PAGE  
1
An Unexpected Journey


Running head: An Unexpected Journey

An Unexpected Journey

Paul F. Desmarais

Boise State University

Abstract

This paper is a standards-based examination of my professional and personal metamorphosis. This is a very emotive description of a process of going from one metaphorical intellectual location to another, a description that is accurate in so far as it describes the learning process, but does not fully explain the detail. The reason for the omission is I don’t yet know what I am becoming. This paper delves into the reasons I created the particular learning artifacts described herein, and explains how they were chosen for this exploration. This paper discusses the criteria used for selecting the particular learning objects, and finally, the rationale for using them. As for the question of what I am going to be when I grow up, we may never know. 
Introduction

In January of 2007 I began looking forward. We all do it. Look forward. To dessert after dinner, to meeting Mr. Or Ms. Right. To seeing the Sox play at Spring Training at Port St. Lucie, or the Broncos explode for fifty over  Idaho.

This look forward had nothing to do with anything so simple. After two decades as a journalist, I was professionally and creatively restless. I love being a photographer, and I cannot imagine a life in which making pictures is not a part of my existence, but solidly in my middle years, I wanted more. I had a plan. It was a good plan. A number of people I respect said it was a good plan. I would earn an M.F.A. in Photography and leverage my professional experience with a newly earned credential, and embark on a career teaching photography and photojournalism to the next generation of visual storytellers. This seemed both worthy and probable. What actually happened was neither.

School is about learning. So simple. So obvious. So frustrating. M.F.A. programs from the exalted (Yale) to the obscure (Purchase College) have more than either would like to admit in common.  The idea of spending two or three years of my life and a year’s salary on programs that were entrenched in a visual philosophy that had more to do with glass plates and potassium Ferro cyanide than pixels and Web 2.0; offended my sense of professional, educational, and fiscal thrift. I spent over two decades becoming a skilled, professional practitioner of the art of telling stories visually. Taking a classes in a wet dark room to fulfill a core requirement for an M.F.A. would be comparable to asking Bill Gates to learn PASCAL. I could not envision myself spending thousands of dollars and years of my life earning a degree and learning little. 


I made a list. Five things I wanted to learn. Multimedia theory and applications, pedagogy (though I didn’t think of it in those terms at the time), HTML, Flash, and the use of the still image in an increasingly multimedia world. I looked at all kinds of programs. I decided if I really wanted to grow, both professionally and personally, I would need to seek an advanced degree. M.F.A.  programs in photography were and are too narrowly defined to explore the multidisciplinary knowledge I was seeking. I ended up at the door of educational technology. I ended up with Educational Technology mostly because my brother in law came to Boise State and benefited intellectually and personally. He spoke positively about the academic rigor of the course work. The more I looked at programs, the  more I felt Boise would be a good fit. The people involved in the enrollment process seemed to walk the technology walk. 

What does that mean? It means, everyone talks about integrating technology into the process, but Boise State did it. Application? It’s all online. Transcripts? Fax them or email them. No mailing the admissions essay. I found it disconcerting that universities talking about teaching their students to be on the cutting edge of technology insisted I send them via mail my official transcripts. Even more disconcerting was discovering the institutions I attended did not distribute transcripts electronically. It’s easy to embrace technology in promotional literature. It requires commitment to follow through. Boise State University demonstrated that commitment at every step of the process.

In January of 2008, I enrolled at Boise State with the intent of earning my Masters of Educational Technology and teaching photography and multimedia at the college level. As I progressed through the program, I learned all of what I wanted and, to my great benefit, a lot more that I never intended. 

One of the under appreciated aspects of formal education is the efficiency of the system. Students in formal programs learn a great deal very quickly. Autodidactism is a much slower process. I see students graduating from photojournalism programs knowing things it took me a decade to figure out on my own. In the course of my educational journey at Boise State University, it is the unexpected depth and efficiency of the learning that has inspired me to optimism for the future, and set me on a new path. During my time at Boise State, I have developed an interest in instructional design and multimedia learning object development, and I have begun seeking a career that will allow me to follow this new path. 

This new path has invigorated my intellectual curiosity and help me put my interest in technology within a solid, useful context. I am enjoying an intellectual epiphany at a very unexpected time of my life. Changing careers in the worst economy since 1929 is less than optimal, yet I can not help but feel optimistic and inspired by what I have learned and the possibilities that knowledge holds for myself and the as yet unknown students I hope to share it with.

Mastery

There has always been a relationship between theory and design and between science and technology. Just as people create theories, those theories help shape practice (Wilson, 1997). The logical outcome of that idea is that in order to be most effective, learning must map to the standards that describe a successful outcome. Successful outcome-based education means learning is mapped to standards, and standards are codified so those students who reach a level of outcome that describes mastery of  the standard can perform the tasks and use the knowledge described in the standard. To demonstrate the mastery of the standards adopted by the  Association for Educational Communications and Technology (AECT) for certification of educational technology specialists, I have selected approximately fifty artifacts from my course work at Boise State, my work as a photojournalist, and my recent professional work in instructional design. 

In demonstrating this mastery, I will discuss these artifacts as they relate to the established standards and how they satisfy the requirements imposed by those standards.  I will discuss the artifacts in the sequence of the domains and sub domains as they are written in the AECT 2001 revised publication of the standards document. 

Rationale 

Design Standard: Sub domain 1.0

If  “Design is the process of specifying conditions for learning” (Seels and Richey, 1994), then setting the standards for instructional design activities is all about establishing parameters for good instruction. Meet the standards, there is a reasonable chance the instruction created will have the intended effect. Students will learn. In order to meet these standards, set down by the AECT “Candidates demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to design conditions for learning by applying principles of instructional systems design, message design, instructional strategies, and learner characteristics.” Understanding and applying these standards correctly is critical, because misalignment has often resulted in the creation of trendy activities rather than well grounded, research-based practice (Land and Hannafin, 2000).

The primary proponents of the systematic approach to designing instruction are individuals who design instruction who have experienced success using the model, and report on its effectiveness (Dick, et. al., 2005). The artifacts I feel most precisely meet the AECT standards for instructional system design are my synthesis paper titled “The Intersection of Educational Theory and the Practice of Instructional Design”  I wrote for  Theoretical Foundations of Educational Technology; and the Task  Objective Assessment Item Blueprint (TOAB) I created as part of designing the “Teacher’s (Multimedia) Toolbox” for Online Course Design. 

The paper is a discussion of the major theories that act as prescriptive guidelines for  the creation of instruction, and identifies how these theories affect the design of instruction. This purpose aligns well with sub domain 1.1.c, where identifying the theories form which instructional systems models are derived is the defining aspect of mastery. The TOAB cleaves to sub domain 1.1.1.c where the learning objectives are classified according to Bloom’s Taxonomy. In practice, the learning associated with the creation of these artifacts is having a direct and profound impact on my work as a practitioner of instructional design and on how I prepare my own lessons as an instructor. Linking theory with practice is not always easy to do, but it is a critical step in creating research based solutions to educational problems. As I design instruction, keeping this approach in mind guides the creation of new courseware. In my own teaching, the TOAB project is an important reminder to classify exactly what students will be doing as they work on lessons I assign. Am asking them to perform or compose? Are they judging or evaluating? By keeping these precise definitions of student actions in preparing lessons, I am better prepared to guide their learning.

Cognitive load theory is the framework for much of  the currently accepted standards for instructional message design (Lohr, 2007). “Message design involves planning for the manipulation of the physical form of the message.” According to the AECT published standards. To meet this requirement, I selected a project I created for a friend’s guest lecture series for a high school newspaper staff in Norwalk, CT. This learning object is a flow chart created as an exercise in hierarchy, and shows the flow of images within a news organization. The chart maps to sub domain 1.2.b. For the same lecture series, I constructed a chart depicting examples of good visual composition that maps to 1.2.c.

To meet the Instructional Strategies standard, The topic declaration project from EdTech 503 meets sub domain 1.3a. The project includes a learner description of the students for whom the instruction was intended, and an explanation of why this course meets their instructional needs.  Another artifact that addresses the same sub domain is the facilitated chat topics from EdTech 522, where topics appropriate to graduate students in an educational technology program are selected for discussion during a facilitated video chat session. For sub domain 1.3b, I selected Macro Photography Jigsaw Activity I created for EdTech 502. The Jigsaw is an instructional model, and the project demonstrates a “contextualized application practice and field experiences” (Searle and Perschitte, 2000). Mapping to sub domain 1.3d is the Autism Spectrum Disorder Webquest created in EdTech 502.  This webquest activity was a means os applying the motivational strategy of my target learners, high school teachers in a professional development workshop. The goal being the creation of an activity teachers could replicate with students that they, the teachers, would find both professionally beneficial and interesting on its own merits. 

Learner characteristics have a fundamental impact on the efficacy of instruction. Examining learner characteristics provides information on how instruction should be designed and delivered in order to ensure learner success (Davidson-Shivers and Rasmussen, 2006). A lesson on microbiology effective for a sixth grade science student would be unlikely to have much value for a graduate student in the same subject area. The project analysis sub-task from my web based instructional design project in EdTech 512 meets learner characteristics sub domain 1.4.c as it identifies a “broad range of hypothetical learner characteristics” for the purpose of creating effective instruction. My evaluation of Response to a Solo Performance meets sub domain 1.4.b as the learners in this case are a clearly defined group of students, theatre majors at New York University. 

The ability to design instruction that meets AECT standards means a candidate will be able to build research based instruction for their students, and the students of other instructor, broadening the reach of lessons that have the highest likelihood of producing positive outcomes for the student population in general, regardless of age group.  Speaking personally, this ability means I, in the capacity of instructional designer, be able to create learning for clients, American colleges and universities, that will provide well crafted, research based, effective courseware.  

Development Standard: Sub domain 2.0

Many of my favorite projects fell under the development standard. Designing instruction is rewarding, and important. Actual building provides for me, a greater degree of professional satisfaction. Without the knowledge to design standards based learning, reaching the development phase would be impossible, so mastery of one is a prerequisite for mastery of all.  “Translating the design specifications into physical form” (Seels and Richey, 1994) is how AECT describes sub domain 2.0, Development. 

Print technologies remain an important, perhaps even primary form of distributing educational materials. Mastery of this sub domain is, therefore, critical to a well rounded educational technologist. I selected three artifacts to meet the development standard. The syllabus I created for a Documentary Photojournalism course for Kean University meets sub domain 2.1.1, the artifact from my figure/ground exercise in EdTech 506, an anti-smoking poster, meets subs main 2.1.2, while a Powerpoint presentation created for a client meets sub domain 2.1.3. The Documentary Photojournalism syllabus will be printed and distributed to students, as well as being placed online via the course site in Blackboard. Providing student with hardcopy instructional and administrative documents allows them to refer to and modify the documents on an as needed basis, whether they are in a position to access the course site or not. The anti-smoking poster is designed to be placed, as a graphic warning, to smokers and potential smoker, of the health risks and detrimental effect of smoking on them as individuals. In this instance, the entire scope of the project is to produce a printed piece. The Global Financial Powerpoint project addresses the standard in that it  uses “presentation application software to produce presentations and supplementary materials for instructional and professional purposes” (Searle and Persichitte, 2000).

The four artifacts that address the Audiovisual sub standard of  development are from three different courses. The audio slide show teaching the segmentation principle of multimedia learning; from EdTech 513, Multimedia, addresses sub domain 2.2.1, while a tutorial created for a partner lesson assignment from Online Teaching for Adult Learners addresses sub domain 2.2.3. A multimedia presentation I produced for the VJ Multimedia Workshops and the City of Buenaventura Department of Tourism addresses sub domain 2.2.3. A presentation made for the EdTEch Showcase addresses sub domain 2.2.4.  All four of these artifacts constitute multimedia presentations, and as such required the balance of cognitive load between the visual and auditory channels by using properly integrated narration and graphics (Clark and Mayer, 2008). Text as printed communication, text as audio, and still images are the three media types I used. I used four different multimedia technologies to create them. Soundslides for the segmentation principle lesson, a combination of Soundslides and Jing for the partner lesson, Final Cut Pro for the Steve Walden video, and Adobe Connect Pro to present in the EdTech Showcase.  

In practical application, these lessons demonstrate to me the need to divide learning into digestible portions for students, dependent upon their prior knowledge and relative expertise in the area of study.  Prior to learning the theories of multimedia, I never considered dividing lessons into sections based on anything other than subject matter. The ability of the student to digest and process the material cognitively was beyond the scope of my learning. That is not, thanks to Dr. Schroeder, the case. The partner lesson was instrumental in forcing me to think of learner descriptions as I create learning objects. Who the less is intended for is as critical as the content, if the desired impact is to be attained. The multimedia project on surfing legend Steve Walden demonstrated the need to meld theory with practical application. In order to implement the theory, there is a real and immediate need to know how to use certain core technology tools in order to produce effective multimedia lessons. In this case, Final Cut Pro was the tool I used to assemble images, edit sound, and create the transition and continuity that will make the final product effective in communicating to the intended audience. The showcase project in particular reinforces a belief I have held that planning and preparation prevent poor performance. Creating multimedia learning objects and presentations requires extensive planning and detailed preparation if the presentation is to have the desired impact. 


Virtually everything created for the entire Educational Technology masters program qualifies for sub domain 2.3, computer-based technologies. I can’t think of a single assignment in two and a half years that was not, in some critical way, mediated by computer technology. I chose two artifacts for this sub domain. First, the introductory tutorials for the Moodle implementation of The Teacher’s (Multimedia) Toolbox, teacher training workshop, which addresses sub domain 2.3.1, and Digital Camera Basics, my final project from Interactive Courseware Design which addresses sub domain 2.3.3. These instructional materials were created with a combination of tools. Digital Camera Basics was created in Flash, with elements that included graphics, still pictures, and audio recordings. The tutorials for The Teacher’s (Multimedia) Toolbox were created using Camtasia and Jing. 


Integrated Technologies mean taking technologies and integrating them into learning so the use of them is less about the tool and more about the learning. In an ideal world, the use of technology would be seamless, with instruction containing precisely the right type and amount of technological mediation based on the kind of instruction and the needs of the students. African Americans in WWII, which addresses sub domain 2.4.1, is a Flash project created for EdTech 511, and is exactly the kind of multimedia implementation I envisioned when I thought about how to deploy multimedia in a computer mediated educational environment. Ideally, I would expand upon this lesson, and users would be able to branch out and go in any number of directions from this one portal. That was beyond the scope of the lesson, but attractive, simple, easy to use technologies are what learners need. A professional product I created that applies to sub domain 2.4.4 is a monthly newsletter I designed and author for the design firm I operate with my wife. The goal of this product is not directly promotional. Rather, the goal behind this product is to raise the profile of Desmarais Design as an organization with expertise in communicating the value of clients’ products to their prospective audiences. The technologies integrated into this project include Hypertext Markup Language (HTML) Cascading Style sheets (CSS), and electronic mail. In advertising terms, this is a ‘soft sell’ product, not designed to create an immediate product demand, but to create value for the brand “Desmarais Design”. The Virtual Field Trip project, addressing sub domain 2.4.5, from EdTech 502 is another similar learning object. It is more complex, in terms of content, than the Flash project, and it lacks the sophistication of its self contained educational cousin, but it is effective. Finally, I point to a web site I designed for my photography portfolio as an example of integrated technologies addressing sub domain 2.4.5. The site incorporates still images, HTML, CSS, Flash, iMovie, Soundslides, still images, text, and Web 2.0 technologies, all within the single project. 

Utilization Standard: Sub domain 3.0


Utilization is where the learners meet the instruction that has been designed and developed. In order to be effective, implementation of instruction (and, by default, utilization) must be accompanied by an equal quality of facilitation, or, more plainly, teaching. Facilitation is arguably the most important aspect of implementing instruction, particularly in a computer mediated environment because facilitation is the main connection between teachers and students (Davidson-Shivers and Rassmussen, 2006).


Media utilization, according to the AECT published guidelines for the accreditation for advanced preparation programs of school media and educational technology specialists (SMETS)  is “The systematic use of resources for learning” (Searle and Persichitte, 2000). The initial course design plan for The Teacher’s (Multimedia) Toolbox is exactly that. A systematic use of a number of resources for learning. The learning in question is a teacher training workshop, the use of resources is computer mediated design and distribution  technologies; HTML, CSS, research materials including the text for the class,  and finally, the learning management system Moodle, where the lesson was, when completed, deployed. The jigsaw activity from EdTech 502 and the multimedia lesson on Worked Examples I created for EdTech 513, both address sub domain 3.1.2. 


Addressing sub domain 3.2.1 is the analysis of the Digital Divide I wrote for an assignment in EdTech 501. I make several recommendations regarding the diffusion of innovations in the paper. Teaching the leaders, encouraging professional development, and seeking out virtual education alternatives to traditional models are all ways of addressing the digital divide. Not original thinking, but effective, research proven solutions to a persistent problem. The rapid integration of learning management systems in higher education, and even K-12 environments has occurred despite a relative absence of research on their use (Coates, et. al, 2005). In spite of this, the use of these systems is shaping and influencing education in nearly every institution of higher learning in the United States. The instructional design projects I undertook on behalf of clients, creating courses in photojournalism and business, represent another aspect of the diffusion of innovations I address here. Sub domain 3.2.1 is a broadly written standard, and the use of Blackboard and the instructional design process to the benefit of the learning communities of  Kean University and The College of Westchester meets it effectively. 

Meeting the standard set forth in sub domain 3.3.1 is the Voicethreads project I created for EdTech 522. The project created a lesson on the environmental portrait for documentary photojournalists using still images and the Web 2.0 tool Voicethreads. The other artifact I selected to address the Implementation and institutionalization sub domain of the Utilization standard is the Netiquette lesson from EdTech 502. Addressing sub domain 3.3.2. The instructional materials in this case were readings on the topic of internet etiquette. 


Policies and Regulations “are the rules and actions of society (or its surrogates) that affect the diffusion and use of instructional technology.”  So reads the description of sub domain 3.4 of the utilization standard.  The Technology Use Plan created for EdTEch 501 addresses sub domain 3.4.4 in the identification and implementation of policies related to using and supplying the integration of distance delivery technologies. The Copyright and Fair Use scavenger hunt for EdTech 502 addresses sub domain 3.4.3, in which I, and the other students in the class, identified and followed policies adhering to the professional ethics of educators. 

Management Standard: Sub domain 4.0

“Candidates demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to plan, organize, coordinate, and supervise instructional technology by applying principles theories, and research related to project, resource, delivery system, and information management.” Exhibiting control over technology in the education of our fellow man is what the management standard measures. In education, management is a critical aspect of implementation (Davidson-Shivers and Rassmussen, 2006) Managing educational technologies is no different than managing other resources. It is accomplished by planning, organizing, supervising, and coordinating people and other resources. Management includes not only the broad, policy decisions, but the day to day operation of technology mediated educational systems. Instruction that meets or exceeds the standards set by the AECT will be more likely than not successful. After all, the reason for standards is to set a minimum level of accomplishment. 

In developing Marketing Management BUS305 for The College of Westchester, I addressed sub domain 4.1.1 by applying project management techniques in a learning context. Developing this course was a learning experience for me, especially in the arena of project management, as developing instruction in the “real world” can be a very different process than it is in a managed environment, like the classroom, no matter how authentic the learning environment aims to be.  Budgeting time and resources, addressing standards, and meeting a delivery schedule require planning and the ability to constantly evaluate and adjust the relative value of various pieces and aspects of course design. Instituting formal procedures to govern revisions and integration of new materials is critical to project success.  The completed lesson for EdTech 503, Introduction to Photography also addresses sub domain 4.1.1 in that the creation of this lesson involved applying “project management techniques in various learning and training contexts” (Searle and Persichitte, 2000).

The management of resources occupies an important place, now more than ever, as institutions look to maximize the benefits of every dollar spent on education.  The budgeting process for my evaluation of Response to a Solo Performance instructional unit at NYU addresses sub domain 4.2.1, in that the budget for the evaluation addresses the need to meet a budget and weighs the practical benefit of the quality of evaluation against the real world need to work within a set budget. Addressing the same sub domain of the management standard, the interactive image map created for EdTEch 502, demonstrates an understanding of the process of managing resources to produce training needed for a set piece of instruction. 

Managing the delivery system for instruction means taking control of the process of getting instruction from its latent state; as it exists in text books, web sites, and resources of all kinds, and putting in an active state where students interact with the instructional materials to create knowledge. Learning management system mastery, in the form of a completed course The Teacher’s (Multimedia) Toolbox on Moodle, and the proposal written for Digital Camera Basics flash learning object, address sub domain 4.3.1. In the course of creating and placing the elements of the Teacher’s (Multimedia) Toolbox in place on Moodle, it was necessary to learn  how to take advantage of the full range of features available on this powerful and flexible learning system. I took a four week Moodle Administrator course apart from my coursework at Boise State, in part because I wanted to know more about how to manage an LMS, and in part because there is real value in being able to full exploit a learning system’s features as both an educational technologist, and an instructor. 

Planning, monitoring, and controlling access to media and other informational sources is what sub domain 4.4 assesses.  The annotated bibliography project from EdTech 504 addresses sub domain 4.4.1 as does the second artifact I chose to show mastery of this standard, The Gantt Chart I created for my final project in EdTech 512. The annotated bibliography demonstrates the ability to gather and qualify resources for the purposes of research and the creation of instruction, while the Gantt chart demonstrated the ability to create a time line for the transfer of information from one group to another; SMEs to instructional designers, for example. 

Evaluation Standard: Sub domain 5.0


 Evaluation, according to Webster, is “the act of ascertaining or fixing the value or worth of” something. Anything. In order to determine the efficacy of instruction, it is necessary to determine its value. Is one method of teaching superior to another? Is using technology better than not using it? Is it worse? How do we know? Evaluation is, then, a means of decision making. Evaluation is also an opportunity. An opportunity to identify new applications for a certain piece of instruction, or to gather diagnostic data that might be used to improve subsequent learning activities (Boulmetis and Dutwin, 2005).  To take advantage of the evaluation, we must be able to compare the instruction in question against a standard. In this case, the standard is the AECT standards for SMETS. 

Prior to entering the educational technology program, I never considered instruction as a form of problem solving. Instruction was the act of receiving knowledge, in either a didactic or autodidactic manner. As my studies progressed, it became plain that instruction is, especially in the vocational arena, a means of solving a problem. If a company installs a new computer system, or upgrades a software package, it is necessary to train employees to use the new tools, or the value of them is diminished. If society has a need for citizens with a certain skill set in order to be functional, lack of that skill set is a problem. Education then, is the solution to those problems. And thousands of others. The need to  conduct a problem analysis prior to creating instruction, in this context, is obvious. In order to address the first of the four primary sub domains of the evaluation standard, Problem Analysis, I selected the problem analysis I performed as part of designing The Teacher’s Multimedia Toolbox in EdTech 512 and the course comparison I performed in Online Teaching for Adult Learners. 

In order to have meaningful evaluations, we need to establish standards, or criteria, against which to measure the instruction. This becomes our means of determining the relative success or failure of the instruction, as well as judging if the learners have mastered the associated goals and objectives; or, conversely, they have failed to do so. The Digital Knowledge Quiz created for EdTech 511 is one of the artifacts I created that addresses the sub domain 5.2, Criterion Referenced Measurement. More specifically, the assessment meets sub domain 5.2.1. In addition, A currents events survey I created to establish a baseline level of knowledge for Documentary Photojournalism (Kean University) addresses the same sub domain, 5.2.1. A rubric created for Marketing Management, BUS305 addresses sub domain 5.2a. A visual literacy quiz constructed for EdTEch 506, also addresses this standard. 

Assessment as a tool for the formative assessment of instruction is also a concept that is, within the context of my education, entirely new. I had always envisioned tests and quizzes as ends in and of themselves. Final arbiters of “do I know it or not”? “it” being the material assigned. The idea of assessing someone’s knowledge, or the effectiveness of a class or lesson in order to improve it is not something I had, before entering this program, considered. I confess, I cannot recall ever having heard the term “summative evaluation” before 2008. It seems likely that I will be hearing the term fairly frequently over the next twenty (or more) years of my life. I am, I think, the better for that possibility. Meeting the sub domain 5.3.1 is my evaluation performed for the Far West Labs project in EdTEch 503. A formative evaluation tool I developed for a client, a the post instructional student survey for Bus305, Marketing Management, is designed to evaluate the class, the instructor, and the tools used to deliver instruction to third year undergraduate students in a business college. The summative evaluation plan created for the Teacher’s (Multimedia) Toolbox is designed in order to, once the instruction has been performed, evaluate the efficacy of the program, so stake holders might determine the final objective value of it in relation to other teacher training. 


Long range planning is something everyone talks about, but very few people or programs seem to actually do. In a perversion of an already time-worn proverb that appears in Chaucer’s Tale of Melibee, from The Canterbury Tales, “the goodnesse that thou mayst do this day, do it, and abide nat ne delaye it nat til to-morwe” (Chaucer, 1386), procrastinators advise “Never do today what can be put off until tomorrow.” There are institutions and individuals who seem to have raised this perversion to an art form. There are always reasons to put off planning or acting, for the long term. Short-term budget concerns appear to be the most oft quoted. When I first moved my family from Stamford, CT to Bethel, in 1999, the school district was being sanctioned by the state for the high school building, which was not up to code. Accrediting bodies were threatening to strip Bethel High School of its accreditation. Town officials were refusing to agree to act on a renovation to address the shortcomings of the building that cost $13 million. The State of Connecticut Board of Education was considering a state take over of the project. Last year, 2009, the renovations were completed. The final cost was $32 million. Adjusting for inflation, the real cost of the delay, in 1999 dollars, was just over $13 million. So in 1999 dollars,  we (the citizens of Bethel and the State of Connecticut) paid double for the same building project as a direct result of a failure to plan for the long term. 

In addressing this final standard,  I chose a single artifact. The technology use plan critique I performed created for EdTech 501, addresses how the school district of Bellingham, Washington, plans to implement and integrate technology into its curricula over a period of years. In a quirk of fate, or an example of the “small world principle” a friend of mine was a political and education writer for the Bellingham Herald, the paper of record for that community. I did not consult her as to the veracity of the plan’s implementation. 

Conclusions


There is a certain melancholy that comes with conclusions. When I first learned to sky dive, I remember hitting the ground, rolling, and leaping to my feet screaming. I was alive! I did it! I felt incredible! I was ten feet tall and could leap tall buildings in a single bound.  The euphoria was unique and it lasted for days, but always, even while I was leaping into the air sharing high-fives with my fellow parachutists, there was also a sense of loss. Something done for the first time can never be done again for the first time.


Two and one half years, hundreds, if not thousands of hours, and a range of emotions from frustration to satisfaction, from giddy delight to techno-rage, from the  “I hate technology” stomp to the happy dance. An investment of time and effort not only by me, but my family as well, and soon, very, very soon, it will be over. It’s a good thing. Really. But that hint of melancholy is a reminder that while the end of the journey brings its own rewards, the journey itself brought plenty of pleasures, and now those are at an end. 

Reflecting on the contents of this paper, examining the artifacts created for the eleven courses that make up the M.ET program, I realize just how much work it was. At first glance, I felt like meeting the requirements; four artifacts per sub domain. Twenty artifacts! It was so many! Too many! I cited fifty artifacts in this paper and the AECT standards table. It could have been more. Easily. Each artifact, the ones cited and the ones I left out, are mile markers on my educational journey. 


This journey has been more than just studying to obtain a degree. It signals a new direction for my life, personally and professionally. The work here is a testament to the professional growth I have enjoyed as a student in the educational technology program at Boise State University. I have already begun to reap the fruits of this labor. I have won contracts to create learning for three different colleges and universities, and I have been added to the adjunct faculty pool at Sacred Heart University in Fairfield, CT. 


I feel I have learned so much. I know for example, that ADDIE isn’t just a girl’s name, and SCORM isn’t a new first person shooting game on X-Box. I know Jean Piaget is a man. I can use the words pedagogy and andragogy in coherent sentences. Yet, the more I know, the more I know what I don’t know. The phrase “lifelong learner” echoes through my mind, at some times like a mantra, at others like an irritatating pop sound you cannot get out of your head. I know that the evolution of educational technology is ongoing and never ending. I see both the challenges and opportunities inherent in my new profession, and I know I want to be a part of that evolution.


One of my favorite learning experiences was writing my synthesis paper for EdTech 501. I have always enjoyed writing, and when the technical part of the program threatened to send me into cognitive overload, I could sit down a write a discussion post,

work on a paper, or add to a learning journal, and feel more in control of my learning. Doing the research for the synthesis paper, I discovered a quote, taken from a teacher’s conference in 1703, regarding innovation, and how people react to it. This quote is a reminder to those of us trying to advocate for change that perseverance is a requirement for success.

“Students today can’t prepare bark to do their problems. They depend on their

slates, which are more expensive. What will they do when the slate is

dropped and it breaks? They will be unable to write!”

The point I’m trying to make isn’t so much that the detractors are wrong (which they sometimes are), or silly (as they are in this case), it’s that they have and will always exist, and that part of the sense of accomplishment when a new method is adopted, perhaps part of the accomplishment itself, is overcoming obstacles, including those detractors. In fact, it may be the existence of the detractors which forces us, as innovators, to go that one final step to create a better, more utilitarian innovation. To  quote Malcolm X, “If you have no critics, you’ll likely have no success.”


With graduation on the horizon, joining the ranks of the educational technology professionals already working to create a better learning environment for students of all kinds, I feel I have demonstrated my ability to meet the challenges the twenty first century learning environment offers. I am ready to accept a leadership role  in the ongoing evolution of educational technology. 
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