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	PERSPECTIVES ON THE TRAINING INDUSTRY AND ITS SOUL








These are the best of times.  The training profession is alive, growing and increasingly well-accepted.  And for those of us who have made our living in the business of education and training, it feels very good to see the movement and progress over the last decade.  The signs are everywhere.





Training is now a $60 billion dollar a year business in the United States alone.  This figure has increased steadily every year and has grown 26% from 1993 when the total US expenditure was $48 billion (Training Magazine, 1998).   To put this figure in perspective, the amount the United States spends on training is larger than the gross national product of Libya or Kuwait.





In addition to the size of the industry in general, leading indicators are also very positive. Training expenditures as a percent of total payroll have increased from 1996 to 1997 as have training expenditures per employee. The current payroll percentage devoted to training is roughly 2% on average and 4.4% for leading-edge companies while training expenditure per person is $650 per year on average and $1950 for leading-edge companies (ASTD, 1999).  The percentage of employees trained is now over 70% in most industries and training budgets are seven times more likely to increase from 1997 to 1998.





The training industry associations are stronger than ever.  The American Society of Training and Development (ASTD) had 21,000 members in 1980, and today their membership numbers more than forty four thousand professionals. Training Magazine, the industry’s most far-reaching publication, is received by more than 60,000 people monthly.  In addition, each year, training professionals gather at major conferences which, by themselves, have become big business.  Major conferences such as Training ‘98 (sponsored by Training Magazine), Computer Training and Support and the annual  ASTD Conference usually attract audiences of ten to fifteen thousand people.  If the average cost of a three to four day conference including registration, airfare, and living expenses is $1200 (conservative estimate), then each of these conferences generates $12 million dollars by itself.  





The Universities and Colleges are also recognizing the maturation of the training profession.  In the 1960s and early 70s, leadership was confined to a handful of Universities.  The source of instructional, curriculum, evaluation and technology experts was limited to the supply that Illinois, Syracuse, Indiana, Florida State, Utah and USC could provide.  Now, excellent programs are abundant and the supply from Masters and Doctoral programs has increased tenfold.  














The credibility of the training profession has been undoubtedly affected by the entry of big business.  If Wall Street sees value, then by definition, there must be.  It was virtually unfathomable five years ago to think that some of the world’s richest and most shrewd businessmen would look to training as a major area of investment and growth.  Renown businessmen Michael Milliken and Larry Ellison (CEO of Oracle) are willing to invest over $500 million dollars to build Knowledge Universe.  Over two dozen companies are now part of this new enterprise and its management expects Knowledge Universe to reach $5 billion in revenues in the short term (Bernstein, 1998).  Paul Allen, co-founder of Microsoft and owner of the Portland TrailBlazers and Seattle SeaHawks, has invested millions in tools for computer-based and Internet training.  Bill Gates, himself, is likewise investing in tools and technologies to speed learning, promote distance education, and accelerate skills transfer.  The publishing industry is already heavily into acquiring and assimilating training companies.  Times Mirror, McGraw-Hill, The Washington Post and Thompson Publishing are significant players in education and training.  The rush will continue.  





A major reason for these best of times is that --after many years of missionary work--training is approaching legitimacy within the eyes of corporate America.  There will always be battles around this issue, but there has been more progress in the last five years than in the preceding fifty, because of a confluence of three factors: more varied and respected intellectual leadership; the worldwide shortage of skilled professionals; and a growing body of empirical evidence that training impacts job performance and the bottom line. 





INTELLECTUAL LEADERSHIP





The training industry has always had our share of leading spokespersons.  After all, effective presentation is part of a good trainer’s job, and many have come to a leadership position through excellence in the classroom.  Another indicator of the growth of the training industry is the number of speakers who authoritatively address the science and craft of training:  Raymond Fox, Gloria Gery,  Robert Mager, David Merril, Eliot Masie, Sivasalim Thiagarian, Donald Kirkpatrick, Joe Harless, Tom Gilbert, Nancy Weingarten and Jack Bowsher, to name just a few.





But these people are our own.  As powerful and persuasive as they are for trainers and educators, it is the external view of our profession that has changed; and for this leadership we look elsewhere.  The first source is the economists who believe that 


training has a very significant role in propelling the new economy. Perhaps the most consistent voice belongs to Robert Reich, former Secretary of Labor and Harvard Professor.    Reich and his colleagues have examined how different nations have approached the world of work and what the shift from agricultural to industrial to global informational economies means for the future. 





 In his “Work of Nations,” Reich argues that the traditional ways of defining an economy--money, technology, factories, equipment, natural resources--are becoming less meaningful in the global economy





	The real economic challenge facing the United States in the years ahead--the 	same as that facing every other nation--is to increase the potential value


	of what its citizens can add to the global economy, by enhancing their skills


	and capabilities... (Reich, 1991)





Two other leading economists echo the same views.  Lester Thurow of MIT states: “ In the 21st Century, the education and skills of the workforce will be the dominant competitive weapon”.   Ray Marshall, another former Secretary of Labor, says:  “ The future now belongs to societies that organize themselves for learning.  What we know and can do holds the key to economic progress, just as natural resources once did.”  (Marshall and Tucker, 1992)





So there it is; knowledge and skills matter....big time.





The second source is from the field of management and organizational development.  There is a rich history of contributions from this field to training, almost as much as the core contributions from psychology.  Frederick Taylor, Kurt Lewin, Eric Trist, George Odiorne and Frederick Herzberg to name a few have all impacted our understanding of the people and organizations that we train.  Peter Drucker and Warren Bennis have been the most articulate and persuasive spokesmen on the role of management, leadership, the new economy and its social impacts.  Drucker, in particular, has been so prolific and encompassing, his insights cross boundaries:





	The performance of an individual, an organization, an industry, a country in 


	acquiring and applying knowledge will increasingly become the key competitive 


	factor--for career and earnings opportunities of the individuals; for the


	performance, perhaps even the survival, of the individual organization; for an 	industry; and for a country.  The knowledge society will become “far more


	competitive” than any society we have yet known--for the simple reason


	that with knowledge being universally accessible, there are no reasons


	for nonperformance.  There will be no “poor” countries.  There will be only 


	ignorant countries.  (Drucker, 1995)





In l990, Peter Senge authored “The Fifth Discipline” and the term Learning Organization was born.  It resonated and made immediate sense to its audience, although the book itself was often abstract and less intuitive than its famous sub-title.  The term “learning organization” fit perfectly into the way consultants and experts were viewing corporations.  How can all the energy, knowledge and competence of people be captured within an organization to improve performance?  How can human capital be harnessed and leveraged?  How can technology be used to create knowledge objects and networks?  Can an organizational culture for learning be established and continually supported at all levels of a company? (Senge, 1990)





These questions sound familiar but are no longer just training issues; they have become the province of major consulting organizations.  It is interesting to note that seldom in  discussions of the “Learning Organization” and one of its successors, “ Knowledge Management,” does formal training take a prominent place.  But terms such as skills, competencies, learning, continual learning and mastery are ubiquitous.  Major consulting practices within the Big Six and their counterparts have developed the specialty of Knowledge Management to include elaborate enterprise systems powered by databases, assessment engines, and global networks to harness and leverage knowledge as a corporate asset.  And other consulting frameworks have incorporated the importance of learning, continuous improvement and a competent workforce.  The Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan and Norton, 1992), one of the more popular frameworks for evaluating strategy and corporate performance, includes as one of its four perspectives:  “Learning and Innovation.”





The important point is not to determine which consulting mantra to follow or how to trace the lineage from Peter Senge to Dr Nonaka, the distinguished Professor of Knowledge at Berkeley (Training, 1999), but that corporations and organizations worldwide are now recognizing that the knowledge, skills and performance of people are mission critical to productivity and performance. If knowledge can be leveraged and organizations can learn from within, then success will follow.  Experts from different disciplines and backgrounds are reinforcing this message.  Skills matter and it may take many delivery systems and technologies to address this problem.





SHORTAGE OF SKILLED EMPLOYEES





Seldom is just the message from experts and opinion leaders enough to change prevailing practices; when businesses are affected, the transition becomes more real.  There is currently a serious shortage of skilled personnel throughout the world.  Seventy percent of major companies worldwide cite lack of skilled workers as the major barrier to growth.  No where is this problem more acute than in the field of Information Technology (IT). Consider the following: 





In the United States alone there are 200,000 IT job openings





Every company with more than 100 employees has at least 3 IT job openings





In the next seven years, companies will require over one million new employees in the field of information technology (ITTA, 1997)





This skills supply problem gets worse because the number of college graduates with computer science degrees is actually declining while the need in the marketplace is accelerating.  Because of the incredible demand, employees will be moving from company to company and turnover rates will average 20% per year (Gartner Group, 1998).  Also, with all these shifts, productivity will undoubtedly be impacted as continuity and consistency suffer.  And all of this is within a context that even for the skilled workforce, skill levels are inadequate to deal with rapidly changing and more advanced technology.  Currently, it is estimated that nearly seven out of ten information technology projects are over budget, behind schedule or miss objectives (Technical Training, 1999)  The skills deficit is pervasive and far reaching; skills are at a premium.





Training impacts skill gaps in two ways.  The first is that individuals and organizations recognize the value of training in attracting, maintaining and developing professional staff.  Employees see the value of being competent and current in new technologies.  In an Information Week survey (Information Week, 1997) of 400 senior IT executives, the number one factor in attracting and retaining programmers was training (over 80%); this rating was higher than flexible hours, various compensation plans, equipment or job titles.  The Gartner Group (1998) has demonstrated that organizations that build strong training and retention programs experience turnover rates of 12% or below compared to twice this percentage for companies that do not have these programs.  The return on investment calculations are easy.  If the average direct cost of replacing an experienced IT employee is $19,000  (CIO Magazine, 1998), retention has significant rewards.  It is important to note that this direct cost does not include lost time, extended learning curves and declines in productivity.





The second impact, of course, is that training is a primary vehicle to reduce skill gaps by improving the knowledge, skills and performance of people. Companies recognize this fact.   Investments in IT training are greater than any other segment or type of training. One third of all training within an organization is devoted to information technology.  While the general per person training expenditure is $650 dollars, for technology training this amount is $940 (Training, 1998); and for specialized technical employees seeking certification, the investment can be $6,000 to $10,000 per person.  Leading companies allocate 7 to 10% of their IT budgets for training.  The Gartner Group predicts that within three years, 60% of major corporations will institutionalize a formal IT skill management process that assesses, inventories, forecasts and weights different competency levels (Gartner Group, 1999).  The purpose of these systems is “to get the right person in the right place on the right job.”  





In this context, training is not a “nice to have” or something to keep HR happy, it is mission critical.  It is essential to the core competencies and even the survival of the IT organization.  Without skilled people, the millions of dollars spent on hardware, software and connectivity is clearly at risk.  In this industry, training is no longer a cost but a necessity.  





IMPACT OF TRAINING





Training is also healthy outside of Information Technology.   The growth rates in the IT segment have been very strong, but it does not take too long to remember similar demand and growth rates in the areas of customer service and quality training.  And there is always a strong need for sales training, especially in fast changing, evolving markets.  But beyond the success stories in these segments, there is a growing body of evidence that establishes the general value of training to an organization.  





The American Society of Training and Development (ASTD) has undertaken a research project that supports its State of the Industry Reports and Benchmarking Service.  Bassi and Van Buren (1999) have taken data on training investment and linked them to measures of overall company performance in five areas: profitability, quality of products and services, customer satisfaction, employee satisfaction and ability to retain essential employees.  The results suggest that organizations that invest more in training are more profitable.  As the authors state, “ the amount of training an organization provides is 


highly associated with its ability to outperform similar organizations.”  These findings support an earlier study that attaches actual dollar values to these differences (Bassi and McMurrer, 1998).  








EXPENDITURE�
ANNUAL SALES PER EMPLOYEE�
ANNUAL PROFIT PER EMPLOYEE�
�
Upper 50th Percentile�
$386,171�
$168,486�
�
Lower 50th Percentile�
$245,091�
$121,412�
�






It is assumed that a greater investment in training leads to a higher quality solution which, in turn, impacts performance.  Without quality training, the equation breaks down.  In addition, these research studies do not show a causal effect between training and performance.  As more data are gathered over the years, the authors will be better able to describe the relationship between training and company performance.  Is training a lead or lag indicator of performance?  And to what extent is this relationship mutually supporting?  While these questions remain, it is important that this link does exist.  It becomes an anchor for the training profession so that we know--beyond intuition and individual case studies--that when training is developed and implemented correctly, it has an impact.





These, then, are at least very good times.   The convergence of a number of factors have given training an importance and credibility it has rarely enjoyed.  Intellectual leaders in a variety of disciplines see the value.  Major consulting companies are adding human capital and knowledge management practices to the scope of their services.  Within the field of information technology, training is seen as both a way to attract top-notch people and improve the skills of the current workforce.  And through disciplined inquiry, there is now more than anecdotal or individual evidence that quality training makes a difference.  The result is documented and unprecedented training growth rates and major interest from the financial community in the future of companies that are devoted to improving the knowledge, skills and performance of people.  





The training industry is healthier than it has ever been.  But all of these indicators address the industry and institution of training at the macro level.  They are also more about the business and economics of training, not about the essence of learning upon which these external views should be built.  So it is useful to look at the essence or the soul of training and determine if its prognosis is just as healthy.








AN INWARD VIEW:  THE FUNDAMENTAL DICHOTOMY





The first step in this analysis is the most difficult: agreeing on the basic foundation for training.  This is not simply a philosophical discussion but one that defines our profession.  It is made all the more difficult because rhetoric often obscures reality.  And it is further complicated by the fact that there are two competing perspectives that sometimes seem interchangeable but are really quite different.  





The two perspectives are not particularly new; they were perhaps best characterized in the early 1960s as the difference between teaching and learning objectives.  Teaching objectives are concerned with the instructional process, the organizational structure of content and methods, and “what is presented” in an educational or training program.  Our responsibility as trainers in this perspective is to present the highest quality instruction and information as input into the learning process.





Learning objectives are directly tied to producing results (Mager, 1973).  By definition, a learning objective documents proposed growth, change, improvement or attainment in a person’s knowledge, skills or performance.  Our responsibility as trainers in this perspective is to not only present quality content and methods but to insure that learning occurs for each individual. There is a whole different level of accountability and complexity  for learning objectives than presentation objectives.





As educators and trainers, we can all recount our favorite jokes about objectives and the incessant editing of verbs to satisfy a list in a book somewhere.  But the jokes exist because we have trivialized the importance of these tools.  The difference between presentation and learning objectives is a very significant factor in how we define our activities and responsibilities and what the market expects of us.  This difference is a  “state of mind” that defines who we are and what we do.  








CRACKS IN THE FOUNDATION 





When the rhetoric is stripped away and an objective view can be taken, it is clear that as an industry we support the concept of learning objectives but have not put them into practice.  The emphasis is more on what is presented or conducted rather than individual learning and measurable change.  Our rhetoric does not match our reality.   There are


certainly situations where this is not the case and responsibility is taken to insure that each individual learns; but in general the fields of education and training have not been able to make the paradigm shift that learning objectives demand.  Why else would these conditions exist?





The great majority of training puts groups of individuals through the same training intervention, despite the fact that we know individuals learn differently.





By just focusing on “what is presented,” critical factors that influence learning such as motivation, confidence to learn, experience of the audience, and learning style can be overlooked.





Less than 1/3rd of the companies surveyed by ASTD even attempt to evaluate if learning has occurred as a result of training;  less than 12% attempt to determine if job behavior has changed.





No one wants to take responsibility for learning.  There is a widespread belief that all we can do is provide the right materials and conditions for learning and that  results are solely the responsibility of the learner.





These all seem to be characteristics of a system that emphasizes ease of presentation and deployment.    And these characteristics are 180 degrees out of step with the expectations of external audiences and executives who fund training programs and expect results.   These characteristics also perhaps explain why a recent survey entitled “Employees Speak Out on Training” that:  1) four out of ten trainees rated their overall experience no better than average, and 2) the majority of respondents rate training as marginal or irrelevant in preparation for higher level jobs (Training, 1998).  While these were the most negative results of the survey, the point is that by any measure of quality standards these findings are clearly unacceptable.  It seems as if individual needs are not being met.





In February 1999, “Training Magazine” published comments by fifteen thought leaders in the field of training, education and human resources.  Their internal reflections on the state of training and the progress that has been made in the past 15 years is both insightful and sobering.  The consensus is that we really don’t know much more about adult learning now than we did then and that progress has been slow, and according to some, non-existent:  





	The training field is dead from the neck up.  While the extremities are still


	kicking here and there, the profession hasn’t kept pace with management


	and customer needs.  It has focused on input (the programs) rather than


	output (the measurable results).  After all this time, the field still hasn’t


	made much progress on showing effective ROI.  (Weiss, 1999)





If training is viewed as presentation and not learning, return on investment is not very important.  No wonder such little progress has been made.  





The reasons for focusing on the presentation of content and not individual learning are not difficult to fathom.  First, it is so much easier to schedule and present classes for groups of students.  Individualized learning is messy; it requires different plans, paths, options and tracking.   Second, our historical models--schools--use the “sheep dip” approach to learning, and training has become synonymous with this model.  Its comfortable, convenient, and familiar to adopt the school-based model, even if it isn’t particularly functional.  Third, the training vendors sell courses, not learning.  The bigger the course catalog or library, the larger the contract; and the actual learning becomes someone else’s responsibility.  They provide courses and sell ease of deployment, not learning.  Vendors don’t want to change because they would be held more accountable.   Notice that none of these reasons have anything to do with learning and individual growth; they are in place because of history, convenience and ease of internal operations.   It is easier to provide than to be responsible and accountable.    The training establishment has not wanted to change.





Accountability is a difficult issue because while it is and should be demanded, the more complex the process, the harder it is to apply.  Learning is complex.  There are many individual differences in hard and soft skills and in the motivation and commitment levels of learners that all impact learning. In addition, everyone cannot achieve at the same levels or at the same time.  No one enjoys being responsible for factors that are not totally within control.  But without the type of ownership that responsibility and accountability bring, real learning often languishes.  It becomes someone else’s job.  It doesn’t happen.  





This cultural issue of ownership is not just a training issue, it must also be addressed by training’s cousins:  performance support and knowledge management systems.  The same questions remain:  Who is responsible that these systems are used and  that they improve performance?  Is it enough to have designed great tools and databases so that people have information at their fingertips?  Is access enough or are results expected?  How can we do a better job implementing these cultural changes?





Similar ownership challenges were faced, for example,  in the field of object oriented programming.  It made perfect sense to create classes of reusable objects that could be used over and over again in software applications.  The amount of unique code and time to market could be reduced by 50%. Millions of dollars could be saved.   The only problem was that this was just as big a cultural change as it was a technical improvement, and the cultural side was ignored.  Many programmers wanted to create their own application and not use the work of others.   Object oriented programming became more accepted when it became someone’s job  (Hewlett Packard had an evangelist known as the “reuse rabbi”), had strong executive support, used technology to enable rapid implementation, and was embedded in performance reviews and criteria for pay raises (Forman, 1995).  Only when people were accountable did real change occur.  








RETURNING TO THE CORE VALUES





These are the best of times but they could be better.  The progress that has been made from an external standpoint has been made while the training/learning engine runs at 50% capacity.  The road to greater efficiency and realization is not distant or unknown.  It involves many of the principles that have been known for decades.  It means returning to the core values of our profession and having the tenacity, technology, and perseverance to implement them.





Involve learners in discussions about their own learning and development -  This principle is often conveniently ignored because we think we know what people need to know.  Not only are these perceptions often wrong, they lead to learners who are not involved in the process and, therefore, have uncertain motivations for a training or learning intervention.  It is very clear from expensive programs that have not worked that if students are not motivated to learn, they won’t.  Its the old WIIFM factor:  what’s in it for me?  When personal benefits are clear and tangible and when people are involved in the process, learning  can be achieved (Knowles, 1990; Richardson, 1994)





Optimize the organizational context -  For learning that is sponsored by a corporate training function or an organization,  it must be someone’s responsibility to strengthen the link between training and the corporation.  All too often training is off in its own orbit.  Usually, this involves identification of executive sponsors, linking training programs to corporate goals and business objectives, and continuous feedback and reporting of results.  Another key factor is to incorporate training into individual and manager performance appraisals or pay for performance plans.  It is imperative to “close the loop” so that training becomes more than an event, it is embedded into the culture and the daily operation of the company (Forman, 1997)





Determine the appropriate role of training in improving performance - Once learning and business objectives have been identified for a particular program or intervention, its important to identify the role of training in improving performance. Training may not be necessary or the best solution.  It may be that the optimum solution is a performance support tool, improved documentation and job aids, a better compensation package, redesigned work processes, higher standards for selecting employees, a knowledge management system or changing personal MBOs.  There are a variety of tools and techniques that can be applied to the problem and particular audiences (Harless, 1999)














Assess each individual’s knowledge, skills and competencies before training occurs - Fifty percent of training time and budget can be saved by training individuals on “what they don’t yet know.”  The accepted practice of putting everyone through the same training--whether in the classroom or on CD ROM--regardless of their knowledge and experience levels is inherently wasteful. This problem only worsens as training focuses more on retraining experienced personnel as opposed to initial new hire training where experience levels are often roughly equivalent.  It is also vital that the assessment address more than just technical knowledge and skills.  There is growing evidence that shows that emotional intelligence and softer skills such as the ability to synthesize findings from different sources and to continuously learn are equally if not more important than technical proficiency (Goleman, 1998 and Gartner Group, 1998).  





Develop individualized learning plans - The results from the individual assessment should form the basis for each individual’s learning plan.  While there may be many common elements among different individuals’ plans, each person has his or her own plan based on “what they know, don’t yet know and prefer to learn.”  This is a key principle in cracking the sheep dip school model in which everyone is immersed in the same treatment.  Learning objectives, by definition, focus on individual, not group learning; and    to implement learning plans,  a tracking system is required that can document individual progress, results and experience levels.  





Use different instructional strategies to achieve different instructional goals -  David Merrill has been the clearest and most consistent advocate for this basic tenet of instructional design.  Its value gets obfuscated by obsession with the latest delivery or media panacea which are basically the “pipes and plumbing” of learning solutions.  Far more important is how we selectively use modeling, inquiry, simulations, trail and error, and coaching to optimize results.  “One size does not fit all.”





Actively involve learners in their own learning - Learn by doing is centuries old but most articulately advocated by John Dewey.  Learning is an active and not a passive activity, and the more involvement through activities, simulations, exercises, and questioning, the better. There is certainly truth in the aphorism “use it or lose it.”  But it is not just the active involvement but the feedback from observing consequences and receiving guidance that cements learning.  This principle, of course, is at the very heart of training and is a key differentiator from presentation strategies such as performance support and knowledge management systems.





If you tell me, I will listen


		If you show me, I will see


		If you let me experience, I will learn      Lao Tze


Anchor learning in real-life situations and experiences - The more closely training reflects actual job activities, the greater the likelihood that knowledge and skills will be effectively transferred to the job.  If training is only content or subject centered, then it loses this relevance and immediacy and will likely not be retained.  There are a variety of ways to infuse the real world into training.  The materials can convey practical examples and job simulations.  Instructors should also add their job experiences and insights.  Often the richest source are the learners themselves who can contribute their own lessons through live or virtual classroom presentations.  	


Create communities of learners - Human beings are social organisms; we learn from each other and like to communicate and work together.  But current education and training practices don’t capitalize on this principle, despite the fact we group learners.  Generally we do our best to compartmentalize learning and learners.   In classrooms, there need to be more team based activities where individuals solve problems and share different roles.  The world of work is built around team performance and people working together to solve problems.


And in self-study programs, we must reinsert the human dimension.  While traditional self-study programs seemingly have economic and instructional advantages, in fact most are not successful.  Elliot Masie (1998) has noted that less than 20% of these types of self study programs are actually used.  A primary reason for this less than successful record is that these programs have made learning a solitary activity and devoid of human intervention.  Perhaps one of the most hopeful uses of Internet technologies is to create virtual communities of learners that provide the opportunities, in a dispersed environment, for people to learn from each other.  This bridge can add significant value and the human touch to traditional self-study approaches.


Measure results and value -  If learning and not presentation is the end result, then  change in knowledge, skills and performance  must be measured and documented.  This is important for the learner and for the organization that sponsors training.  Any prudent business person is looking for a return on investment whether that is for an investment in advertising, a new information system,  an outsourcing initiative, or a training program.  To suggest that training is too difficult to measure or is not necessary because it is an unalienable right borders on the ridiculous and shows the extent to which the profession must become more accountable and in step with basic management practices.  There are certainly opportunities to move beyond Kirkpatrick’s levels of evaluation and to use alternative methods to measure value that differs from company to company or even program to program.  But any meaningful educational and training program must be able to measure and document results, and at least, offer informed inferences of value to the organization or corporation (Phillips, 1994; Forman, 1994)











These, then, are the core principles that lead to implementing the promise of learning objectives.  The principles do this by:  1) focusing on the individual; 2) recognizing that learning means individual growth and change; and 3) requiring documentation and measurement of learning outcomes.  These principles are not oriented toward the presentation of content, conducting classes, ease of scheduling or historical models of  group-based instruction; they emphasize learning and learners.  These principles are also necessary to narrow the gap between training’s rhetoric and reality.  If we are to believe that training is more about learning than presenting, then these principles become part of our professional credo.





	Why is it that in spite of the fact that teaching by pouring in, and learning by 	passive absorption are universally condemned, (educators) are still so entrenched


	in practice?...Education is not an affair of “telling,” and being told, but an active 	constructive process


			John Dewey    Democracy and Education, 1916


These principles--and others that can be added to the list--can help to break the mold that has caused the training/learning engine to function at half capacity.  The model is now better, not because any of these ideas are new but because we can do a much better job implementing them.  Many are in use in pockets of excellence all across the country.  When the focus is on the individual, on learning and on results, startling effects can be realized.  Potential energy becomes kinetic.


There is one last aspect of the cultural change implied by learning objectives that must be resolved:  who is responsible and accountable that learning occurs?  Who is the owner?  In the classic definition of the learning objective, the teacher or trainer is responsible for learning of his or her students.  But this rhetoric has also been hollow. Responsibility has often been cloudy, uncertain and therefore nonexistent.   Interestingly, the educational community is acting more proactively than the training industry.  Because of the huge public investment, legislators are holding teachers and schools accountable for results.  Hopefully, this review will encompass more than just standardized test scores.


The training industry must address this issue of accountability and ownership.  If not, the best model or set of principles in the world will fail.  Every program, course, event or activity must have an owner.  In the classroom, the trainer is responsible.  In self-study or distance learning programs, the owner could be a learning center manager, a videotelconference leader, a virtual mentor or an educational consultant.  In on the job programs, the owner could be a line manager or a skilled craftsman.  These people become the change agents and drivers.  Their performance appraisals should document their record of results; and their pay and future job advancement should all be influenced by their job performance.


If someone is not responsible for learning, then no one is; and we have experienced this problem for too long.  Training vendors should lead the way. Don’t suppliers in other industries stand behind their products and services?  The training companies need to guarantee results for their programs.  This does not mean that “everyone can learn everything,” but it does mean that each individual can learn to his or her own level, given the opportunity to do so.  The training companies that will assume a leadership position in the future will not only accept the responsibility that there job is to produce learning outcomes but will actively embrace it as their only reason for existence.  “Guaranteed results” is a clear and much needed statement of accountability.


These times are interesting indeed.  The business and economics of training are comparatively strong.  While training is coming out of its shadow and is increasingly accepted, we will always have to fight for greater credibility and recognition but so do many professions.  (We whine too much about this reality)   Its just that we have to do a better job at our core.  If it were easy to do, it would have been done long ago.  The answers are well known and have been for decades.  


The keys to success are several.  First, don’t accept the old way when we know what learning should be.  Next, use advances in technology to facilitate implementation and tracking of individual’s skills and learning.  Then, establish clear lines of responsibility and ownership.  And finally, have the tenacity and perseverance to make it happen.  This is what is needed to accomplish any cultural change, even if it is returning to core values....for the first time.


�
Breaking The Mold





Core Principles�
Descriptive Phrases�
References�
�



Involve learners in setting their own learning goals.


�



Who needs what as defined by whom?�



Knowles, 1990


Richardson, 1994�
�



Optimize the organizational context.


�



Training becomes more than a sidebar.�



Forman, 1997�
�



Determine the appropriate role for training.


�



Here is the solution, now what’s the problem?�



Harless, 1996


Gilbert, 1978�
�



Assess individuals before training.


�



Just enough training.�
�
�



Develop individualized learning plans.


�



One size does not fit all.�
�
�



Use different instructional strategies.


�



Moving beyond spray and pray, and hose and doze.�



Merril, 1999


Clark, 1989�
�



Participate actively in learning.  


�



Use it or lose it.�



Dewey, 1916


Merrill, 1999�
�



Anchor learning in practical job related situations.


�



Real learning for the real world.�
�
�



Create communities of learners.


�



The loneliness of the long distance learner.�
�
�



Measure results and value.


�



How do you know?�



Parry, 1997


Phillips, 1994


Kirkpatrick, 1994


�
�
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