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Introduction:
E-learning has come under a great deal of criticism for promoting passive, rote learning rather than active, meaningful, skill-based learning.  We suggest that this problem has less to do with technological barriers and more to do with bad instructional design practices that have become institutionalized in corporate training.  In a word, process.  When a good worker goes up against a bad process, the bad process always wins.  Good processes are no guarantee of good performance, but bad processes guarantee bad outcomes.  The field of instructional design, specifically the subfield of e-learning courseware design, is afflicted with bad processes.  Yet we have grown so comfortable with these processes that we don’t even realize how they negatively impact our training programs.  The tasks we perform, the sequence in which we perform them, the way in which we perform these tasks, and the interim outputs we create make up a fundamentally faulty process.  We are here to discuss what is wrong with how we design instruction today and hopefully to rediscover the practice of instructional design.
Agenda:

· Role play exercise

· Contrasting best practices with better practices

· e-Learning samples

· Toward performance-based design practices

· Systemic factors
Role Play Exercise

Instructions:
This role play exercise is designed to help you gain an appreciation for the circumstances under which an instructional designer operates and the practices we employ.  Your group will initiate a courseware design project.  Before you begin, identify who will play the role of each participant in this exercise:

1. Instructional Designer* 

2. Client (Training Manager)

3. Champion (Production Manager)

4. Subject-Matter Expert (Trainer)

5. Observer

* It’s not required, but you may find that the exercise will go more smoothly by assigning the Designer role to someone with previous instructional design experience.

1. What observations were made after the exercise?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2. How did the courses designed by the Brains-R-Us groups differ from those designed by the PBISD groups?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Other Notes: 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Contrasting Best Practices with Better Practices:

	Typical Process 
for Designing Training
	What, if anything, is wrong 
with these practices?

	1. Instructional designer (IDer) documents specifications, tasks, content, and learner characteristics based on subject-matter expert (SME) input and existing documentation.
	

	2. IDer chunks, labels, and sequences content (content outline), writes learning objectives based on what SMEs say learners need to know, and assigns strategies for presenting content and for transferring knowledge to learners. All these are included in a design document of some sort that the client and SME(s) review.
	

	3. IDer writes about the content by creating manuals, slide decks, storyboards, video scripts, etc.  The IDer may also write test items at this time.  Again, the client and SME(s) review these documents.
	

	4. IDer and/or production team produce and incorporate other media, such as graphic images, animations, audio, video, etc.  Again, the client and SME(s) review them.
	

	5. The course materials are revised and implemented.  ‘Smile sheets’ are distributed in order to find out if learners are satisfied.  Most other types of evaluation are not commonly used.
	


e-Learning Samples

1. Sample 1: 

	Effective Characteristics
	
	Ineffective Characteristics

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2. Sample 2: 

	Effective Characteristics
	
	Ineffective Characteristics

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3. What role did process play? 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Toward performance-based design practices:
	Typical Process 
for Designing Training
	What alternatives do we have?

	1. Instructional designer (IDer) documents specifications, tasks, content, and learner characteristics based on subject-matter expert (SME) input and existing documentation.
	

	2. IDer chunks, labels, and sequences content (content outline), writes learning objectives based on what SMEs say learners need to know, and assigns strategies for presenting content and for transferring knowledge to learners. All these are included in a design document of some sort that the client and SME(s) review.
	

	3. IDer writes about the content by creating manuals, slide decks, storyboards, video scripts, etc.  The IDer may also write test items at this time.  Again, the client and SME(s) review these documents.
	

	4. IDer and/or production team produce and incorporate other media, such as graphic images, animations, audio, video, etc.  Again, the client and SME(s) review them.
	

	5. The course materials are revised and implemented.  ‘Smile sheets’ are distributed in order to find out if learners are satisfied.  Most other types of evaluation are not commonly used.
	


Systemic Factors:

	What systemic factors make it difficult to implement performance-based design practices?
	What, if anything, can we do about those systemic factors?
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