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Helen Keier    

EDCI 67200, Fall 2012 

 

Craig Gregersen Case Analysis 

 

1. Who are the key stakeholders in the case and what are their primary concerns? 

In the current case analysis, the Electron Corporation has contracted Craig Gregersen, an 

instructional designer and law school graduate, to design a proactive training program on product 

safety for its employees, in order to raise employee awareness of product liability issues as they 

impact day to day behavior. The various stakeholders at the Electron Corporation are: 

• Stan Neuhaus – senior design engineer and chair of the Safety Steering Committee.  As a 
representative of the engineering staff, Mr. Neuhaus’ concerns mainly focus on 
communication issues, in particular that there was not a systematic, company-wide 
approach to specific process oriented issues regarding product liability. The engineers are 
more concerned about the chain of command for handling problems, the use of a 
monitoring system for product issues, and reporting requirements and timelines than they 
are about product liability issues, which they feel they already understand. Mr. Neuhaus 
would like a training program “that would address concerns at every level of the 
company” (Ertmer and Cennamo, 2007, p. 164). 

• Louise Masoff – training project manager. Ms. Masoff brings several concerns to the 
project, but her primary issues are that the duration of the training not exceed one day and 
that the legal department (“legal”) be consulted on all aspects of the training. Later in the 
project, it emerges that she is not empowered to make critical decisions regarding training 
nor advocate for positions contrary to those asserted by legal. She would also like a 
comprehensive training program for all employees. 

• Richard Mull – Electron Corporation legal counsel. Mr. Mull’s primary concern is to 
protect the company from liability. This manifests in resistance to an outside consultant, 
insistence that the training does not use ongoing cases as examples as they might pose a 
legal risk, and insistence that the training not establish legal standards to which the 
company could be held. Mr. Mull also believes the existing training program designed by 
legal is sufficient with some updating. 

• Engineers, management, and other employees. The concerns of the engineers are 
represented by Mr. Neuhaus. However, the concerns of other employees include issues 
related to their specific job duties, such as managers needing guidance on decision-
making, and installation, service, and maintenance employees needing assistance with 
installation or repair-related issues. 
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2. What are the key (1-2) design challenges in the case?  

• How might other case-specific issues (e.g., communication, project management) 

impact the ability of the designer to address the design challenges?  

• How would you prioritize these design challenges and case-specific issues and why 

would you choose this order? 

Issue 1: As Mr. Gregersen discovered after consulting with the stakeholders, the scope of 

training is unmanageable. Product liability at the Electron Corporation is a broad subject and the 

issues change depending on the speaker. The various stakeholders see product liability in 

different but correspondingly legitimate terms. Bearing in mind the traditional ADDIE design 

process, these competing requirements indicating the needs and performance issues at the 

company become an analysis issue and impact the goals of the instruction. It would appear that a 

fully realized front-end analysis of the training needs is in order to properly identify what those 

needs actually are, but this analysis needs to take all of the needs into account, including those 

voiced by Ms. Maloff and Mr. Mull. The draft product safety training program detailed by Mr. 

Neuhaus is certainly a strong start, and probably a good indicator of what is actually needed. A 

proper analysis should rein in the scope issues Mr. Gregersen encountered. 

Issue 2: The Electron Corporation has plants in 16 countries and operates in countless others. 

The training will be delivered to a diverse global audience, who would be subject to different 

legal systems, different regulations regarding product liability, and speak different languages. 

Moreover, research has shown that ethical behavior is influenced by culture (Frisque, Lin, and 

Kolb, 2004) and it has been argued that multinational corporations need to acknowledge “the 

differences between the cultures in which they do business” (Barker and Cobb, 1999, as cited in 
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Frisque, et al., 2004, p. 38). Thus, the instructional content designed for the Electron Corporation 

would have to change with each administration of the instruction. Returning to the ADDIE 

process, the multinational nature of the company represents a design problem due to its impact 

on the content of instruction. Additionally, the instruction would have to be developed, 

implemented, and evaluated in each of the languages it will be delivered in, and unlike the 

previous training developed by legal, be sufficiently engaging to hold the participant’s interest. 

Case-specific issues: Among the case-specific issues are communication among the 

stakeholders, the strong reluctance from legal, research into local issues required to adapt the 

training for different countries, and to a lesser degree, project management, quick turnaround, 

and control over the process of delivering the training in such a diverse and far flung company.  

Each of these impact the work of the designer, but the primary case-specific issues are the 

communication problems among the stakeholders and the need to get approval from legal, as 

each may prevent the success of the training. 

Dick, Carey, and Carey (2012) argue that the most critical point in the instructional 

design process is the specification of instructional goals, and I believe the Electron Corporation 

is a good example of this. The highest overall priority has to be placed on solving the 

communication problems among the shareholders and the concerns of legal, as they are 

preventing the stakeholders from coming to an agreement as to what the training will cover and 

the completion of a true needs and performance analysis. Unless that hurdle is overcome, it 

won’t be possible to address the other issues in any meaningful way. But if a solution or 

compromise can be found, then Mr. Gregersen can begin to properly analyze and design the 

instruction. 
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3. Describe how the assigned readings and your previous experiences contributed to 

your understanding of the case problem. 

The assigned readings inspired me to look at the case problem not solely as an 

instructional design issue, but as an ethical one as well. The company has an obligation to 

provide the training Mr. Gregersen was hired to design and doing so would be to the company’s 

advantage rather than harm, as suggested on p. 163. The readings also contributed to my 

understanding in specific ways. Frisque, et al. (2004) noted that ethical behavior and decision-

making is culturally dependent. Given that product liability may be argued to be an ethical issue 

and not simply a legal concern, the instruction would have to take cultural influences into 

account and include the ethical standards of the areas in which the training is delivered. 

Additionally, the ISPI Code of Ethics (2002) addresses many of the concerns Mr. Mull raises 

regarding the use of an outside consultant. The integrity and confidentiality principles of the 

code of ethics are directly applicable to this case.  The integrity principle requires practitioners 

inform clients that they may be wrong about an issue, where the confidentiality principle requires 

that the ownership of information be respected. But perhaps most importantly, the code of ethics 

requires that the interventions actually address the client’s needs and goals, rather than what they 

may ask for. Mr. Gregersen must maintain confidentiality regarding the information shared with 

him, and must use it to provide training that fulfills the company need. 

 

4. Outline at least two reasonable solutions/recommendations for the designer in the 

case. How do these solutions/recommendations address the challenges described in #2 

above? 
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Solution 1:  As noted in the case study, Mr. Gregersen has a law degree and was looking forward 

to the opportunity to apply that to the case. As an ad hoc subject matter expert for legal issues, he 

should prepare a brief report on the effects of training on the company from a legal standpoint, 

possibly using the draft product safety training program Mr. Neuhaus shared with him as a 

framework. The report may include examples of product liability training from the relevant 

literatures, and also a survey of product safety and liability legal cases in which training was an 

issue. Since examples would be drawn from the professional, research, and legal literature, it 

would not entail the sharing of ongoing legal cases. This report should be helpful in persuading 

Mr. Mull to overcome his resistance and illustrate how other companies meet the process 

oriented needs Mr. Neuhaus raises, as discussed in the needs and performance issues touched 

upon in Issue 1. Additionally, it may be possible to use this content later in the instruction, as 

discussed in Issue 2.   

Solution 2: A meeting of the stakeholders should be held to define the project, to come to a 

consensus regarding the instructional goals, and to obtain buy-in on those items from all of the 

parties from an instructional design standpoint. The stakeholders have competing requirements 

for the instruction and concerns surrounding its implementation but the instructional goals must 

be defined before design can begin. From his interviews with various employees, the prior 

training designed by legal, and the draft product safety program, Mr. Gregersen may have the 

information needed to conduct a front-end analysis of the needs and performance issues facing 

the company. This information may allow the stakeholders to agree on the instructional goals. 

Moreover, it would rein in the scope of the project identified in Issue 1 and provide a basis on 

which each of the instructional packages for each locality can be built, as discussed in Issue 2. 
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5. Discuss the pros and cons to each solution/recommendation. 

Solution 1: Present a report regarding potential legal impacts of training using outside examples. 

Pro: Addresses the hurdles in the project from a legal standpoint and might alleviate concerns 

regarding content and participation.  May also provide useful content for the training. 

Con: Preparation of the report could be time consuming when there is a short window for the 

development of content and still may not overcome the resistance of legal. Additionally, it may 

not be possible to find examples covering all of the training needs within the company. 

Solution 2: A stakeholder meeting to achieve consensus for the content of the training. 

Pro: If the instructional goals can be agreed upon, it might be possible to identify the needed 

instructional materials from within the training materials previously produced by legal and as 

part of the draft safety program. Agreement will ease the design of the instruction, possibly 

control the scope of the project, and make project management manageable. 

Con: Since the training needs are diverse in terms of job function, locality, and language, it may 

not be possible to identify instructional goals that meet training needs at every level of the 

company. 

 

6. What is your final recommendation? Justify your choice and discuss how you will 

eliminate or address the ‘cons’ listed in the previous point. 

Gaining the cooperation of legal is the highest priority for Mr. Gregersen, and is my final 

recommendation. It may be possible to convince Mr. Mull that the training actually serves 

company interests by demonstrating a commitment to conducting business in the most ethical 

manner possible and by establishing internal standards for product safety. As discussed by 

Frisque, et al. (2004), the Tylenol product tampering case did not damage the company in the 
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long-term because of the proactive approach the company took in handling the problem. 

Moreover, the authors note that a proactive approach on the part of corporations often bolsters 

their reputation. The Electron Corporation has an opportunity for this, and before an issue with 

product safety or liability arises.  

It seems clear that Mr. Mull’s resistance is holding up the rest of the project, but if we are 

to give him the benefit of the doubt, he might simply be uninformed. If he can be convinced of 

the need for training to cover the issues outlined by Mr. Neuhaus, solutions for the other issues 

faced by the project may fall into place.  Removing the obstacles posed by legal would improve 

communication issues with the other stakeholders, allow specification of instructional goals for 

the project, and potentially provide valuable source of legal advice for the adaptation of 

instructional content for other localities. It may not be possible to eliminate the time needed to 

compile the report as listed as a “con” above, but the loss of time may be necessary in getting the 

training designed. Another “con” was finding examples for each training need represented in the 

company. While this is still a concern, having every scenario covered may not be needed to sway 

Mr. Mull.  As for needing to identify instructional goals for every level of the company, it is 

hoped that enough of them are represented at the outset so that the training may be designed and 

those levels identified later can be addressed as the project progresses.  
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