more personal tack as Barab examines the role of
instructional design and learning sciences research,
utilizing stories from his own experiences as examples.
Smith continues in the personal vein as he explores the
themes of boundary crossing, terminology, methods,
and history of these fields.

Responses are divided into two groups; those from
the LS community and those from the IS community.
Koschmann initiates the LS responses by examining the
definitions and consequences of names such as
“Learning Sciences” and of applying these names to
both fields of study and research communities. Edelson
adds his own historical perspective on the emergence
of the learning sciences field and discusses the
efficiencies and inefficiencies associated with the
separation of these communities. Two dymanics
emerge clearly from Scardamalia’s characterization of
the position papers; the dynamic of theory vs. design
and the dynamic of culture vs. technology. Kolodner
offers a particularly colorful historical perspective on
the emergence of the learning sciences field with
directions for future development from the LS
perspective and ways that this development can
include instructional design.

The IS responses begin with a close analysis of the
position papers in which Carr-Chellman brings forward
deeper understandings of key concepts, such as
science, technology, and design as used by the two
communities. A close textual examination of the papers
is continued by Merrill, who reiterates the scientific
foundations of instructional design. Spector questions
whether a division actually exists between the two
fields and highlights other divisions, such as inter-
national and political concerns. Ragan and Smith
Ragan likewise question whether we are in fact facing a
“false dichotomy” and explore some common misinter-
pretations of the IS field. Finally, Reigeluth continues to
make precise the definitions within the IS field, while
highlighting the role of theories, goals, and design.[J
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Learning and Design:
Why the Learning
Sciences and
Instructional Systems
Need Each Other

Christopher M. Hoadley

Pennsylvania State University

Who studies educational technology? Many scholars,
policymakers, and even parents are deeply interested in
research on technologies for [earning, but the question
of where to turn for this research is surprisingly difficult
to answer. In particular, there are two very active
communities that both study more or less the same
area, but these communities hardly talk to one another
(Kirby, Hoadley, & Carr-Cheliman, 2003). How can this
be?

Research does not take place in a vacuum, nor does
it occur in an idealized world of ideas and concepts. It
takes place in a social world in which communities of
scholars develop epistemologies, norms, shared
conceptual frameworks, and bodies of literature.
Disciplinary labels help institutionalize these
communities, as do other kinds of labels, such as
“schools” (e.g., “the Chicago school,” “Continental
philosophy,” etc.) or professional societies. The most
concrete manifestation of a research community is its
products, such as conferences where knowledge is
shared, and journals where work is published. Status is
often indicated by control within the community, i.e.,
helping judge academic tenure cases, editing journals,
reviewing funding proposals, and peer-reviewing
articles.

The edges of research communities are not sharp,
and thus there is often tumult at these edges—research
communities may collide, or they may simply pass by
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