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INTRODUCTION

Instructional design model saddressimportant issues
of learning, content, and context during thedevel op-
ment of instruction. The prescriptive premisebehind
instructional designisthat if aninstructional designis
followed, the learning outcomes identified in the
designwill occur. Asoneevaluatestheextent towhich
learners achieve learning outcomes, changesin the
instructional design may bewarranted. Documenting
these changes provides designers and users of the
model with feedback onitsefficiency and effective-
ness. Despite these attributes, the merits of instruc-
tional design havenot been achievedin somesettings,
and someusers, including teachersand product devel -
opers, arelooking el sewherefor instructional devel-
opment guidance. But should they? The premise of
thischapter isto propose ascenario-based | D model
that addresses a major shortcoming of instructional
design; namely, the gap between formative design
decisions and design review. Scenarios are used to
keep peopledesigning, reflecting, redesigning.

BACKGROUND

Instructional design has been criticized asbeing too
prescriptive, taking too long to use, and not being
appropriateto specific designtasks. Early generations
of 1D models attempted to depict one approach to
address all instructional problems (see Tennyson,
1995, for a generational history). Some of these
linear, step-by-step cyclesand flow chartshel ped to
understand the ID process and were suitable for
teachinginstructional design (Dick, Carey, & Carey,
2005; Morrison, Ross, & Kemp, 2004), whileothers
provided procedural guidancetoinstructional devel-
opment (Gagné, Briggs, & Wager, 1992; Tripp &
Bichelmeyer, 1990; U.S. Air Force, 1999). Some
model swereaimed at teachers, particularly providing
procedurestodevelopinstructional materials(Gerlach
& Ely, 1980; Heinich, Molenda, Russell, & Smaldino,

1999). More recent approaches (Tennyson, 1997)
have attempted to model the complexity of instruc-
tional development usingamoreiterative, nonlinear
approach.

All of these approaches presents a challenge to
instructorsof ID. Visitingeach phaseof ID inalinear
fashion appears appropriate for novicesin acourse
setting. However, studentscometoview | D asalinear
activity, which starts and ends. Being that ID is
depicted as a problem-solving process, the process
becomes a set of steps that begins with a problem.
Actionistakento solvetheproblem. Theintensity of
the problem is lessened; consequently, thereisless
actionto solvetheproblem, but the problemremains
(Fritz, 1989). A circular representation (Morrison et
al., 2004) helpsto alleviate this linear process, but
newcomersask: “Wheredoesonestart?' Thecircular
view is more akin to artists who implicitly have a
processthat imaginespossibilities; imaginationsare
broughtintoreality, inducing thenext creation. Inthe
top-downview, theprocessends, whileinthecreating
view the process continues. Sustaining the process,
whether creating or designing, appearsvaluable.

Carroll, Kellogg, and Rosson (1991) depict a
circular task-artifact cycleinsoftwaredevel opmentin
which tasks suggest requirementsfor new artifacts.
Designed artifactsthen suggest new possibilitiesand
redefined tasks. Themain feature hereisthat human
activity drivesthe process. However, an underlying
issue is that design decisions have consequences.
How much time and resources should be committed
toadecision?Withadecision, onecommitsresources
andislikely to remain committed to thisoption. The
challenge is not to shut down the consideration of
possibilities prematurely and deny candidate ap-
proaches afair appraisal. One representation of in-
structional design borrowed from computer program-
ming is rapid prototyping. Design an early version
withjust enoughresources, thentest theinitial version
with users, andrevisebased on user performanceand
suggestions. Rapid prototyping, however, requiresa
good “first guess,” as one commits to a choice and
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subsequent investment of resources. Theresultisnot
an iterative process but more of a spiraling-down
process.

Another feature of development work, involving
teams of designers, users, and devel opers, involves
theuse of periodic or benchmark reviews. Thesemay
be limited to specific technical features of the work
without appraisingtheoverall potential of thedesign
to address user needs. Here design reviews stop
design. Thereview focusesonfeaturesand functions
rather than on potential use. Similarly inID instruc-
tion, reflective critique of students’ 1D decisionsis
frequently removed from design activity. In class-
room settings in which ID is being taught, students
typically hand in design work and make revisions
based oninstructor feedback. Thistraditional form of
instruction distances students from thinking about
responsive design decisions, those that directly im-
pact learners. Student thinking concentrates on in-
structor feedback rather than focusing on learner
needs.

The purpose behind the analysis component in
instructional design is to give designers sufficient
information to make a “first guess.” With ongoing
information gathering, datacollecting, and other analy-
Sis or needs assessment activities, more informed
design decisionscan bemadeasonedevel opsinstruc-
tional materials. Ingeneral, peoplewant to movetoa
solutioninlight of existing experience (Simon, 1996).
However, studentsin | D coursesresi st analysisactiv-
ity unlessrequired. L efttotheir owndevices, meaning
their skillsand experiences, studentswill movequickly
toadesign solutionand arelikely to proceed directly
to an option they have in mind.

Thus, thinking about the implications of one’'s
design decisionsisan important activity (Rowland,
Parra, & Basnet, 1994). Schon (1983) observed that
designreflectionisfrequently separated intimefrom
designactivity. Dependingontheinstructional devel-
opment process used by a teacher, designer, or
consultant, significant time may pass between a
designdecisionandadesignreview. Asiscommonin
acollegecourse, usually several daysor aweek may
pass before a student receives feedback from an
instructor. A challenge for an instructor is to help
studentskeep their decision making moving forward,
but in the context of thinking and reflecting on these
decisions given existing information. Scenarios are
used to address this de-coupling of reflection from
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design. A scenario-based instructional design model
(SBID) isdescribed, onevariation for newcomersto
ID and asecond variation for ID practitioners.

THE SCENARIO-BASED
INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN MODEL

Scenariosaretypically used aswritten case studies,
simulations, or aset of options devel oped by others
to serve as teaching or decision-making tools
(Schwartz, 1996). Within the SBID, scenarios are
user devel oped, rather than supplied. Carroll (2000)
characterizesscenariosas” condensed descriptions”
of proposed solutions to instructional needs. Sce-
nariosinvolvediscussionsand written descriptionsof
individual or group decisions. Discussion raisesmerits
and identifies issues and constraints from which
participants make improved choices. Outsideinfor-
mation can inform the subsequent decisions, but the
flow of decisions occurswithin acontinual cycle of
communication. Carroll, who usesscenariosin com-
puter system development, acknowledges that sce-
narios are rich and concrete, but incomplete. How-
ever, scenariosallow “immediateimmersioninreal -
istic domain activities” (p. 150). Scenario descrip-
tions tap existing knowledge, and because descrip-
tionsarebrief and quickly constructed, revisionsare
possible.

The SBID Model for Learning ID

The SBID model uses the ADDIE components to
systematically addressimportant educational i ssues,
such aslearning outcomes, assessment, and teaching
options(seeFigurel). Scenario activity occurswithin
each phase of ID, so the scenario approach could be
usedinvariationsof the ADDIE model, depending on
how one teaches the course. In addition to the
traditional ADDIE components, a context stage is
suggested inwhichindividual beliefsabout teaching
and learning are discussed, as well as different 1D
models (Shambaugh & Magliaro, 2001). Although
externally devel oped scenariosor case studiescan be
used by an instructor to depict different types of
instructional problemsandresponses(Ertmer & Quinn,
2003), student-devel oped scenarios haveindividual
students or groups suggest aresponse to an instruc-
tional problem. Optionsarewritten down, discussed,
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Figure 1. ID course sequence and use of scenario activity during needs assessment
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and reflected upon, then revised. The configurations
of individual, peer, and group activity can vary de-
pending onthe courseand context. Overall, thegoal is
to coupledesign thinking and reflection asonedesigns,
keeping the design cycle moving forward. Iterative
cycles of envisioning, detailing, critiquing, and
revisioning createevery growing detail of aninstruc-
tional design.

Thescenario activity can beused at any stageof the
ADDIE model, but a particularly helpful stage for
scenario activity isat pre-needs assessment and- post
needs assessment (Shambaugh, in press). Prior to
conducting aneeds assessment, students discuss and
writeascenario descriptioninaclasssession, pairing
upindividualswith similar projects. Thisinitial peer
writing and sharing providesstudentswith adraft from
which to revise and submit the following week. This
initial scenario description consistsof threesections:
a“Vision statement” describing a successful imple-
mentation of thedesign, a“ Reality” statement quali-

fyingtheconstraintsonthevision, and “ Next Steps’
or new design decisions. Following thissubmission,
students conduct a needs assessment, researching
the content to be learned, the range of learners by
learner characteristics, and thereality of thecontext
using acontext analysis(Tessmer & Richey, 1997).
From theresearch findings, project goal s are deter-
mined and a Project Intent document is submitted.
The Intent document includes arevised scenario, a
statement of the instructional problem, the major
features of the proposed educational intervention,
and project goals (see Figure 2).

Students’ scenario descriptions, especially at the
early stages of instructional design, are typically
narrativestories, which providesomeinsightintothe
student’ sview of theinstructional problem. Fromthe
initial scenario activity, studentstend to think more
clearly about what they want toaccomplishwiththeir
projectthanintheir first designactivity, which asks
themtoidentify aninstructional need and how they

Figure 2. Scenario sequence during needs assessment

Initial Scenario

Needs A ssessment

Revised Scenario

Peer Review—Individual
Reflection

e Vison
o Redity
e Next Steps?

Individual Activity

e Content Knowledge

e Pedagogica Content
Knowledge

e Learner Profile—Learner
Characteristics

e Context Anaysis

e Project Goals

Individua Activity

e Scenario Narrative

e Ingtructional Problem
Statement

e Project Goals




wouldaddressthisneed. Intheir Vision-Reality state-
ments, students write about the tensions they are
feeling, such as helping their students to learn the
content, balancing softwareskill learningwithitsuse
inlearning other content, decidingwho“my learners’
are, and searching for different ways to teach. The
form for the revised scenarios, submitted after the
needsassessment, tendsto evolvefrom* Thisiswhat
| wanttodo” toanincreasing useof narrativeto depict
theimplementation. Thesenarrativesmay consist of
several points-of-view, including classscenarios, in
which the scenario describes how teaching unfolds.
Scenariosmay focuson ahypothetical student caseor
teacher caseandthespecificuseof learning activities.
Somestudentsmay beabletofocuson short-termand
long-termgoal s. Revised scenario descriptionstendto
be shorter and describe specific teaching or assess-
ment approaches. Students have reported that the
scenario activity givesthem an opportunity tovisual -
izeandreevaluatetheir original ideas. Studentshave
citedtheval ueof peer discussionandrevision of their
notestolink ideas, throw out others, and articul atethe
wordsto definetheinstructional problem.

Student-developed scenarios within different
phases of ID enable students to build on what they
know and reflect on the design as they design and
redesign. Thus, scenariosapply thesituated perspec-
tive, that “...learning [is] a continuous, life-long
processresulting from acting in situations” (Brown,
Collins, & Duguid, 1989, p. 33). Scenarios help
students to envision a learning situation and what
might occur in these envisioned settings. Student-
devel opedinsights, thoughincomplete, providehigher
maotivation to use needs assessment. Early scenario
descriptions allow students to address the mental
tension between what they would liketo accomplish
and what could be implemented given known con-
straints. Students’ initial “goals” could be used to
structure subsequent analysisactivity. Aninteresting
guestionis: Towhat extent should needs assessment
be modified or even eliminated? Thisoption may be
worth considering in actual development work, in
whichteam membersempl oy scenariosinacontinual
cycle of design-reflect-reframe, as long as critical
guestionskeeping learningintheforefront are used.
However, the value of needs assessment asatool in
an introductory ID course to |earn more about con-
tent, learners, and context still appearsuseful inthis
regard.
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Scenarios provide individual and participatory
designartifactsthrough ongoing cyclesof designing,
reflecting, and reframing of thedesign responsebased
on growing understanding of theinstructional prob-
lem, and awarenessof optionsandrealities. Although
scenarios are limited by their incompleteness, they
providerichdescriptionsof thecomplexity of design
work, and how the designer views the problem and
subsequent desi gn decisions. Student-devel oped sce-
narios merit consideration as a learning activity in
instructional design, particularly when connectedto
needs assessment.

The SBID Model for Using Instructional
Design

For more expert users of 1D, the scenario-based ID
model can still beused. The differenceisthat asthe
scenario activity continues, critical issues; such as
sequencing, assessment, teaching options, and media
andtechnology useemergefromthedial ogue, written
scenario descriptions, and revisions. A continuing
cycleof dialogue, scenario descriptions, and design/
re-design activity occur (see Figure 3).

Dialogue, however, is more than discussion or
conversation, but focused participation. Arnett (1992)
argues that dialogue requires awillingness to enter
conversation about ideas and one’ s position, acom-
mitment to honesty and to maintain relationships
between participants, and adesireto ask value ques-
tionsabout theimplicationsof one’ sideas. Indial ogue
one must understand that the outcome cannot be
predicted, implying also awillingness to take risks
without knowing the outcome of an exchange of
options. Why dial ogue might be appropriate for in-
structional designuseisthat | D issometimesviewed
asproblem solving or problem posing (Friere (1998),
inwhichteachersand studentsarealways" cognitive’
aslearnersandintheir respectiverolesasteacher and
student. Asstudentsare posed with “problemsrel at-
ing to themselves in the world and with the world,
[they] will feel increasingly challenged and obligedto
respond to that challenge... Their response to the
challenge evokes new challenges, followed by new
understandings; and gradually the students cometo
regard themselves as committed” (Friere, 1998, p.
62).
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Scenario descriptionsconsi st of written recordsof
agroup’ scurrent designthinking, resultinginadesign
version, which can be field tested or revised. A
number of dial ogue-scenario cyclesmight takeplace
beforean actual designversionisattempted. Tokeep
important issues in the forefront and that certain
issuesareaddressed, thedia ogue canbefacilitated by
prompts that may differ depending on stages of a
project. For example, asshowninFigure3, aninitial
set of promptsinvolvinganew projectwill likely focus
onclient needs. Asinmany devel opment and consult-
ing projects, making decisions about what the client
wants and what the client really needs remains a
tension. The dialogue-scenario can “play out” some
optionsforinternal or clientreview. Thevalueof this
approach over rapid prototyping is that a design
version is not fixed too early into the devel opment,
keeping optionsopen for consideration.

Organizationsheed aprocessthat isclient-respon-
siveintermsof timelinessand effectiveness. Across
many devel opment projects, an|D model providesan
accountability tool for scheduling and quality control.
Control of information can becomeacritical issue, as
designsareconsidered for archiving and possiblere-
use. One model cannot hope to accomplish these
requirements. However, scenario activity taps the
human ability to size up asituation given available
information and adopt a solution. Scenarios use
verbal and writtenlanguage, another human attribute,
toidentify problemsand opportunities, andto frame
them for immediate use. Critical appraisals of these
scenarioshby othersprovideadynamicformof reflec-
tionwhichfacilitatestheredesign.

Figure 3. Emergent instructional design using
scenarios and prompts
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IMPLICATIONS

It is hoped that the SBID is flexible enough to help
noviceslearninstructional design aswell asuseitin
actual instructional development. Thenovicevaria-
tion of the SBID allows an instructor to introduce
students to the value of educational issues in a
systematic fashion, but to use scenario descriptions
and discussion to examine the features of an ID
component in the context of an actual ID problem. It
is proposed that contextual prompts be available to
assist the use of scenarios in actual instructional
development, particularly in organizations. SBID for
novices, then, isacycleof envisioningandrevisioning,
while SBID for expertsisacircular dialogue where
emergent issues are addressed immediately and 1D
prompts assi st the design team to address important
issues. These ID prompts can differ depending on
type of instructional problem and contextual issues,
such asclient expectations and deadlines.

The SBID model, withitsuseof scenario descrip-
tions to document the flow of design and redesign,
illuminates the tensions between the systems ap-
proach and what Carroll (1990) advocates as a
minimalist model. A major feature of the systems
approachisspecifyingthelearning objective, which
helpsthelearner and teacher recognizewhenlearning
hasbeen achieved. A downsideisthat |earnersfocus
onmeeting performancecriteriaasopposedtolearn-
ing. Theminimalist approachisto havepeopledesign
and act throughout, hel ping thepersontoimmediately
apply knowledge and support skill transfer. A poten-
tial downside isthat the learning task is much more
complex, requiring significant responsibility, and pos-
sibly creating high anxiety. The SBID for learning
instructional design helps students appreciate the
range and complexity of instructional problems, as
well astheval ueof human-based dialogueand design
inmaking decisionsandtaking responsibility for those
decisions. The SBID requires humansto take center
stagerather thanthemodel. Inearlier generations|D
modelsprovidedthedirection, theproceduresfor all
problems, areality that influenced the devel opment of
what Tennyson (1995) callsfourth-generati on mod-
els and more context-sensitive, dynamically used
approaches.

The SBID model may bemoreappropriatetowhat
early systems theorists believed design should be




about. Banathy (1996) believed that instructional
designisnot systemsdesignat all. Designinhisview
should support transcending education over improve-
ment, arevisioning over revising of education, and
transforming education rather than reforming educa-
tion. Banathy viewed ID as a closed system, as a
meansto design aninstructional or training system,
whichincludesdefined instructional objectivesthat
are derived from a larger instructional or training
program. Thedesign activity in educational systems
involves those “who are serving the system, those
who are served by it, and those who are affected by
it” (Banathy, 1996, pp. 89-90). However, more
contextual emphasisin instructional design has at-
tempted to cast ID as an open system, addressing
societal expectations and values, the context of the
learning setting, and the beliefs of the instructor
(Shambaugh & Magliaro, 1997). Scenario activity
within an 1D model keeps humanswithin the model
rather than on the outside.
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KEY TERMS

Instructional Design: A systematic process for
responding to instructional problems, needs, and
opportunities.

Instructional Design M odels: Representations
of how instructional designisconducted or how the
analysis, design, development, implementation, and
evaluation of an instructional designisconceptual-
ized.

ScenarioDescriptions: Written narrativesof how
one or more instructional designers envision anin-
tended responseto aninstructional problem, need, or
opportunity.

Scenario-Based | nstructional Design: Anitera-
tive approach to instructional design where one's
envisioned and designed intent is continually cri-
tiqued. Opportunitiesand constraintsare considered
inrevised and detailed versions of the scenario. The
goal isto couple design-and- reflect activity so that
ongoing dialogue is maintained between the design
team keeping theneedsof thelearner forefrontinthe
instructional design.

Scenarios: Developed optionsfor action used to
consider the implications of one or more choices.

Task-Artifact Cycle: A pattern of activity, de-
scribed by Carroll (2000), in which tasks depict
requirements for designed artifacts, which in turn
suggest possibilities and limitations for redefined
tasks.



