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Helen Keier 

EDCI 67200, Fall 2012 

 

Reflection on Developing ID Expertise 

 

Analyze your own case responses in terms of the characteristics of expert ID problem 

solving. 

 

Ertmer and Stepich (2005) argued that expert thinking in instructional design is 

comprised of two components, problem finding and problem solving, which are in turn 

made up a series of related subcomponents.  Problem finding contains synthesizing, a 

focus on principles, identifying relationships among issues, and reflection, where 

problem solving encompasses identifying relationships among solutions, a consideration 

of implications, and flexibility in proposed solutions.  In the following review of the case 

analyses I have written thus far, I will critically examine my identification of the 

problems and the problems I identified. 

 

Case 1 – Denny Clifford  

 

Problem Finding - The following was my identification of the design problems in the 

Clifford case study: 

 

“First, a key design challenge in this case is defining the project in terms that 

enable Mr. Clifford to produce instructional materials that reflect the purpose of 
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the instruction.  The instruction is based on social constructivist principles in 

which instruction is largely learner-directed through problem-based activities, 

and in this specific case, lacks a formal structure, defined content, set of 

standards, and clearly stated objectives as provided by the sponsor (Dr. Oakes).  

A second design challenge faced by Mr. Clifford is developing a distribution 

method for the instruction that takes Dr. Oakes’ time constraints into account 

while also giving the participating instructors the flexibility to complete the 

training according to their own schedules. 

 

In retrospect, I believe it is clear that as a statement of the problems in the Clifford 

case study, this needs further development.  Dreyfus and Dreyfus (1986) note that in the 

novice stage of skill acquisition, objective facts are recognized and rules relevant to the 

skill are followed.  While the observations I made are not incorrect, in my opinion, they 

demonstrate a novice’s level of skill according to that standard. Additionally, I did not 

focus on the principles of instructional design as an expert would.  Although there are 

elements of the ADDIE model present in my depiction of the problems (analysis and 

implementation issues are implied), the model itself nor the context it provides are 

mentioned.  Without the overall context provided by the instructional design model, it is 

not possible to properly examine the relationships among the issues in the case study in a 

systemic way.  In sum, I feel there is little reflection upon the problem.  I considered how 

the instructional design related to the issues I identified by noting “in this specific case,” 

but I essentially gave a summary, and didn’t really synthesize the information such that I 

was able to see the “big picture.” 
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Problem Solving – The solutions I identified in the Clifford case analysis were: 

 

“Solution 1: Develop learning objectives (possibly stated as goals so as to 

remain consistent with Dr. Oakes’ constructivist approach) and identify 

instructional content from given resources, and outline an instructional strategy 

to be presented to Dr. Oakes for her input and feedback. “  

 

“Solution 2: Investigate online delivery methods for the instruction, such as an 

open learning management system such as Coursesites.com. “ 

 

Ertmer and Stepich (2005) note that in expert problem solving, there are explicit 

links between issues and solutions.  Although the two solutions cited above do relate 

back to the issues mentioned earlier, they are still that of novice or perhaps of an 

intelligent novice for a few reasons.  For example, Ertmer and Stepich also argued that 

the solutions proposed by an expert are “woven together in terms of relationships that are 

hierarchical, cause and effect, chronological, and so on” (p. 41).  The above solutions are 

unconnected to each other.  The ideas are presented, but are independent.  Had I been 

further into along toward developing the skills of an expert, I might have taken both 

solutions to the next logical level and proposed an integrated approach to the problem, 

perhaps suggesting constructivist learning activities that would be appropriate to an 

online learning environment.  Additionally, there is a rigidity to the solutions I suggested, 

characterized by use of very prescriptive terms (“develop,” “investigate”).  As the novice 

and expert examples in Ertmer and Stepich (2005) demonstrate, often the distinction 

between the two is not the content identified, but what is done with that information and 
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how nuanced the interpretation is.  My solutions for the Clifford case don’t achieve the 

higher standard. 

 

Case 2 – Craig Gregersen 

 

Problem Finding – I believe I faired a little better in the Gregersen case analysis, citing 

the following problems: 

 

“Issue 1: …Product liability at the Electron Corporation is a broad subject and 

the issues change depending on the speaker… 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...” 

 

“Issue 2: The Electron Corporation has plants in 16 countries and operates in 

countless others… 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 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...” 
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This was a step forward in terms of identifying problems with reference to the larger 

context in which they occur, and in relation to the principles of the ADDIE instructional 

design model.  In line with the elements of expert synthesis identified by Ertmer and 

Stepich (2005), the ADDIE model is applied to the circumstances of the case study, the 

issues are stated more in my own words rather than as a summary, and I drew upon other 

sources than those presented within the case study.   

However, I do think I still would place myself within a novice or intelligent 

novice in terms of skill because of a lack of experience and accuracy.  In the Gregersen 

case analysis, I placed too much focus on communication, and I believe it confounded 

other issues (see below, in problem solving).  I don’t think that given the experience and 

feedback I gained in working through this case analysis, I would cast communication as 

importantly as I did initially. It certainly was an issue, but I believe in relation to other 

issues, I misidentified its priority, noting “The highest overall priority has to be placed on 

solving the communication problems among the shareholders.”  In retrospect, whether 

the needs of the company were met is a much more pertinent issue. 

 

Problem Solving – I think I identified one interesting solution, and almost suggested 

another: 

 

“Solution 1:… As an ad hoc subject matter expert for legal issues, [Mr. 

Gregersen] 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. 
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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…” 

 

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

to come to a consensus regarding the instructional goals… 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...” 

 

In the first solution, there is some identification of the relationships between parts of 

the solution, and a consideration of the implications.  And again, as in the previously 

discussed analysis, the solutions relate back to the issues, as per the expert problem 

solving characteristics identified by Ertmer and Stepich (2005).  However, despite the use 

of the prescriptive “should” in the solutions, I believe the solutions I gave for the 

Gregersen case are fairly flexible.  The solutions are more tentative, characterizing the 

outcomes as things that “may” happen.  They acknowledge that the solutions may not 

proceed as desired and introduce alternatives for addressing the issues.  Moreover, the 

solutions meet the ISPI Code of Ethics (ISPI, 2002) in that the solutions aren’t 

necessarily what particular stakeholders want to see happen but a solution that integrates 

the competing requirements of the stakeholders into a potential outcome they can all 

accept and will benefit the company.  The first solution also provides information and a 
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basis for the second solution, although I should have explicitly stated this in the case 

analysis.   

Alternatively, in the second solution, we can see how by focusing too much on the 

communication issues (as discussed earlier), I touched upon the need for a front-end 

analysis but didn’t see the issue through.  I didn’t probe deeply enough to see what issues 

the communication problems might have been obscuring. 

 

Case 3 – Beth Owens 

 

Problem Finding - In the Owens case study, I wrote: 

 

“Issue 1:... In terms of the ADDIE instructional design process, this request 

includes both an evaluation to examine the current state of the program and an 

analysis to plan for growth and improvements, but the case study provides only 

preliminary information.  Other variables… have to be identified and examined, 

and go beyond what is cited in the case study.  The evaluation and analysis of 

the program is a multi-faceted empirical question that requires more of an in-

depth examination than it has received thus far.  Although typically separate 

processes, evaluation and analysis are combined here because the information 

uncovered during the evaluation should inform the analysis. “ 

 

“Issue 2: At first glance, it appears that Chef Reiner follows a behaviorist model 

of instruction, and as Ms. Owens notes, this approach has been useful in 

teaching the students the basic professional skills they need to learn, even if 

Chef Reiner is perceived as overly strict.  However, although it is true that 

professional kitchens are ordered environments, it can be argued that a 

successful chef needs to be creative and have the ability to improvise.  These 
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self-directed skills may be best developed through constructivist learning… 

Using behaviorist teaching as a gateway to more constructivist techniques has 

support in the instructional design literature (Ertmer & Newby, 1993; Miranda, 

2009).  Moreover, it may be possible to expand on the activities in the student 

dining room to accommodate this, providing important service-oriented projects 

as recommended by Monk, Bourdeau, and Capra (2007).” 

 

I believe the examples from the Owens case study are perhaps the best developed 

I’ve done thus far, and that isn’t surprising given that it is the most recent.  I believe the 

examples reflect each of the subcomponents of problem finding.  For example, there is 

synthesis in the identification of both evaluation and analysis needs (and their 

relationship to each other).  Moreover, there is reflection in the recognition that there is 

more information needed and examination thereof than what is provided in the case 

study. Additionally, in drawing attention to the multi-faceted and interrelated processes, 

the relationships between the issues are acknowledged.  I think through the three case 

studies I have done my skills have improved, although I still wouldn’t describe it as 

expert.  Although the missing information is characterized as “a means to an end” as an 

expert would, rather than as a novice’s identification of “a primary problem,” I’m not 

sure I considered the information as “an end in itself” (Ertmer and Stepich, 2005, p. 40). 

Additionally, these examples show a progression of skill in that like the problem 

finding in the Gregersen case, the principles of the ADDIE model are discussed, the 

issues are related in my own words to an even greater degree, and in addition to the 

articles I cited, I used an outside source to support a point I was making (the citation of 

Ertmer and Newby, 1993). 
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Problem Solving - The solutions I identified in the Owens case analysis were: 

 

“Solution 1: Conduct a systematic evaluation and front-end analysis of the 

culinary arts program that examines factors that impact student retention, and 

provides reliable data on which to base important decisions and create 

actionable growth and improvement plans going forward.” 

 

“Solution 2: With Chef Reiner and in consultation with other faculty as subject 

matter experts, examine the curriculum to identify and develop courses that may 

be used to build upon the basic-level skills the students acquire in introductory 

courses and that may appropriately include self-directed constructivist 

activities.“ 

 

As in the previous two analyses, the solutions are linked to the identified issues.  I 

believe these solutions also take into account a consideration of the implications of the 

solutions, placing the evaluation and analysis of the program within the context of the 

program’s and school’s long-term goals, and also within the context of the culinary arts 

program’s instructional methodology and faculty.  However, in her feedback 

accompanying the case study, Dr. Gopalakrishnan asked “Are these solutions mutually 

exclusive? Couldn’t they both be deployed?”  I would have to say that this feedback is 

fair.  The solutions aren’t mutually exclusive, but I now see that they are instead parts of 

an integrated solution that addresses the program as a whole.  I think I was so overly 

concerned with producing two solutions that I did not see the relationships between them.  

Additionally, I have not presented an alternative plan should either of these solutions not 

work out.  Lastly, I see that I again used very directive and prescriptive language in the 
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solutions, so one of my take-aways from this exercise is to be conscious of a tendency to 

do that. 

 

Develop an action plan for your continued development. 

 

Taking each of the case analyses into account, I would say that although I did develop my 

skills as expert thinker and instructional designer through the semester, I still have a ways 

to go.  I definitely feel I lack experience, and that can only be gained with time and 

exposure to additional instructional design opportunities.  However, in writing this 

reflection, I believe that I have identified several areas on which to focus my 

development.  At most, I would say that I am an intelligent novice that shows some level 

of promise and talent, but I also don’t feel this is overly harsh.  Knowledge comes with 

experience.  As an action plan, I would like to develop my skills through an active 

engagement in the following activities: 

 

Develop an internal checklist of questions to ask not only of a project or issue being 

examined, but also of myself during the analysis process.  For example, we can ask 

ourselves what the design issues are in a given analysis, how those issues might be 

related, and what their implications are in terms of instruction.  However, until I am a 

more experienced instructional designer, I also need to ask myself whether I have asked 

enough questions, whether I have looked at the “big picture” for how elements of an issue 

or problem are interrelated, and whether I have sufficiently looked at all perspectives on 

the problem. 
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Develop flexible thinking that allows for multiple unique and integrated solutions to a 

problem.  One thing I noticed about my thought process as I worked through the case 

studies was that I’d hit upon one solution but then have trouble coming up with a second.  

I was not sure if this was because the first solution fit the majority of the issues raised in 

the particular study, if this was because I was hitting a “design block,” a lack of 

experience, or some combination of the these factors.  I also tended to be very directive in 

the solutions, a potential sign of rigid responses.  Lastly, I need to incorporate more 

alternative planning into my solutions, so that I have a “plan B,” as suggested by Ertmer 

and Stepich (2005). 

 

Make a point of reading articles from the instructional design literature, unconnected to 

a course or project, as often as feasible to build a personal body of knowledge and 

reference for use when critiquing issues and problems.  I realize that I am not as 

knowledgeable about the field as I need to be (if there is anything I do know, it’s that I 

don’t know everything), and that my personal body of knowledge needs to include 

resources that I might not have discovered if I only focused on the project or paper I 

might be working on a given moment.  Additionally, spending time reading more of the 

literature will present opportunities to not only build my body of knowledge, but also 

apply critical thinking skills in contextually appropriate ways for our discipline. 
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