
"WE ARE INSTRUCTOR-DRIVEN, LEARNER-DRIVEN, 
ANDPLANS-DRIVEN - NOT ONE OR THE OTHER." 

WHAT DRIVES 
TRAINING? 

BY CHESTER 
DELANEY 

One of the many inestimable 
things that Malcolm Knowles has 
done for training and education has 
been to center attention on the 
learner, rather than the instruc-
tor. He has, with deserved insis-
tence, driven home the point that 
the old normal school preoccupa-
tion with teaching method was 
misplaced, and that the emphasis 
should rather be on how people 
learn: learning theory instead of 
teaching methods. 

The graduate of "Methodology 
101," with its focus on teaching 
method, is often the dutifully pre-
pared teacher complacent in the 
conviction that the job is done 
when a careful, thorough, and au 
courant lesson plan has been 
covered . . . even if the students 
didn't get it. The ultimate carica-
ture is the teacher who suffers 

•from the well rationalized "I pre-
sented the material, if they didn't 
learn it's their problem" syndrome, 
which simply ignores the primary 
purpose of a classroom or any 
learning situation. 

The potential exists for an analo-
gous reversal of priorities in the 
very organization and activity of a 
training group. If the training de-
partment is organized basically as 
a faculty of teachers, then, human 
nature being what it is, the depart-
ment will tend to offer training in 
those things the teachers can 
teach. Its offerings will be instruc-
tor-driven, ra ther than learner 
driven. 

There are, of course, real advan-
tages to an instructor-driven ap-
proach to training — advantages 
which add to its basic appeal of 
providing a platform for teachers 
to do what they themselves were 
trained^for, advantages which 
might even make it the strategy of 
choice in a given circumstance or 
for a given time. For one thing, the 
approach is the epitome of that 
most magisterial of personnel ax-
ioms: feed your staffs strengths, 
and starve its weaknesses. Thus, if 
the department includes a top in-
structor in Transactional Analysis, 
then it makes good sense to put 
that s t rength to use, especially 
since interpersonal skills are al-
ways needed. If it is not possible to 

offer instruction in everything, it 
is only too perfectly plausible to 
zero in on those subjects the staff 
can do well. 

Another advantage of the in-
structor-driven philosophy is that 
it makes for relatively easy plan-
ning by the training department's 
users. Since the training director 
can be certain about what will be 
offered and when (the training 
staffs capabilities and availabili-
ties define these variables neatly), 
training users have a clear pros-
pectus of course offerings on which 
to base their training plans — the 
dollars, the students, the length 
and timing of absences from work 
station or desk. There is no 
denying the security that such an 
approach offers to both trainers 
and users of training. 

Still another advantage of an 
instructor-driven training strategy 
is that it is possible to h i r e or 
develop instructors to cover im-
portant topics. What corporation 
doesn't need management train-
ing, supervisory skills or intro-
ductory data processing? It makes 
a ce r ta in amount of unimpeachable 
sense to ensure that these needs 
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are covered by providing instruc-
tors equipped to teach these sub-
jects. 

The Disadvantages 
of Instructor-Driven Training 
However, and at least to this 

writer's mind there is indeed a 
very large and emphat ic "how-
ever," the advantages of instruc-
tor-driven training are either out-
weighed by much stronger disad-
vantages or are doubly dangerous 
because they are more apparent 
than real. There is first and fore-

most the inver ted focus a la 
Knowles: instructor-driven train-
ing doesn't respond to the corpora-
tion's needs, but r a the r to the 
instructor's. It shifts momentum in 
the wrong direction when needs 
analysis is done. In fact, it fosters 
the illusion that needs analysis is a 
task to be scheduled only periodi-
cally, at budget time or once every 
six months, rather than an ongoing 
responsibility of line management 
supported by the training staff. 

Another disadvantage of the 

a program in interviewing & selection 
by the wmi corporation 

In many companies, managers from different departments 
and levels of responsibility participate in the interviewing 
and selection of people. After the interview, too often mana-
gers really can't answer these most important questions: 

• Can the applicant do the job (ability)? 
• Will the applicant do the job (motivation)? 
• Is this the job best suited for the applicant? 
• Was the interview conducted in accordance with EEO 

Guidelines? 

SELECT THE BEST can help solve these and other inter-
viewing problems. This is an in-house program to teach 
your managers the skills of effective, legal interviewing and 
selection. 

We would like to discuss how SELECT THE BEST could 
meet your needs. For information call 

DALE JENKINS or KIM NELSON (206) 455-2323 

WMI CORPORATION 

1621 114th Ave. S.E. 
Bellevue, WA 98004 

Circle No. 195 on Reader Service Card 

faculty-oriented structure is that 
of stagnation. This is particularly 
t rue in technical environments, 
but holds to some degree else-
where as well. The teacher of tech-
nology must have the opportunity 
to work at that technology to avoid 
going stale as a teacher, to say 
nothing of becoming technically 
passe. The philistine wisdom of 
technical arrogance has always had 
it that those who can't do, teach. 
The reality would seem rather to 
be that those who teach must do, 
or become ultimately unable to 
continue teaching effectively. 

A particularly seductive danger 
of the instructor-driven training 
philosophy is that it provides the 
illusion of accomplishment. The se-
curity of firm schedules, imple-
mented plans and quantif iable 
results is profoundly satisfying. 
And there is, after all, a great deal 
going on in the training depart-
ment if its faculty is teaching its 
catalog of courses every quarter. 
The stats pile up: classes conduct-
ed, modules completed, students 
taught , budget expended. The 
basic flaw remains, not that the 
teaching is useless or poorly done, 
but rather that it is quite possibly 
badly focused and ill considered. 
The constant round of activity 
throws dust in the eyes of those 
who might see more judiciously if 
the fundamental basis of the activi-
ty itself were conceived different-
ly. 

Evaluation 
of Instructor-Driven Training 
Along the same line, evaluations 

of instructor-driven training will 
tend to be instructor-oriented as 
well, all too often even instructor 
designed, administered, and anal-
yzed. Evaluation will center on the 
teacher and the class conducted, 
rather than on the effects of the 
training back on the job. One of the 
worst truths in the business is that 
an experienced trainer can always 
leave a class laughing, raving, de-
lighted, insisting this was the best 
damn program the company has 
ever had and we should have had it 
years ago and can you make my 
boss go? The evaluation of training 
is far and away the most difficult 
part of the entire process if it tries 
to get beyond indexing s tudent 
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"The alternatives for delivering training are 
numerous, and assessing them will demand a 

variety of training-related skills quite 
different from faculty orientation. 

happiness. Evaluation from teach-
er-oriented focus, a bias all the 
more powerful for being so often 
unexamined, increases this diffi-
culty immensely. 

A training department driven by 
learner needs rather than instruc-
tor needs will take a very different 
shape from the faculty structure. 
It will focus directly and continual-
ly on the ^classic four steps de-
manded of training: 

• the identification of training 
needed, 

• the design or selection of train-
ing to meet the needs identified, 

• the delivery of training design-
ed/selected, 

• the evaluation of training de-
livered. 

A learner-driven training staff 
will carry out these tasks by func-
tioning more as analysts or consul-
tants than as a faculty of instruc-
tors. The difference is most visible 
in the matter of delivering needed 
training. A member of the training 
staff may indeed teach, because 
that may be the most cost effective 
or most efficient way to deliver a 
particular course. But the teaching 
of its own staff members will be 
only one weapon in the training de-
partment's armamentar ium for 
getting the job done. It will in fact 
be the training specialist's respon-
sibility to draw on the most suit-
able alternative from that armory 
for each instance of training need 
uncovered or perhaps to offer an 
array of alternatives, with recom-
mendations, from which users can 
choose. 

This is not an easy task. The 
alternatives for delivering training 
are numerous, and assessing them 
will demand a variety of training-
related skills quite different from a 
faculty orientation. The use of 
training consultants from outside 
the organization is one obvious 
way to provide needed training. 
This would require the training 
staff to interface with consultants, 
draw up specifications to which 
they can respond, select among 
competing proposals, and monitor 

consultant performance against 
specifications. Another important 
delivery a l ternat ive is to find 
someone in a line area with the 
requisite knowledge, teaching abil-
i t j^J ime and willingness to pro-
vide a needed training class. This 
route demands a different set of 
abilities from the training analyst 
— judging another's communica-
tions skills, honing them, support-
ing course design and implementa-
tion by someone other than a full-
time trainer. A third example of 
training alternatives is the world 
of independent study, arrayed in 
multi-media splendor: video assist-
ed, computer-aided, audio-cas-
sette-based and programmed-in-
structed. Not only must the in-
house training consultant be able 
to evaluate and select from among 
this dazzling panoply, s/he must 
also be prepared to structure and 
support self-study as a serious 
means of effective learning, re-
sponsibilities which are in them-
selves both complex and formid-
able. 

Take a Proactive Approach 
It is worth noting again that a 

learner-driven a p p r o a c h in no 
sense precludes the possibility that 
members of the training depart-
ment will teach courses. It does, 
however, make this option pre-
cisely tha t : one option among 
many, with the decision based not 
merely on inertia or the need to be 
active, but rather upon managed 
choice. 

There is a further refinement. 
The description of learner-driven 
training is by definition reactive. 
The process is one of finding train-
ing needs and scrambling (grace-
fully) to provide for them. Such a 
model is clearly reactive, and that 
is as it should be. Indeed, being 
responsive is the quintessent ial 
quality of the learner-driven ap-
proach and is perhaps its single 
greatest strength. 

A training department should 
ultimately strive to become plans-
driven, which is to say proactive 
instead of solely reactive. Obvious-

ly a blend of the two modalities is 
the ideal. But the plott ing of 
corporate-wide training needs and 
objectives into calendar quarters 
should eventually get well out in 
front of today, well out in front of 
discovering and pooling require-
ments genera ted by this year's 
employee career aspirations and 
upcoming project plans. The learn-
er needs to which plans-driven 
t ra ining is responsive will be 
derived from sources like the 
strategies developed to position 
the corporation in its industry or in 
the economy over the next few 
years. Or from industry forecasts, 
particularly in those areas domin-
ated by technology. Or from the 
long range plans that a department 
may make because of its peculiar 
circumstances or its enlightened 
management . A t ra in ing group 
driven by plans is definitely learn-
er (not instructor) oriented, but it 
provides a ful ler spectrum of 
learner-driven training because 
the needs to which it is responding 
include the long-term rather than 
just the immediate. 

"We are d r iven , " shouts the 
Datsun crescendo. We trainers are 
too. We are instructor-driven, 
learner-driven and plans-driven. 
No single training group can be 
purely one of the other. But de-
termining which of these three 
orientations will prevail involves 
important differences of organiza-
tion, activity and outcome. The 
choice should be made with wide 
open eyes, certainly not merely as 
a matter of default. 
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