Presenter’s Notes:

Agenda:

10 min – Gus - Brief introduction of presenters and the general topic… Gus asks group “What is wrong with today’s e-learning?”

30 min - Class - Role play exercises 1 (using traditional design practices) and 2 (using performance-based design practices)

25 min – Gus – Debrief group observers (identify what happened)

15 min - Break

45 min - Ty – Consequences of these design practices… samples of good and bad courses… “What is good and bad?”

· Gives guidelines - Lacks context

· Online reference manual

· Knowledge regurgitation

· Gratuitous graphics and Flash that don’t do much – faux context


15 min – Gus – Toward performance-based design practices – What’s the alternative?

Example: Interview Line supervisors and observe… comment on performance afterwards… Cendant.  In the questions we ask… “What do you think they need to know?” vs “Where are the failures?  What’s causing you to lose customers?  What do you when?”

25 min – Ty/Gus – Ask: What obstacles?  Discussion of systemic implementation obstacles (client expectations, corporate culture, pricing structure/assumptions, etc.).  Ask groups to discuss what is needed to overcome these obstacles.

5 min – Gus – Closing remarks

1) Intro:

· Are you troubled by the state of corporate training today?  

· ASTD’s (2001) Benchmarking Report estimates usage rates for e-learning to be approximately 14%, while dropout rates are 60% or higher.  

· Although other estimates put dropout rates closer to 26% (Wang, Foucar-Szocki, Griffin, O'Connor, & Sceiford, 2003), one in four is still an alarming ratio.  

· What is worse is that even when training programs are completed and trainees enjoy the experience, successful training rarely brings about significant change in workplace performance

· Estimates that training yields only a 20% improvement in performance outcomes.  

· More often, individual performance is driven by a combination of environmental factors, such as poorly communicated expectations, inappropriate reward systems, resource shortages, lack of motivation, poor organizational alignment, and ineffective workflows

2) Role Play Exercise:

a) Split into odd number of groups (min of 5 per group) – count off method

b) One group goes to other room to act as production line workers

c) Pass role play directions to each group - Ty

d) Train production workers – Gus

e) Monitor

f) Debrief:

i) Ask each design in Brains-R-Us groups to read design paragraph

ii) Ask observers to give their observations

iii) Ask each designer in PBISD Consulting groups to read their designs

iv) Ask observers to give their observations

v) What differences and similarities are you detecting?

vi) Possible differences:

(1) Things are much clearer when you observe performance

(2) Designs are leaner and more performance-oriented

(3) There is a disconnect between SMEs/documentation and actual performance context

(4) Traditional approach makes it such that we often reproduce or worsen the design with each iteration

(5) SMEs, clients, and champions can have different agendas from each other as well as from workers

(6) SMEs often do not have a stake in the e-learning design… no consequences to them

3) Contrasting best practices with better practices
(1) Topic-blindness: IDers spend much of their time thinking about and discussing topics and how they will be “covered.”  Training is not the equivalent of a meeting… learners do not come to training in order to sit and listen to topics being covered and occasionally chime in with a canned response.  Training should consist of active, meaningful learning experiences that focus on immediately applicable, job-relevant skills.  Our current process does not promote that kind of design.  

(2) Consider the Source: While clients and SMEs can be very insightful, and documentation can also be helpful in understanding optimals, all three are secondary sources of information for the IDer.  In order to design for performance, the IDer needs to understand the performance context, the performance tasks/skills, and the performers.  The best way to do this is to observe and interact with performers in their natural habitat, the workplace. 

(3) Test Tube Logic: The current process assumes that the client and SMEs are best judges of “good training” and so what works for them will work for the performers.  All evidence suggests that this is an incorrect assumption.  SMEs look at information and skills very differently from novices and even from normal performers.  The SME perspective is useful, but it should not be the only perspective reflected in the design.  IDers need to test their design ideas and their courses with actual performers to see if the training meets their learning needs and improves their performance levels.

(4) Forgetting Your PALs: PAL is my acronym for Performance ( Assessment ( Learning.  When designing training, we start by understanding performance.  We develop a way to assess that performance and then create learning experiences derived from that assessment.  This assures that training is aligned with performance.  Often, we fail to do this because we’re missing the linchpin, an assessment that authentically captures the performance task.  Without PAL alignment, training’s ability to enhance on-the-job performance is seriously curtailed.

(5) The Lexical Loop: When we transfer information about the course from one document to the next, e.g., from a content outline to a list of learning objectives, to a set of test items, to a PowerPoint slide, to an instructor’s guide, etc., we lose something at each iteration.  Each iteration is called a lexical loop.  In order to create learning experiences that promote performance, we should minimize these lexical loops and instead focus our efforts on maintaining high fidelity between performance and learning, such that the differences are almost imperceptible.

4) E-learning samples
a) Sample 1: Rote learning, regurgitation of content, pretty, gratuitous use of graphics and Flash, etc.
b) Sample 2: Skill-based, substantive
c) How process is related… a topic-oriented approach was used in designing sample 1… SMEs and documentation… workers not represented in process… all reviews involved documentation not piloting… all reviews were done by client and SMEs.  The opposite was true for sample 2.
5) Towards Performance-based Design Practices
· Investigate work processes, workers, and work context to better understand the skill set and the environmental pressures (observe and chat approach)… use existing documentation as secondary sources

· Involve workers in identifying and prioritizing skills and assessment criteria (a collaborative approach)

· Collaborate with a SME to develop prototypes of authentic assessments (remember your PALs)

· Collaborate with a SME to develop prototypes of contextually rich learning interactions (simulation, reflection, discussion, and feedback) 

· Pilot assessment and learning interaction prototypes with target learners (multiple iterations)

· Refine learning interactions and assessments based on pilot feedback

· Produce the course media and supporting materials

· Implement and monitor the impact of training through a continuous improvement plan
6) Systemic Factors

a) Lack of sophistication of clients

i) Most do not have training background

ii) Even ones who do, do not have a foundational understanding of learning

b) Client expectations

i) Speed of business

ii) Training done for reasons other than performance improvement – e.g., as communication, as promotional tool, etc.

c) Emphasis on technology over design (e.g., Brandon Hall, learning objects, LCMS templates)

d) Shortage of experienced and knowledgeable designers?

