand the design process be-
ing followed and be able to describe it in
general terms, the less the developers
discuss complex models and theories
with the faculty the better. Most simply
want to get on with the project and are
not wsaally interested in the jargon,
models, and theories of our profession.

The writings of Gagne, Markle, Snow,
Merrill, and others are important to the
practicing instructional developer. How-
ever, there is often a major difference
between the ideal, where the design of
every lesson follows the recommended
procedures, and what we can realistical-
ly hope to do. Faced with the pressures
of rapid implementation and limited as
we are in both time and resources, I
would like to propose the following
working relationship between those ap-
proaches requiring extengive analysis
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and design and instructional develap-
ment—Utilize the in-depth approaches
when atternpting to find out why certain
elerents aren't working or why certain
students aren’t learning. It is here that
we will gain maximum payoff for maxi-
mum input. Across-the-board utilization
of many theories and models is simply
not cost effective.

Some Brief Comments on Specific Papers

Kaufman on Needs Assessment? In this
paper Kaufman briefly summarizes his
approach to the area which identifies six
categories of needs assessment and then
presents, in some datail, a realignment
of needs assessment into two major
headings, internal and external. While
he relates to the overall design process,
he argues that although much of what
we do approaches needs assessment
from within the organization, external
needs assessment is very important and
obviously much mare difficult to ac-
complish because it may be regarded as
posing a threat to the fundamental pur-
poses of an organization. While 1 do
have some problems with the “external”
— "internal” ¢lassification system pro-
posed in this paper, | feel that the overall
statement Kaufman presents on needs
assessment is sound and clear. However,
I Feel more comfortable viewing needs
assessment from the two fundamental
decision areas in which these data are of
major importance: establishing the pri-
orities on which project selection is
made, and in the design of the project it-
self,

In addition, we must remember that the
goals and objectives of any program will
depend on who is given the opportunity
of having input inte the system, and this
is usually controlled by the instructional
developer.

Gagne on Learning Hierarchies and the
Training of Instructional Developers.®
Asked to discuss what kinds of skills and
competencies should be zimed for in
training specialists in instroctional de-
velopment and to describe how the con-
cept of the learning hierarchy might be
used in planning such programs, Gagne
lists Five general categories of learned
capabilities and shows how the learning
hierarchy would be used to identify es-
sential prevequisite skills for any specific
intellectual skill. Gagne recognizes that
in his discussion in general because the
specific tasks that an instructional devel-
oper may have to do are virtually limit-
less,



While I certainly agree with the concepts
presented in this paper, 1 am concerned
with how to fully implement this ap-
proach on a day-to-day basis without
antagonizing faculty., Can we, perhaps
using other procedures, achieve the
same goal with less frustration and in
less time? Finally, in any discussion of
the training of instructional developers,
I would like to see more discussion on
the qualities that an instructional devel-
oper must have that can’t be taught. I'm
increasingly convinced that it is certain
human qualities that in the long run de-
termine the success or failure of devel-
opers, and, therefore, our most impor-
tant decision may not be in the design of
our academnic program but in how we
select our students.

Merrill on the Concept Elaboration The-
ory.*  Menmill's Concept Elaboration
Theory is presented as an alternative to
the Gagne-type learning hierarchy. Mer-
rill coneedes that Gagne himself does not
specify that hierarchies are necessarily
devices to sequence subject matter, but
he points out that they have, neverthe-
less, been so used by others, Concept
Elaboration Theory is a procedure for
representing the content structure of
complex subject matter, for determining
an optimal sequence for teaching com-
plex subject matter, and for determining
an optimal presentation strategy for
complex subject matter. The difference
between these two theories might be il-
lustrated as follows. If you were to teach
someone a complicated task, you might
begin by teaching him prerequisite skills
first. After learning them in some order,
the student would ultimately be able to
perform the terminal task. This would
be a Gagne-type approach. Yau might,
however, approach the teaching job dif-
ferently. You might teach a simple ver-
sion of the task but one which still ap-
plies its underlying principle. You would
then successively élaborate the simple
version until the student learned to per-
form the terminal, much more complex
task, Merrill feels that the Concept Elab-
oration Theory would give the learner
overall understanding of the task much
sooner,

While I agree philosophically with the
approach being suggested, 1 am not sure
if we can realistically hope to put this
process into operation when we rmust
deal on a daily basis with faculty. The
process we use must be clear, concise,
sequential. and, equally important,
humanistic. On a lesson-by-lesson basis,
how detailed can we really be?
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Markle on Teaching Concepts.5 Starting
with some fundamental and totally sup-
portable instructional design axioms,
Markle discusses the concept of learning
hierurchies and the process and prob-
lems associated with classification. The
difference between a hierarchy of intel-
lectual skills and a less well defined
“knowledge structure” is discussed with
emphasis on the impact these differences
will have on the design process. The job
of the instructional developer, according
to Markle, will be to identify the know-
ledge structure in various subject matter
areas and to redesign materials so that
they become more accessible to begin-
ners in a new discipline,

White again | support the concept being
presented, 1 find myself somewhat un-
certain as to when it makes sense to place
all the elements of a course I am working
on in hierarchial order, Perhaps, as 1
mentioned earlier, we should take the
time to de this when something isn't
working. One advantage the instruc-
tional developer has by being outside of
the subject area is that he or she can ask
key questions of the faculty that will
evolve and help articulate the knowledge
structure within the discipline.

Eaust on Instructional Strategies.® First,
identifying the problem, then stating the
objectives, and, finally, selecting a mode
of instruction makes eminent sense. All
too often we find solutions seeking prob-
lems. In this paper, Faust emphasizes in-
structional strategies as they relate to
meeting a single instructional objective.
While also discussing the classification
of objectives, the major portion of this
paper deseribes a mode]l of an effective
instructional design approach which re-
lates the classification of specific objec-
tives to the instructional strategy which
will be selected. Faust's statement, “Each
objective and each component are not
treated as a completely new challenge
requiring the invention of a completely
new strategy,” should have been em-
bossed on several of our more highly
publicized models. However, we should
remember that, when cut too fine, the
writing of objectives has caused many
faculty to lose sight of why the course
was taught in the first place.

Snow on Individual Differences and In-
structional Design.” In this paper, Snow
writes that individual hurnan differences
are far more complex and fundamental
than has been recognized. Where differ-
ences have been acknowledged, he feels
that they have usually been used to sefect

out people whe did not conform to a
mythical average. -Snow points out that
there is an interaction between individual
differences and instructional conditions
—ATI {aptitude-treatment interaction)
—which ean produce varying degrees of
learning suecess or failure, depending on
how appropriately instructional condi-
tions are matthed with individual differ-
ences, The individual differences Snow
refers to include more than just general
intelligence; they include other aptitude
variables, such as General Achievement
Motivation (achievement via indepen-
dence or achievement via conformity)
and Anxiety. Students, for example,
who are able, confertning, and anxious
seem to need more step-by-step structure
in the progress of instruction, whereas
students who are able, independent, and
non-anxious seern to need less teacher
structure of this sort. He concludes that
instruction that takes these individual
differences into account and which tries
to accommodate them by appropriate
learning conditions should produce
greater leaming success.

I'd love to have the time and resources
to apply trait-treatment principles to
everything I do; unfortunately, I don't
have either. This approach has helped us
identify why certain students aren’t suc-
ceeding and has provided us with some
excellent indications of what we can do
to correct the problem. We must always,
however, keep in mind that some
students may never succeed and others
will learn whatever we do. The final per-
centage of failure may, in the long rup,
rest on the resources available to us. We
also must remember that as course de-
sign becomes tmore complex (many
courses include lectures, seminars, lab-
oratories, tutorials, and independent
study) the process of analysis alse be-
comes more complicated,

Baker onevaluation.f Not to have eval-
uation as an integral part of the develop-
ment process is idiotic. Unfortunately, it
happens all the time. Baker uses a dance
metaphor to discuss formative evalya-
tion {the hustle) and summative evalua-
tion (the minuet). She argues that sum-
mative evaluation is too often merely a
contrived exercise of limited practicality;
when conducted by the organization it
sclf, its results are likely to be suspect;
when conducted by more objective out-
siders, it may be perceived as threaten-
ing. Summative evaluation, she fesls, is
subject to political pressures; when re.
quested, it is often intended to promote
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or debunk some program. Farmative
evaluation, she concludes, has much
greater practical value, is perceived as
much less threatening, has a real effect
on development, and is much less sub-
ject to political pressure.

While I generally agree with this paper, |
believe that formative evaluation begins
earlier in the design process than Baker
suggests and includes thase elements of
needs assessment associated with project
design. We have, for example, found it
extremely important, long before a
course or program is outlined or a stu-
dent manual or instructional unit pro-
duced, to gather detailed information
about our students. What skills and atti-
tudes do they bring to our class? Are our
assumptions about prior leamning cor-
rect? Why are they there in the first place
and where are they going? In addition,
when our project is related to a specific
profession, key questions must be asked
aof recent graduates, of practitioners,
and of their employers, We must also
determine in advance what criteria those

who will judge the project are going to
use te determine its success. These ques-
tions are all part of the formative evalu-
ation process and their answers will not
only provide the basis for many design
decisions but also the basis for compara-
tive data used in the summative stages of
evaluation.

The instructional development process
must represent a blend of research, theo-
ry, hunches, and experience, The coordi-
nation of these elements must rest with
the instructional developer,
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