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Applying Theories of
Learning and Teaching
to HRD

. 3

Coping with the Different Theories

Having explored the jungle of learning and teaching theories, you
have a decision to make. What do you do? You have several
choices.

Ignore the Theories

For one thing, you can ignore them. You can say they are im-
practical. They may be all right for the pure psychological scientists
and researchers, you can say, but they’re too abstract and obtuse to
be of much use in planning and operating day-to-day educational
programs. The trouble with this choice is that it is unrealistic. The
fact is that there are assumptions, concepts, and prin-
ciples—theories—behind everything you do, whether you are con-
scious of them or not, If you are planning an educational activity in
philosophy, the arts, mathematics, machine operation, orientation
of new employees, supervisory training, or management develop-
ment, you are going to have to make decisions about content,
techniques to be used, units of instruction and sequence, time and
place, and standards for evaluation, For each decision you will be
confronted with a number of options, and your choice will be deter-
mined by some idea of what will work best. That is a theory.
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If you aren’t clear about what your theory ig-—or gven w\iliitt?e;
you have one—the chances are th&t you wﬂ:i.fefxéw I:Itptimes 2
i i t theories in di
hodgepodge. You will use d1fferen i ifferent times ™
ituati icti for different decisions In
situations, or conflicting theories : Py
ituati ’ re-doing what you are
situation. You won’t know why you are- e o,
i iche i i 1 sciences—often attri
There is a cliche in the applied social Do o
i ing i 1 as a good theory to €
Lewin—that nothing is as practical a .
I;;ﬁ tto make choices confidently and consistently, and to explain or
defend why you are making the choices you make.

Pick one Theory

i i i theory and go with it all
second choice available is to f.sclect’ one d go-
th: way. You can conclude that Skinner’s operant confhtlc_mmgf thec:-l(')y-
makes the most sense to you, provides the clearest guld.ehnes or El ©
ram design and operation, and assures the most p;edmtabl(; 1es Ro:
%)r you can conclude that the third force psycholog1st§t (?:;aﬁyo?rs, R
i i ture as I R
al.) are more in touch with human na .
garlsi; iitecis)ions that are congruent with such conce%s; as sei—ndirlfgctzi
izati ou
inqui sitive self-image, and self-actuahzapon. v
;‘;}l{u(l)rfyt,hiéoother theories as a workable alternauve. But before you take
big jump, check a few things out. -
Su;}:): e:(ir]nplg how does the proposed theory fit your o,rgalxggg)
tion’s management philosophy? To use Dm;]glas hg;:(i;egnors ; i(nner’s
i i hy is Theory X, the er’
terms, if the management philosophy e
, istic theories would fit fine. Bu
or any of the other mechanistic tl would fit fine, B4 o the
theories is indicated.
Theory Y, one of the organismic : " o g,
i ture underlying Theory
assumptions about human nature 1 _ oy X e oo
i hanistic learning-teaching
ment philosophy and the mec e e agement
rkably similar, as are those undt_ar ying Tt :
l;liﬁzsophg and the organismic 1earn1qg-teach1ng models. T&’c:_]: :mli
presents a comparison of the assumptions about hurpan ;a;l re ane
human behavior by managers subscribing to Theories

perceived by McGregor (1960; gg :31;? aa:}r:}d tﬁg;Sl)-el\:‘ttalL ttl::
umptions implicit in current egucatl '
:isgsniﬁgant experiential learning as perceived by Rogers (1972, pp
2-279). . ]
2-"It see)ms clear that if a training program based on the assump

i ienti i odel is introduced into an
tions in Rogers’ experiential learning m

Table 5-1
A Comparison of the Assumptions About Human Nature and Behavior
Underlying Theory X and Theory Y Management Philosophy

Theory X Assumptions
about Human Nature
(McGregor)

Assumptions Implicit in
Current Education
(Rogers)

The average human being inherently dislikes
work and will avoid it if he can.

Because of this characteristically human dislike
of work, most people must be coerced, con-
trolled, threatened in the interest of or-
ganizational objectives.

The average human being prefers to be directed,
wishes to avoid responsibility, has relatively lit-
tle ambition, wants security above all.

The student cannot be trusted to pursue his own
learning.

Presentation equals learning.

The aim of education is to accumulate brick
upon brick of factual knowledge.

The truth is known.
Creative citizens develop from passive learners.

Evaluation is education and education is evalua-
tion.

Theory Y Assumptions Assumptions Relevant to
about Human Nature Significant Experiential
Learning

The expenditure of physical and mental effort is
as natural as play or rest.

External control and threat of punishment
are not the onty means for bringing about effort
toward organizational objectives. Man will ex-
ercise seif-direction and self-control in the ser-
vice of objectives to which he is committed.

Commitment to objectives is a function of the
rewards associated with their achievement.

The average human being learns, under proper
conditions, not only to accept but to seek
responsibility.

A high capacity for imagination, ingenuity, and
creativity in solving organizational problems is

widely, not narrowly distributed in the popuia-
tion.

Under the conditions of modern industrial life,
the intellectual potential of the average human
being is only partially utilized.

Human beings have a natural potentiality for
learning.

Significant learning takes place when the subject
matter is perceived by the student as relevant to
his own purposes.

Much significant learning is acquired through
doing.

Learning is facilitated by student’s responsible
participation in the learning process.

Self-initiated learning involving the whole per-
son—feclings as well as intellect—is the most
pervasive and lasting.

Creativity in learning is best facilitated when
self-criticism and seif-evaluation are primary,
and evaluation by others is of secondary impor-
tance.

The most socially useful thing to learning in
the modern world is the process of learning, a
continuing openness to experience, an incorpora-
tion into oneself of the process of change.
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organization employing Theory X management philosophy, a dis-
sonance would occur that the organization would not toler-
ate—unless, of course, the training program is expressly being used
to help bring about a change in management philosophy. Equally, if
a training program which is based on Rogers’ judgment of current
education is introduced into an organization employing Theory Y
management philosophy, it would be resented and resisted.

Another thing to check before choosing a single theory is its con-
gruence with the organization’s long-range developmental goals. If
its policy makers see it as a fairly stable, slow-changing organiza-
tion whose products and processes will remain about the same for
ten years, then an HRD program based upon one of the mechanistic
models would be appropriate. Educational efforts would be
primarily directed at reproducing in new employees the knowledge
and skills of the present work force. But if the organization is fast-
changing, continuously developing new products and processes,
then the HRD program should be based on an organismic model.

Perhaps the fundamental distinction between these two types of
organization is in how leadership views the organization as an
energy system. Considering the individual as an energy system, Ira
Gordon (1968) makes the comparison in Table 5-2 between the
Newtonian and the Einsteinian conceptions. [See also, Ingalls,
1976]

The essential difference is that Newtonian physics saw energy as
being mechanical, a stable source of power in an absolutely con-
trollable, orderly universe. You get out of a machine what you put
into it. This conception of energy is portrayed simplistically in
Figure 5-1, in which an input of one erg of energy into a system con-
taining units of matter transforms the energy into one erg of out-
put—less some loss from friction or heat.

In contrast, Einstein’s formula E = mc? presented the idea that
atoms of matter contained enormous amounts of energy which
could not be released mechanically. But the input of one erg of the
right kind (high-speed) of energy into a system containing units of
matter would excite these units to release their pent-up energy.
Since this energy is uncontrollable it takes lead shields to keep it in
bounds and electromagnetic fields to give it direction. This concep-
tion of energy is portrayed in Figure 5-2, in which an input of one
erg of radiational energy releases (not transforms) hundreds of ergs
of energy stored in its units of matter.
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] Table 5-2
The Individual as an Energy System

Newtonian Conception Einsteinian Conception

Fixed intellj
igence Modifiable intelligence

Development as an orderly unfolding

Human potential  fixed, though  unde- Humor

terminable at i
early ages. tion with the environment

A telephone switchboard brain A computer brain

Energy output is like that of a steam engine

Possession of a homeostatic regulator for

drive reduction Possession of an inertial guidance and self-

feedback motivational system

Inactivity until the engine is stoked Continuous activit
Y

If lan. cu:gani_zation is t!:lought of as an energy system, with the
\?vi(:-ﬁ e l:l:ilglt bex;gl thedumts of matter on whom the energy inputs
» Figures 5-1 and 3-2 go a long way toward ini
3 . - ex 1

glfferences among organizations I have observed andpiiugrli%cltlh;
! ::e wofrl;]ed. In some organizations Newtonian control of the
e rgy fh the employees is highly valued and all training is geared to
msure at only prescnl?e_d behavior is learned. The function of
dianagcment and supervision is to control the behavior of subor-
thgates. I]n othcr. organizations Einsteinian release of the energies of
facil'imp ogees is highly valued, and all training is geared to

i itate the devclopr.nent of each individual to his fullest potential
iy ;soge;r :g;iglpptmg tg make a value judgment about these twc;

( 10n, and to proclaim the latter as the onl
;;miat.l g’:):;:i)u;ly, .botllll kinds exist and are required. threerysgge:g
as In the operating room of a hospital
volve ' or ab
11:;:5151111001:1 :; n?cessary (as in an accounting departll)nent)) the Nsca?»\lrltl:
oI energy-control is probably appropri i
nods . : priate. The impor-
f::::t gtﬁ:ﬁ:ﬁw r:ht:t tglee;:aglra;lzn%ngt-iteachmg theory you choose be one thzl:t is
ation’s type of energy system. A i
E and F present two exam ‘cation of ¢ e
ples of the application of the Einsteini -
ergy system to teaching and human resources development. e

Development modifiable in rate and se-

Human potential creatable through transac-
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Figure 5-1. The Newtonian energy system.

Figure 5-2. The Einsteinlan energy system.

Pick One Theory for Training and One for Education

Nadler, in the foundational boolg <_)f this series, distinguishes
between training and education, Training X
is those activities which are desi.gned to im_prov; ggl;fogan?h (;npu:
job the employee is presently doing or 18 being hired to do. . .

ining i i i behavior or modify the ex-
f training is to either introduce a new beha ‘ :
g?:gobehaviofs so that a particular and specified kind of behavior

results. [Nadier, 1970, pp. 40-41]
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Employee education is defined as those HRD activities which are
designed to improve the overall competence of the employee in a
specified direction and beyond the job now held. [Ibid., p. 60]

In an educational situation, the person likewise brings a variety of
behaviors, but it is now hoped that a releasing experience is provided
so that he can produce more behaviors than when he entered the situa-
tion. [Ibid., p. 41]

Glaser (1962) also distinguishes between education and training
and delineates two differences. Training tends to be toward specific
objectives, such as operating a machine or following certain
regulations, while education tends to be toward broader objectives,
such as becoming a cultured gentleman or an effective manager;
and training seeks a certain uniformity, a competency that can be
counted upon, such as mastery of typing skills that leads to being
able to type 60 words a minute, while education seeks to maximize
individual differences by discovering and releasing the potential of
the individual.

This kind of distinction suggests that different theories of learn-
ing and teaching might be appropriate for different kinds of learn-
ing. As we have seen previously, Gagne takes the position that there
are at least eight different kinds of learning, each requiring different
teaching strategies. For purposes of human resources development,
Nadler’s and Glaser’s two-type taxonomy seems more realistic and
leads to the proposition that for training, one of the mechanistic
models such as programmed instruction or didactic cognitive
teaching would be appropriate, while for education an organismic
adult educational model such as self-directed learning projects
would be more appropriate. Perhaps different types of learning-
teaching situations could be put on a continuum, as in Figure 5-3,
with two criteria for identifying the appropriate teaching model:
complexity of the learning task and level of individual learning
ability.

I'need to make one thing clear about the meaning of “level of learn-
ing ability.” Certainly general intelligence is part of it, but I think it
also includes previous exposure to the content, readiness to learn, mo-
tivation, and perhaps other factors. I have a higher level of ability to
learn pew things about adult learners (a content area with which I have
had previous experience) than to learn pew things about nuclear phys-
ics (a content area that is totally strange to me).
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Let me illustrate how I see this model working in an I—IRD.prOErs}aﬁ:
If the operation to be learned is fairly simple (_such ‘:1511 (t}ypeil:?;fly s
i * jevel of learning a A

ple machine) and .the lean-lers ; g e s, pro.

then the behaviorist theories are in touch ° O T ehenior
ammed instruction, linear computer-assm' ins ) .

rg;odification, or drill are appropriate strategies. If the learning task is

moderately complex (such as gaining a knowledge and understanding

of the theory behind the operation of the madcl:glne.), ttil:: mtﬁ; iﬁ:
. . . . 4 didactic
theorists are in touch with that Feal.lty, an o
i if the learning task is highly complex (suc : g

ggzt;c:i: te;fective manager) and the learners’ level of lea}'mng abﬂlltfy
is high, the humanistic theorists are in touch with th.at reaht'y, anld self-
directe::l learning projects are appropriatc?. F?r gmdancehmes;asectmee thi
the appropriate theorists, I have indicated in Figure 5-3 wher

jor theorists fitting on the contintum. . . ]
Imlgut if we take seriously the idea of this being a f:ontmuum, thlth iegl
directed inquiry being the highest form of learning, then we hav

Humanistic

Highly
Complex

Complexity
of Learning
Task

Models
(TRAINING)

Simple

Low Level of individual’s Learning Ability High

Figure 5-3. Relationship between teaching models and the learning situation.
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obligation to build into our strategies at each level some learning expe-
riences that will help learners move up the continuum. A computer-
assisted program could have some branching episodes that help learn-
ers upgrade their skills in using teachers and other resource people.
Didactic instructors could provide some independent study projects
that help learners increase their skill in self-directed inquiry. It has
been my experience, in fact, that highly skillful self-directed learners
make more effective use of behaviorist programs and didactic teachers
than dependent learners do; the more proficient we become as self-
directed learners, the better we can make use of all kinds of learning
resources. (For case descriptions of self-directed learning programs in
a variety of settings, see Boud, 1981; Knowles, 1984, 1986.)

Drop the Education of Individuals
in Favor of Organization Development

You can take the stand that the training, teaching or self-
development of individuals make little long-run difference in the
productivity, morale, or effectiveness of the organization, and that
therefore the energy of the human resources developer should be
directed at changing the organization as a total system. Given this
definition of the purpose of human resources development, learning
and teaching theories geared to individual development are more or
less irrelevant; theories of organizational change are what count.

I must confess that I have experienced a shift in my role as an
adult educator away from managing the logistics of learning ac-
tivities for collections of individuals and toward educating in-
stitutions, influencing the educative quality of whole environments.
And I see a similar shift occurring in the professional work of many
of my colleagues and former students. But I don’t see this as an
either-or dilemma; there is need for both the direct facilitation of
the development of individuals and the indirect facilitation of their
development through improving the educative quality of their en-
vironments.

Take the Best from Each Theory

It is natural that in the early development of the relevant sciences the
applied users, the technologists, will tend to be eclectic, picking up a
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and using it somewhat inventively in the

plausible idea here and there,
1966, p. 265]

practical situation. [Hilgard and Bower,

Schwab believes that there are “arts of eclectic” which contribute
to the teacher’s ability “to bring a multiplicity of theoretic stands
to bear on the concrete case, thus ensuring a wider view of the
hardships and facilitations to be expected in the course of instruc-
tion.” [Schwab, 1971, p. 506]

The risks of this choice are similar to those of the first choice, ig-
noring the theories altogether, ending up with 2 hodgepodge and not
knowing why you are doing what you do. Rogers has observed that

“the person who attempts to reconcile [different schools of thought]
by compromise will find himself left with a superficial eclecticism
which does not increase objectivity, and which leads nowhere.”

[Rogers, 1951, p. 8]
Hilgard again comes to our rescue.

tion is still open of attempting to guide practical
r another of the prevailing theories, or
1 which has more unity than a set of
1966, p. 565]

The op
developments by way of one 0
by developing some new mode.
eclectic *principles.” [Hilgard and Bower,

Here is a skeletal description of my andragogical model of
human resources development. It is based on the assumptions about
adults as learners presented in Chapter 3 and incorporates features

of various prevailing theories that make sense to me.
An Andragogical Model of HRD

Two comprehensive treatments of the andragogical model and its
application to the designing and operating of adult educational pro-
grams of various sorts are available: Knowles, Modern Practice of

ri, A Trainer’s Guide to

Adult Education, 1980, and Ingalls and Arce
tions about the application of

Andragogy, 1972. Some moving observa
tries are contained in Appendix N.

andragogy to developing coun
The main purpose here is to demonstrate how a unified model
can incorporate principles and technologies from various theories
and still maintain its own integrity.
The andragogical model is a process model, in contrast to the
content models employed by most traditional educators. The

Table 5-3

s and Designs of Pedagogy and Andragogy

A Comparison of the Assumption

i . .
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difference is this: in traditional education the teacher (or trainer or
curriculum committee or somebody) decides in advance what
knowledge or skill needs to be transmitted, arranges this body of
content into logical units, selects the most efficient means for
transmitting this content (lectures, readings, laboratory exercises,
films, tapes, etc.), and then develops a plan for presenting these con-
tent units in some sort of sequence. This is a content model (or
design). The andragogical teacher (facilitator, consultant, change
agent) prepares in advance a set of procedures for involving the
learners (and other relevant parties) in a process involving these
clements: (1) establishing a climate conducive to learning; (2)
creating a mechanism for mutual planning; (3) diagnosing the needs
for learning; (4) formulating program objectives (which is content)
that will satisfy these needs; (5) designing a pattern of learning ex-
periences; (6) conducting these learning experiences with suitable
techniques and materials; and (7) evaluating the learning outcomes
and rediagnosing learning needs. This is a process model. The
difference is not that one deals with content and the other does not;
the difference is that the content model is concerned with transmit-
ting information and skills whereas the process model is concerned
with providing procedures and resources for helping learners ac-
quire information and skills. A comparison of these two models and
their underlying assumptions is presented in Table 5-3 in which the
content model is conceived as being pedagogical and the process

model as being andragogical.

Establishing a Climate Conducive to Learning

Just as we have witnessed in the past decade a growing concern
for the quality of our environment for living, so during the same
period there has been increasing concern among educators for the
quality of environments for learning. From the ecological psy-
chologists we have begun to obtain valuable information about the
effects of the physical properties of environment on learning. The
social psychologists have taught us much about the effects of the
human environment—especially the quality of interpersonal
relations. And from the industrial psychologists have come many
useful insights about the effects ‘of the organizational en-
vironment—the structure, policies, procedures, and spirit of the in-

stitution in which learning takes place.
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(te;II‘]l:ef: t}:;vrz:al :m;z_:;on_mem requires provision for animal comforts
(temp comf(’)rt cg}l ation, easy access to refreshments and rest
room i)]ocks ; 3]. e u'.:halrs, adequate light, good acoustics etc.) to
Bvond Dlocks Zn eiarmng. More spbtle physical features mz,ay n;ake
e oy an mggct. Ecp]oglcal psychologists are finding, for
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co}‘i; ry(;t; a;‘e s'aylflg,' BLH what can I, a mere educator, do about the
o oo i{ vlvl:isstltutlo-n? lgt me share an experience I had several
classroom.in v bmeetmg with a class of about 50 students in a large
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e etow ceil g lights on all the time. The walls were painted dusty
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et P m as being the dolorous environment of our
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gists. [See especially, Alford, 1968; Bany and Johnson, 132{

Bergevin and McKinle
y, 1965; 1 )
and Blake, 1984; Zander, 1982] 1984; Leypoldt, 1967; Mouton
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Another aspect of the environment which all theorists agree is
crucial to effective learning is the richness and accessibility of
resources—both material and human. Provision of a basic learning
resources center with books, pamphlets, manuals, reprints, jour-
nals, films, film strips, slides, tapes and other audio-visual aids and
devices is a minimal requirement. In no dimension of education
have there been more explosive developments in recent times than
in educational media—closed circuit television, videotape and por-
table videotape machines, cassette audiotapes, technimation,
teaching machines, multimedia systems consoles, a variety of infor-
mation retrieval systems, amplified telephone (for telelectures),
learning center systems, language laboratories, computer-assisted
instruction and commercially produced simulations and games.
[See Rossi and Biddle, 1966]

The important thing is not just that these resources are available
but that learners use them proactively rather than reac-
tively—although mechanistic and organismic theorists disagree on
this.

Regarding the human and interpersonal climate there are useful
concepts from many theories. Behaviorists, although not very con-
cerned with psychological climate, would acknowledge that it may
reinforce desired behaviors, especially in motivation and transfer or
maintenance of learning. An institutional climate in which self-
improvement is highly approved (and even better, concretely
rewarded), is likely to increase motivation to engage in learning ac-
tivities. And a climate which approves and rewards new behaviors
will encourage the maintenance of these behaviors especially if it
allows frequent practice of these new behaviors. This is why super-
visors who learn Theory Y behaviors in an outside human relations
laboratory so frequently revert to Theory X behaviors after return-
ing to a Theory X environment.

Cognitive theorists stress the importance of a psychological
climate of orderliness, clearly defined goals, careful explanation of
expectations and opportunities, openness of the system to inspec-
tion and questioning, and honest and objective feedback. The
cognitive theorists who emphasize learning by discovery also favor
a climate that encourages experimentation (hypothesis-testing) and
is tolerant of mistakes provided something is learned from them.

Personality theorists, especially those who are clinically oriented,
emphasize the importance of a climate in which individual and
cultural differences are respected, in which anxiety levels are ap-
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z;n t ;s is the tfend among at least the largest organizations. [ F01:
xamples of policy statements, see Craig and Bittel, 1967 493
306, and Knowes, 1980, pp. 274-294] B
nother set of ideas regarding organizational cli
) : al climate has to do
}V;ltgoman;gement phllosophy_. As discussed earlier in this chapter, a
i l;y \ management philosophy provides an organizatim;al
oy ate that alrpost dictates mechanistic models of training, and a
, eory Y philosophy requires an organismic (and r’obabl
ugal;llstlc) model of HRD. P ¢
third aspect of organizational cli
_ ; mmate, closely related to th
;ecrcl)::ril s::i gf?sillgy a Ilzart of it, is the structure of the organizati:me
) Studies have shown that in hierarchically st ‘
organizations there is less motivation fo i Y emont and
) r self-improvement
gg:: ﬁblllc:clfs to learning (such as high anxiety) than in organizatizrlll:
r ctionally structured such as by interlinked work groups or by
project task forces. [See Marrow, Bowers, and Seashore, 1968: Katz
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and Kahn, 1966; and Likert, 1961 and 1967] The rapid growth of
quality circles in recent years is another manifestation of this trend.

Organizational climate is also affected by financial policies. At the
most primary level, the sheer amount of financial resources made
available to HRD influences attitudes toward personnel development
all the way down the line. When employees see that their organization
values HRD highly enough to support it liberally, they are likely to
value it—and vice versa. And if in times of austerity, it is the first
budget to be reduced, it will come to be seen as a peripheral activity.
Perhaps the ultimate signal that an organization has a deep commit-
ment to human resources development is when the HRD budget is han-
dled as a capital investment (like a new building) rather than as an op-
erating cost. [See Carnevale, 1983; Eurich, 1985}

Finally, a most crucial determinant of climate is the reward
system, All learning and teaching theorists would jump on the S-R
theorists’ bandwagon in acknowledging that those behaviors
(including engaging in education) that are rewarded are likely to be
maintained. Accordingly, in those organizations in which participa-
tion in the HRD program is given obvious weight in wage and
salary increases, promotion, and other job emoluments, the climate
will certainly be more conducive to learning than in organizations in
which the attitude is that learning should be its own reward.

In my own andragogical model, climate setting is probably the
most crucial element in the whole process of HRD. If the climate is
not really conducive to learning, if it doesn’t convey that an
organization values human beings as its most valuable asset and
their development its most productive investment, then all the other
elements in the process are jeopardized. There isn’t much likelihood
of having a first-rate program of educational activities in an en-
vironment that is not supportive of education.

This emphasis on organizational climate has grave implications
for the role of the Human Resources Developer. For it implies that
of the three roles Nadler assigns to him [Nadler, 1970, pp. 174-246],
by far the most critical is the role of consultant, within which the
most critical subroles are those of advocate, stimulator, and change
agent. If the human resources developer sees himself essentially as a
teacher and administrator, managing the logistics of learning ex-
periences for collections of individuals, he will have little influence

on the quality of the climate of his organization. Only if he defines
his client as the total organization, and his mission as the improve-
ment of its quality as an environment for the growth and develop-
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lr;e:; I:)si; p;;ple_, will he be able to affect its climate. This means that
celve management to be a prime t in hi
body, ac ol he [aonageme prime target in his student
»and a pervisors as part of his facility. In thi
ceptualization, training is not a staff function: it i line function.
_ ; tion; it is a line functi
The job of the Human R Joper | vorybody be
2 oD of the Hu esources Developer is to help everybody be
The theories most relevant to this set i
. of functions are those of sys-
tlegrgz alll_lalais;; [:;e:lu%hm, -196199;61;ushne11 and Rappaport, 1972; Da?;:
s dy lussain, ; Hare, 1967; Hartley, 1968,' Ka f:
Ea‘;lz,] li&;:ﬁoe\;;;z, et 311,115.86; Optener, 1965; and Schutt;nbe:g
R , cons tion, and intervention theory {Ar ’
:;191c616 !.\r];zgsn,is 19‘;87; Argyris, 1?62, 1970; Baldridge, 197r7)': [Beflllligs
1976, Eiben and Milliren, 100 ot i Gt 1964,
» E Milliren, ; » 1975; Grei ;
gslrlﬁte;n, 1971; Lippitt, 1969, 1978; London, 1988; Mzﬁ:;n:f:nl&
» 1975; Nadler and Wiggs, 1986; Tedeschi, 1972; Tough, 1982;

Watson, 1967; Zurcher, 1977]

Creating a Mechanism for Mutual Planning

One aspect of educational i
- : practice that most sharply di -
&??r:;; i];en(;l{a‘.:gc;gnlgatlhfro? thl: andragogical, the mechigist;f:fggiln
the « \ e “teaching” from the “facilitating of
ing” schools of thought is the role of the | in planning oo
first half of each of the above pai ponaibiiy o mag. In the
: pairs responsibility for planning i
assigned almost exclusively to an i D eochor.
_ authority figure (teach
programmer, trainer). But this practice is lari i ot
with the adult’s need to be self-directi o i o conlict
! - ting that a cardinal princi
andragogy (and, in fact, all humanisti AR
; , , istic and adult education th
is that a mechanism must be i i i e
. provided for involving all th i
concerned in the educational enterprise in i : e the
basie findings of sonn iterprise in its planning. One of the
plied behavioral science research i
tend to feel committed to a decisi ity i e oo people
C ommitted ; on or activity in direct i
to tt.lelr part1c1pat101'1 in or influence on its planning angrggc(;;it(l::ﬁ
m&me rc:lvex_'s_e 1s even more relevant: people tend to feel uncom
0 any decision or activity that they feel is being impo :
them without their having a chance to inﬂ):Jence it.belllg sed oo
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It is for this reason that the most potent HRD programs at].most al-
ways have planning committees (or councils or task forces) for el\lrg
level of activity: one for organization-wide programs, ox;e for :l?;:eam-
partmental or other functional group p;ogralln, anc; (;11113 ;)1: ca e
i i idelines for selectin; tilizin
ing experience. There are gui e bore helpful anc cffec

lannin ups that will help to assure their g help .

?ive ratﬁe%rothal:l the ineffectual nuisances that stereotypic com%n;igf
so often are. [See Houle, 1960, 1989; Knowles, 1980, pp. 72-78;

, 1969; Trecker, 1970] o
Sh;‘[verely having mechanisms for mut}lil pla;nén;]g utr;:)lnng; ::Sfrf)igz_
st be treated in good fait.h, with real delegation

:;gﬁll{t)!rn :nd real influence in decision m'akmg, or they will baf:tl;ﬁ;e:_
Avoid playing the kind of game that Skinner c1tesf (whet'llicr with ap

proval or not I can’t quite tell) from Rousseau’s Emile.

Let [the student] believe that he is always 1113 l::ontr.ol tl;ozﬁgjg gi;t?i\;azz
eally controls. There i3 n ‘
you [the teacher] who r O o itbarway
i the appearance of fr , for
perfect as that which k.eeps B Lo i, able b
iti y, knowing £,
one captures volition itself. The. poor P avle
i i he not at your mercy? ¥y
do nothing, having learned nothing, is| merey you
ing i hich surrounds him? Can you
not arrange everything in the world w . : you o
i i i i his play, his pleasures, his pains,
influence him as you wish? His work, _ , asures pains,
i thout his knowing it? Doubtles
are not all these in your hands and wi A\ o
; to want to do only
do only what he wants; but he ought !
1\:;1:: gl(::l tv(ur)ant himyto do; he ought not to take a step which you hs_ave
not pgcdicted; he ought not to open his mouth without your knowing

what he will say. [Skinner, 1968, p. 260}

Diagnosing the Needs for Learning

Constructing a Model

Constructing a model of desired behavipl:, perfom?anceé;]g c?g;z:;
tencies is an effective vehicle for determimng leammg_ ne 'd;lal cre
are three sources of data for building such a model: the individual,

organization, and the society.

To the cognitive, humanistic, and adult education (andragogical)
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cies; to the behaviorists such subjective data are irrelevant. (And,
incidentally, andragogs prefer competencies—requisite abilities or
qualities—whereas the behaviorists prefer behavior—manner of
conducting oneself—or performance.) It is not assumed that the
learner necessarily starts out contributing his perceptions to the
model; he may not know the requisite abilities of a new situation.
The human resources developer has some responsibility for expos-
ing him to role models he can observe, or providing him with infor-
mation from external sources, so that ke can begin to develop a
realistic model for himself,

Organizational perceptions of desired performance are obtained
through systems analyses, performance analyses [Mager, 1972],
and analyses of such internal documents as job descriptions, safety
reports, productivity records, supervisors’ reports, personnel ap-
praisals, and cost/effectiveness studies.

Societal perceptions of desired performance or competencies are
obtained from reports by experts in professional and technical jour-
nals, research reports, periodical literature, and books and
monographs.

The model that is then used in the diagnostic process is ideally
one that represents an amalgamation of the perceptions of desired
competencies from all these sources, but in case of conflicting
perceptions, my practice is to negotiate with the conflicting
sources—usually the organization and the individual. I make no
bones about the fact that there are “givens” in every
situation—such as minimal organizational requirements, and that we
have to accept and live with them.

Commercial firms can be contracted with to develop competency
models. Among the most experienced in the field are the Competency
Development Corporation in Arlington, Massachusetts, McBer Com-
pany in Boston, and McGlagan Associates in Minneapolis. A more
common (and less expensive) method is through the use of task forces
composed of representatives of the individuals, the organization, and
society. Westinghouse used task forces to develop the model illustrated
in Appendix G. The model presented in Appendix J was developed by
a task force of faculty, students, experienced practitioners, and em-
ployers. An elaborate model of the competencies for performing the
role of human resource developer, developed by a combination of the
above strategies, can be obtained from the American Society for

theorists the individual learner’s own perf:eption of wh;xt hvie ;agfnttz
become, what he wants to be able to achieve, at what leve

to perform, is the starting point in building a model of competen- Training and Development in Washington, D.C.
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In my own experience the excellence of the model is not et;le ::i(:)i:
critical factor in the contribution thaf competency—ba§t?dal f::::tor ,
makes to the effectiveness of the learning. The most critic: factor
what it does to the mind-set of the learner. Wl}en lfzarne:;'s ufh ferstard
how the acquisition of certain knowledge tor :‘](:;1; dvs;ﬂla :;.lc tl:l)s their 2bi™
ity to perform better in life, they enter mto
;tiu:ﬁ%‘:ls with a clearer sense of fakurpose Tin:c ml?;?;m?n ?:

rsonal. It converts course takers an °
::I(l)(l)ll;:eptzncy developers. [For references on competenc;gbaseldgqegl;ca
tion, see Berte, 1975; Blank, 1982; Grant, 1979; Torshen, .

Assessing Discrepancies

i ap between
ing need can be defined as the d1scre1?ancy or g .
th: cltflilr;t.;i;es specified in the model and their present level of de
ners.
ve};)fg:gitn?t(:h a?nlii:;ogy, the critical element in the assessment otl'l the
s is the learners’ own perception of the discrepancy betweensx:mzll‘;
fh?y are now and where they want (and need) to be, So the asdsei oot
is essentially a self-assessment, with the human 1°esour¢::;amillin opet
roviding the learners with the tools and proced. ures for o : gnt @
n d making responsible judgments about their level of developme: of
:h?e competencies. Humanistic psychologists 'would urge tl::nl;numggn >
source developer to provide a safe:::l s;llpalz;;rgtl\:; p::i:t;lg:a Bcha% e
be an ego-de .
sphere for what coulc! o eoots and provedures
1 a variety of feedback-yielding '
htl?;:ec:;‘gzmtcd to the self-assessment process. See Appendix J for
le of a self-diagnostic tool.
anl::::;ﬂ:s of programs that incorporat;l the most ;da\;::::;ll :.I;tnj;el'ﬁ
i -buildi d discrepancy-
and technologies of model bm}dmg an e Loarning Sys.
the ROCOM Intensive Corona'ry : g
?:;uégEOM, 1971), the General Electric Corpora_uon Careell'a ﬂzﬁc
opment Program (Storey, 1972, an.d the We§t1ngh:cllls:aﬁon e
Company’s Executive Forum (Appendix 'G). In higher };‘13 ation oo
tanding examples are Alverno College in Mﬂwal.xkee,. g Col
s‘1> e ingPrince Edward Island, the McMaster University $c ools '
:Iﬁrsing and Medicine in Hamilton, Ontario, ang itll:f Um\f::'lsgo ?“
i ormati
ja School of Social Work. Other sources o : : ;
g?)(l):g;:d ;rocedures for diagnosing needs for learning are: Hospital
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Continuing Education Project, 1970,
1972; pp. 20-34; Knowles,
1979, pp. 64-75.

PP. 7-34; Ingalls and Arceri,
1980, pp. 82-119,.1984; and Tough,

Formulating Program Objectives

At this point we hit one
theorists,

Behaviorists insist that objectives are meaningless unless they
describe terminal behaviors

in very precise, measurable, and ob-
servable terms. Gagne, for example, defines an objective as . .

of the raging controversies among

+ . . a verbal statement that communicates reliably to any individual

(who knows the words of the statement as concepts) the set of cir-
cumstances that identifies a class of human performances . . . The
kind of statement required app

ears to be one having the following
components:

1. A verb denoting observable action

(draw, identify, recognize, com-
pute, and many others qualify:

know, grasp, see, and others do not)
2. A description of the class of stimuli being responded to [for ex-
ample, “Given the printed statement ab + ac = a (b + ¢)’]
3. A word or phrase denoting the object used for action by the per-
former, unless this is implied by the verb (for example, if the verb is
“draw,” this phrase might be “with a ruling pen,”; if it is “state,”
the word might simply be “orally™)

4. A description of the class of correct responses (for example, “a right

triangle,” or “the sum,” or “the name of the rule.” [Gagne, 1965, p-
243]

Mager gives some practical guidelines for defining objectives.

1. A statement of instructional objectives is a collection of words or
symbols describing one of your educational intents,

2. An objective will communicate your intent to the degree you have
described what the learner will be DOING when demonstrating his
achievement and how you will know when he is doing it.

3. To describe terminal behavior (what the learner will be DOING):

a. Identify and name the over-all behavior act.

b. Define the important conditions under which the behavior is to
occur (givens and/or restrictions and limitations).

¢. Define the criterion of acceptable performance,
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ch objective; the more statements ok pttemn on ool being an attemp 10 fmpoe a
4. Write a separat:e st,tatetl;r;;tef;;:ﬁlave of making clear your intent; An objective is practical )
rc s o AR . .
you have, chath fe arner a copy of your objectives, you may 1 Objectives lie at the end of actions designed to lead to them,
5. 1f you g:ive much else. {Mager, 1962, p. 53] Objectives are usually pluralistic and require the use of judgment to
have to do provide a proper balance in their accomplishment,
; Objectives are hierarchical.
iorists, Taba—with a more Joct _crarciical
Moving up the scale from the behli‘;lz;lguide the formulation of Objectives are discriminative.

cognitive orientation—gives “princip Obl_i:g;iv&s change during the learning process. [Houle, 1972, pp. 139.
objectives.” | -
i he kind of behavio
jectives should describe bf)th t : or
5 Sta:::in:::i Slfeofo.]:;vteor the context to which that behavior applies
expec

i and specifically
ed to be Stawlcli i?:?clly&c::ilyavior exI:)eected, or Educational objectives may be stated in terms of the desired ac-
doubt as to the complishments of the learner.

Educational objectives may also be stated in terms of the principles of
action that are likely to achieve desired changes in the learner.
The understanding and acceptance of educational objectives will

He goes on to give guidelines for stating objectives.

Complex objectives R
enough so that there is no
what the behavior applies to.

so be so formulated that there are clear distinc-

Objectives should al red to attain different

i i ui
tions among learning experiences req

usually be advanced if they are developed cooperatively,
behaviors. 4 i rather than An objective should be stated clearly enough to indicate to all
i to travelr tional minds exactly what is intended

i mental, representing roads ratio . Y what 13 ini ) .
Objectives a_ret dc;l\eIl:ti that at this point she departs sharply from the In many teaching and learning situations, but particularly in those
terminal potnts. sponsored by institutions, objectives can be stated not only in terms of
behaviorists.) 4 and should include only what can be the outcomes of’educa!tion but also in terms of changes in the design

jectives should be realistic and s . components which will presumably make those outcomes better.
Ob]e?lted into curriculum and classroom experience.
transla

(facilitative objectives) [Houle, 1972, pp. 147-149)
all types
e broad enough to encompass

The scope of objectives should b00 1 [program] is responsible. [Taba,

) pre-set or prescribed objectives at all. Schwab, for example, takes
objectives by types of behavior. an unequivocal position.

Knowledge (facts, ideas, concepts)

f data, application of facts an curricular discussion, “What is the intended outcome?” The question

lle logical reasoning) arises from the dogma that curriculums should be devised, controlled,
principles, logica q and evaluated in the light of “objectives” taken as the leading prin-
Values. {m_d attitu esl' s ciples, Consideration of the practical character of curriculum and in-
Sf:'l]siit“[:;}l%saatllg6gee;;g 211-228] struction convinces me that this dogma is unsound . . . . I do not in-
Skills aba, ’ ‘

tend or expect one outcome or one cluster of outcomes but any one of
several, a plurality. Recognizance of the several stems from considera-

: ule
Building on the thinking of Tyler (1950), as did Taba, Ho tion not of possible outcomes, but of the materials under treatment:

identifies these attributes of objectives.
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i i the matter they try in their
ities of theory, their relations t_o
I::gg::;w\:ays to sgsume, their relations to one another. [Schwab,

1971, p. 540]

Tough (1979), in his analysis of how adults actually engz:-gz in inde-
pendent learning projects, found that _goal§ tosnd_ecll1 to q?:sgd  grocs of
organically as part of the process of inquiry, wit lva:hanging "
clarity and preciseness, g"nd to be continuously .

ividi i ring. .
dwl::li:;lgc;wangifgZ?SH::I;iczp:iI:m dgf self-actualization as the :llltlm;ti:

im of le::lrning, also sees goal-forn-latlon as a hlghly‘thyll:; o
;rooess occurring through the interaction of the learner wi

perience.

i sition has certain implications for
e r_nlght t:e iﬁ%ﬁ:ﬁgﬁgﬁgyacgsvenﬁonal education in this- country
P lf1'$ zhort of its goals. We shall stress only one point here,
o io t;;t education makes little effort to te'fich th.e 1nd1v1dua]l to ex;
amin y,ealit directly and freshly. Rather it gives him a complete s¢
a;'mmfrb 'thed spectacles with which to look at the world in lfve?
. l:; 1 o what to believe, what to like, what' to approve of, w :tog
?esgl gl.;ilt;'g;bout. Rarely is each p;:ll'son’s igr;ldlt\:d;:h::a E?;d?nnll:il: ow;l

i ed to be bold enou

;?;ﬁ:y(:: 11: 1:: izg;z%lastic or different. [Maslow, 1970, p. 223]

i imari loping the skills of self-
ts focus primarily on deve . ‘ .
dirce)ct:]tJ:J 2:3::;, holding that all other :.sub_stantlye learnu}:ﬁ1 obgl::-
tives flow from the process of accomplishing this one. [Allender,
. 230-238; Appendix D] _ o

19’1]’2}153 szthcse diffegences in viewpoint on objectxveg are Parttg
ilcilzll)blc by assigning the more ter_mlnafl-behavwr-or!ented
riz%edures to training and the more mqun'y-proclt?la.r,s-onc:)x(l:l ed
grocedures to education, much thed _waytwe hzx;c;g:gtiz;: tll?egol:ly s
in Fi 5-3. Even then, according to an ory, the
;gafl":cg; f: likely to resist ungc:lss hzefé'eely :rl:]c:)(;s:s tﬂh;:m ;Z :tcu;]ge ;;:; ,
his self-diagnosed needs. ng the !
:rael;ttmt:nts of the process of formulating objc.:ctlves in a@ult Eg:lxg:_
tion are Brookfield, 1986, pp. 209-220; Hospital Conulnsu(;nfn Do
tion Project, 1970, pp-. 35-46; Houle, 1972, pp. 136- o
212; Ingalls and Atceri, pp. 35-42; and Knowles, 1980, pp. 120-126.
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Designing a Pattern of Learning Experiences

To the behaviorists program design is essentially a matter of arrang-
ing contingencies of reinforcement so as to produce and maintain the
prescribed behaviors. To cognitive and inquiry theorists it is a matter
of arranging a sequence of problems that flow according to organic
stages of development, and providing appropriate resources for the
solving of these problems by the learner. [Bruner, 1966, pp. 7 1-112;
Suchman, 1972, pp. 147-159] To the third force psychologists it is a
matter of providing supportive environments (usually relatively un-
structured groups) in which the participants (learners and trainers to-
gether) can help one another grow in existentially determined direc-
tions. [Rogers, 1969]

Adult education theorists have tended to build design models into
which aspects of all these approaches can be fitted. The three most
recent are by Knowles, Tough and Houle (in order of publication).
The andragogical design model involves choosing problem areas
that have been identified by the learners through self-diagnostic
procedures and selecting appropriate formats (individual, group,
and mass activities) for learning, designing units of experiential
learning utilizing indicated methods and materials, and arranging
them in sequence according to the learners’ readiness and aesthetic
principles. [Ingalls and Arceri, 1972, pp. 4349; Knowles, 1980, pp.
127-154]

Tough (1979) employs the concept of a learning project consist-
ing of a series of related episodes as his basic framework for
program design. A program would consist of a number of
simultaneous individual and group learning projects, each project
having been collaboratively planned by learners and selected
helpers and carried on at the learners’ initiative. The learners could
use the whole gamut of human resources (experts, teachers,
colleagues, fellow students, people in the community) and material
resources (literature, programmed instruction devices and software,
and audio-visual media) almost without regard for the theoretical
orientation underlying them. Even the most didactic teacher or
linear teaching machine program will be used proactively rather
than reactively by a self-directed learner.

Houle (1972) has developed a fundamental system of educational
design which was described in outline in Chapter 4 and js
recapitulated in graphic form in Table 5-4 and Figure 5-4,
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One final observation about program design flows from these
adult educational models. They assume a high degree of respon-
sibility for learning to be taken by the learner; in the andragogical
and learning projects models, especially, the entire systems are built
around the concept of self-directed learning. But by and large, the
adults we work with have not learned to be self-directing inquirers;
they have been conditioned to be dependent on teachers to teach
them. And so they often experience a form of culture-shock when
first exposed to truly adult educational programs.

For this reason, I am increasingly building into my designs of
programs for new entrants a preparatory learning-how-to-learn ac-
tivity, This activity may range from an hour to a day in length,
depending upon the length and intensity of the total program, and
consists of the following elements:

First, a brief explanation of the difference between proactive and re-
active learning, along the lines presented in Appendix H.

Table 5-4
Major Categories of Educational Design Situations

Individual

An individual designs an activity for himself
An individual or a group designs an activity for another individual

Group
A group {with or without a continuing leader) designs an activity for itself
A teacher or group of teachers designs an activity for, and often with, a group of students
A committee designs an activity for a larger group
Two or more groups design an activity which will enhance their combined programs of
service

Institution
A new institution is designed
An institution designs an activity in a new format
An institution designs a new activity in an established format
Two or more institutions design an activity which will enhance their combined
programs of service

Mass
An individual, group, or institution designs an activity for a mass audience

Sowrce: Cyril O. Houle, The Design of Education (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1972), p. &4
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-

L. A possible educational activity is identified

# 2. A decision is made to proceed

3. Objectives are identified and refined

Resources

Leaders

Methods

Schedule

Sequence

Social reinforcement
Individualization
Ro_les and relationships
Criteria or evaluation
Clarity of design

4. A suitable format is designed

Guidance

5. The format is fitted into larger patterns of life ;‘:;::tc’;le

* Interpretation

6. The plan is put into effect

i

7. The results are measured and appraised

——

Figure 5-4. Houle's fundamentai isi
system: i
an adult educational framework. [I-)lrgfxle, 10'99;2|.5|;n4;¥]:mts and components of

Second, a short experience in identifyi

R ) ntifying the resources of t -
tlcilp;lrilts_(who knows \Yhat, or has had experience doing ?wh;;l;ﬁi
establishing collaborative, I-Thou (rather than It-It) relationships

with one another as human bein i i
o one an ot gs. For this exercise I use groups of
Third, a miniproject in usin, i i
Third, . g the skills of proactive learning de-
scnbeq in Appenc!:x H, such as reading a book proactively, or us%n a
supervisor proactively. , :

135



136 The Adult Learner

i ief experiential encounter
has been my experience that evena brie .
witfli tﬁe conccp{s and skills of self-d1rectee% leart_nng lh;lgsg ::rl;lt; 1{;)(;
i ing i It educational pr .
feel more secure in entering into an adu ;
if-directed learners, see
a manual on how to help people become sel y
] ing: A Guide for Learners an

Knowles, Self-Directed Learning: '
’ ; Daloz, 1986; Long, et
, 1975. [See also: Brookfield, 1986; , .
:"fafi‘gg'; Moore gnd Willis, 1989; Robertson, 1988; Rountree, 1986;

Smith, 1981, 1988.]
Operating the Program (Conducting Learning Activities)

is concerned
i ment of the program developme’nt process is ol
fo;lllll)sr fvli?:h the human resources developer ls role as algimirix;it:a:‘::;;,
i i u .
ing-teaching theories have very little to say about '
:l:dll:?nillgglo Pp. 2(g)2-23 1] describes the functlonsdassoc;eia;el;il ;v;trlé
, : hem out andrago
is role, and ideas about how to carry t
:lcm:ezliooped in Ingalls and Arceri, 1972, pp. 54-62 and Knowles, 1980,
. 155-197. . . _
pPI see the centrally crucial factor in program operat;c:sa ;grbteeaﬁcnﬁ ;zacl,f
i t ManpOWer SOUr
ity of faculty resources. The curren o e o
iviti tain le who only know how to
dl-lilt}(]?n;cnpeda“negi;?cl;l fasph?gﬁ, since this is the way they \lvcr:i: taulfrh;cgf
? h on selection
t to teach. You can’t rely very muc ( -
::rr:s tta;)uglovide you with good teachers. You have to train them yourI
self, through both preservice and inservice educational programs.
wmild say that the single most critical aspect of your role as progrg:f
administrator is your function as a developer of human resources
velopment personnel. [Sec Knowles, 1980, pp. 159-162)

Evatuating the Program

Here is the area of greatest controver:g and. weakslstt ::rgﬁ;log
i i in adult education an .
in all of education, espec‘lally in ad o sonorny, I
i oints out regarding educational technology cral,
th:.:'gzzgrf found enormously difficult to a;ipg:‘ I.aboraitnogs iir:;c;;'
inci ] he improvement of efficiency in tasks
e tvely o \ jecti We may infer that it. will be
clear and relatively simple objectives. O afee of Tearn.
difficult to apply laboratory-den've principles
?: en“r)n ?Irzz in{fprovemem of efficient learning in tasks w:_il;l .msa;'tel
cognplex objectives.” [Hilgard and Bower, 1966, p. 542, italics in,
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original] This observation applies doubly to evaluation, the primary
purpose of which is to improve teaching and learning—not, as so
often misunderstood, to justify what we are doing. One implication
of Hilgard’s statement is that difficult as it may be to evaluate train-
ing, it is doubly difficult to evaluate education.

Donald Kirkpatrick’s [Craig and Bittel, 1976, pp. 18-1 to 18-27;
Kirkpatrick, 1971, pp. 88-103] conceptualization of the evaluation
process is the most congruent with andragogical principles and the
most practical of all the formulations seen to date, He conceives of
evaluation as four steps, all of which are required for an effective
assessment of a program.

The first step is reaction evaluation, getting data about how the
participants are responding to a program as it takes place—what
they like most and least, what positive and negative feelings they
have. These data can be obtained through end-of-meeting reaction
forms, interviews or group discussions. It is usually desirable to feed
back data from one session at the beginning of the next session, so
that indicated program modifications can be negotiated.

The second step is learning evaluation, which involves getting
data about the principles, facts, and techniques which were acquired
by the participants. This step should include both pretests and
posttests, so that specific gains resuiting from the learning ex-
periences can be measured. Performance tests are indicated (such as
operating a machine, interviewing, speaking, listening, reading,
writing, etc.) for skill learning. Either standardized or tailor-made
information-recall tests or problem-solving exercises can be used to
gauge knowledge. Such devices as attitudinal scales, role playing or
other simulations, or critical-incident cases may yield helpful
progress in attitude-learning,

The third step is behavior evaluation, requiring data such as
observers’ reports about actual changes in what the learner does
after the training as compared with what he did before. Sources of
this kind of data include productivity or time-and-motion studies,
observation scales for use by supervisors, colleagues, and subor-
dinates, self-rating scales, diaries, interview schedules, question-
naires, etc,

The fourth step is results evaluation, data for which are usually
contained in the routine records of an organization—including
effects on turnover, costs, efficiency, frequency of accidents or
grievances or tardiness or absences, quality control rejections, etc.
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The main difficulty in evaluation, as in research, is in controlling
the variables sufficiently to be able to demonstrate that it was the
training that was mainly responsible for any changes that occurred.
For this reason, Kirkpatrick recommends using control groups
whenever possible. The more recent works on program evaluation
have tended to continue and deepen this emphasis on results:
Brinkerhoff, 1986; Harris and Bell, 1986; Rae, 1986; Swanson and
Gradous, 1988.

All learning and teaching theorists acknowledge the importance
of evaluation. Behaviorists maintain that evaluation is built into
their very process—when a learner makes an error in a frame of a
teaching machine program it shows up immediately and corrective
action is taken and if a program doesn’t produce the prescribed
behavior, it is modified until it does. They insist that evaluation is
intrinsic to their process—not something that happens at a different
time from learning. To some degree, Kirkpatrick’s reaction evalua-
tion employs this principle.

Cognitive theorists stress the importance of the learner’s ability
to retrieve and apply information to new problems as the key to
evaluation, which is what learning evaluation is essentially about.
Field theorists and humanistic psychologists emphasize the transla-
tion of learning into behavior back home or in the field (the
humanists, of course, stressing self-actualizing behavior), which is
the purpose of behavior evaluation. Organization theorists point
out that unless desirable results can be demonstrated, management
will withhold support from training—which is the essence of results
evaluation.

I should like to add a fifth dimension which springs directly from
the fundamental conception of adult education as continuing
education—rediagnosis of learning needs. If every learning ex-
perience is to lead to further learning, as continuing education im-
plies, then every evaluation process should include some provision
for helping the learners re-examine their models of desired com-
petencies and reassess the discrepancies between the model and
their newly developed levels of competencies. Thus repetition of the
diagnostic phase becomes an integral part of the evaluation phase.

What has been said above describes the state of the art in program
evaluation until very recently. But starting around 1977, the leading
theorists and practitioners in the field of program evaluation began
making almost a 180° turn in their very way of thinking about evalua-
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tl.OIl. During .the preceding 40 years, there had been a growing emph
sis on guan{:tative methods of evaluation. The norm was sget thp p
:::;ua?cg; dden’ttEave numbers and statistics attached to it, it w::nff
ectable. In the late 1970s, ev in
t!wughts about what they were learninagllil:fc:zih:iig;;lan]glt;zl\i ::zlond
tions that was making so much difference in what was happenin i
programs. They began to realize that there is a dji"ff:r(:mcepebetwg n
megs:lremem and evaluation, .
Ev uation, they began to report in the li i i
m;;de the skulls of the particip?azts—-andeh?:ie;: t:;l‘: ’s;ce%lgsstigltggﬁ
‘v:aycl; fthe:?r are gegzrﬁlﬁéng;ﬁd t"u:lme;g;1 out what is happening in their
. thm]nn- , . oing. This is qualitativ i
requires using su.ch methods as participant obsqervation ei:da;u?lt:?:llt;t
views, case studies, diaries, and other ways of getting "‘humsn” data-
tlily getting the whole picture .of “real-life” effects of a program first'
ey were then able to determine what quantitative data were needed t(;
oorrelat? real outcomes with program operations. So now the state of
the art .mvolves both quantitative and qualitative data, but with th
qualitative ching fif'st. The results have been astounciing. So muc;
]?;Z:e useful information 'is being f)btained from this combination. The
> tl:)urrent sources of mforn'latlon about this new development are
ronbach, 19!30, Guba and Lincoln, 1981, and Patton, 1980, 1981
and 1982. This turn of events becomes even more con’vincin,g wheI;

one realizes that all of these peo; :
: ple made their first r i .
ers of the quantitative evaluation movement. eputations as lead

Contract Learning—A New Way to Put It All Together

Without question the single most potent tool T have com i
iny more than half-century of experience with aduit ecuationf izcggziag
carning. It has solved more problems that plagued me during m:
f'n.'st 40 years than any other invention. It solves the problem of thz
v_v1de range of }J?tckgrounds, education, experience, interests, motiva-
tions, aqd a_bl.htlcs that characterize most adult groups by pr:)vidin a
way for individuals (and subgroups) to tailor-make their own learm'%l
plans. It.solves the problem of getting the learner to have a sense o%‘
owners]np qf tpe objectives he or she will pursue. It solves the prob-
lem of 1den-tlfymg a wide variety of resources so that different learners
can go to different resources for learning the same things. It solves the
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problem of providing each learner with a visible structure for sys-
temizing his or her learning. Finally, it solves the problem of provid-
ing a systematic procedure for involving the learner responsibly in
evaluating the learning outcomes.

1 now use learning contracts in all of my academic courses and in
the in-service education programs in educational institutions, in-
dustry, and the professions in which I am a consultant, Learning
contracts are being used by a number of continuing professional
development programs in medicine, nursing, dentistry, engineering,
social work, and the ministry. Appendix G describes how Wes-
tinghouse Electric Corporation uses the tool under a different label—
“Continuing Personal Development Plan.”

Turn to Appendix I to see how it works. [For other case descrip-
tions, see Knowles, 1986.]

The Evolving Meaning of Human Resources Development

As I see it, Human Resources Development is more than just a
higher sounding name for what we have always done. It is not justa
synonym for training or in-service education or management
development or even for manpower development. If it were only
this, one or more of the traditional learning theories would serve.

I am beginning to visualize Human Resources Development as
something deeper and more comprehensive than any of these con-
cepts, and I hope that this book will stimulate others to sharpen the
vision—a vision that includes McGregor’s and Likert's (and
others’) conception of all organizations as human enterprises in
their most vital essence. It includes the conception of systems
theorists and organization development theorists of an organization
as a dynamic complex of interacting subsystems of people,
processes, equipment, materials, and ideas. It includes the concep-
tion of modern economic theorists that the input of human capital is
an even more critical determinant of organizational output than
material capital. It also includes the nuclear physicists’ conception
of an energy system that is infinitely amplifiable through the releas-
ing of energy rather than the control of energy. It envisions the role
of the Human Resources Developer as being perhaps more crucial
than any other role in determining which organizations will be alive
twenty years from now and which will be extinct.
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1 see a drastically new role evolving for the human
oper as we begin to conceptualize an organization as a ;;x:z?::i_
:]':it re;ources. The role of human resource developers then becomes
o of manager of these systems—quite a different role from that of
¢ past, as manager of the logistics of operating training programs of
colm » Workshops, seminars, and other scheduled activities.
el ths new 1:ole they have to ask a very different set of questions
they ha:e(%ge::f?: ?%hahfﬁe“a??jtiotiau sources in o sooton
‘ s of the resources in our sys
;re pqtentlally a.val!able for the growth and development oty pt:onslts;’lf
typical organization will come up with a list like this:

1. Schefiuled instructional activities.
g. IJ:Ill line supervisors and managers.
. Materials and media, including
s packaged pro
. %rograms, and the like. 5 PIOgraits, compuler
. Content specialists (who often use their i
s work, but not for education). content specialty for
. Other individuals with special i i i
Dloyecs pecial resources, including retired em-
6. Community resources, including educati i
i , ucational instituti
commercial providers. ® etiutions and
7. Professional associations.

to:‘sh]g issec‘?;: question the human resource developers will then have
to » “How can we'make more effective use of these resources for
e systematic and continuous development of our people?” And so
of the answers they might come up with might look like thig:
Scheduled instructional activities could be redesigned 5o as to be
xﬁu?;gr?hent with princil.)lcs of adult learning. The resource people
Sonducti ugltS.m could be given special training on how to treat learn-
'I.'he line supervisors and managers could be ex i
their role is not just to supervise work, but to degzlsgg :tc:eti]:'epl::al;h:st
we.ll._ Substantial blocks of time could be built into the super\?iso
trglm_ng and management development programs dealing with t;Z
principles of adult learning and the skills of facilitating learning. The
}:llman resources developers and their staffs could be available to the
¢ officers as consultants in performing their role as facilitators of



142  The Adult Leamnsr

learning. An example of how the personnel is an organization can be
coached to serve as tutors to others is described in Appendix K.

The materials and media could be selected according to their con-
gruence with the theory of learning appropriate to the situations in
which they will be used. They can be made more accessible to all the
people in the system than is often the case now.

Information about the remaining resources—content specialists,
other individuals, community resources, and professional associa-
tions—can be collected and put into a data bank, which can serve as a
clearinghouse or educational brokering center. [see Heffernan, Macy,
and Vickers, 1976)

Learning contracts—developed as an integral part of the supervi-
sory process—can provide the means for helping individuals make use
of all these resources in a systematic program of continuous self-de-
velopment.

As systems of learning resources evolve, the human resources de-
velopers must increasingly radiate a professional confidence. It will
no longer suffice to be a good learning specialist, a good administra-
tor, and a good consultant. They will have to know more than learning
specialists, administrators, and consultants know. They will have to
know a new theory of human resources development and possess a
new set of skills in applying that theory to their systems. How much
more rewarding this role will be!

The idea of a system of learning resources 18 spelled out in more
detail in Appendix D.




