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The papers by Morrison and Tessmer
reflect the experiences of two instruc-
tional designers who work in quite
different organizations. They have de-
scribed a number of common observa-
tions and concerns as well as some
unique ideas. Perhaps the idea that
stands out most in the papers is the
apparent contrast of roles of the de-
signer vis-a-vis the subject specialist in
various working situations. Consider
the university situation described by
Tessmer in which the designer serves
as a consultant to the subject specialist.
In this case, the subject specialist will
use the instruction in his or her own
classroom. Tessmer's paper offers a
number of suggestions for handling
this relationship. At the other extreme
is the business and industry situation
described by Morrison in which the
roles often are completely reversed.
The decision maker in this case is likely
to be the designer and the consultant
the subject specialist.

Morrison has made the interesting
observation that there really is a con-
tintum and not a dichotomy in this
situation. He describes the situation in
which one is creating instructor-led
training in which there will be multiple
sections and multiple instructors for a
course. While both the subject special-
ist and the designer maintain their re-
spective interests in the content and its
delivery, itis not a clear either/or situa-
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tion. They must both recognize the
strengths and weaknesses of the in-
structors who will eventually deliver
the instruction.

How important is this role reversal

for the designer? At this point, it’s not
entirely clear. For example, both of the
papers refer to problems, regardless of
the setting, that the designer must an-
ticipate in working with the subject
specialist: the specialists want to teach
everything, they rarely recognize a
need for an instructional designer, they
know what they want, and they are
always busy. Morrison and Tessmer
have directly or indirectly indicated
that the problem is how to work effec-
tively with a subject specialist, regard-
less of the setting in which the work is
to be accomplished.

The primary solution proposed by
Morrison and Tessmer is to train design-
ers in inferpersonal, group process,
and communication skills. Morrison

has been very specific in his recom-
mendations for how the designer
should be trained to handle the rela-
tionship. ke suggests, for example,
that the subject specialist should be
made to feel good about the projectand
develop some sense of ownership, and
that the designer should avoid instruc-
tional development jargon and be
graceful in dealing with the “sacred
cows” that are a part of every disci-
pline.

The specificity of these suggestions
will be helpful in terms of their use in
classes that deal with this aspect of in-
structional design. A possible addition
to the list of skills is the use of formative
evaluation procedures as a method of
arbitrating subject specialist-designer
disagreements. Forexample, frying out
prototype tests or sets of instructional
materials with students can provide
face-saving answers to many ques-
tions.

. . . trying out prototype tests or sets
of instructional materials with students
can provide face-saving answers to many

questions.
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. . . technical design skills—you can’t be a
very good designer without them, no matter
how good you are at other things.

The authors have highlighted
another aspect of a successful relation-
ship with a subject specialist. Design-
ers must be confident that they have
the instructional design skills that will
be required to successfully carry out a
project. This is not arrogance, but
rather a perception of ability to succeed
based upon successes in the past in
similar situations. This seems to be the
crux of the sitzation. How does the de-
signer reach this state of quiet confi-
dence in his or her ability to work with a
subject specialist?

Most people who hire designers in
industry or instructional support cen-
ters assume that both design and inter-
personal skills have been taught in the
academic training programs that pre-
pare instructional designers. It's a fair
assumption, and at least partially true.
Students in instructional development
programs vary in both their academic
and interpersonal abilities. In nearly
every program with which this author
is familiar, the major emphasis in the
curriculum is on the development of
the technical design skills—you can’t
be a very good designer without them,
no matter how good you are at other
things.

How are interpersonal and com-
munications skills taught? Mostly
through trial and error in assis-
tantships, internships, and initial jobs
on campus. There is no question that
most instructional designers practicing
today first learned about the unique
peculiarities of subject specialists by sit-
ting across the table from one in a proj-
ect meeting. This pseudo on-the-job
training is certainly not all bad. A lot
has been learned under these circum-
stances.

B

However, Tessmer has suggested

that the training programs for design

students should include the opportu-
nity to observe interactions, to critique
the interactions, to engage in role play-
ing, and eventually to do something he
calls “doing interactions in field situa-
tions.”” At Florida State, a course has
been developed which includes mary
of these opportunities. The course,
“Developing Instructor-Led Instruc-
tion,” is offered to students who have
already completed a basic instructional
design course in which they preduced
and evaluated a unit of print-based in-
struction.

In this secorid design course, each
student serves as both a designer and a
subject specialist. Students identify a
specialty area in which they would like
to deliver a one-hour workshop, and
other students in the course are as-
signed to work with them as the de-
signers of the workshops. These as-
signments are made very early in the
course so that each student is playing a
dual role: as a designer of a workshop
in a content area with which he or sheis
not familiar, and as a subject specialist
who is having a workshop designed for
him or her to deliver. The focus of the
instruction in the course is on the skills
needed by the designer to produce
group-based, instructor-led instruc-
tion.

During the first offering of the
course, the instructors paid relatively
little attention to the quality of the rela-
tionships that were developing among
the students as they played their two
roles. The students were told to see the
instructors if there were problems.
Some did come, but very few. Each
student was required to keep a log of

meetings and to write a brief critique of
the experience at the end of the course.

The reactions of the students to this
dual role of designer in one situation
and subject specialist in another were
varied and often personally insightful.
For example, one student recognized
how his own submissive behavior as a
designer had resulted in the domina-
tion of the project by the more assertive
subject specialist. This student had a
real insight into his own behavier and
how it affected the outcome of the de-
sign of the instruction,

Some of the students’ reactions were
not positive, Several developed what
might be considered hard-nosed at-
titudes about the situation. One stated
that it was the responsibility of the de-
signer to define the role of the subject
specialist and that the specialist should
not be consulted on development deci-
sions thatimpact on instructional effec-
tiveness.

Another student was even more
adamant about the necessity of reach-
ing an agreement about the roles of the
people in the relationship. “If this had
been a real situation, I would have re-
fused to do the job until and unless the
subject specialist agreed in writing to
the amount and type of input that they
would be providing, and that I could
not be held responsible for the outcome
if the amount and type of input was
considered insufficient. I am not a
mind reader!” One does not have to
lock between the lines to detect that
this student felt he had been burned by
the subject specialist who didn’t deliver
what was needed for the designer to do
his job.

These student comments exemplify a
major point in the course, and one that
is made in the Morrison and Tessmer
papers, namely the importance of each
party in the relationship having an ac-
curate perception of his or her role and
of the expectations which will be made
of them. In this regard, it is interesting
that the views of the subject specialist
are not represented in the Morrison
and Tessmer papers. If they were, Fm
sure they would also say, “Let’s agree
on what we are trying to accomplish,
on what each of us will do, and when it
will get done.”

Perhaps this view is a little too
simplistic, but it does seem possible to
achieve this perspective if all parties
understand their roles. In this regard,
the brief forms described by Tessmer
lay the groundwork between the de-
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signer and the subject specialist by stat-
ing what instructional alternatives are
available and how services will be
provided. These documents are re-
viewed in private by the subject special-
ist and then discussed with the de-
signer. The nature of the questions that
the specialist must answer on the forms
requires that agreement be reached on
many aspects of the project, particu-
larly that of the role of the subject spe-
cialist, before any work begins. While
the forms themselves may not be ap-
propriate in the context of business and
industry, the concept and approach
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are. It may be predicted that, regard-
less of the setting, the greater the extent
to which the subject specialist under-
stands the total project and his or her
role in it, the greater the probability
that a successful relationship will exist
between the specialist and the de-
signer. An alternative result of this
clarification process might be the ter-
mination of the relationship between
the subject specialist and the designer.
This may not necessarily be viewed asa
negative outcome.

One more observation by a student
in the Florida State course is worth not-

ing. All the studenis’ comments that
have been referred to in this article
were written from the point of view of
the designer, but one student also
chose to discuss his reaction to his role
as the subject specialist-instructor for a
workshop which was designed by
another student. He states, “The use of
instruction designed by another person
reinforces the understanding of how
various are the forms of human nature,
even when they are following the same
rules.” No matter how well designers
are trained, variety will continue to be
the spice of life.
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