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INTRODUCTION

Since the 1950s, the designers of training systems
have embraced the logical and deliberate methodol-
ogy of the Analyze, Design, Develop, Implement,
and Evaluate (ADDIE) Model in one form or an-
other (Figure 1) (Dick, Carey, & Carey, 2001;
Sugrue, 2003).

The inherent linear design of this model perpetu-
ates thinking that a single input leads to a single
output. Each phase has specific associated tasks
dependent on the phase preceding it. The conceptual
model is extremely linear in execution, albeit, ideally,
the activities should be interwoven (Smith & Ragan,
1999).  The traditional model implies terminality.

One cannot refute the efforts or the products, but
given the rapid advancement of technology and the
complexity of performance systems, it is time to
question the success of time-intensive approaches
based on the classic models (Foshay, 1995; Myers,
1999; Wallace, Hybert, Smith, & Blecke, 2003).

The Need for New Models

The field of instructional design (ID) recognizes that
no one instructional strategy or approach fits all ID

situations.  Why then would designers accept or
advocate that one design model fits all?  As we learn
more about how people learn, how information is
reconstructed in new situations, and how technology
applications can replace outdated instructional strat-
egies, the need for a variety of models becomes
readily apparent.  Product improvement (training) is
gained through a radical departure from current
modes or methodologies (Hammer & Champy, 1993).
Advancements in computer technology, multimedia,
and telecommunications probably have the greatest
impact on design, development, and distribution of
content.  Before a production group can create and
develop an idea, conduct a prototype program, and
evaluate its effectiveness, the content has changed.
A business model must address how an integrated
production team can design and produce quality
products in fluid environments.

THE QFD PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT
MODEL

Quality Function Deployment (QFD) has its roots in
manufacturing as a design quality tool.  Akao (1990)
first conceptualized QFD in 1966 as an approach to
new product development and concurrent engineer-
ing where customer requirements were integrated
into product design.  Hauser and Clausing brought
QFD into the mainstream of the quality movement in
the United States in 1988.  They coined “House of
Quality” to describe the modular building process for
the QFD matrix in a manner similar to adding
features to a house (Hauser & Clausing, 1988).  Since
its inception, QFD has been utilized worldwide in
almost every industry to prioritize customer needs
and wants, translate needs into actions, and to build

Figure 1.  Classic ADDIE model
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a product that considers customer satisfaction and
business goals (QFD Institute, 2004).

In competitive market environments, a success-
ful product is perceived by the customer as being of
high quality.  This quality imperative compels pro-
ducers to make every effort to make their product
possess the customer-desired attributes.  QFD is an
analytic technique that dynamically links and inte-
grates stakeholder needs, system requirements, and
design considerations.  QFD also helps designers
correlate and identify tradeoffs between the differ-
ent design elements and insures that all stakeholder
needs are met.  The result is a product that can be
efficiently and cost-effectively produced, while fully
satisfying the customer.

The Stakeholder as the Key to Success

Key to producing a high-quality training product is
the ability of the ID process to recognize and accom-
modate stakeholder needs (Ledgard & Taylor, 2004).
These stakeholders are usually the learners, the
department charged with the training mission, and
the company that is the work environment of the
learners.

The first stakeholder is the individual who ac-
quires the skills and capabilities to perform the job
within the operational system and environment.  This
stakeholder expects a “doable” and effective train-
ing environment and training that can be accom-
plished in a reasonable timeframe and that equips
him or her with skills necessary to achieve success
in the “real world.”

The second stakeholder is the training system
management that has responsibility for developing
the requisite level of competencies to enable the
learners to perform the jobs.

The third stakeholder is the organization.  This is
the employee’s company that benefits from the
successful implementation of the training.

Each stakeholder has a unique set of needs and
expectations that must be addressed in the design
effort.  The following process description demon-
strates how stakeholder needs can be identified,
integrated into the design process, and tracked through
the development process.

THE QFD PROCESS

The Quality Function Deployment technique is a
graphic-based process using one or more matrices
that show the relationships between stakeholder
requirements and various design elements.  The
QFD process is flexible and encourages innovative
thinking to tackle the many problems encountered
with designing an instructional product that satisfies
all the stakeholders.  The process is adaptable for
any situation.

Step 1:  Identifying Stakeholder
Requirements and Instructional
Imperatives

The QFD process begins with the “voice of the
customer” (Crow, 2004), that is, the identification of
the stakeholder needs and requirements.  These
requirements are stated simply and represent the
stakeholders’ desired attributes of the instructional
product.

This first step includes the following actions:

• identify instructional imperatives (such as strat-
egies, delivery methods, or constraints) that
accommodate the stakeholder requirements;

• generate stakeholder requirements and instruc-
tional imperatives by brainstorming or some
similar approach.

Step 1 requires that designers maintain a stake-
holder focus throughout the process.

Figure 2.  Basic starting QFD matrix

 



 

 

7 more pages are available in the full version of this document, which may be

purchased using the "Add to Cart" button on the publisher's webpage: www.igi-

global.com/chapter/quality-function-deployment-training-design/12311

Related Content

Electronic Portfolios and Education: A Different Way to Assess Academic Success
S. M. Hewett (2008). Online and Distance Learning: Concepts, Methodologies, Tools, and Applications  (pp. 3200-

3213).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/electronic-portfolios-education/27625

Recent Contributions to a Generic Architecture Design that Supports Learning Objects Interoperability
Sotirios Botsiosand Dimitrios A. Georgiou (2009). International Journal of Distance Education Technologies (pp. 17-

37).

www.irma-international.org/article/recent-contributions-generic-architecture-design/37427

ARS Evoltion: Reflections and Recommendations
Harold M. Horowitz (2008). Online and Distance Learning: Concepts, Methodologies, Tools, and Applications  (pp.

2997-3006).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/ars-evoltion-reflections-recommendations/27608

Adaptive Device Context Based Mobile Learning Systems
Haitao Pu, Jinjiao Lin, Yanwei Songand Fasheng Liu (2013). System and Technology Advancements in Distance

Learning (pp. 43-54).

www.irma-international.org/chapter/adaptive-device-context-based-mobile/68750

Research on the Relationship Between Teacher Support and Learning Engagement in Chinese High

School Information Technology Courses: Mediation Effect Analysis Based on Computer Self-Efficacy
Bing Liu, Liping Xu, Xiaobing Luoand Shui-lin Lu (2023). International Journal of Information and Communication

Technology Education (pp. 1-21).

www.irma-international.org/article/research-on-the-relationship-between-teacher-support-and-learning-engagement-in-chinese-high-

school-information-technology-courses/322025

http://www.igi-global.com/chapter/quality-function-deployment-training-design/12311
http://www.igi-global.com/chapter/quality-function-deployment-training-design/12311
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/electronic-portfolios-education/27625
http://www.irma-international.org/article/recent-contributions-generic-architecture-design/37427
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/ars-evoltion-reflections-recommendations/27608
http://www.irma-international.org/chapter/adaptive-device-context-based-mobile/68750
http://www.irma-international.org/article/research-on-the-relationship-between-teacher-support-and-learning-engagement-in-chinese-high-school-information-technology-courses/322025
http://www.irma-international.org/article/research-on-the-relationship-between-teacher-support-and-learning-engagement-in-chinese-high-school-information-technology-courses/322025

