EAE B R AR GRS
ﬂ% n'ﬁ E $ ﬂ% T ;ﬁ A n‘:l: n I~I~ ZEH: j'l.l
B P EN A5
EAE

FrOTSARRE | KA AL 2 KR T ARE > A JER R
R R AR DR 4 PR R B AR R e - E Rkl
io AN E & R o 3R R A KT ARk LF RET PR
Pl EFRET RESS e R TEEE FRE KT I Y il
T E 2 LR KT 472 - % (Colby, 2017) e

ip B~ [ﬁ’%#g T UEE S ER LT RER REFARPRAL T
o f@gn R ELES f REFY 2 % b ik F342%:+(Cho & Trent,
2005) ; ¥ b FERE ARAEEfrRRE 2 F R OREHRTF
45y Aoy Bt BAERARDE Y Sk p I F L R (Kahle,
Meece, & Scantlebury, 2000 ; Riordan & Noyce, 2001) o &g 212 F 3%
2R SR SR NN SE A S AL L AL L
e B Ee R FPREREFEZF - RE L 2P T A0
B % % 5 (Nagel, 2015) -

FREARGERYT R > RFRED D@ * H4 2 5 Famidiny
.ﬁ%§’@ﬁ:iﬁk’&ﬁﬁ%”ﬁméfﬂﬁﬂkﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ;
R blhe s 2D S R G RE R A E R b bR R
ﬁtﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ FAREBON KPR L KPS SRk
FOHRAR LB A B 3K &(%&i’zww’ﬂﬂﬁﬁu%%pﬂﬁm

*V%k Fz & BR8P HE FplRE

(1T %4 ¢ cflal@mall ntcu.edu.tw )



E3E W R ABAR LR

TP (FIAT S BAL 2008) 0 0t o @ R4 RETR T e it
F B BRI E - blho o FAEQID & GRS R P Ahfed b))
-2 ?“?— AR P B e R AT Y 2 & R Lk

AARIE 3 AR T Tk bl d PR - R T RN B R
AL RE > RAKPA T UG A EY N2 L AhRH  KRa o
G AT 0T R S R PR I M P e LR Y R
FALR PSR o R RUPE L BIEAR -
2. Ay

WM R AT 10 L p R St chd ot R Y SEF 5 8
Boo SERE U S AR IEDERIE TR 0 LR KR
- i7lw % UBD %5 1 & 2485817 5 PF 235 32 ) PRk 2 Ak
R o YRS R b R IR fodednicd ik & Peae
o AFTE A UBD B3 B4 iR S HF > S AR G
TS E S 6o PEA TN RATRER P C PEA 0 fro B L RN e B
R XY I’%ess pAE - I’gaaggs_ij‘rg? e A B rs FH LR
rlﬁ”%J%r“%”éJ°f“’uﬁu%ﬂmrﬁaﬁwj<5%

»2019)~ 2 A B T LT 54 feit 4 4 12 7 A A P N
ﬁﬁl R ot R RN O v‘mrﬁ’ﬂﬁyﬁJ%@mr?m&
Bofel e e A el F ARG Hne R (84 E02018)-
2181 (5P auT Y TR BATLP G o
£ 1. 1 (e a8 Y 7424 WAL R

PP Az R HATP
e 2 W AT BRI B
TEEY P Ho2EY PR LA
L FY R A RE - AR ITE
ESEE S i FRLEBIHEIFr LA
¥R HEZ BV EEME RB R R & R

HFREEY A FEY EReR LA



EAE B R A BAR T EKL T

Yrx FLZBa FERAEA  HEAREI BT A
&k 4 S5 A foF LA

ﬂ%“F?ﬁﬂWCﬁilﬂwﬁﬁﬁﬁu%%%*fﬂﬁf“ﬁﬁfg
V54l 2R FEFFURE S ARGLE Y FE LY oo ?
B)R® &KFF UG AT EEY EH2 8 “_.*_,Eék-lzr'ﬁ:‘ ?

TP ER S WER TN e e g Y E L H Ak
ﬁ&“*’%i%ﬁﬁﬁ%w%ai;ﬁ#@ REFFALFE LR
W T2 AR FRRTORGT R R o T ITEY
Pfﬁiﬁ“iﬁ#gﬁﬁ&%ﬂ@’éﬁﬁi%ﬁéiﬁﬁ‘%p’
M BT YaAg ERPAR IR 2SR S A i*“r’ﬁ BE e TR (T A AR
e > (Corbin & Strauss @ 2007 ; Creswell - 2006; 2012 ; Gay &
Airasian > 2008) » %§fs » & B FoR et 2 4 ?‘ﬂiﬁ LA B
Bo A s B o ST A F RS 0 o A A A ena AT o

. L 8%
FTHRAE ST MR- EHREY PROL%R? RKFALI Y
TeANEY PR L REFEFRSEREE g LRSS N
{EEL*T#“" Y p Rkl Fo0 Fevti PRI EEOREL
THGS o R EARY BRI nFEE o BER R B e B K Ar g %‘;TME, °

E'bﬁ/\_ 2 )_L%f 33 —J:..EL mg 33 57('56}\:1 ,&E}-)’?J—‘_ﬁgﬂ,‘;'aéf ;_Lg 363 FI‘ZE'_T_
FEE oA PREFERS AN AR T o KEFREARLEIRELEY
LRfrE A A NAARE Y BRI DB Y Xk # P EERR
ZOREAROE S AR R EVE AR AR M 132 S AR M Ao gl s i
EXRORF AR RFE *f?@:??}iﬂ PUEEE FIEL o 1 P TR KRR A
REGFEY PRI ERETE AL LR~ § @ RpicEl £ o

E=ZFEEVYERH 28V 5% > RIFJLE:EVEHOPFEXK
?Lwiﬁﬁéﬁﬂww§ﬁwfmiﬁﬂ PRGEIET > W EF Btesk 2

FEgoenp % > % * WHERE TO % 2 ﬁf}{ﬁ” o F L HE Y EH o
Hitfrig * > 2 “’JR’?IFFF/E%J«“\? B AE m G A R AL

3410



B G A GARE LRI

i
PEEN
(&

4., *FE g e B M

R L AR LY SRV ER WY KR LD &1
BBy AR R RFFEF ARG D FY PR mﬁﬁc‘;ﬁxﬂig L2
Bt 3 £ VS SR RLG D £ i LA AR
e HEY PR - AR R R AL ER LAY hiBA 4 3 ALK
% F R o e g 2% (Fullan, 1993) > %si;‘ﬁib e may pie
FF i BARA AN B oS 2 G PR AT A BE G
B B RS I e AR o F BT Ao Fgcﬁwq»ufg_ X g L

LA ST B Einar Ak g g —j R AL FEETE T
Foag Ad o R REH/T UEHR L PIFER- mﬁﬂ” B AL E B ¥ i
%o LEVEE O B AR 0 4 Bl rn_?;é,‘—_éxl E AR o

S A MR LB 0 LA R R g AR - 3
o RS B P ARPE RO TR S Y 2 3 #F RO e e
FY P ARARS 5 AR AT l‘bﬁ»iﬁ‘ REE RPA L F - PR
ookl p a LY PR S - A RN AR EieRE
PP E X SRR AFEEY “frv/;' Ldem o FFE TR R
Bood oV avo F SRS N s frrr B Y P e S5 FIE e 30 4r AL
P s A RALK P 2T mﬁx%ﬁi‘ﬁ% v RS R KT L e
KEFABE LN 327 R abeh—Tho L2405 B 27 a2 ehh 4
A >t UBD (ngglns & Mchghe, 2008) #x* BLA B~ ch¥cH Bl o
BIEF Lom P AR TP F A B TEFY D
el B> AT 0 JEF chdl 17 B AU niE 3 B e 0 B 17 R AR
SRR R EEE S G e AR i85 72 B A geag
PRk RA L R ko HRY KA T ok TR RS
FIEL - B v RROTI A0 PARR ALY BT AT B PR T
(Cho & Trent, 2005) o & F e8> § R ¥ %FF & 330 FARP i 3 IR
fere e acenfe o B PR AHEK T R TR Az A 4 R E K L
FAEORITIHACE T R G R R E KM ORE S By
BEA DG o T ARFEE L - A RpLo B3 F 5 Frady KR on



i
PEEN
(&

Tl b AFARRITGR AT

LA R oL FEp R R i‘c—’ﬁ #1B~ X (Freidson, 1970) -

MO : Bl 5 kS PR BT RV R 2V R



i
PEEN
(&

Tl b AFARRITGR AT

Standards-based Unit Design: The Experiences of Middle
School Teachers

Hsiu-Lien Lu*

1. Introduction and Relevant Literature

Using curriculum standards to design units is an educational trend in the
world. Teachers’ ability to design units based on standards will be the trend of unit
development in Taiwan and key to the success of the 12-year basic education
reform. In a sense, curriculum standards are the condensed version of the national
education curriculum, the source and connotation of school education, the
direction of school education calibration, the complete definition of national and
social expectations of national education, and a necessary part of national
education (Colby, 2017).

Relevant literature indicates that teachers can break away from the
constraints of textbooks and instead focus on student’s needs and learning
outcomes when thinking about teaching based on standards (Cho & Trent, 2005).
Additionally, when teachers focus on standards and individual student needs,
student learning outcomes and attitudes exhibit significant differences compared to
traditional curriculum learning (Kahle, Meece, & Scantlebury, 2000; Riordan &
Noyce, 2001). Tremendous amounts of similar research evidence have urged
American schools at all levels to adopt curriculum standards as the direction,
guidance, and structure of units, instruction, and assessment, which provides
school-aged children with consistent, safe, and quality-controlled national
education (Nagel, 2015).

*Hsiu-Lien Lu: Standards-based Unit Design: The Experiences of Middle School Teachers
(Author E-mail: hllu@mx.nthu.edu.tw)
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Back to 7Taiwan's educational reality, although teachers have long been using
textbooks as curriculum, which generates problems facing curriculum reforms,
there have been different cases of applying standards reported in the past two
decades. For example, there was a case of a teacher educator requiring pre-service
teachers to link textbooks and standards in developing and designing a thematic
unit (Chian, 2008) and another case of some science teachers selecting textbooks
based on standards (Liu & Chiang, 2003). Additionally, other literature reports
regarding teachers using standards in unit design. For example, Lu (2017), in her
book Notions and Examples of Standards Use, reports a case regarding the results
of a series of workshops on a standards-based unit design that transformed a
vanishing school-based curriculum into a sustainable and feasible one. Lu (2017)
also presented how a teacher designed and taught a unit based on standards,
breaking through the boundaries of textbooks and using student-centered teaching
materials. However, although there is relevant literature on standards-based
curriculum design in both the East and the West, reports on teachers' experiences
in learning standards-based curriculum design are relatively sparse.

2. Methodology

To resolve the above problem, the study recruited 10 volunteered
middle-school teachers from two schools as participants and explored their
experiences designing units based on standards. These teachers were trained in a
series of four-day standards-based unit design workshops with Understanding by
Design (UBD; Wiggins & McTighe, 2006; 2008) as the main framework for unit
design for a total of 32 hours. Considering teachers’ professional understanding
and the competency objectives of curriculum reform in Taiwan, this study modified
the UBD model by adding steps of deconstructing the standards, such as doing
content research, identifying core concepts using a multi-faceted concept induction
technology, and adjusting the connotation of some terminologies. Specifically, the
study employed learning objectives, learning assessments, and learning activities
to replace desired outcomes, assessment evidence, and action plan respectively. In
addition, the study utilized the concept-based longstanding concept, the
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competency-based competency task and other assessments (Lu, 2019) to replace
the understanding-based enduring understanding, the ability-oriented performance
task, and other evidence. Finally, the study added an item of reflection and revision
(Lu, 2018). See Table 1 for the workshop itinerary and content.

Table 1: Workshop Itinerary and Course Content

Schedule Theme Content
Day 1 Phase 1 Introduction to standards-based unit
Establishing learning design, deconstructing the standards,
objectives establishing learning objectives, and
reflecting and sharing
Day 2 Phase 2 Introduction to learning assessments,
Designing learning competency task and rubrics, other
assessments assessments, reflection and revision,
and reflecting and sharing
Day 3 Phase 3 Introduction to learning activities,
Developing learning revisions of phases 1 & 2, developing
activities learning activities
Day 4 Reflection, revision, and | Problem-solving, revision of finished
sharing unit, presenting works and reflecting
and sharing

Research questions guiding this study were as follows: (1) What are
middle-school teachers’ learning experiences in establishing learning objectives
based on standards? (2) What are middle-school teachers’ learning experiences in
designing learning assessments based on standards? (3) What are middle-school
teachers’ learning experiences in developing learning activities based on
standards?

Data sources included field notes, informal interviews, group work reflections,
finished units, and semi-structured individual interviews that allowed
cross-comparison of information, triangulation verification, and confirmation of
the credibility of the materials. The constant comparison method was adopted for
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data analysis. The researcher first identified meaningful information off a set of
data, chunked meaningful text segmentation and coding, and then compared,
classified, and revised all the coded information (Corbin et al. & Strauss, 2007;
Creswell, 2006; 2012; Gay & Airasian, 2008). Subsequently, the researcher
underwent a cyclical analysis of the above steps for each data set and finally
established themes.

3. Results

The results indicated that in Phase 1, teachers established learning objectives
via tremendous efforts and realized that the process of deconstructing standards is
key to establishing learning objectives. This experience helped them break the
teach-by-the-book thinking mode, where they achieved a sense of accomplishment.

In Phase 2, although teachers did not think it was easy to design learning
assessments, nine out of the ten eventually finished drafting competency tasks with
rubrics. Teachers believed real-life situated competency tasks with learning results
can motivate students and generate positive learning outcomes. They learned that
rubrics used to distinguish achievement of learning goals on competency tasks are
objective and effective evidence-gathering tools. However, they seldom mentioned
other assessments or reflection and revision.

In Phase 3, teachers considered developing learning activities the easiest
phase. Teachers found that to align with learning objectives, they had to check
back and forth repeatedly when developing each phase. They used “where to” to
structure instructional design and realized that the experiences of developing
learning activities had driven them to adopt a new thinking mode that enabled
them to move away from the traditional practice of infusing knowledge.

4. Scholarly Significance of the Study

The significance of the study is that the degrees of hardship middle-school
teachers experience at each phase when developing unit lessons were identified.
The participating teachers observed that the process was a continuous decrease of
struggles, with establishing learning objectives being the most struggling,
designing learning assessments being relatively easy, and developing learning
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activities being the easiest. This may be because deconstructing standards and
establishing learning objectives is a process that requires highly specialized
abstract thinking, not a usual practice teachers perform in the classroom daily.
According to the theory of change (Fullan, 1993), model transformation is a
reverse operation with traditional habits. It is a challenging process as it
challenges new and unfamiliar territory in all aspects of cognitive systems, skills,
and behavior. Therefore, it may be understood from this that the transformation of
the unit design model must first pass through the change of teachers' professional
cognitive belief system, and then change the professional skills and behaviors
accordingly. The change theory may explain why the learning process of Phase 1 is
a difficult and agonizing yet necessary professional transformation process for
teachers.

An important perception recurring in all phases is teachers’ continuous
calibration of standards and learning objectives, with the first phase emphasizing
the standards being key to establishing learning objectives; the second phase using
competency tasks to detect the achievement of learning objectives; the third phase
developing learning activities to follow the design of the previous phases closely.
The participating teachers recognized that, although identifying the core concepts
of standards and establishing learning objectives in phase 1 was the most difficult,
it was the most critical part of successfully designing standards-based units and the
most indispensable part of normalizing national education and developing
teachers' fundamental professional competency. To address this predictable
impediment, UBD (Wiggins & McTighe, 2008) adopts a concept-acquisition
technique that allows teachers to make inductive understandings in examples and
find general principles from content themes to establish learning objectives. In this
study, on the other hand, the teachers started by selecting standards, conducting
content research on keywords, identifying core concepts through a multi-faceted
concept induction technology, and then establishing learning objectives. However,
the results indicate that the process is still challenging for middle-school teachers,
which confirms the literature that almost all teachers experience struggles in the
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unit design process (Cho & Trent, 2005). Fortunately, when middle-school teachers
focus on the discovery of standard connotation and conceptual conjunction, they
begin to reflect professionally on the curriculum used in the classrooms and realize
that, if they do not use standards, it will be difficult for them to respond to the needs
of students. This is a significant breakthrough in Taiwan's teaching profession. It is
not easy, but it may help raise the professional threshold and make it difficult for
teachers to be replaced by non-professionals (Freidson, 1970).

Keywords: standards-based, curriculum design, the use of curriculum
standards, learning objectives, learning assessments



