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Although there are numerous models to
practice instructional design (ID), few
instructional models to teach instructional
design have been documented. This article
documents a five-year study of two instructors
who collaborated on formally studying their
teaching of a master’s level instructional
design course. A reflexive instructional
approach was used, in which the teachers
examined their teaching while students were
being prompted to reflect on their learning of
instructional design through a course-long ID
project. In this article we summarize our views
on learning, teaching, and instructional
design. A design and development framework
from developmental research (Richey &
Nelson, 1996) was used to describe our
teaching in terms of the design decisions,
model implementation, and model evaluation
across six deliveries of the ID course from
1994–1998.

A model of teaching is a plan that can be used
to design teaching in classrooms or tutorial set-
tings and to shape instructional materials (Joyce,
Weil, & Showers, 1992). Pragmatically, an
instructional model is a “step-by-step procedure
that leads to specific learning outcomes” (Gun-
ter, Estes, & Schwab, 1995, p. 67). Models pro-
vide new teachers with a new approach and
give experienced teachers a “jumping-off place”
to expand their repertoire. Teaching models give
teachers a conceptual as well as a practical tech-
nology from which to teach. Considering and
implementing new teaching approaches can
help a teacher to understand one’s view of the
content to be taught, as well as to reflect on one’s
view of learning, the learner, and the role of the
teacher (Shambaugh, 1999).

The purpose of this article is to describe the
development of a model for teaching instruc-
tional design (ID) that is based on five years of
collaborative examination of our teaching of a
master’s level instructional design course. The
article is divided into two major sections. In the
first section, we (a) outline our views on learn-
ing, teaching, and instructional design, (b)
describe the ID course, and (c) explain our
reflexive instructional model as it is currently
conceptualized. In the second section, we sum-
marize our developmental research activity
(Richey & Nelson, 1996) that supports our work.
We explain the methodology and how the
model evolved over six iterations of the course
from 1994–1998, and discuss the findings and
future implications of our work.
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A REFLEXIVE APPROACH TO LEARNING
INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN

An Explication of Our Theoretical
Perspective

Learning and teaching

Three complimentary tenets from contemporary
learning theory serve as the foundation of our
instructional approach: (a) that learning is a con-
structive process (e.g., Bruner, 1990); (b) that
learning is situated and mediated in social con-
texts (Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Lave &
Wenger, 1991); and (c) that teaching is “assisted
performance” (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988).

We begin with the notion that learning is a
constructive process (e.g., Bruner, 1990), with
knowledge and skills developed through build-
ing, linking, and clarifying the personal experi-
ences that arise as learners make sense of their
worlds. This purposeful quest toward making
meaning of life’s complexities involves many
aspects of the learning enterprise, including cul-
ture, cognition, affect, and individual differ-
ences. We recognize that learning is
developmental and historical (John-Steiner,
1997; Vygotsky, 1978); that prior learning expe-
riences, along with available strategies, influ-
ence how learners perceive their world and their
possibilities within it.

Our second tenet holds the notion that learn-
ing is situated and mediated in social contexts
(Brown et al., 1989; Lave & Wenger, 1991). The
cognitive and communicative functions that are
inherent in any specific social activity are inti-
mately entwined within everyday experiences
(Lave & Wenger, 1991). Higher mental pro-
cesses, such as reflection, have their origins in
the social community of learners in which one
resides (Moll, 1990). As Vygotsky (1978) has
written, learning is first at the interpersonal
level, but capable others (i.e., parents, peers, and
teachers) help one to move learning to an intra-
personal level. Such joint activity is reciprocal in
the sense that it requires and cultivates individ-
ual engagement (Salomon, 1993). Furthermore,
attention to the social setting is another means of
supporting intellectual activity by helping par-
ticipants to fully realize their creative and prob-
lem-solving potential (John-Steiner, 1997).

Our third tenet adopts Tharp and Gallimore’s
(1988) view of teaching as assisted performance,
which identifies multiple ways that a teacher
can support learners, including modeling, con-
tingency managing, feedback, instructing, ques-
tioning, cognitive structuring (Tharp &
Gallimore, 1988), and reflecting (Shambaugh &
Magliaro, 1995). This assistance may be the over-
all intent of most teachers, but by identifying
and making explicit these options, a teacher
becomes more aware of multiple ways to sup-
port individual learners (i.e., Vygotsky’s Zone of
Proximal Development, 1978). This tenet of
teaching also acknowledges the heritage of
learning theories, incorporating what we have
learned about learning and linking “areas of
knowledge into an articulated structure” (Tharp
& Gallimore, 1988, p. 44). This notion of assisted
performance provides us with such a structure
for our weekly instruction.

Instructional Design

We view ID as a complex, intellectual process to
address instructional problems (Nelson, Mag-
liaro, & Sherman, 1988). Such ill-structured
problems (Simon, 1973), in which learners and
their contexts are dynamic and individualistic in
nature, require a process sophisticated enough
to address their complexity. Learning ID
requires that newcomers practice many of the
same cognitive activities required of ID experts
to facilitate transfer to actual settings (Norman,
1978). These settings, however, are messy and
ambiguous and require a heuristic approach
(Shambaugh & Magliaro, 1996). While prior
knowledge and experience enable novice
instructional designers to enter the ID arena, it is
through the assistance of more capable others
(i.e., instructors and developers) that they can
actively build on what they already know about
instructional design and the instructional prob-
lem (Brown et al., 1989). Our adoption of the
view of teaching as assisted performance
attempts to provide this assistance. If individu-
als construct their own meaning from experi-
ences in a particular context (e.g., Rogoff, 1990),
then teaching should be based on teaching con-
cepts and principles in their context of applica-
tion (Rowland, 1992).
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Based on these views, Rowland and col-
leagues (Magliaro & Shambaugh, 1997; Row-
land, Fixl, & Yung, 1992) suggest ID instruction
to include three elements: (a) learning design by
actually designing; (b) modeling of design
expertise; and (c) including reflective activities.
Acknowledging Schön’s (1987) idea that the best
way to learn design is to actually design, the first
element in ID instruction is the use of authentic
ID tasks, such as a project to address an actual
instructional problem. The second element
involves the modeling of design expertise, such
as visits from experts, developmental efforts,
near-authentic projects, peer critiques, public
presentations, and internships (Rowland, Parra,
& Basnet, 1994). A third element includes reflec-
tive activities, which help to deepen one’s
understanding of the complexities of an instruc-
tional problem (Rowland, 1992). Instructional
design reflection involves an ongoing cyclical or
spiraling monitoring, evaluating, and revising
of an instructional design and the development
of competence in ID processes (Pollard & Tann,
1993). A reflective practicum for ID learning,
according to Winn (1989), could adopt Schön’s
(1987) reflection-about-action and during-
action. Such an approach is used by other pro-
fessions, including engineering (Koen, 1984),
social work (Siegel, 1984), and teaching (Clark &
Peterson, 1986). We have added a fourth ele-
ment to teaching instructional design—the need
for feedback between participants on both the
course content and process (Shambaugh & Mag-
liaro, 1997). We believe that design and teaching
are enhanced through collaboration with others,
and that this feedback between students and
instructor must be genuine, continual, and con-
sistent.

Course Description

In our ID course we have attempted to incorpo-
rate the above four elements into ID instruction:
including (a) authentic ID tasks principally
through a project; (b) the modeling of design
expertise by the instructors (ongoing study of
the course and supporting materials); (c) reflec-
tive activities within design tasks; and (d) ongo-
ing feedback between participants.

The instructional design process includes
nine phases, including (a) learning beliefs, (b)
design tools, (c) needs assessment, (d) instruc-
tional sequence, (e) assessment, (f) instructional
framework, (g) instructional media, (h) proto-
type lesson, and (i) program evaluation. For
each ID phase we distribute a task sheet, which
provides the rationale for the phase, subtask
procedures, and performance criteria. For exam-
ple, in the assessment phase, performance cri-
teria include timely task submission,
identification of assessment purposes, rationales
for assessment tools selected, timeline for their
use, and match of assessment tools to project
goals. We comment on weekly submissions of
these design tasks, which are returned the fol-
lowing class session.

The course can be best described by visualiz-
ing and discussing the ID phases in the course
sequence (see Figure 1).

Setting the Context

The first three weeks of the 15-week semester
course establish the context for instructional
design and include two phases: learning beliefs
and design tools.

Learning beliefs. Four initial learning tasks help
students think about instructional planning and
their beliefs about learning: (a) design a lesson,
(b) what is learning/instruction? (c) learning
principles, and (d) mission statement. The
design-a-lesson  task gives us a means for stu-
dents to reveal what they know about instruc-
tional design through a lesson plan, a task
familiar to many teachers. In the what-is-learn-
ing/instruction? task, students record on paper
their definitions of learning and instruction.
From these definitions, we list key words on the
board and inform students that many of the top-
ics will be discussed in the course. A learning-
principles task asks students to read assigned
educational psychology articles and from these
draw up a list of learning principles they value.
This task helps activate students’ tacit learning
beliefs inherent in prior knowledge and current
teaching practice and is used in class to discuss
learning theories and their implications for
instructional design. Students subsequently
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write a draft mission statement to consolidate
their views of learning and teaching. We prompt
for clarification, examine overall consistency of
their statements, and encourage revision. The
mission statement ultimately helps us to assess
to what extent these beliefs are consistently
applied in students’ ID projects, and to connect
educational psychology and instructional
design.

Design tools. In the design-tools phase we intro-
duce students to a range of ID models. Our pur-
pose here is to impress on students the value of
representing the ID process through models or
some conceptual means of communication. We
ask students to sketch a visual of their own ID
model and provide an explanatory narrative, a
task that articulates one’s stance as a designer of
instructional events. This preliminary ID model
frequently adopts a broad range of personal
metaphors (e.g., tree as growth) and may reveal
student perceptions of educational issues, learn-
ers, and the teacher’s role (see Shambaugh &
Magliaro, 2000 for an analysis of these models).
Students also choose an instructional problem
for a project and record their initial understand-
ing of the problem using an intent statement,
which specifies target learners, intended change,
length, and supporting details. We suggest ways
to clarify, elaborate, or narrow the problem.

Needs assessment

The purpose of needs assessment is to learn
more about an instructional problem in order to
determine appropriate project goals for subse-
quent design decisions. Students submit a con-
tent outline, research on teaching options,
learner and instructor profiles, context analysis
of resources and constraints (Tessmer, 1990),
and project goals, which are based on what stu-
dents discover in their needs assessment. A per-
sonal conference between instructor and
student, scheduled during this phase, provides
one-on-one assistance with project selection and
review of a needs-assessment strategy. This
strategy task was implemented to help students
decide what to study, with whom to talk, what
references to consult, and how to summarize
findings.

Design

The next seven weeks address the design
phases, which include instructional sequence,
assessment, instructional framework, instruc-
tional media, and prototype lesson. During the
design phases, we use student mission state-
ments (consistency of learning beliefs across
project) and project goals (overall coherency of
id decisions) to evaluate their projects. A second
personal conference scheduled at the end of the
course addresses individual project issues.

Figure 1 Course sequence and learning tasks.
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Instructional sequence. The purpose of the
instructional sequence phase is to determine the
order of instruction. We prompt students to
match their learning goals with learning types
(i.e., taxonomies) to help them appreciate the
complexity of learning across different learning
domains. This deeper understanding of learning
outcomes provides them with a basis for trans-
lating a topical content outline to an instruc-
tional sequence, using the taxonomies as tools to
sequence instruction, including simple to com-
plex (cognitive), the degree of attitude internal-
ization (affective), or the degree of physical
coordination (psychomotor). Bringing forward
data from their needs assessment, we remind
students to take into account the specific needs
of the targeted learners (learner characteristics),
as well as the realities of the instructional setting
(e.g., class size, semester length, facilities).

Assessment. The purpose of the assessment
phase is to match assessment purposes with
appropriate assessment methods. In this phase
we point out multiple purposes to assessment,
using Gronlund and Linn’s (1994) classification,
including nature of measurement, how the
assessment is used in the classroom, and how
results are interpreted. We also look at assess-
ment tools in terms of their use as a process
assessment (performance over time) or a prod-
uct assessment (artifact), or in combination, such
as with developmental or showcase portfolios.
In this phase, students construct an assessment
plan, in which they summarize the major pur-
poses to assessment in their project, the selection
of assessment tools appropriate to these pur-
poses, and where in the instructional sequence
these tools are used.

Instructional framework. The purpose of the
instructional framework phase is to determine
instructional strategies that address project
goals. We introduce students to families of
instructional models based on learning theories
(Joyce & Weil, 1996). These models are exam-
ined in terms of their procedures, social system,
and instructional (direct) and nurturant (indi-
rect) effects. We encourage students to consider
multiple teaching options to fully support their
instructional goals. The instructional framework

phase includes a written summary of the teach-
ing approaches used in the project and a ratio-
nale for their use. Students also demonstrate in
class a teaching model or strategy giving them
experience in enacting this approach and receiv-
ing feedback from peers.

Instructional media. The purpose of the instruc-
tional media phase is to examine explicitly the
possibilities for media and technology to sup-
port learning. Although formally depicted late
in the course sequence, instructional media
issues are also examined within the needs
assessment and design phases as they relate to
the content, learners, and instructional strate-
gies. In this phase students identify media and
technology options, justify how these options
support project goals, and list considerations in
their use.

Prototype lesson. The prototype lesson gives stu-
dents an opportunity to synthesize the design
components into one lesson for their project and
to make adjustments in the overall project based
on what they learn from elaborating on the
details of a particular lesson. In the prototype
lesson students identify learning outcomes, the
location of the lesson in the instructional
sequence, activities and assessment, instruc-
tional media and technology, and alternate
plans of action (i.e., “Plan B”s).

Program evaluation

The final two weeks of the course address pro-
gram evaluation as a systematic process to
determine the effect of an instructional design
on educational programs. We introduce stu-
dents to the different purposes for program
evaluation and suggest ways to lay out forma-
tive and summative program evaluation. Dur-
ing this phase of ID, students reflect on their
experiences in the course through written
Likert-scale and open-ended response evalua-
tions of the course and their learning. Students
also revise their ID models and present them to
the class noting the differences from their initial
versions.
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Reflexive Model Description

Two goals of the reflexive model are to provide
learners with opportunities to (a) use the ID pro-
cess to think and make decisions about ways to
promote learning and (b) examine their beliefs
about learning and teaching. The first goal
addresses ID process understanding and the
uses of tools (e.g., task analysis, learning
taxonomies) and processes (e.g., feedback, revi-
sion) to analyze instructional problems, design,
and evaluate written responses to these prob-
lems. The second goal ensures that students as
designers examine the personal or institutional
beliefs that will influence how they think,
design, and act. The model is reflexive because
an instructor examines his or her learning,
design, and teaching, and students examine
their engagement and performance on learning
tasks (Gergen, 1995).

Model components

The components of the model include (a) learner
and teacher characteristics and roles, (b)
coparticipation structures, and (c) feedback
within the structures (see Figure 2).

Learner and teacher characteristics. Teachers and
students are seen as coparticipants and col-
earners. All participants bring with them a set of
beliefs about learning and teaching, including
that within a reflexive approach, self-examina-

tion of these beliefs is necessary to understand
one’s actions as a designer or teacher. Each par-
ticipant also contributes individual knowledge,
competencies, experiences, human sensibilities,
and motivation to the learning environment.
Instructor roles within the model include those
of learner, designer of an instructional environ-
ment, and teacher responsive to learner needs.
Student roles include that of learner with a will-
ingness to engage within the participation struc-
tures and perform learning tasks.

Coparticipation structures. Coparticipation struc-
tures include classroom activities, learning
tasks, individual conferences, e-mail, Web site,
and texts (see Table 1). Classroom activities and
out-of-class learning tasks are common struc-
tures in most courses. With individual conferen-
ces, e-mail, and a Web site, we have increased
options for support of student learning. We have
given particular attention to how an ID text
could be structured to guide learners through
the ID process (Shambaugh & Magliaro, 1997).
Although careful consideration must be given to
the design of these structures, some negotiation
of their features by students is also encouraged.
The key is being open to feedback and periodi-
cally “stepping outside” a teacher’s perspective
to consider these suggestions.

Feedback. Feedback, a third model component,
is crucial within these structures. For example,
in a group activity, dialogue between the partic-

Table 1 Participation structures and features of participation.

Participation 
Structure Learner Participation Teacher Participation

Classroom Take risks, discuss, share, reflect, Structure, listen, prompt, encourage, reflect, model, 
work together, change roles solicit feedback

Learning tasks Commit decisions to writing, Structure, provide prompt feedback, prompt, 
revise, reflect encourage, question, summarize student work, 

and share findings
Conferences Verbalize, think aloud, share Listen, question, guide, prompt

previous experiences
E-mail Question, respond to student Promptly respond to queries; post agendas, 

queries reminders, resources
Web site Consult, provide feedback Structure, update, solicit and respond to feedback
Text Read, negotiate features, reflect, Structure, relate to course acitvities, solicit feedback

provide feedback
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ipants enables ID knowledge and one’s views
and experiences to be shared in an open and
testable way, initiating a shared reflective pro-
cess. Cooperative learning, presentations, and
peer-teacher evaluations are key strategies in
this aspect of the model. In this interactive par-
ticipation a class community of learners is sup-
ported. Within the structures, reflective tasks
promote understanding of instructional design
and one’s own thought processes. Weekly writ-
ten project drafts and feedback help to support
the development of reflective activity.

A cycle of responsivity (see Figure 3) helps to
visualize how interactive feedback within the
participation structures comes into play. Ini-
tially, the instructor’s role as designer creates
participation structures, such as classroom activ-
ities, learning tasks, and texts. Within these
structures, a learning environment is created in
which students participate, question, read,
design, and reflect on their learning. Students
ask questions through the participation struc-
tures to provide more insight into their thinking
and ID decisions. Based on student questions,

queries, and task performance, the instructor
responds to student needs through written com-
ments on student work, personal conversation,
e-mail, conferences, and classroom feedback.
Shifts in instruction, including tasks, group
activities, and instructor presentations, may be
necessary. Although this cycle would be highly
individualized, its representation acknowledges
that any choice of a teaching model or strategy is
based somewhat on how the teacher views
learners and the notion of participation (Wen-
ger, 1998).

Classroom syntax

The procedural syntax of the classroom partici-
pation structure includes (a) setting the stage, (b)
representing understanding by participants,
and (c) debriefing the participants. This syntax
description is based on a 2-hr, 50-min class ses-
sion, meeting once a week. In setting the stage,
which may run from 10–30 min, the teacher
welcomes students and checks for overall con-
cerns. The teacher presents the agenda for the

Figure 2 The reflexive teaching model.
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class session, provides reminders of upcoming
events and class activities, and addresses other
“housekeeping” activities. Work submitted
from the previous class is returned and the
teacher’s assessment of student performance is
discussed.

The next phase, representing understanding,
requires two hours. Two types of paired activi-
ties are used: group activity and minilecture.
Either of these activities may begin this phase,
depending on how the instructor has appraised
student needs or the nature of the content. A
group activity may be used to activate student
thinking on a topic. A structured task is distrib-
uted in handout form. The purpose of the activ-
ity is explained, usually a task to explore this ID
component or to apply what one has learned
from the minilecture. Students are divided up
into groups along some rationale, such as mix-
ing professional experience, similar-dissimilar
projects, or student choice. Typically, the struc-
tured task asks the group members to discuss
and record a summary of issues, decisions, or
questions to be reported back to the class for dis-

cussion. This inductive approach takes time, and
results are unpredictable. Group activity may
last more than an hour, particularly if student
interactions are productive or the task is com-
plex. The instructor may decide that what stu-
dents are “representing” in their discussions
and summaries requires a shift in instruction or
individual response.

A more deductive approach would use a 20–
30 min minilecture, or lecturette. A minilecture
would typically include a visual review of
“where we are” in the ID process, using a visual
organizer to structure the conceptual aspects of
the ID process component. With needs assess-
ment, for example, the first lecturette would
describe the benefits, features, and examples of a
needs assessment, while a subsequent group
activity would help students identify important
learner, content, and contextual issues that a
needs assessment would inform. The presenta-
tion and discussion would describe the
component’s purposes, rationale, uses, and sub-
components, and issues surrounding the com-
ponent. Examples of its use by other students

Figure 3 Responsivity cycle.
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might also be presented. Handouts of articles
that address this ID component could also be
distributed.

In the final phase of the classroom participa-
tion structure, the instructor debriefs students
on a particular topic. The instructor explains the
purpose of the next week’s topic (i.e., ID phase),
suggests ways to work through the task using a
task sheet, and provides assessment criteria and
due date. In debriefing, students are reminded
of readings and activities, and are asked for
written feedback through “exit slips” or e-mail.

DEVELOPMENTAL RESEARCH OF THE
REFLEXIVE MODEL

The design and development cycle (Richey &
Nelson, 1996) provided the framework for study
of our teaching of instructional design over six
iterations of the course, from 1994–1998. The
objectives that guided and organized model
modifications reflect the major phases of the
design and development cycle (Richey & Nel-
son), and serve as the organizer for our findings
presented case-by-case in this article:

• Describe the design decisions for each delivery
of the course.

• Describe the implementation of the design
decisions.

• Describe student learning on ID projects and
student perceptions of their learning and our
teaching.

This report of developmental research is
organized into three components: (a) methodol-
ogy, (b) findings, and (c) discussion. The meth-
odology component of this section describes the
research design, our participants, data sources
and collection procedures, data analysis proce-
dures, and research limitations. The findings
component explains what we learned from each
iteration and how the model evolved based on
the decisions that we made as a result of our
reflection on our teaching and student learning.
The discussion component highlights the critical
features of the model, the instructional and nur-
turant effects of the model on our students, and
commentary on the future of this model for
teaching ID.

Methodology

Research design

We gathered data as a normal routine of teach-
ing efforts during each class delivery, resulting
in a more refined methodology over time. The
case study approach, however, was consistently
used to report this research in order to describe
classroom and contextual complexities inherent
in teaching (Yin, 1994). As “a phenomenon . . .
occurring in a bounded context” (Miles &
Huberman, 1994, p. 25), the unit of analysis was
defined by each course delivery. Each case, or
course delivery, could be characterized as a
social unit or activity setting (Tharp &
Gallimore, 1988) consisting of participants and
their decisions and actions (course design or
requirements and participant performance)
across time (semester) in a physical setting
(classroom). Multiple cases “offer the researcher
an even deeper understanding of processes and
outcomes of cases . . . and a good picture of
locally grounded causality” (Miles & Huber-
man, p. 26).

Participants

Case One was a five-week summer course with
nine contact hours per week. Cases Two through
Five were 15-week fall semesters, which met for
three contact hours per week. Case Six involved
K–12 teachers from a school district-university–
sponsored master’s program, during a 15-week
spring semester, which met off campus for three
hours once per week.

Given the reflexive nature of this research,
the participants included 113 students and the
two instructors (i.e., coauthors of this article) in a
master’s level instructional design course from a
university instructional technology graduate
education program. Of the 113 students, 73 had
teaching experience. Instructional levels of inter-
est included 18 elementary school, 15 middle
school, 26 high school, 6 overall K-12, 29 college,
and 19 training. The largest content area focus of
the participants was science and technology
(19), followed by language (17), computing (14),
and special education (12).

The instructor of record (i.e., second author)
for the six cases has taught the ID course for over
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13 years and has written several papers related
to the ID process, an instructional design text,
and an instructor’s guide. In addition, she has
taught in public schools for 9 years in both gen-
eral and special education settings, has devel-
oped two off-campus master’s programs for
K–12 teachers, and has conducted numerous
workshops for teachers. The professional ID
experiences of the first author include develop-
ing customized training materials for corporate
clients (6 years) and producing audio and video
materials (15 years). From 1994 through 1998 he
assisted the instructor with the course and
developed a jointly-authored ID textbook and
instructor’s guide. Since 1999 he has taught edu-
cational psychology and instructional technol-
ogy courses at a state university. Joint
pedagogical research on this model has been
reported at educational research conferences
since 1995.

Data sources and collection procedures

The data sources and collection procedures are

explained in terms of the objectives that guided
this research and development effort.

Design. We collected data to describe the design
decisions for each delivery of the course (see
Table 2). Data sources for design decisions
included working logs, e-mail, and syllabi.
Working logs recorded the first author’s notes
on design decisions for a new course iteration
(see Table 2). E-mail between instructors also
recorded precourse planning. A syllabus
recorded major design decisions for each case,
including course objectives, instructional mate-
rials, assessment, and course sequence.

Implementation. We also collected data to
describe the implementation of our design deci-
sions. Data sources for model implementation
included working logs, e-mail, draft ID projects,
and Conference #1 interviews. The first author
recorded in working logs student comments and
observations of student-instructor performance
after each class. Outside of class he recorded his
perceptions on what occurred in class, summa-

Table 2 Availability of data across cases.

Case One Case Two Case Three Case Four Case Five Case Six
Data Sources S94 F94 F95 F96 F97 S98

Teaching Model Design Decisions

Working logs 3 2 4 4 2 2
E-mail1 × × × ×
Syllabus2 × × × × × ×

Teaching Model Implementation

Working logs 3 2 4 4 2 2
E-mail1 × × × ×
Draft ID project 13 22 20 19 16 23
Conference #1 tapes 9 17 24 15 8

Teaching Model Evaluation

Final ID projects 6 4 9 5 13 13
Course evaluations 13 22 20 19 16 23
Self-evaluations 13 22 20 19 16 23
Conference #2 tapes 22 19 19 12

Notes:  1. e-mail collected across semester   2. A course syllabus was developed each semester
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rized weekly student work, and made notes
from weekly instructor meetings. E-mail was
another source of instructor dialogue on weekly
shifts in instruction and discussion of student
needs. Comments on weekly ID project submis-
sions were returned to students the following
week. Conference #1 was scheduled prior to
needs assessment and consisted of an hour-long
meeting to discuss a student’s mission state-
ment, preliminary ID model, project choice, and
needs assessment strategy. The conferences
were tape-recorded with student permission,
and a human subjects form describing our
research and gaining permission to use their
work was collected in class.

Evaluation. Data were also collected to describe
student learning and student perceptions of
their learning and the course. Data sources for
model evaluation included completed ID pro-
jects, Conference #2 interviews, course evalua-
tions, and self-evaluations. Required project
components included mission statement, intent
statement, needs assessment-goals, instructional
sequence, assessment plan, instructional frame-
work, instructional media, prototype lesson, and
program evaluation. Conference #2, at the end
of the course, also audiotaped with student per-
mission, provided feedback on projects nearing
completion. Course evaluations included Likert-
scale questions (both university-developed and
instructor-developed) to record student percep-
tions of instruction, instructors, and materials.
Typical university-developed Likert-scale ques-
tions asked for student perceptions of the
instructors’ knowledge of subject, success in
communicating, making the subject stimulating,
concern and respect, grading fairness, class
administration, and an overall rating. Instructor-
developed Likert-scale questions asked for stu-
dents to respond to their perceptions of specific
learning tasks not addressed in the university
instrument, such as task sheets, individual con-
ferences, and the text. In a self-evaluation of
their learning, students summarized what they
had learned in the course, what would they do
differently, and suggestions for the course.

Data analysis framework and procedures

Design decisions were analyzed by describing
participants, learning tasks, course sequence,
assessment, and instructional materials (see Fig-
ure 4). Model implementation analyzed student
performance and responses to instruction and
instructor’s assistance during ID context-setting
activities, ID process instruction, and ID project
decisions. Evaluation of the teaching model ana-
lyzed student performance on the ID project,
student self-perceptions of their learning, and
student perceptions of instruction. Data analysis
consisted of data reduction from data sources
and display of this reduced data into tables that
enabled conclusions to be drawn (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). Details of data analysis are
described below.

Working logs, e-mail, syllabi. Design decision
notes from working logs and e-mail were tran-
scribed and categorized by course sequence,
learning tasks, instructional materials, and
assessment. Notes on what occurred during
each class were categorized by ID context-set-
ting activities, ID instruction, and ID project
decisions. These categories were selected
because they related to our teaching sequence.
The syllabus for each case was compared with
the syllabus from the previous case and differ-
ences summarized in terms of course sequence,
learning tasks, instructional materials, and
assessment.

ID projects. Weekly submissions of ID project
components were evaluated in terms of perfor-
mance criteria for each project component. For
example, our criteria for assessment included:
(a) Identify purpose of assessment, (b) provide
rationales for assessment tools chosen, (c) pro-
vide a timeline for each tool’s use, and (d) was
there a match of tools to project goals? Final pro-
jects were analyzed for completeness, consis-
tency of learning beliefs across design
components, and coherence of design compo-
nents. Completeness was evaluated in terms of all
project components being submitted. For consis-
tency of learning beliefs, the ID project was
reviewed to determine to what extent students’
learning principles were addressed in the pro-
jects. This was determined by consulting the
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mission statement. For example, if a student
wrote about the importance of students working
together in the mission statement, we looked for
this feature in the project. For coherence a judg-
ment was made concerning whether or not
design components, such as outcomes, content,
teaching, and assessment, were in alignment
with each other.

Conferences. Student comments from Confer-
ence #1 were listened to and transcribed, based
on learning tasks discussed (e.g., mission state-
ment, project choice) or course concerns, such as
questions about texts, in-class discussions, or
group activities. Conference #2 comments were
transcribed, based on categories of student per-
formance on the ID project, student self-assess-
ment of learning, and student perceptions of the
course.

Self-evaluations. Students were asked what they
had learned in the course and for suggestions for
course improvements. These written responses
were coded as to instructors, instruction,
instructional materials, or learning tasks.

Course evaluations. Student perceptions of
instruction on university-developed Likert-scale
questions and instructor-developed questions
were tabulated in terms of mean frequency. Any
student comments on these forms were tran-
scribed and categorized by instruction, instruc-
tional materials, and learning tasks.

Research limitations

The data sources, which were based on observa-
tions, interviews, or documents, evolved over
time and served our instructional needs to
watch, ask, and examine (Wolcott, 1992). These
observations, interviews, and documents were
in place prior to developing the conceptual
framework and methodology of the study. As a
result, the data sources were not as complete,
tightly defined, or structured across the six cases
as if they had been researcher driven. The varia-
tion in quality and completeness of projects
reflected two changes in project-model acquisi-
tion (refer to Table 2). First, project components
became more numerous over time. In many

Figure 4 Data sources and analysis framework.
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cases, certain features of projects were more well
developed and worthy of note than others. Sec-
ond, the policy for project collection changed.
Initially, only exemplary projects were saved,
but over time projects were saved because they
had exemplary sections, were topics of general
interest, or were simply available.

Data displays, structured summaries, and
tables allowed a condensed view of the data
sources and revealed that some further analysis
was needed, such as coding of structured sum-
maries to reveal themes as well as to identify
exceptions and differences. In an effort to extend
external validity, what participants “did, said, or
designed,” was examined in multiple cases. The
processes of participation and feedback within
participation were examined in six different con-
figurations and can be viewed as replications of
the study. The description of the model, based
on what was found from this analysis, provided
a set of generalizations on how the model was
implemented, as well as conditions necessary
for its use. The danger to this generalization was
that “multiple cases will be analyzed at high lev-
els of inference, aggregating out the local webs
of causality and ending with a smoothed set of
generalizations that may not apply to any single
case” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 194).

Sources for possible bias in this study
included a large amount of data, which may
have led to missing important information or
overweighting some findings because of focus-
ing on a particular and large set of data. Personal
involvement with the course also increased the
possibility that recorded observations in work-
ing logs highlighted particular incidents while
ignoring others. Another shortcoming was not
checking descriptions with students of each case
and peer review outside of the coinstructor.

To address these shortcomings, multiple data
sources were used to check for agreement of one
data source with another. Multiple sources of
data, such as working logs, e-mail, and syllabi,
also provided different strengths and comple-
mented each other. Syllabi compactly recorded
design decisions, while working logs and e-mail
documented thinking that influenced these deci-
sions. Working logs served as a reflexivity jour-
nal (Carney, 1990) to record observations or
design decisions that would have been lost to

our collective memories over the five years of
involvement. The coinstructor also audited the
methodology, analysis procedures, findings,
and conclusions.

Findings

Case One—Summer 1994

Case One was a five-week summer course with
nine contact hours per week, and 13 students
enrolled.

Design. Learning tasks included a list of learn-
ing principles, a preliminary and revised ID
model, midterm exam, daily preparation and
final ID project, peer feedback, teaching presen-
tation, text feedback, and self evaluation. The ID
process consisted of eight phases: (a) design
tools (ID models), (b) needs assessment, (c) les-
son sequence, (d) assessment, (e) teaching mod-
els, (f) sample lesson, (g) media, and (h) program
evaluation. Smith and Ragan (1993) was
adopted as the text, based on its use of learning
principles and coverage of instructional models.

Implementation. All students identified a mix of
theory-based principles in their learning princi-
ples list. Areas of disagreement identified in a
class activity included teaching for individual
differences, whole-to-part versus part-to-whole
approaches, and content learning versus how-
to-learn strategy instruction. One concern from
the needs assessment activity was “How much
research is enough?” Of the 13 students, 9 were
judged by us to have insufficient research to
inform their projects. Task and instructional
analyses were introduced during the sequence
phase to help students analyze the complexity of
learning tasks. Of the 13, 6 were unclear about
instructional and task analyses. Those students
who identified a procedural task were more suc-
cessful in conducting a task analysis than those
selecting higher-order tasks. Some prototype
lessons did not include a task analysis but did
include an instructional analysis. Some students
mixed the two tools. Assessment tools proposed
in the projects included group feedback, portfo-
lios, multiple choice tests, essays, observations,
projects, diagnostic tests, and surveys. Teaching

AAH GRAPHICS, INC. / (540) 933-6210 / FAX 933-6523 / 05-30-2001 / 10:39

REFLEXIVE MODEL 81



presentations included group investigation,
whole language, synectics (Gordon, 1971), PSI
(Personalized System of Instruction, Keller,
1968), the van Hiele method (Fuys, Geddes, &
Tischler, 1988), and empathy building. Custo-
mized informational packets were distributed
for each student.

Evaluation. Because this developmental study
was implemented after several iterations of the
course were completed, only 6 of the 13 projects
were available for analysis. Of the 6 projects, 4
included all ID components, 4 of the 6 achieved
consistency of learning principles across ID
components, and 5 of 6 exhibited coherent fea-
tures, such as assessment methods with teach-
ing; 3 of the 6 did not incorporate ID decisions
from previous components into the sample les-
son. Ten students who responded to the course
evaluation rated their learning in the course (on
a 1–3 scale) in terms of gains in knowledge and
theories (2.9), problem solving abilities (2.7), and
subject appreciation (2.8). Student comments
from the self-evaluation included early concerns
as to the “big picture” of instructional design,
the language of educational psychology, con-
structing a project, and understanding the read-
ings. Students rated their effort in the course as
greater than average, that needs assessment was
time-consuming, and suggested that learning
beliefs be formally included in the ID process.

Case Two—Fall 1994

Case Two was a 15-week semester course, meet-
ing three contact hours per week, with 22 stu-
dents enrolled.

Design. A learning beliefs phase was added to
the beginning of the ID process. Learning beliefs
had always been a course activity, but not as a
distinct phase of ID. A mission statement task
was developed to help students consolidate
their learning principles. The midterm exam
was replaced with a student-teacher conference
to obtain individual appraisal of student work
and concerns.

Implementation. Of the 22 students, 9 reported
that their learning beliefs were “expanded” after

the learning principles task. All students had ini-
tial mismatches between their learning princi-
ples and their mission statement; 5 students
integrated the project context into their mission
statement. The form of the mission statement
ranged from one sentence to a multiple-page
narrative. Some students included a revised
learning principles list with a short narrative.
During the teacher-student conferences, stu-
dent-raised ID issues included honoring student
points of view, individual needs, cultural differ-
ences, and hypermedia use. Other student con-
cerns included instructional purpose, project
possibilities, consulting experts and students,
and media possibilities. We prompted students
to examine the scope of their content, assess-
ment methods, safe environments, and the
design of workshops. Instructional media were
addressed with an in-class presentation and a
discussion in a campus computer lab.

Evaluation. All of the four projects available for
analysis included the required components.
Two projects involving a workshop and the
World Wide Web (WWW) lacked research on
how these settings supported learning and the
contextual issues that might limit their imple-
mentation. All four individual projects showed a
consistency of learning beliefs across the project.
Three of the four projects exhibited coherence
across design components. These three students
were familiar with the setting, learners, and
intended to implement their ID. However, two
of these three projects ignored the design issues
of proposed workshop materials and a student
handbook. The project judged to be less coherent
lacked details of how the WWW could be used
to help international students learn about the
United States and lacked details on maintaining
a Web site.

Students rated their learning on a 1–3 scale in
knowledge gains (2.8), problem solving (2.6),
and subject appreciation (2.6). Of the 18 students
who completed the self-evaluation, 16 cited self-
assessment features as helpful; 5 cited working
together as a positive activity; 9 responses
reported that their learning beliefs were
“expanded or clarified in the course,” while 6
reported no change. Students identified critical
moments in the project as needs assessment (7 of
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18 responses), project selection (4 of 18), and
teaching models (2 of 18).

Case Three—Fall 1995

Case Three was a 15-week semester course with
three contact hours per week, and 20 students
enrolled.

Design. During Case Three, performance cri-
teria were added to each of the tasks to commu-
nicate our expectations. A second conference,
scheduled during the last week of the semester,
was used to discuss the project and revised ID
model, and for a self-evaluation. A “Listserv”
was added to increase communications among
students and between instructors and students.

Implementation. In the classroom, five student
groups were arranged by project similarity. Dis-
cussion in these groups was structured around
needs assessment issues, instructional media,
and assessment options. In Case Three, we
increased our discussion of assessment to
include the different functions for assessment
and assessment terminology, and introduced
students to validity, reliability, and practicality
measures of assessment tools. We added a “flex-
ible understanding” lecturette to help students
think about new ways to view content, and
learners, teachers, and sequencing (see
McDiarmid, Ball, & Anderson, 1989). E-mail was
limited to instructor communication on class
agendas and deadlines.

Evaluation. Of the nine projects available for
analysis, five included the required components.
Six projects revealed consistency of beliefs. Of
the three that did not, one used an institutional
mission statement but did not include any fea-
tures that addressed it; a second project did not
include a mission statement; and in the third the
writing was unclear. Only three of the nine pro-
jects exhibited a coherence across their project
features. In four projects goals were not identi-
fied in the assessment plan, teaching
approaches, or program evaluation plan. The
university evaluation gained response from 15
students, who reported their gains in knowledge
(2.9), problem solving (2.7), and subject appreci-

ation (2.7). All students regarded the effort in the
course to be greater than average. Regarding our
grouping strategy, 2 students wanted to stay in
the same groups, 3 were dissatisfied with them,
1 expressed difficulty understanding group lan-
guage, 1 was comfortable with teacher talk, and
2 had difficulty making decisions in their
groups.

Case Four—Fall 1996

Case Four was a 15-week semester course with
three contact hours per week, and 19 students
enrolled.

Design. We implemented a new activity, a
design-a-lesson task, to help students write
about learning issues and introduce themselves.
Course texts included the publisher’s prototype
of a new text, with Smith and Ragan (1993) as an
optional title. Supplemental readings, which in
earlier cases had been distributed in class, were
available at the university library.

Implementation. The design-a-lesson task raised
21 issues. The issue most cited by students was
“to provide instruction meaningful to learners.”
The implications of this principle for ID were
discussed in class. A mission statement work-
shop gave students hands-on practice in writing
mission statements. A Listserv allowed students
to ask questions on project options and allowed
us another means to prompt their thinking on
what was discussed in class. The assessment
phase was introduced in class by asking stu-
dents to give their perceptions of assessment.
We represented these terms on the blackboard
as a web to visually represent assessment pur-
poses and options. Students were divided into
six groups to identify assessment issues, which
were later posted on the course Listserv. Teach-
ing options were addressed by student demon-
strations.

Evaluation. Of the five projects available for
analysis, four included all required components.
All five exhibited a consistency of learning
beliefs across the project and coherence of
design decisions across all components. As one
project example, a student sought to improve
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language competency and cultural awareness
for Korean English-speaking tour guides. The
project specified a foreign-language learning
model, an instructional method that contextual-
izes language form (e.g., sound system, word
formation, syntax) instruction into a whole lan-
guage lesson. The project recommended a com-
munity-oriented instructional strategy to
address cultural issues of the learners. The proj-
ect identified 16 weeks of lessons using televi-
sion, audio, reading, games, and conversations.
The student identified seven assessment tools
and used a prototype lesson to illustrate how the
foreign-language learning model would be used
in a lesson, including assessment tools and les-
son options.

Students rated their gains in knowledge and
theory (2.9), problem solving ability (2.8), and
subject appreciation (2.8) as average. Students
rated group activities highly (4.4 on a 1–5 scale).
Membership in the classroom groups was based
on project similarity. Assessment issues differed
in these groups. A staff development group
asked how to assess learning in workshops. A
technology group asked about how to assess
learning online. A novice teacher group asked
about strategies for students who did not partic-
ipate in activities or hand in assignments, how to
assess process versus product forms of assess-
ment, and how to convert rich process activities
to a grade. An experienced-teachers group
asked how to assess students who learn at differ-
ent paces and how to move away from negative
connotations of assessment.

Case Five—Fall 1997

Case Five was a 15-week semester course with
three contact hours per week, and 16 students
enrolled.

Design. A Web site was added to increase stu-
dent access to task guidelines, ID process learn-
ing hints (e.g., how to use the text), and links to
resources. In-class groups were mixed early in
the semester to promote diversity of discussion,
while grouping by similar projects midway
through the course was designed to help stu-
dents learn from each other. All participants sat
in a circle to increase eye contact and participa-

tion, and to change the traditional teacher-up-
front and student-as-audience roles.

Implementation. In classroom groups student
learning principles lists were exchanged and
discussed. An in-class reading on curriculum
ideologies (Eisner, 1994) was used to help partic-
ipants discuss ways to view curriculum. Of the
16 projects, 8 were targeted for implementation,
including 5 workshops, 5 courses, 4 Web sites, 1
summer camp, and 1 curriculum redesign. Dur-
ing the first conference students talked about the
conflicts of designing for client expectations ver-
sus client needs. Other challenges identified in
the conference included personal and academic
commitments, difficulties moving thinking to
paper, and the lack of a specific site to investi-
gate an instructional problem. Questions were
raised in class on how to sequence and assess on
the Web. For the assessment phase, we organ-
ized a panel discussion including three faculty
and students from a college teaching course.
Students demonstrated a teaching model they
would specify in their ID project’s prototype les-
son, a strategy that was formally implemented
in Case Six.

Evaluation. Of 12 projects available for analysis,
5 had all required components; 11 of 12 achieved
consistency of learning beliefs across design
components. For example, 1 project proposed a
reflective classroom community by using John
Dewey’s ideas (1916) as content, while another
featured a teacher who documented her instruc-
tional approach to teaching writing in middle
school. Overall coherence across the project was
exhibited by 10 projects. An example of 1 project
that achieved this coherence incorporated com-
puter-aided design (CAD) into a middle school
technology education curriculum. Goals for
both instructor and learners were listed, and the
instructional sequence was specified by CAD
skills development and application. Cooperative
learning and direct instruction were cited as
instructional approaches, while assessment con-
centrated on skills.

Students rated their gains in knowledge and
theory (2.7), problem-solving ability (2.4), and
subject appreciation (2.6). From an end-of-the
course evaluation, three students found group
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discussion “enjoyable, felt it brought the class
closer together,” while two others cited the small
group presentations and group interaction as
positive. One student requested more time to
work with groups, another more interaction, “if
only for a few minutes to touch base or bounce
ideas off one another.” Another requested that a
time limit be assigned for each person in the
group to talk and to give groups enough time for
discussion.

From an in-class course evaluation one stu-
dent commented, “With this class I took the time
to look at it [instructional problem],” while an
experienced teacher said the course “caused
things to come to the surface.” A novice teacher
said the course presented “a lot of things I
hadn’t thought about.” Students asked for more
interaction with other students on projects, and
one student requested a group project to capital-
ize on individual strengths. When asked what
students would do differently, comments
included the challenge of “trying to figure out
what my project was,” “narrowing sooner my
problem,” and making decisions earlier: “I was
ten weeks into the course before I made impor-
tant decisions.”

Case Six—Spring 1998 off-campus

Case Six was a 15-week semester with three con-
tact hours per week meeting off-campus, and 23
students enrolled.

Design. The ID process components now
included learning beliefs, design tools, needs
assessment, sequencing, assessment, instruc-
tional frameworks, instructional media, proto-
type lesson, and program evaluation. All of the
participants were practicing public school edu-
cators, participants in a master’s cohort. As a
result, we combined the teaching demonstra-
tions with the project’s prototype lesson and
addressed instructional frameworks and assess-
ment together, since the teachers worked with
both on a daily basis. We simplified the needs
assessment activity with the use of a modified
KWL (what students know, what students
wanted to know, what students learned) chart
(Carr & Ogle, 1987), a tool familiar to these
teachers. The KWHL chart recorded what they

already knew; what they wanted to know; how
they could find this information; and what they
learned (Barell, 1995). Shambaugh and Magliaro
(1997) was adopted as the text.

Implementation. Group membership was varied
across grade levels to encourage teachers to talk
to each other. In these groups each person acted
as a formative evaluator of the other’s work as
they discussed their learning goals, lesson
sequence, and teaching options. The teachers
also met on the university campus for needs
assessment to meet with experts. One visit
enabled four of the high school teachers to talk
with three of the middle school teachers. As one
of the high school teachers commented, “I feel
we made a breakthrough with some of the mid-
dle school teachers. . . . I really felt I got to know
some of them better.”

Evaluation. The 22 teachers developed 13 indi-
vidual or group projects. Only 2 out of 13 pro-
jects had all project components in place; 10 out
of the 13 projects used our recommended
KWHL approach to organize their needs assess-
ment. All projects, however, lacked any research
on what it meant to teach their content (e.g.,
spelling, science, video as a persuasive medium,
calculator use, aerospace, geography). None of
the projects brought forward research findings
from a previous educational psychology course
they had taken in the cohort sequence. Of the 13
projects, 2 by special education teachers pro-
vided more learner description than others,
while 6 featured incorrect or missing task or
instructional analyses.

Of the 13 projects, 9 achieved a consistency of
teachers’ learning beliefs across their projects.
One teacher expressed in her mission statement
a desire to “assist learners to reach their goals
through collaborative partnerships” but did not
specify what assistance or collaborative partner-
ships meant. Another mission statement advo-
cated “active involvement . . . using a variety of
instructional methods . . . to produce self-
directed learners,” but the project described only
direct instruction. Achieving consistency of
beliefs across components was not always
responsive to learner needs. One teacher cited
being “practical and hands-on” in his mission
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statement, which was exhibited in activities, but
these activities were judged by us as inadequate
to support the conceptual learning called for in
the project.

Coherence across design components was
found in 11 of the 13 projects. In the 2 projects
that lacked coherence, a six-week lesson outline
did not match activities with goals. A second
project specified goals in a mission statement,
but these goals were not identified in later
design components. Lesson activities were
keyed to state learning standards.

The teachers rated their increases in knowl-
edge (2.5) and problem solving ability (2.4).
Teachers cited a number of benefits for their
teaching, including looking at planning in detail
and creating something they could use in the
classroom, “being able to take the time to do
some in-depth work in what I’m teaching.” Oth-
ers cited improvements in communication and
collaborative skills, as well as increased prob-
lem-solving and creative-thinking skills. Teach-
ers cited the course as providing “different ways
to think about the learners” and “forc[ing] the
teacher to look at lots of details to designing
instruction and curriculum,” although one stu-
dent said “It would take me forever to do this for
all my units.” Of the 21 respondents to the self-
evaluation, 12 cited time as the number-one con-
straint and negative aspect of the course. Some
teachers felt the assignments were overwhelming
and stressful. Suggestions included adding more
hands-on activities, submitting work electroni-
cally, and reducing the number of assignments
at the end of the course. Feedback on the projects
included the time it took to complete them and
the difficulty of meeting with group members.

Summary of modifications across cases

Design. Important changes in design decisions
across the six cases are listed below:

• Learning beliefs was added as a distinct com-
ponent to the ID process (Case Two).

• A mission statement task helped students to
consolidate their learning principles and pro-
vided a benchmark for ID project decisions
(Case Two).

• A student-teacher conference replaced a mid-

term exam as a more appropriate assessment
tool (Case Two).

• Performance criteria for learning tasks com-
municated our expectations for learning in
each ID component (Case Three).

• An electronic Listserv provided another
means of communication (Case Three).

• A Web site increased student access to course
materials and additional design activities
(Case Five).

• Grouping of students was accomplished by
diversity early in the course; by project simi-
larity midway through the course (Case
Five).

• Based on the participants being a cohort of
practicing teachers, we combined instruction
of assessment and instructional frameworks
and used a KWL chart modification for
recording their research in a needs assess-
ment.

Implementation. Implementation findings across
the six cases are listed below:

• A mission statement helped us to see how
student learning principles were reflected in
the project.

• Goals from needs assessment were often
unclear, too numerous, or were a mix of
broad goals and activity objectives.

• Students found it difficult to identify specific
cognitive and affective dimensions for intel-
lectual, problem-solving activities.

• Topical lists of content tended to remain the
basis for students’ instructional sequence.

• Students used much of their project to specify
activities, but did not always identify project
goals in these activities.

• The prototype lesson and teaching demon-
strations allowed students to develop the
details of a lesson, including content, assess-
ment, instructional media, and teaching
approaches.

• Students found task and instructional analy-
ses confusing, with procedural tasks being
the easiest to analyze.

• Students generally used our suggested pro-
gram evaluation chart, which laid out When
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to evaluate, Who to talk to, and What ques-
tions to ask.

ID project performance. Projects were evaluated
in terms of completeness, consistency of learn-
ing beliefs across design decisions, and coher-
ence of design decisions. Our findings across the
six cases included the following:

• Projects generally lacked much detail in
needs assessment, particularly in terms of a
learner profile (learner characteristics), a lit-
erature review of teaching options, or context
issues.

• Students generally were consistent in their
learning beliefs across the project and coher-
ent (i.e., an alignment of content, assessment,
and teaching) in their design decisions across
the project. Less coherent projects tended to
be unclear in their project goals or did not
identify these goals in the project.

• A range of instructional media was cited, but
lacked supporting details. Exceptions were
Web-based projects in which the media for
delivery was the principal concern. Projects
that included workshops or seminars did not
describe the details of supporting media,
such as presentation materials, handouts,
workbooks, or booklets.

Student perceptions of their learning. Overall, stu-
dents reported their perceptions on a 1–3 scale of
gains in knowledge (averaged 2.8), problem
solving (averaged 2.6), and subject appreciation
(averaged 2.8). Students also cited changes in
their thinking, such as “I totally changed the
way I see the world” and “I can think and listen
in terms of a designer.” Student perceptions of
group activity were both positive and critical.
Students generally regarded groups as positive
activities, as opportunities to share ideas and
take risks, making the discussion of reading
more interesting, and helpful when confused on
tasks. Comments requested more group oppor-
tunities that were better structured, more task
focused, and more sensitive to members who
did not understand “teacher language.”

Some students cited the ID process as helping
them to examine their beliefs about teaching, the
complexity of an instructional problem, and
“different ways to think about the learners.”

However, some students regarded the process
(and course) as “very difficult,” with too much
information. Some students stated that there
was too much to do to complete the project and
some initially experienced confusion on the
scope of the project. However, comments were
largely favorable: “The project was not as hard
as I thought,” and use of the project was “the
best way to learn instructional design.”

Student perceptions of our teaching. Seven differ-
ent means of “assisting learner performance”
were used: (a) instructing, (b) feedback, (c) ques-
tioning, (d) contingency management, (e) mod-
eling, (f) reflecting, and (g) cognitive structuring.
Overall instruction averaged 3.9 on a 1–4 scale,
including knowledge of subject (3.9), communi-
cating subject (3.7), making subject stimulating
(3.7), and class administration (3.8). In terms of
feedback, students rated fairness in grading at 3.9
(on a scale of 1–4). Conferences and group activ-
ities were another source of feedback and ques-
tioning, in which students acknowledged
one-on-one discussion and concern and atten-
tion on my work, and working with peers in
class on their projects. The self-reflection task,
conducted at the end of the course, was rated at
4.2 (on a 1–5 scale), which was just above the
lowest-rated learning task, the preliminary ID
model, rated at 4.1.

In terms of cognitive structuring, explanatory
structures (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988), which
organized content, predominated in this analy-
sis and included course organization, task
sheets, instructional texts, and project outline.
Meanwhile, thinking structures, such as princi-
pals, guidelines, and heuristics, included project
recommendations, such as “Keep your list of
goals to five” for manageability.

Overall, course organization averaged 4.6 on
a 1–5 scale. Some students regarded the course
organization as helping them to negotiate the
course and the weekly assignments as making
the final project easier. Some students thought
the pace was too rapid, with too much to do and
too much paperwork. Task sheets averaged 4.6
and were cited by some as “overwhelming.”
while others wanted more structure. Students
generally liked the specific criteria and expecta-
tions provided by the task sheets. Both texts

AAH GRAPHICS, INC. / (540) 933-6210 / FAX 933-6523 / 05-30-2001 / 10:39

REFLEXIVE MODEL 87



received the same rating when averaged over
the six cases (4.3). Student-constructed cognitive
structures included the ID model, ID project,
learning principles, and mission-statement task.
Students rated the preliminary ID model task
lower (4.1) than their revised ID models (4.4).
The ID project was rated at 4.9. The learning-
principles task rated higher (4.6) than the subse-
quently-assigned mission-statement task (4.4).

Discussion

We have suggested that ID instruction should
include four elements: (a) authentic tasks, (b)
modeling of design expertise, (c) reflective activ-
ities, and (d) feedback (Magliaro & Shambaugh,
1997; Rowland et al., 1992). The way in which
these features were implemented is summarized
below, followed by the effects these elements
have had on our students and us.

ID Instruction

Authentic ID learning was achieved through an
ID project, in which student motivation
stemmed from their freedom to negotiate the
choice of an instructional problem (Dewey,
1916). Tackling an instructional problem pro-
vided many possibilities and challenges for
ongoing and final assessment as students devel-
oped their project over time, not unlike those
activities found in cognitive apprenticeships
(Collins, 1991). As the instructional problem and
project were cast as an academic task, the
problem’s complexity was changed (Doyle,
1983). Ambiguity and risk are inherent in aca-
demic tasks as they include evaluation. Task
structuring and guidelines helped to reduce the
ambiguity of the ID process for students,
although the range and differences of ambiguity
toward these cannot be predicted. Task selection
and structuring also helped students to process
new information and reflect on decision-mak-
ing, and signaled task accountability.

Explicit modeling of the ID process was prin-
cipally accomplished through our continual self-
appraisal of the course, asking students to give
us feedback on its features, and showing stu-
dents the conference papers we wrote about the

class. We also shared ID projects from previous
classes to show that other students had success-
fully negotiated the course. As Rowland said,
“We have to help them more naturally build on
the skill repertoires they already have available”
(1993, p. 37).

Schön (1983) cited reflectivity as characteris-
tic of the professional. Applied to instructional
design, we strove to practice a genuine concern
for the “aims and consequences of teaching”
(Pollard & Tann, 1993, p. 90). Through reflective
questions and feedback, we encouraged an
ongoing recursive reflectivity in which our
prompting helped students gain an understand-
ing of their instructional problem and designed
features, as well as an appreciation for the ID
process. We openly encouraged students to
examine instructional possibilities before “clos-
ing down” their thinking on ways of teaching
and assessment. Reflective activities within ID
instruction are also compatible with the view
that teachers working in a complex environment
must experiment, reframe, and reflect before,
during, and after teaching (Clark & Peterson,
1986; Schön, 1987).

Feedback between instructors, between
instructors and students, and between students
themselves was a critical element in our teaching
approach. Effective feedback requires a genuine
desire for a teacher to learn from students and
what they say about you. Adding personal con-
ferences and e-mail provided us with new ven-
ues for feedback. The development of an ID text
emerged from student feedback on ways to
guide newcomers through the ID process. As we
discovered from student feedback, instructional
design, with its own language emanating from
the systems approach and educational psychol-
ogy, represented a significant obstacle for some
students.

Improvements. Areas for course improvement
include the following:

• Improving explanations and activities for
task and instructional analyses.

• Motivating students to conduct research on
different ways to teach content.

• Constructing student activities to assist in
goal identification from needs assessment.
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• Improving explanations and examples for
content sequencing rationales.

• Incorporating design thinking (e.g., sys-
tematicity, recursiveness, big-picture–details)
as lesson objectives.

• Providing examples of design practice from
previous ID projects, guest visits, or case
studies. 

• Revising group activities to improve transfer
of thinking of ID understanding to ID pro-
jects.

• Examining ID issues of instructional media
and technology throughout the ID process.

Model Effects

Instructional effects. According to Joyce et al.
(1992), the effects of any learning environment
can be instructional (direct), or nurturant (indi-
rect). The instructional effects of a reflexive
approach for instructional design included (a)
examining beliefs about learning and teaching
and (b) using the ID process to develop appro-
priate instructional interventions to promote
learning. A mission statement was used to
assess to what extent learning beliefs were evi-
dent in design decisions. Students were
prompted to consider the consequences and
influences of their learning beliefs (personal or
institutional) in their design decisions. During
the course, students confronted their learning
beliefs by the design decisions they made and
our feedback or “roadblocks” that we as instruc-
tors threw in front of them. Those participants
who had taught for several years found them-
selves without words when we prompted them
to make their beliefs explicit or provide the ratio-
nale for their design decisions.

Understanding of the ID process was evalu-
ated by what students designed (Schön, 1987).
Students were held responsible for their own
design decisions, by reaching beyond their
knowledge and experiences through a needs
assessment, and making decisions on how this
design should be constructed, enacted, and eval-
uated. Analyzing final ID projects by complete-
ness, consistency, and coherence was a strategy
chosen for this research; however, a more holis-
tic assessment was used in the actual evaluation

of the course. We asked ourselves what was rea-
sonable to expect from a student’s first tour
through instructional design. The structured
tasks and performance criteria communicated
task expectations, but the overall engagement of
the student to the activities and feedback was
important, too. Self-examination, attention to
big picture-details, iterative revisions, consult-
ing outside sources, and examining possibilities
for each of the ID components were valued as
important behaviors.

Being participants in the course, we as
instructors learned a great deal from students.
As we modeled the ID process by requesting
feedback on our course, task structure, and sup-
porting materials, we learned from students the
complexity of the ID process and what we were
asking them to do. Our reflexive approach gave
us increased understanding of how students
viewed our representation of ID and prompted
our need to reappraise our approach and to
make adjustments to these representations,
learning tasks, and participation structures as
needed. Supporting student movement between
ID process understanding and ID project deci-
sions was an ongoing challenge as each student
had unique understandings of the instructional
problem and the ID process.

Nurturant effects. A number of indirect, or nur-
turant effects, emanated from a reflexive
approach. Trust is necessary before participants
can share, take risks, and learn from each other.
Such trust was developed over several weeks
via our provision of opportunities for students
to take risks, coupled with the support we pro-
vided with each task. Timely, consistent, and
genuine feedback also contributed to trust build-
ing—often after the initial uneasiness from a
heightened degree of attentiveness wore off. A
second nurturant effect, one inherent in a reflex-
ive stance, was “stepping outside oneself,” to
learn from other points of view and to consider
the possibilities in addressing instructional
problems. A third nurturant effect was develop-
ing in students a sense of professional identity
that comes from helping them to examine their
learning beliefs and gain a firmer foundation of
their role in the teaching and learning enter-
prise. A fourth nurturant effect was developing
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habits of reflectivity by all participants. Finally, a
fifth nurturant effect was seeing that teaching is
worthy of study and that instructional design
becomes a serious tool to systematically examine
one’s own teaching. Thus, what was an indirect
effect of a reflexive approach has emerged into a
potential instructional effect—the use of instruc-
tional design to study one’s teaching.

Present status and future development of the
reflexive model

The reflexive model is in a descriptive stage of
development, a first step in describing a learning
environment for learning of ID. Subsequent
inquiry may use the model for exploratory or
experimental purposes, which would allow for
systematic variation of the phenomena to be fur-
ther described and explained (Rowe, 1987). For
example, future developmental research might
include trying out inductive approaches to
learning activities in which students might
immerse themselves in a case study or an actual
instructional problem.

Our reflexive instructional approach may be
generalizable to other process-oriented curric-
ula, in which instructors have similar views of
teaching, learning, and the ID process. The
reflexive model depicts participation structures
for instructors and learners to engage in learning
the ID process together, as instructors come to
better understand the ID process from student
thinking about the process. True coparticipation,
the idea that all participants, teacher and stu-
dents, are learners within the same setting,
requires at least three conditions: (a) the willing-
ness to share control and responsibility for
learning, (b) a readiness to learn from one’s stu-
dents, and (c) a genuine desire to be reflexive in
one’s teaching and learning.

We see the systematic features of instruc-
tional design helping to keep learning in the
forefront for our students. We also see the ID
process as more than a tool to design learning
environments, but also as a systematic means for
practitioners (designers and teachers) to exam-
ine their practice. Research into one’s instruc-
tional practice is a valid avenue of inquiry
(Clandinin, 1986; Schön, 1987). Despite the prob-
lematic issues of researching one’s own activity,

inquiry by teachers and designers is essential to the
development of professional practitioners. The
reflexive model, although designed for ID instruc-
tion and perhaps suitable for teaching other com-
plex human processes, is one way to
operationalize practitioner inquiry and reflectivity
involving teachers, designers, and learners.
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