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Executive summary

Purpose
While the flexible delivery of training in workplaces is widely acknowledged as a
powerful tool to aid the development of skills and knowledge, there is evidence both
from research and practice that some barriers to its successful implementation exist.
These barriers can be identified in two major areas.

First, the research literature and anecdotal evidence clearly identifies that learners in
workplaces may not always be ready for the self-directed forms of learning that
underpin successful flexible delivery. There is evidence that learner preferences are
predominantly for instructor-led programs of instruction engaged with in social
environments. There is also evidence that the detailed strategies of self-directed
learning may not be well developed in these learners.

Second, there is also research and anecdotal evidence that enterprises are not
necessarily clear about the sorts of processes and policies they need to have in place
to support effective flexible delivery. There are issues associated with the value
placed on flexible learning within enterprises—its competition with production
imperatives and the accessibility of human, physical and learning resources needed to
support flexible learning. There are also issues relating to the new skills that trainers
and supervisors may need to acquire to develop and support flexible learners.

This research was designed to identify strategies that may be available to support
learner development and workplace development, and that are feasible for
implementation in operating workplaces faced with different sets of competing
priorities. In addition, the research was designed to provide a basis for making
suggestions for the implementation of feasible strategies. The report provides a
number of suggestions of strategies and their implementation.

Method
The research was conducted in 12 different enterprises within Victoria. The 12
enterprises represented a range of size and industry sector, with some enterprises
located in the metropolitan area of Melbourne, and others located in regional cities.
Geographic spread of the enterprise was also a variable in the research, with some
being contained entirely on one site, and others distributed across wide geographic
areas within Victoria and across Australia.
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Our research was based on the experience with flexible delivery of enterprises and
their personnel. For that reason, all enterprises contributing to the research were
already well-disposed towards flexible delivery, and had implemented it in one way
or another. That is an acknowledged limitation in this research.

In each enterprise our method was to interview the manager who had overall
responsibility for training. In some enterprises the training manager’s role was
dedicated only to training. In other enterprises training responsibility was a part of a
wider set of responsibilities, normally associated with human resources. In smaller
enterprises the training responsibility was part of an even broader set of
responsibilities. The interviews were designed to elicit information on strategies that
training managers saw as being feasible for implementation in their enterprise; those
they saw as feasible but their view was qualified; and strategies they identified as
difficult for implementation, and probably not feasible within the context of their
enterprise.

We also conducted focus groups with supervisors of staff and trainers in enterprises.
Those focus group sessions were designed to elicit information on the feasibility of
strategies for implementation at the workplace level, and to learn from those
supervisors the strategies that they used to support learners in flexible delivery
environments.

Results
Flexible delivery was largely implemented by enterprises through the provision of a
range of learning opportunities that included on-the-job observation, practice and
mentoring, access to learning resources, and access to external training provision
where that was seen as necessary.

Results of the study indicate a number of broad strategies considered feasible by
enterprises. These strategies relate to the development of new knowledge in a
framework of existing knowledge and workplace practice; and the provision of access
to other people in the organisation to assist learners in knowledge and skill
development. Provision of structured observation and demonstration was considered
feasible, but assistance to learners in the development of the skills of self-directed
enquiry were not considered feasible. It was generally assumed that learners have
those skills already.

The provision of a range of learning opportunities and learning resources was
common among enterprises, with these features being more developed among larger
enterprises or those with geographically distributed workforces. There was
acknowledgement of individual differences in learning styles and instructional
preferences. Enterprises catering to these differences normally did so by making a
range of possibilities available from which learners could make limited selections.
Communities of practice were engaged by all enterprises, and some had developed
intentional communities of practice designed to support particular individuals, or the
development of particular skill and knowledge sets.

The involvement of learners in identifying their own learning goals and learning
activities was considered more feasible at higher levels of enterprises than at lower
levels. More liberal, rather than vertically organised learning networks were apparent
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at higher levels, associated with greater learner autonomy at those higher levels. The
tension between production time and learning time was clear, particularly at lower
levels of organisations. That tension was acknowledged and managed where an
enterprise agreement (EA) specified training or time-out for training.

Feasible strategies for workplace development of flexible delivery support were
identified in the area of training policy that included statements of the value of
training to the enterprise, the forms of training and assessment available, the provision
of learning resources and ‘expert others’ to assist, and the availability of external
training. Strategies relating to time-out for training were more qualified in terms of
level of staff to be trained, and the arrangements within enterprise agreements and
production schedules.

Factors that were shown to be related to the feasibility of given strategies in
enterprises concerned the availability of time, perceived skills of supervisors, and the
forms of learning network acknowledged as present and encouraged. Variations were
also related to size, geographic distribution, and the level of formality in the enterprise
structure, procedures, and expected training outcomes.

Conclusions and suggested directions
The literature review indicated that those workplaces which have developed an
effective training environment are characterised by the following:

 development of articulated training policy that indicates the valuing of learning and
learners

 implementation of training structures that provide access to identified trainers and other
personnel, and space in the production schedule to enable learning to occur

 skilling training staff to support:
− development and management of self-directed learning

− acquisition of needed skills and knowledge

− engagement in the community of practice at the workplace to support authentic
learning

− availability of learning resources—human, physical, courseware

The research showed that a majority of the strategies identified are feasible for
implementation in enterprises; others are supported only in a qualified way; and a
small number were perceived as largely infeasible. Clearly, a sufficient number of the
strategies for learner preparation and workplace preparation were considered feasible
for enterprises to select from a wide range of strategies that will enhance their
experiences with flexible delivery. These strategies and suggestions for
implementation are shown in detail in the final chapter of this report.

Apart from the detail of those strategies and their implementation, several broad
suggestions can also be made.

Further research

It is important to recognise that this research which addresses strategies for the
development of learners and their workplaces to enable them to participate more
effectively in flexible delivery is one of a very small number of research projects. We
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recommend that the research be extended in its scope with further enterprises, and that
the issues of support be investigated at greater depth than we have been able in one
project.

There are limitations in the present research due to the selection of only a limited
number of enterprises that were already experienced with flexible delivery. There are
also limitations in our methods such that research employing different methodologies
could be effectively carried out to provide further data.

Development of self-directed learning skills

In the development of policy at vocational education and training (VET) authority
level, and of funding arrangements to support policy, ongoing attention should be paid
to the development of processes that will enhance the readiness of workplace learners
for flexible delivery. Specifically, there is a need for the development of programs
that will assist learners and their trainers with the development of self-directed
learning skills.

We acknowledge that VET authorities at both Commonwealth and State levels are
aware of these issues, and have already taken steps to investigate them and to develop
appropriate measures. The same is true of VET research organisations such as the
National Research and Evaluations Committee. However, the increasing interest in
the provision of online programs of training necessitates a vigorous pursuit of the
development of programs to facilitate self-directed learning, to ensure that the
expenditure in these new developments provides for good returns to investment in
terms of training participation and outcomes.

Developing systems within enterprises

Vigorous attention should also be paid to developing systems within enterprises to
assist in the successful support of flexible delivery through adequate policy, process,
resources and training management and delivery. There is a need for more to be done
with and for enterprises to provide adequate support for the development of effective
strategies. Such work needs to be undertaken at VET authority level and at enterprise
levels.

Again, it is acknowledged that there is already interest and support provided in this
area through a number of different projects. At the enterprise level, however, there is
need for very practical support in the development of these support strategies. There
also appears to be a need for enterprises to consider the importance of the training
efficiency and lifelong learning that can result from processes that supplement
vertically driven training systems with more liberal learner-controlled systems that
develop a greater sense of ownership.

Workplace training programs

Attention should be directed to the programs available to trainers and supervisors
which facilitate the development of skills in workplace training. Increasing the
attention paid to self-directed learning, enquiry, needs identification and self-directed
learning activities in programs such as the Certificate IV in Workplace Training and
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Assessment would be a useful and practical step towards the development of required
trainer skills.

It is acknowledged that, to some degree, the current certificate IV already addresses
these issues through a number of modules, but a strengthening of this emphasis in a
context of an expectation of greater commitment to flexible delivery through new
technology-mediated delivery processes is advisable.

Business opportunities for registered training organisations

Registered training providers, both public and private, should investigate the business
opportunities that may exist for them in the development of consultancy skills and
programs to assist learners and workplaces in their attempts to become better prepared
for flexible delivery.

Currently, considerable business opportunities exist for registered training
organisations (RTOs) and similar training institutions to assist enterprises with the
development of flexible learning materials and resources, and technology-mediated
systems of delivery. Considerable opportunities also exist for the development of
resources to underpin training packages and other enterprise training outside the scope
of training packages. Consulting firms, private RTOs, and public providers, such as
technical and further education (TAFE) institutes and universities have responded to
calls from the marketplace. Many of these organisations also possess the skills to
assist enterprises to develop policies, processes and skills to support flexible learning,
and may find commercial value in doing so.
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Background to the research

Overview
The research was designed to identify feasible strategies to support flexible delivery
in operating workplaces. For this research we identify ‘flexible delivery’ as training
delivery methodologies that are decided upon by the enterprise or the learner
involved: thus, it is at the enterprise level that the form of the training and its learning
objectives are identified. That means that the methods used are largely under the
control of people in the enterprise—decisions are made on the use of methods, such as
structured or unstructured observation, practice, mentoring, buddy systems, as well as
whether learning resources are developed in-house or supplied from elsewhere.

Previous research has indicated that the successful implementation of flexible delivery
in workplaces faces two major forms of barrier. First, there is evidence from
Australian and international research that learners are not well-equipped to engage
with self-directed learning which is a necessary component of effective flexible
learning. Research has indicated that vocational learners in workplaces prefer to
engage in programs of instruction that are structured by their instructor, and that
provide opportunity for learning to occur in social environments. There is evidence
for a preference towards learning goals provided by instructors, and a low preference
among these learners for the development of their own learning goals and learning
activities to achieve those goals. Besides their preferences for structured programs
delivered in a social environment, there is also evidence that the learning strategies
required for self-directed and more independent learning are not well-developed.

Previous research also indicates that enterprises and the workplaces within them are
not necessarily well-prepared for the support of flexible delivery. Evidence indicated
that many enterprises had not been able to develop the policies, procedures and
structures to support learning that required a learner to engage in the wide range of
learning activities available as flexible delivery. Moreover, there is evidence that
training and supervisory personnel in enterprises need some assistance in developing
strategies to support learners engaged in flexibly delivered programs of training.

These potential barriers to effective flexible delivery were addressed in previous
research through the identification of a number of strategies which may be useful to
enterprises in developing a flexible learning environment and useful to learners in
their development of the skills of self-direction to enhance their participation in
flexible delivery.

The research undertaken for this project was designed to assess the feasibility of
strategies, previously identified through research, for learner development and
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workplace development in operating workplaces. Within the constraints of physical,
financial, time, and human resources available to enterprises, the strategies identified
through research may not be amenable to implementation. Enterprises have an over-
riding imperative for production and the maintenance of production schedules. They
also have finite resources and skill ranges. Strategies for the effective support of
flexible delivery have to be achievable within these constraints.

To assess the feasibility of different possible strategies to support flexible delivery in
workplaces, we engaged the assistance of 12 enterprises varying in size, industry
sector, geographic locality, and geographic distribution of their workforce. In each
enterprise we interviewed managers with responsibility for training. We also
conducted focus groups with selected supervisors and trainers with a responsibility for
staff at operational levels. From the information gathered we then developed a wide
range of feasible strategies for enterprises to select from and to implement to enhance
the effectiveness of their flexibly delivered training programs.

Audiences for this report
The report has been prepared and organised for a number of audiences, each of whom
will have different needs:

 vocational education and training (VET) authorities at both Commonwealth and State
levels, to assist with the development of policy relating to flexible delivery

 the VET research community, which will have an interest in the wide-ranging and up-to-
date reviews of research literature from Australia and overseas developed in the early
chapters of this report, together with the research method employed and the findings

 enterprise-based management personnel who have a responsibility for training policy
development and oversight within their organisation. We have organised the final chapter
of this report to enable ready access to the information and the identified strategies that
will serve to assist flexible delivery implementation in workplaces

 VET practitioners in public and private training organisations who are concerned with the
delivery of programs to be adopted by learners through flexible means. The report is
organised to enable these practitioners to choose the depth to which they wish to explore
the substance of this report. Some will find useful the literature reviews of research and
the experience of others, as well as the set of strategies identified in the final chapter.
Others will simply wish to read the final chapter on feasible strategies and their
implementation
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Flexible delivery in the workplace
In this chapter we will explore concepts and definitions of ‘flexible delivery’ in the
context of other terms, such as ‘open learning’ and ‘distance education’. Also
examined in the chapter is some of the literature on the development of workplace
knowledge, flexible delivery in the workplace, and of the characteristics of
workplaces as learning environments. A more detailed review of this area can be
found at Smith (2002).

Concepts of flexible delivery
Ellington (1997) has traced the origins of the term flexible learning to the 1970s,
when the Flexible Learning System was developed in the United States for use in
schools. The Flexible Learning System was a package designed for teachers to assist
children to develop problem-solving attitudes and skills, and with a focus on shifting
problem-solving in the classroom from teachers to pupils (Yinger & Eckland 1975).
In Britain, Ellington has traced the term to the early 1980s and observes that, by 1986,
there was sufficient activity for the Association for Educational and Training
Technology to make flexible learning systems the theme for its Edinburgh conference.
At that conference, Roebuck (1987) defined flexible learning as an approach which is
characterised by flexible approaches to educational provision and the design of ways
of meeting learners’ needs, embracing open learning and self-study.

The concept of meeting learners’ needs was captured in Misko’s (1994) discussion of
flexible delivery as a ‘client-focussed’ approach to the delivery of education and
training, enabling the learner considerable flexibility in choice of place of learning;
level of content to be learned; actual content to be learned, and the method through
which the learning takes place. She listed the forms of learning available with flexible
delivery as:

 competency-based learning

 discovery learning

 self-paced learning

 resource-based learning

 group-paced learning

 mixed modes of learning

 integrated theory and practical learning

 integrated on-the-job and off-the-job learning

 problem-based learning (Misko 1994, p.3)
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Coupled with these forms of learning are the components of the definition of flexible
delivery proposed by the Flexible Delivery Working Party (1992), which recognised
that flexible delivery provides students with greater flexibility in:

 delivery modes

 delivery venues

 assessment practices

The working party suggested several features of flexible delivery, each of which was
seen as providing considerable advantages for training. Flexible delivery has the
potential to enable considerable customisation towards learner preferences, learner
needs, enterprise contexts and enterprise needs. Through access to a wide range of
learning resources, and a wide range of teaching options, it is possible for a learner to
assemble the resources that best fit learning preferences and needs, and the teaching
methods that are most favoured, to yield a learning experience that is comfortable and
effective. Selection of resources and favoured teaching methods may best be achieved
with guidance provided to the learner, rather than the learner being left to make these
decisions alone.

The Flexible Delivery Working Party (1992) proposed the following definition of
flexible delivery:

 Flexible delivery is an approach to vocational education and training which allows for
the adoption of a range of learning strategies in a variety of learning environments to
cater for differences in learning styles, learning interests and needs, and variations in
learning opportunities. (Flexible Delivery Working Party 1992, p.2)

A difficulty with this definition is that it implies that all teaching that is not ‘flexible
delivery’ is rigid in method, content and expectation and that, without flexible
delivery, teachers would take no account of learner needs or circumstances.

Burns, Williams, and Barnett (1997) have interpreted the definition to mean that
flexible delivery is characterised by the following key features:

 flexibility in terms of entry, course components, modes of learning and points of exit

 learner control and choice regarding the content, sequence, time, place and method
of learning

 appropriate learner support systems

 the application of learning technologies where appropriate

 access to information on courses and services

 access to appropriate learning resources

 flexible assessment processes (Burns, Williams & Barnett 1997, p.16)

Burns, Williams and Barnett (1997) acknowledge that this set of characteristics is
based on the widest possible view of flexible delivery systems and, by implication,
they do not suggest that all flexible delivery must encapsulate all of these
characteristics. Indeed, where accreditation processes demand the achievement of a
defined set of learning outcomes or, where a specific set of competency outcomes is
demanded, there is unlikely to be substantial learner control over content or sequence.
In addition, there can be restrictions on time and place of study in a workplace
environment. However, the new training packages (ANTA 1997) with outcomes
expressed in competencies, do enable choices about content and sequence to be made
within the non-endorsed components. A strong theme in the literature on flexible
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delivery is an emphasis on these characteristics of learner control, rather than provider
control, over content, sequence, rate of progress, methods, and time and place of
learning (Evans & Smith 1999).

In 1996, the Australian National Training Authority’s National Flexible Delivery
Taskforce adopted the definition:

 Flexible delivery is an approach rather than a system or technique; it is based on the skill
needs and delivery requirements of clients, not the interests of trainers or providers; it
gives clients as much control as possible over what and when and where and how they
learn; it commonly uses the delivery methods of distance education and the facilities of
technology; it changes the role of trainer from a source of knowledge to a manager of
learning and a facilitator. (ANTA 1996, p.11)

This description is precisely that proposed by Johnson (1990, p.4) to define ‘open
learning’, and captures the two aspects most commonly associated with flexible
delivery—extended access to learning through the removal of barriers, and a
philosophy of learner-centred provision where learner choice is the key. The
relationship between the terms ‘open learning’ and ‘flexible delivery’ is further
explored later in this chapter.

Although the Australian National Training Authority (ANTA) adopted this
description as a definition, Peoples, Robinson and Calvert (1997) point out that there
is ambiguity about whether the ‘client’ is the enterprise wanting the training carried
out, or whether the ‘client’ is the individual learner. Peoples, Robinson and Calvert
(1997) observed that ‘flexible delivery’ encompasses two separate developments in
VET. First, there is the demand by industry and employers for greater flexibility in the
delivery of training and, second, there is demand for a more student-centred approach
to learning and teaching. Peoples, Robinson and Calvert (1997) differentiated between
flexible delivery and flexible learning when they wrote:

 Flexible delivery is managing and organising vocational education and training
programs/courses/modules in ways that meet the needs of clients—industry, enterprises
and learners; and,

 Flexible learning is planning, developing and facilitating a range of learning strategies
that meet the needs of individual learners. (Peoples, Robinson & Calvert 1997, p.8)

These definitions are useful, but it can be argued that the Peoples, Robinson and
Calvert (1997) definition for flexible learning may be better applied to the term
‘flexible teaching’. The acts of planning, developing and facilitating are not the acts
of a learner, but those of a teacher. It can be argued that flexible learning is the result
of flexible teaching, without suggesting that flexible learning can only occur as a
result of flexible teaching. Flexible learning may be, for example, the result of a self-
directed study program, problem-solving situation, or just the actions taken to satisfy
an individual’s curiosity (Clardy 2000). Flexible learning may also take place in the
context of a very rigid teaching paradigm, where the learner invokes flexibility not
provided for in the instruction. Adoption of the term ‘flexible teaching’ enables the
brief insight that flexible delivery is the application of flexible teaching to a particular
teaching task or situation.

In everyday educator parlance, and in the literature, the term ‘open learning’ is
sometimes used interchangeably with ‘flexible delivery’. Furthermore, the notions of
distance education are invoked as part of a description of flexible learning and its
methods. The Australian Senate Employment, Education and Training References



16 Preparing for flexible delivery

Committee (1994) inquiry into open learning attempted to clarify the term open
learning when it wrote:

 The term ‘open learning’ means different things to different people and it is not always
possible to be sure that those who use the term are talking about the same aspect of
education when they employ it. For the Committee, the term ‘open learning’ implies a
freedom and diversity of learning options for the student. Open learning as a concept has
been in existence for many years, as the long record of distance education in Queensland
attests. But open learning is not simply distance education under another name. Open
learning needs to be flexible, student centred, and to offer opportunities and choices that
structured and conventional delivery of courses may not presently allow at least in higher
education—whether on campus or off campus.

(Australian Senate Employment, Education and Training
References Committee 1994, p.7)

As Rumble (1989) suggests, open learning is a very different concept from distance
education. Rumble argues cogently that education practices fall on a continuum
between contiguous and distance modes of teaching, but where on the continuum a
practice lies has nothing to do with its openness. Rumble concludes by observing that:

 The concept of open education is ill-defined but has to do with matters related to access,
freedom from the constraints of time and place, means, structure, dialogue and the
presence of support services. (Rumble 1989, p.41)

He points out that distance education systems may be quite closed, and not meet the
criteria for openness that he has established. A different insight into the distinction
between distance education and open learning is provided by Edwards (1995), as part
of his analysis of these terms in a post-Fordist context. Edwards suggests that distance
education, with its emphasis on provision of learning opportunities at a distance ‘… is
consistent with a Fordist model of organisation in which mass produced products are
available to a mass market’ (Edwards 1995, p.242). In contrast, Edwards sees open
learning, similarly to flexible delivery, as being more market-sensitive with a greater
emphasis on meeting the needs of the learner/consumer. He also sees the ‘privileged
discourses of providers’ (Edwards 1995, p.250) being replaced with discourses that
place the learner, as consumer, in the centre. In his suggestion that technologically
mediated knowledge provides the vehicle for individualising learning, Edwards sees
that distance is subservient to the discourse of open learning, and becomes
‘reconstituted as relationships between producers and consumers in which knowledge
is exchanged on the basis of the usefulness it has to the consumer’ (Edwards 1995,
p.251). It is through that notion of subservience that Rumble’s and Edwards’ analyses
provide a congruence with, as Rumble (1989) has argued, the continuum of distance
being independent of that of openness. This relationship between open learning and
flexible delivery was further explored in the report of the Australian Senate
Employment, Education and Training References Committee, part 2 (1995) when it
suggested that:

 If open learning is considered an expression of a certain educational philosophy, the
notion of ‘flexible delivery’ favoured by the VET sector may be considered as an
education and training strategy which emerges from the philosophy.

(Australian Senate Employment, Education and Training
References Committee 1995, p.7)

A similar relationship between the terms was used in the abstract of a paper by
Lundin (1998), when he wrote ‘The rapid growth in flexible delivery of open learning
and distance education …’, indicating a view of flexible delivery as a strategy, or set
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of strategies, within open learning or distance education. Lundin’s paper suggests that
the same interrelated usage of the terms that occurs in Australia is evident in the
European Community. Lundin examines the use of the terms in each of the countries
of the European Community, and concludes that it is evident that open learning and
flexible learning are characterised by:

 some degree of learner control and choice regarding content, sequence, time, place, and
method of learning

 a necessity for learner support systems

 employment of technology where it is seen to be appropriate and affordable

 availability to learners of learning resources

It is noteworthy that Lundin’s examination of flexible learning includes the use of
technology only as a possible means of delivery. Similarly, Misko (1994) did not
specifically include technologically mediated forms of learning delivery in the forms
of learning that she identified for flexible delivery. That is not the case with all
writers, where some (for example, Cunningham et al. 1997, p.23) see the use of
technology as being a characteristic of flexible delivery. Although that confusion is
evident both in the literature and in everyday conceptualisations of flexible delivery, it
has become common for the Lundin view to be more accepted—where technology
may be a feature of a flexibly delivered program of instruction, but it is by no means a
defining characteristic.

The inclusion of the notion of learner control over content, sequence, and length of
time to complete the program in the conceptualisation of flexible learning is, however,
crucial in the provision of learning programs to enterprises (Evans & Smith 1999).
Behind the inclusion of those notions in flexible learning is the fundamental idea that
flexible learning is learner- (or customer) controlled rather than being provider-
controlled. However, in the context of enterprise training, this again raises the
question of who is the learner and who is the customer. While the learner is likely to
be an individual within the enterprise, that person may not be the customer. King
(1996) examined the language used in ANTA reports at that time and concluded that
the principal client was seen as the enterprise, rather than the individual learner.

Support for this view of customer control being central to the concept of flexible
delivery was also expressed by Evans and Smith (1999), while Ellington (1997)
captured the key characteristics of flexible learning within this notion of learner
control when he wrote:

 … I would suggest that we all try to promote the general adoption of this wider
interpretation, and start using the term ‘flexible delivery’ as a generic term that covers
all those situations where the learners have some say in how, where or when learning
takes place—whether within the context of traditional institution-centred courses or in
non-traditional contexts such as open learning, distance learning, CAT schemes, wider
access courses or continuing professional development. (Ellington 1997, p.4)

There appears to be little reason to distinguish strongly between the terms flexible
learning and open learning but, instead, to accept that these two terms are reasonably
interchangeable. Ellington (1997) has observed that over the years the term ‘flexible
learning’ has been in currency, it has come to have the same meaning as ‘open
learning’. There is also some evidence that the term ‘flexible learning’ has been more
favoured in the vocational education and training sector, while open learning has been
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preferred in higher education (Ellington 1997; Evans & Smith 1999; Australian
Senate Employment, Education and Training References Committee 1994).

In the current research, flexible delivery has been defined to include the notion of
customer control over content and sequence, with learners accepting at least some
responsibility for directing their own learning activities to achieve identified learning
outcomes. That acceptance of responsibility for self-direction brings with it the
expectation that at least some of the learning will take place in a context of
independence from instructor guidance and control, and from constant instructor
presence.

Moreover, the current research is very clearly focussed on flexible delivery as it
occurs in operating workplaces, to achieve learning outcomes associated with the
work of the enterprise.

Development of workplace knowledge
The constructivists hold that learners construct knowledge from the circumstances in
which they experience that knowledge (von Glasersfeld 1987), with the construction
being viewed as an ongoing interpretive process which is reinforced by past and
ongoing experiences. Individuals make sense of knowledge in an interpretative and
constructive way, rather than internalising externally derived knowledge.
Accordingly, as Rogoff (1995) argues, the appropriation of knowledge is not just the
internalisation of externally derived stimuli, but rather the individual’s construction of
those stimuli. In this context, communication is more than a one-way transmission
and reception (Pea 1993). Instead, it is viewed as a dynamic two-way process in
which meanings emerge in the space between the learner and the more expert other.
This proximal guidance (Vygotsky 1978) may involve the learner in joint problem-
solving and the construction of knowledge is progressively realised. Consequently,
individuals collaboratively construct a common grounding of beliefs, meanings and
understandings that they share in activity (Pea 1993) through a culture, or community,
of practice (Lave & Wenger 1991). Through this process of meaning negotiation
individuals arrive at understanding. Although more distant forms of guidance
(Vygotsky 1978), such as observing and listening, provide important guidance (Billett
1994a), they may not be able to provide access to knowledge which is opaque or
hidden. Billett argues that the close guidance of a more expert other can assist with
making accessible knowledge which is remote and can assist the individual’s
construction of this knowledge.

The arguments for the importance of social construction of knowledge and reflective
learning in the workplace are further supported by Marsick (1988) in her strong
criticism of the behaviourist influence in the development of training. Marsick argues
that the behaviourist model does not enable the development of all required
knowledge in the workplace, although she suggests that behaviourism may be a useful
paradigm for the development of specific skills. Marsick’s central arguments are
grounded in the need for people in modern organisations to be prepared for change,
and to have a level of independent thinking and risk analysis commensurate with
expectations of a globally competitive community. More recently, Billett (1996a,
1998a) has also provided evidence and argument to indicate that the behaviourist
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approaches to learning in the workplace are inadequate. He has argued that situated
learning is co-constructed from cognitive processing and socio-cultural interaction.

The literature on constructivism and transformation of learning is consistent in the
view that meaning negotiation, knowledge appropriation and concept development are
dependent, in part at least, on access to a more expert worker, a mentor or, in
Vygotsky’s (1978) terms, to proximal guidance. It appears, therefore, that reliable
skill development beyond the procedural knowledge level is likely to require more
than training manuals or manufacturers’ handbooks. Guidance by a fellow human
being, and opportunity to explore through questions, discussions, and action learning
are also necessary. This conclusion is emphasised by Brown (1997) when she
observes that learning resources cannot replace teaching in its entirety, since there is a
continuing need for human interaction to achieve inspiration, motivation and role
modelling.

Flexible delivery in the workplace
Accepting the view that the construction of workplace knowledge requires interaction
with trainers or more expert others, and some form of interactivity between the learner
and the material to be learned, begs the question of how this can be best provided
through flexible delivery in the workplace. In an industry setting the advantages of
resource-based flexible training are the opportunities for learning on an individual
worker basis, learning that is sustainable within shift and production schedules, and a
minimisation of the need for expensive one-to-one instruction and demonstration from
a more expert trainer. Clearly, for flexible delivery that is at least partially based on
resource-based learning to achieve those advantages, techniques to provide for
conceptual development and skill development through problem-solving and
interactivity must be built into the learning program and its delivery. Garrison (1995)
warns against what he calls ‘naïve constructivism’ where ‘educators have a blind faith
in the ability of students to construct meaningful knowledge on their own’ (Garrison
1995, p.138). In similar vein, Cornford and Beven (1999) argue that:

 Leaving learners, particularly novices, to piece together a picture of the complex
workplace environment without guidance is more likely to result in incorrect and
fragmented understandings. (Cornford & Beven 1999, p.28)

Collins (1997) takes this warning further and advocates that a complex modern
society and workplace necessitates that learners be taught to learn through cognitive
apprenticeship, as proposed by Collins, Brown & Newman (1989). Cognitive
apprenticeship, Collins argues, has a number of features that lend themselves to
deployment among workplace learners:

 authenticity—material to be learned is embedded in tasks and settings that reflect the uses
of these competencies in the real world

 interweaving—learners go back and forth between a focus of accomplishing tasks and a
focus of gaining particular competencies

 articulation—learners articulate their thinking and what they have learned

 reflection—learners reflect and compare performance with others

 learning cycle—learning occurs through repeated cycles of planning, doing, reflecting

 multimedia—each medium is used to do what it does best
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Collins argues that a cognitive apprenticeship is an effective way to develop learning
strategies among learners, since robust knowledge has to be both situated and
unsituated, and that:

 … powerful abstractions are needed to organise the knowledge, but those abstractions
must be grounded in real situations. Much of the expert’s learning is working out the
mappings between situations and abstractions. (Collins 1997, p.9)

In Collins’s view of goal-based learning in the workplace, learners are given the tasks
they need to learn, and the scaffolding that they need to carry out these tasks. Other
writers (Brown, Collins & Duguid 1989; Rogoff 1984; Young 1993) have shown
problem-solving applied to authentic tasks to be an important process in the
acquisition of situated knowledge.

In a study focussing on the sorts of issues that the current research intends to inform,
Billett (1996b) has, through observation and data-collection in the workplace,
investigated the effectiveness of a number of different resource-based learning
materials, and compared them with what he calls ‘everyday practice’ (Billett 1996b,
p.18). Specifically, Billett investigated print-based materials, computer-based learning
resources and video resources. Also investigated were learning strategies based on
everyday practice and human interaction in the workplace, such as workplace
mentors, direct instruction, observation and listening, other workers, and the work
environment. Billett observed and interviewed fifteen process workers over a four-
month period. The findings of Billett’s investigation showed that everyday practice
was consistently viewed as more effective in achieving workplace knowledge, and
that engagement in authentic activities was a major contributor to effectiveness
beyond that afforded by instructional materials. Billett (1996b) writes:

 It is held that the ongoing and continuous participation of routine and non-routine
problem-solving, which engages and presses the learner into securing complex forms of
knowledge, is a significant attribute of everyday practice. (Billett 1996b, p.24)

Billett also acknowledges, however, that resource-based learning materials provide
access to propositional knowledge which may not be readily accessed through
workplace practice, and which contains concepts that may be opaque in the everyday
workplace environment. He concludes that, although resource-based learning
materials have an important part to play in the development of workplace knowledge,
they need to be utilised in conjunction with the guidance available through interaction
with others in the workplace. In the course of developing a general model for
individual and organisational development, precisely the same conclusion has been
drawn by Sadler-Smith, Down and Lean (2000) in their research with 235 training
management personnel in British firms. They have concluded that training methods
implemented through on-the-job experience are more effective and more favoured,
both by training management personnel and employees, than are resource-based and
independent training methods. Sadler-Smith, Down and Lean speculated that flexible
learning methods based on use only of packaged learning resources had been more
enthusiastically embraced by privileged groups such as managers, than by employees
who are the targets for such training.

Effective progress from the novice to the expert stage (Dreyfus 1982) requires the
development of knowledge that Di Vesta and Rieber (1987) have identified as
flexible, durable, transferable and self-regulated, leading to understanding that
provides for material to be assimilated and integrated into the learner’s knowledge
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structure. The need for this level of understanding in the development of workplace
knowledge is repeatedly commented upon in the literature (for example, Berryman
1993: Glaser 1982; Kidd 1987; Redding 1995; Ryder & Redding 1993) as necessary
in an age of increasingly complex workplace tasks and equipment. Ryder and
Redding (1993, p.75) comment that these sorts of changes have ‘shifted the demands
on human performance from primarily physical to primarily cognitive’, while Collins
(1997) has associated the need for learners to take responsibility for their own
learning. Socio-cognitive constructivist theory provides that such learning is achieved
by the learner taking responsibility to construct meaning actively through self-
dialogue or dialogue with others. Kember and Murphy (1990, p.42) observed that
‘learners are not empty vessels waiting to be filled with knowledge’, but approach
each learning task with their own personal beliefs, motivations and prior knowledge.

In conclusion, it is clear that effective flexible delivery does more than provide the
learner with packaged learning resources, to be used in a self-directed or independent
learning sense. Also needed are clear connections to the context within which the new
knowledge is to be used, and access to human interaction that may be provided
through mentoring, demonstration, problem-solving and opportunity for discussion
with fellow workers or learners.

The workplace as a learning environment
McKavanagh (1996) compared classroom learning settings with workplace learning
settings on five dimensions—support, clarity, independence, collaboration, and
innovation. That research showed that, compared with classroom learning, learning in
workplaces is:

 more clearly defined

 more collaborative

 more innovative

but
 less supportive

 characterised by less independence

Implications for skilfulness and adaptability are explored by McKavanagh (1996) in
terms of concerns for vocational learning. He observes that current trends are towards
individualised computer-based and print-based training on the one hand, and towards
learning while working on the other. The study shows that learning in which learners
are isolated from the instructor and their peers can lessen support for learning.
Moreover, learning which is centred only at work may focus too narrowly on
technical skills, which may increase productivity in the short term, but which is not
conducive to the development of an adaptable workforce. McKavanagh’s
observations on the potential isolation of the learner provide warnings for workplace
training in the context of research already reviewed that indicates that effective
conceptual learning presupposes forms of interactivity that include discussion, action
learning, questioning. These findings resonate considerably with the constructivist
work by Billett (1996a, 1998a, 1998b) and others, reviewed earlier in this chapter.
McKavanagh’s findings raise the question of whether or not an enterprise is prepared
to support learners with a more expert worker or a trainer where this increases the
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expense of training. While the isolation of learners can be effective where the
learner’s preference in style is for self-direction this can be problematic, as Boote
(1998), Smith (1999, 2000a, 2001a), and Warner, Christie and Choy (1998) have
shown, since VET learners are not characterised by a preference for, or skills in, self-
directed learning.

Field (1997) identified that notions of quality outcomes for training varied
considerably, with some enterprises viewing a quality outcome as specific skill
development, while others saw it as development of broader generic knowledge as
well. In the Field (1997) study it was also evident that firms varied in the value they
placed on trainer skills. While some firms did not have staff trained as trainers at even
the most rudimentary level, other firms placed considerable value on the skills of their
trainers. Finally, some firms were shown to be concerned with who was assigned to
assist trainees, since there was a desire to avoid the transmission of obsolete skills,
while other firms were much less sensitive about this issue.

Hawke (1998), like Field (1997), observed that workplaces vary greatly on a range of
features which influence the development and delivery of formal training programs:

 the extent to which learning is valued and rewarded within the enterprise

 the role of knowledge in setting the competitive climate for the enterprise

 the size of the workplace or site

 the range of products, processes and/or services provided by the workplace

 the capacity and willingness of the workplace to network with other related organisations

Robertson (1996) showed, in his research in small business, that course content and
activities need to be relevant to the enterprise, and that the enterprise needs to be able
to clearly define its training needs (see also Billett 1993b). He also concluded that
course content needs to be clear, concise, well-organised and supported by course
materials. Robertson suggested there is a need for adequate facilities and equipment at
the workplace, a view also expressed by Taylor (1996), and that the workload of the
enterprise had to be such as to enable authentic training experiences. In addition, there
is a need for the workplace to value workplace training and to see it as part of the
organisational structure (Billett 1993a; Business Council of Australia 1990; Ford
1990). Robertson’s research indicated that trainers/supervisors need to have clear
roles and be clearly identified as having the primary training responsibility for the
particular trainee (see also Brooker & Butler 1997; Harris et al. 1998). Also indicated
in the research was a tension in the expectations enterprises had on people undergoing
training. On the one hand they believed that trainees should ask questions, but that
they needed to accept the supervisor’s answer. On the other hand, they believed that
trainees should be challenging of current practice (Harris et al. 1998; Whittaker 1995).
Robertson concluded that there were few workplace-based training programs that
included:

 … documented workplace supervisor roles, or structured and documented workplace
training and/or assessment. In the few cases where workplace based training and
assessment was structured and documented, the programs were delivered in enterprises
of more than 20 employees. (Robertson 1996, p.20)

In an apprentice training context, Brooker and Butler (1997), and Harris et al. (1998)
have shown results similar to those of Robertson (1996). Brooker and Butler’s (1997)
work involved a detailed analysis of the learning structures put into place by six
varied workplaces that employed apprentices. The findings of that part of their
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analysis indicated that only one of the six enterprises was able to outline a complete
structure of training for their apprentices. Although all of the other five enterprises
had incorporated some support structures for apprentice learners, there was
considerable diversity in a context that none had well-developed structures. A
summary of the interviews with trainers identified that workplaces were characterised
by unstructured training, an expectation that the initiative to learn would come from
the apprentice, apprentices work alone, that production imperatives often overtake
learning objectives, and that feedback is only given on a completed job. More recent
work in Australia by Strickland et al. (2001) has reported similar observations in a
high proportion of the workplaces and apprentices they studied. In the United
Kingdom, Calder and McCollum (1998) have made similar remarks, particularly in
the case of smaller enterprises.

Further evidence of the need for structures in the workplace to support learning is
provided in research by Harris et al. (1998) who have shown that apprentice training
in the workplace is characterised by ‘just happening’ (p.124) in a context of no clear
training plans, nor identifiable trainers. The need for clear mentoring or training roles
has also been noted by Brooker and Butler (1997), Rojewski and Schell (1994) and
Smith (1997). Furthermore, additional support for the need for planning of training
within the workplace is provided by Brooker and Butler (1997), Calder and
McCollum (1998), Harris et al. (1998), and Unwin and Wellington (1995). Cornford
and Gunn (1998) have also noted that a lack of planned teaching and training
presentations are major impediments to effective learning in the workplace. Each of
these writers has commented on the wide variability between enterprises in how well
training is planned, with some enterprises being haphazard (Harris et al. 1998) in their
approach.

Training policy is important within enterprises in order to establish the importance of
training, and the legitimacy of training taking place within the production schedule.
Both Harris et al. (1998) and Calder and McCollum (1998) have pointed to the
tensions that exist for learners as workers, where the need to engage in training
activities is viewed in the enterprise as conflicting with production needs or as taking
time out from work. Calder and McCollum (1998) have identified this tension most
particularly with regard to flexible delivery, where that view of time-out is applied
more to learners engaging in independent learning than it is where learners are
removed from the workplace to attend a formal training activity. Similar comment has
been made by Evans (2001) in his observation that staff in enterprises they
interviewed often expressed the view that they were in the business of production, not
of training. Recognising the limitations of small firms in providing sufficient breadth
of up-to-date skills among existing staff to assist in the development of other
employees, Sadler-Smith, Gardiner, Badger, Chaston and Stubberfield (2000) have
developed a model of collaborative learning. The model is based on the identification
and meeting of individual and small firm knowledge needs through the use of external
learning advisors and training organisations.

Unwin and Wellington (1995) have observed the importance of enterprises
legitimising training activity and training outcomes through clearly articulated
training policy, while Harris and Volet (1996) have identified the need for support and
commitment to training to be clear within the enterprise. Unwin and Wellington
(1995) pointed not only to the need for clearly articulated and supportive policy, but
also to the need for enterprise behaviour to exemplify that commitment. Lave and
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Wenger (1991) and Fuller (1996) have each observed the need for learners to feel a
sense of value and belonging. Lave and Wenger expressed the view that the peripheral
participation in workplace activity by learners is legitimate, and as learning develops,
becomes less peripheral and more central to the work of the enterprise. The notion of
the ‘spiral of responsibility’ (Kornbluh & Greene 1989) is similar in the suggestion
that learners need to be given more and more responsibility for legitimate work as
learning develops. This movement from legitimate peripheral participation towards
participation in central activities requires recognition in policy and in enterprise
training practice (Brooker & Butler 1997; Hayton 1993; Kornbluh & Greene 1989;
Lave & Wenger 1991). The increase in skill level through enterprise training also may
require the planned introduction of diversity of experience within the scope of the
work of the enterprise (Brooker & Butler 1997; Hayton 1993). In addition, since the
scope of enterprise work may not provide the authentic tasks necessary for the
development of all skills required (Evans 2001), learning experiences through
external training providers or other enterprises may need to be sought.

Billett (1993a, 1994a), and Brown, Collins and Duguid (1989); Lave and Wenger
(1991), and Vygotsky (1978) have each argued that within a socio-cultural context of
learning, individual activity is guided by a culture or community of practice, and that
authentic tasks are necessary (even defined by) that community of practice. The
community of practice is socially and historically derived and the performance of
tasks is influenced by the values and the expectations that characterise that
community. The authenticity of a task can be defined within that community of
practice (Billett 1993a; Brown, Collins & Duguid 1989). The successful establishment
of a community of practice enables the workplace learner to appropriate the culture,
values and ethos of the workplace (Brooker & Butler 1997; Fuller 1996), as well as
providing the framework for interaction between learners, trainers, and other more
expert workers. A successful community of practice is typified by an understanding
that communication between learner and trainer is expected (Billett & Rose 1996;
Cunningham 1998; Pea 1993). It is also understood that the communication between
learners, trainers, and more expert workers is a legitimate method of meaning
appropriation and understanding, of identifying relevant knowledge, and of testing
knowledge (Berryman 1991; Caine & Caine 1991; Collins 1991). Billett (1996b),
Brookfield (1986) and McKavanagh (1996) have each suggested the importance of
peer-to-peer interaction in the negotiation of meaning in workplace learning. Work by
Brooker and Butler (1997), Harris et al. (1998) and Unwin and Wellington (1995) has
indicated that the involvement of learners in the communities of practice within
workplaces is largely unplanned and unstructured. Hall et al. (2000) have also
concluded from their research that workplaces are generally not well-prepared for
making use of training packages as part of workplace training strategies.

In conclusion, the literature review would indicate that workplaces that have
developed an effective learning environment have paid attention to matters such as:

 development of articulated training policy that indicates the valuing of learning and
learners

 implementation of training structures that provide access to identified trainers and other
personnel, and space in the production schedule to enable learning to occur

 skilling training staff to support:
− development and management of self-directed learning

− acquisition of needed skills and knowledge
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− engagement in the community of practice at the workplace to support authentic
learning

− availability of learning resources—human, physical, courseware

There are also indications that enterprises contain some different forms of learning
and learning networks, and that the practices of human resource development are
associated with their business strategy. Poell et al. (2000) have recently proposed that
learning networks within organisations may take several different forms, and that any
individual may be participating in more than one sort of network at any given time.

Within learning network theory the different forms of network are termed ‘liberal’,
‘vertical’, ‘horizontal’ and ‘external’. These learning networks have been applied by
Poell et al. to workplace learning, adopting the same terminology. Each learning
network mirrors the features of a work network such that Poell et al. have developed a
theoretical framework that associates the social dynamics of learning with the type of
work being carried out and the culture of the enterprise. Henry (2001) has described
these forms of learning network succinctly.

In brief, a liberal learning network is where individual employees create their own
learning activities. Consequently, learning policies are implicit, program development
is under the control of employees and implementation is self-directed. The profile
tends to be unstructured and the organisational relationships (roles and
responsibilities) are loosely coupled to the organisational mission through
negotiations amongst actors (worker and management). The learning climate is one
that values an entrepreneurial learning attitude. ‘Organisations that take seriously the
notion of employee empowerment … are likely to develop liberal learning networks’
(Poell et al. 2000, p.36).

A vertical learning network is defined by linear planning. Learning policies are
developed by management and translated into action through pre-designed learning
programs by human resource departments and delivered to employees by training
staff. The profile is heavily pre-structured and learning activities focus on simple
technical task improvements. This learning network has a centralised organisational
structure dominated by management through formal relationships with the other
actors. The learning climate is a highly regulated one dominated by rules and
regulations. Poell et al. (2000) observe that the vertical learning organisation ‘is
common in many large organisations and, despite growing unpopularity associated
with Taylorism, it still plays a dominant role in organisational reality’ (p.36).

The horizontal learning network is characterised by ‘organic integration’ as opposed
to ‘mechanical planning’ (Poell et al. 2000, p.36). Learning activities develop from
experience as learning programs go forward. Learners are facilitated by process
counsellors in the learning programs they create. The profile is open and thematic
with learning activities that are organisation-oriented but problem-solving in focus.
Teams are the key actors. Roles and responsibilities are structured through horizontal
and egalitarian relationships, and the learning climate blurs the distinction between
learning and work. The horizontal learning network ‘gained popularity through the
extensive literature on learning organisations where the total integration of learning
and work seems to be advocated’ (Poell et al. 2000, p.36).

Finally, there is the external learning network which is co-ordinated by professional
associations beyond the organisation. Learning policies are ‘inspired’ from new
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developments in the employees’ professional field, and the resultant learning
programs are in reality work innovations based on these new developments in the
field. Organisations take up these innovation-oriented programs by allowing their
employees, as learners, to be advised by external actors on how best to adapt their
work to the innovation. The profile is methodical in that it is based on externally
developed new work methods and the aim of the learning activities is to improve the
professional capabilities and work standards amongst the organisation’s employees.
The learning roles and responsibilities are externally directed and defined through
professional relationships.

It is envisaged in this current project that the concept of learning network theory may
be a fruitful way in which to interpret some of the data relating to strategies to support
flexible learning. Accordingly, we foreshadow here that we will address this
possibility later in this report.
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Preparing for flexible delivery

Smith (2000b) has identified that effective flexible delivery in workplaces requires
that the learners are capable of some degree of self-directedness in their learning. Also
required is the development of learning strategies necessary to appropriate knowledge
from packaged learning materials and from the other human and physical resources
available in the workplace. In addition, Smith (2000b) has identified the need for
workplaces to be prepared for the support necessary to flexible learners. Those
supports are largely associated with the requirements of workplaces as effective
learning sites identified in the previous chapter.

In this chapter we examine the notion of learner preparedness for flexible delivery,
and workplace preparedness. We also draw extensively on past research (Smith
2000b) in other workplaces to provide an insight into the experiences of learners
developing knowledge through flexible delivery in the workplace. Finally, we provide
a schematic model of flexible delivery preparation in workplaces, as a structure
around which this research has been framed.

Learner preparedness for flexible delivery
Boote (1998) has argued that flexible learning for vocational learners requires:

 … a level of learner responsibility and control to self-manage or self-direct learning.
Such personal responsibility for learning assumes a level of metacognitive skills.

 (Boote 1998, p.60)

Similarly, Atkinson and McBeath (1990), Brew and Wright (1990) and Evans (2000)
have argued that flexible delivery necessitates more learning management by
students, and a greater emphasis on the learning process or, in Brockett and
Hiemstra’s (1991) terms, greater self-direction.

Boote (1998) concluded:

 There appears to be an assumption that VET students either are already self-directed in
their learning when they commence VET training or will gain the skills in self direction
as an automatic outcome of VET training. (Boote 1998, p.82)

Smith’s (2000b) research with the learning strategies used in the workplace by
apprentices confirms Boote’s (1998) findings that vocational learners are typically ill-
equipped for flexible learning. Using an extensive set of metacognitive, cognitive, and
social/affective strategies derived from the work of Marland, Patching and Putt (1992)
in distance education, and from Billett’s (1996b) research in the workplace, Smith
(2000a) showed that, among apprentices, the metacognitive strategies required for
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effective controlling and directing of learning, and for generating new learning were
poorly developed and seldom used. The cognitive strategies associated with the
appropriation of knowledge and skill from structured learning sessions were much
better utilised, while social and affective strategies that included learning from others
were variably used, depending to a large degree on the nature of the workplace, its
supervisory characteristics, and its social dynamics. Beckett (1997) has noted that
collegial contexts for learning have been a hallmark of instruction with vocational
learners, and calls into question whether flexible delivery can be successful without
considerable human instructor or mentor support.

Research focussing on learner preferences and styles also provides considerable
evidence that vocational learners are not well-equipped for flexible delivery. In the
United Kingdom, Calder et al. (1995) have noted that learners, and most particularly
the younger ones, will require considerable assistance if they are to engage
successfully with the more open learning associated with flexible delivery of training.

Empirical research with the learning preferences of vocational learners has been
undertaken in Australia by Warner, Christie and Choy (1998), and Smith (2000a,
2000b, 2001a). Warner, Christie and Choy’s research with 542 vocational learners in
three States of Australia to identify learning preferences showed that the majority of
vocational learners in their sample were not favourably disposed towards self-directed
learning. Neither were they well-disposed towards forms of learning that did not
include instructor-provided structure and guidance. A number of factor analytic
studies of vocational learner preferences (Smith 2000a, 2000b, 2001a) have shown
similar results. Smith (2000a) has shown that apprentices favour learning in structured
environments that provide opportunity for learning through direct social interaction
with their fellow learners and with their instructors. The apprentices also exhibited a
distaste for learning sequences that were presented through verbal means such as
reading or listening. Their strong preference was for learning through hands-on
experience, demonstrations, and practice. Similar findings were made in Smith’s
(2001a) research with technology learners in vocational training programs, where
there was clear preference for collaborative learning, for learning that was structured
and controlled by an instructor, and a low preference for verbal presentation of
material to be learned. In a further study of 1252 vocational learners, Smith (2000c)
established a two-factor structure of vocational learner preferences. That factor
structure clearly showed the tension that exists between the preferences of these
learners and the demands made of them by flexible learning that is based on
independent and self-directed learning. That tension is shown in figure 1.

Figure 1 provides a diagrammatic representation of a major challenge facing
successful flexible delivery where there is an expectation of self-directed and
independent learning. Coupled with evidence, reviewed earlier, that vocational
learners have typically not developed the metacognitive strategies to support self-
directed learning, it would appear that the challenge to flexible delivery is formidable,
and requires careful strategies underpinning its implementation if it is to be
successful.
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Figure 1: Two-dimensional representation of factors describing VET
learner preferences

Dependent

VET learners typically lie in this quadrant

Verbal

Resource-based flexible delivery assumes VET
learners lie in this quadrant

Non-verbal

Independent/self-directed
Source:  Adapted from Smith (2000c)

Workplace preparedness for flexible delivery
Brooker and Butler’s (1997) research focussed on the training structures within
enterprises employing apprentices, and found widespread inadequacies in the
planning and structuring of apprentice learning in the workplace, and in the workplace
support for those learners. Similar observations have been made by others (Cornford
& Gunn 1998; Fuller 1996; Harris et al. 1998; Unwin & Wellington 1995).

Lack of training policy and structures at the enterprise or workplace level has been
identified by each of the cited studies. Calder and McCollum (1998) showed that a
high number of enterprises in the UK had no training policies nor training plans;
Brooker and Butler’s (1997) work in Australian enterprises indicated a lack of
policies, while Harris et al.(1998) have made a similar observation. Unwin and
Wellington (1995) have also drawn attention to the lack of integrated enterprise
policies for training in the Modern Apprenticeships in the UK, such that the
apprentices involved did not feel that they belonged to the enterprise. They were not
embraced in a community of practice nor, in Lave and Wenger’s (1991) terms, were
they viewed as legitimate peripheral participants. Smith’s (2000b) work, along with
that of Brooker and Butler (1997) has shown that it is common for apprentices to have
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no identifiable trainer. Moreover, Strickland et al. (2001) has shown the different
expectations held by the various stakeholders in apprentice training result in different
views of experience and requirements.

Clearly, no analysis of workplace preparation for flexible delivery can ignore the need
for the learners to develop the skills and concepts necessary to competently carry out
the tasks required of them. Accordingly, processes to develop skills are seen as
important in the development of workplace preparedness, but there is considerable
evidence that these training processes are not well-developed in enterprises (Brooker
& Butler 1997; Calder & McCollum 1998; Strickland et al. 2001). The research cited
here indicates that these processes are somewhat haphazard, unplanned, and reliant on
learners ‘having a go’ or watching and trying to ‘pick it up’ (Harris et al. 1998).
Adequate support for skills training in enterprises requires provision of organised
demonstrations, practice, trialling (Billett. 1993a); the selection of authentic tasks
(Billett 1993a; Young 1993); provision of feedback on task performance (Brooker &
Butler 1997; Smith 1997); and exposure to a diversity of skill experiences (Brooker &
Butler 1997; Hayton 1993; Evans 2001). There is also the need, as noted above, for
the organisation of demonstrations, the time-out from production to enable practice,
and for the progressive development of expertise through ‘scaffolding’ and
subsequent withdrawal—where new learning is undertaken through a mentor who
gradually withdraws as the learner becomes more proficient (Farmer, Buckmaster &
LeGrand 1992).

Finally, the development of processes to result in a community of practice are an
important component of becoming prepared for support to flexible delivery.
Developing a community of practice depends on communication between
practitioners and the acceptance of each (Lave & Wenger 1991). It also depends on
learning about the organisation, its values, and one’s place in it (Billett 1993b).
Mezirow (1991) and Welton (1991) have each taken the view that learning is an
action shaped by the interests of the learner, but also shaped by the interests of the
workplace and its trainers (Harris et al. 1998). Several writers have argued that
communication between the learner and another more expert worker is necessary to
acquire skill (Billett & Rose 1996; Pea 1993), and that communication is an integral
part of conceptual development in the workplace (Billett 1994a, 1994b; McKavanagh
1996). A community of practice also requires commitment to observation and guided
practice (Billett 1994a, 1994b; Collins, Hawkins & Carver 1991). That community is
enhanced by locating learners close enough to a more expert worker such that
observation and discussion can occur in a casual and continuous way (Harris et al.
1998).

Workplace preparedness—what the learners say
This section draws on research previously conducted by Smith (2000b), focussing on
the forms of socio-cultural and independent learning strategies commonly used in the
workplace, and the experiences of learners in trying to use them. The methodology
employed in that study was to adapt a number of strategies proposed by Billett
(1996a, pp.274–6), and to interview a range of workplace-based learners in their
usage of those strategies in the workplace. The interviews were conducted using a
semi-structured interview schedule, and a modified stimulated recall technique
(Marland 1984). That technique involved interviewing learners as they recalled their
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progress through an example of their own workplace flexible learning, and asking
them to reconstruct the processes that they used to develop knowledge and
understanding.

The data presented in this chapter draw on the original eight apprentices used in the
Smith (2000b) study, plus another six learners involved in business office and
accounting work, or in technological work in science or engineering.

The set of socio-cultural or independent learning strategies and their definitions, as
used in this study, are shown in table 1.

The results of the Smith (2000b) investigation are summarised below.

Worker observation was seen by the learners as valuable, but only about half of them
engaged in it, and those learners reported using it infrequently. Reasons given for
infrequent use of a strategy they saw as valuable were that they found it difficult to
refrain from asking questions as they observed, and that was often discouraged; and
that they did not work closely enough to more skilled workers such that they could
casually observe. Their supervisors did not commonly allow them to move away from
their own work station to observe others (Unwin & Wellington 1995). The
hairdressing apprentices, who worked in small salon environments, found observation
of other workers much easier since their work stations were in close proximity to
others.

Table 1: Workplace-based strategies used by learners to construct knowledge
during training

Strategy Definition

Worker observation Unstructured observation of a fellow worker carrying out the task as part of
everyday work

Demonstration Structured observation of the process being demonstrated by a fellow worker

Discussion with
fellow worker

Discussion with fellow worker to assist in knowledge development

Discussion with
trainer

Discussion with trainer or supervisor to assist in knowledge development

Scheduled class Attendance at a formal training program to assist in knowledge development

Environment
observation

Unstructured observation of the workplace to identify visual cues from artifacts,
objects and physical arrangements

Trialling Trialling in real workplace of knowledge gained from learning program

Experimentation Trying out an idea on equipment or process to test own understanding

Problem-solving Finding a solution to a problem requiring relevant workplace knowledge

Practice Engaging in practising the tasks being learned

Other resources Reference to other text, visual or auditory resources to facilitate understanding

Source: Smith (2000b), adapted from Billett (1996a, pp.274–6)

Demonstration was embraced enthusiastically by the learners as a strategy for
learning, and they liked the opportunity to ask questions during demonstrations. These
demonstrations were typically not structured by the enterprise, but were initiated by
the learner and normally provided by a more skilled worker or the supervisor.
However, some reservations were expressed about this technique since repeated
requests for demonstration of the same technique drew adverse comment from
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supervisors and, as one apprentice put it, her seniors ‘… would think I’m stupid if I
ask too often …’ (see also Harris et al. 1998).

Discussions with fellow workers were commonly engaged, with learners seeking these
discussions with more expert workers, or with other learners who were more
advanced. One apprentice said that he liked to have less-experienced apprentices seek
him out for discussion since talking to them also helped him develop his own
knowledge (Berryman 1991; Caine & Caine 1991; Collins 1997). Discussions also
varied in type, with some being a general discussion of the trade or the business, and
sharing experiences, while other discussions were focussed on a particular skill. These
discussions appeared easy enough for learners to engage in, but were typically
conducted during work breaks since workplaces were reluctant for that form of
possibly lengthy conversations to occur during scheduled work periods.

Discussions with trainers or supervisors varied widely, dependent on the
circumstances of each learner. Learners in the smaller enterprises seemed to find this
easier since there was more daily contact with supervisors who were also working on
the shop floor. In larger enterprises this appeared to be more difficult, since the
supervisor tended to be removed from the shop floor, was less accessible, and less
inclined to talk with the apprentices. Particularly among the apprentices, there was
comment that the teaching skills of their workplace supervisors compared poorly with
their instructors at the training provider. Similar comment was made in research by
Brooker and Butler (1997), and Harris et al. (1998).

Participants were also asked in the interview if they enjoyed scheduled classes
provided by external training organisations, and if they found them valuable. Rather
revealingly, these classes were seen by all learners as valuable, since it enabled them
to ask questions and request repeats of demonstrations with the advantage, as one
respondent put it, that ‘… you don’t get yelled at …’. Scheduled classes also gave
them a welcome opportunity to interact with the instructor and other learners, and to
form a social context for learning. Repeated practice of a skill, along with guidance,
was also seen as a valued feature of scheduled classes. At the workplace the
imperative was to achieve the technique at the first try, or time and money was wasted
and the customer may not be pleased with the quality of the work. A further valued
feature of scheduled classes was that they were normally conducted by experienced
instructors who knew the theory and who could explain it in a clear way.

Environment observation was not frequently used. First, learners did not see this as an
effective learning strategy since it was too unstructured and, second, supervisors saw
them as wasting time if they left their work station to observe the broader operations
of the workplace. One rather pessimistic apprentice said he would like to do it but ‘I
would get a smack in the head for wasting time’. Calder and McCollum (1998) have
observed that, in their study of UK workplaces, supervisors saw unstructured
observation as time-wasting. Clearly, the imperatives of production were embraced by
supervisors as more important than training (see also Brooker & Butler 1997; Evans
2001; Harris et al. 1998; Whittaker 1995).

The strategies of trialling and experimentation were valued by interviewees, but other
issues in the workplace restricted them. A major issue reported by the majority of
learners was that trialling and experimentation had to be carried out in a restricted
way, since their enterprises had established particular methods of production such that
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experimentation and trialling of different methods was not encouraged. Furthermore,
there were issues of safety which concerned enterprises where experimentation was
involved, particularly among the two electrical apprentices. The hairdressing
apprentices pointed out that trialling and experimentation on the hair of customers
was clearly not welcomed by either the customer or the supervisor, but they were
expected to experiment and trial on dummies. The form of trialling and
experimentation was typically not structured by enterprises, but was carried out
through the initiative of the learners themselves.

All interviewees used problem-solving as a form of learning in the workplace, and
also saw it as necessary when they were not able to access expert guidance due to
other workers all being busy at the time. It was common for problem-solving to take
place in discussion with fellow workers or with a supervisor, where the problem and
its possible solutions were discussed prior to an action being taken (Brooker & Butler
1997). Valuable in this exercise were the discussions that surrounded the problem and
its solution, where the experience of other workers was important to the learner.
Learners commonly reported that the value of problem-solving varied, and that their
lack of skills and consequent lack of confidence inhibited their willingness to embrace
problem-solving where the skill level was not sufficiently high.

Practising was a learning strategy valued by respondents and generally supported in
the workplace provided care was taken to avoid wastage, and provided the practice
did not conflict with production. Practising was generally at the initiative of the
learner, apart from the hairdressing apprentices who were expected to practise during
slack periods, and were provided with dummy heads to do so.

Other resources were defined as text, visual or auditory learning materials used to
facilitate understanding, but not supplied with the learning modules provided by the
workplace, or the training provider. Learners made very little use of other learning
resources, and they generally used only the learning module material provided by the
trainer. Some respondents, particularly apprentices, did not know even where the
training provider’s library of resources was situated. One apprentice reported using a
library, but for trade-related work that was of special interest to him as a hobby. Some
use was made of trade magazines, and some workplaces had trade magazines and
supplier catalogues that learners found interesting and useful.

The interview data provide an indication that, similarly to the Harris et al. (1998) and
Brooker and Butler (1997) and Strickland et al. (2001) findings with apprentices,
workplace support for training is not often well-structured. None of the learners
interviewed had been assigned an identifiable trainer or mentor in the workplace, and
each of them sought their workplace instruction at their own initiative. In the case of
the two Hairdressing apprentices, both of whom worked in small salons of two or
three employees, the situation appeared clearer and the support more obvious.
Possible reasons are not hard to find. First, in a small environment where people are
working close together, it is difficult for the skill development of the apprentice to be
ignored. Second, the highly competitive nature of the industry, where custom is
generated largely through the very visible skills of employees, and where customers
are demanding and particular, the development of skill assumes considerable
importance in the eyes of a proprietor whose business fortunes depend on that skill.
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None of the learners was able to be confident of their role as a learner in the
workplace. They commented that, in the main, they were expected to be productive
workers, although in a peripheral way (Lave & Wenger 1991). Apart from the
hairdressing apprentices, there did not appear to be a considered development of their
participation from peripheral to central contributors. They were also not aware of
enterprise training plans, nor of plans detailing enterprise expectations of their own
development. In addition, they did not work in environments where there was a stated
value placed on their development, nor explicit expectations on the part that other
workers might play in assisting apprentices to achieve expertise. The findings of
Harris et al. (1998) with apprentices, that training tends to ‘just happen’, were also
evident in the comments made by respondents in our study, as was the tension
between learner as worker and worker as learner.

Clear from the interview evidence is that learners in the workplace become largely
responsible for their own skill development, as found by Brooker and Butler (1997),
and the activities used to develop that skill are largely initiated by them. Similarly, as
Brooker and Butler showed, the training is unstructured. Finally, these results also
concur with those of Brooker and Butler in showing that a fellow worker’s time to
assist learners is limited, such that the initiative is with the learner to learn, and
production schedules assume higher importance than training (Calder & McCollum
1998; Whittaker 1995). Results from the interviews also indicate that, while the
initiative to learn is largely with the learners, their requests for assistance are not dealt
with in a predictable way. Sometimes assistance is given, sometimes it is provided
with impatience, and sometimes learners feel that they are not able to ask for
assistance. At other times, assistance appears to be given willingly.

In summary, the characteristics of workplaces as effective environments for flexible
learning, identified earlier in this review, did not appear to be regularly identified by
the learners in our sample of interviews. Training policies that valued learners and
learning were not identified by interviewees, and training structures appeared to be
largely non-existent or haphazard. Similarly, space for training in the production
schedule was regularly identified by interviewees as not provided. Skilled training
staff were also not identifiable among the interviewees and, although they generally
reported that they initiated and executed their own learning, this appeared to be
largely a result of lack of concern for them, rather than as part of their development
towards self-directedness in their learning. Although the community of practice was
largely made available to them as a resource, again this was characterised by being ad
hoc at best, and grudgingly provided at worst.

Proposed model of flexible delivery preparation
in workplaces
For flexible delivery to be an effective training method in the workplace, the results of
research on learner preparedness, and workplace preparedness suggest that a
considerable challenge lies in the development of strategies needed to assist learners,
trainers and enterprise personnel, and enterprises. The findings that neither learners
nor their workplaces are typically well-prepared for engagement with flexible delivery
is not a reason to abandon it as a paradigm for workplace learning. As Smith (2000a,
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p.497) has stated, the ‘… challenge lies in the development of strategies needed to
assist learners, trainers and enterprises personnel and enterprises’.

Working within a higher education open learning context, Kember (1995) has
identified that the development of effective open learning for adults can be considered
along two dimensions. The first of these dimensions describes the development of
instruction from a pedagogical orientation to an andragogical orientation, while the
second dimension Kember relates to institutional organisation—moving from closed
to open access.

Kember’s model distinguishes between activities that relate to the development of the
learner and instructional model, and those that relate to the institutional policies and
contexts provided. Smith (2000a) suggested:

 In Kember’s 1995 terms, learners need assistance in moving towards the self-directed,
independent end of his learner dimension, and trainers and enterprises need assistance to
move along the openness dimension through the provision of support to learners who are
expected to be self-directed and independent. (Smith 2000a, p.498)

Within that two-dimensional framework of learners and workplaces, Smith (2000b)
has proposed a model to assist in the identification of possible strategies to increase
the level of preparedness of each. The overall, conceptual model proposed for the
development of learner and of workplace preparedness for effective flexible delivery
is shown in figure 2.

The model provides for the two identified dimensions of preparedness, each of which
is associated with a ‘development space’. The ‘learner development space’ draws on
Smith’s (2000a; 2000b; 2000c; 2001a) factor analyses to prescribe three aspects of the
development of preparedness. The first suggests that learner development should be
concentrated on assisting learners to become more effective, self-directed learners in a
learning environment where the instructor provides less structure to the learner in
terms of program detail, sequencing, tasks and learning outcomes. The second aspect
provides for the learner to develop a stronger engagement with, and liking for, a wider
range of learning presentation modes, such that learning is pursued and appropriated
from a wider range of sources and types of material. The third aspect is towards the
development in learners of the ability to structure their own learning within the
community of practice in the workplace. Within that framework of the three aspects
for learner preparedness, specific characteristics for development are shown within
the learner development space in the proposed model. These specific characteristics
are adapted from the Kember (1995) model, but developed further through an analysis
of the available literature.

Continuing with the Kember two-dimensional model, the second dimension is one of
workplace preparedness for effective flexible learning, and is portrayed in the
‘workplace development space’. Three aspects have been identified from the literature
as describing the major components of workplace preparation. The first is the
development of clear workplace training policies, while the second provides for the
development of training structures within the workplace. The third aspect relates to
the trainer development needed to support the learner development processes
identified as self-directed learning, acquisition of skills and concepts, and
participation in a community of practice. The relationship between these identified
aspects and those described in the Kember model is not as strong as with the learner
preparation dimension. The adaptation of Kember’s work to the workplace, and the
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specific items to be addressed within the workplace development space of the
proposed model, have been drawn from the workplace research literature reviewed
earlier in this paper.

Figure 2: Model for development of preparedness for flexible delivery in the workplace

Strategy space
Identifies specific
strategies for development
of learner and workplace
preparedness for flexible
delivery

Learner development space
Focusses on:

 development towards learning
with less trainer-provided
structure

 development of skills and
concepts through a range of
learning strategies and materials

 development of own learning
within a community of practice

Workplace development space
Focusses on:

 development of clear
training policies

 development of training
structures

 development of trainer skills
to support:

− self-directed learning

− acquisition of skills
and concepts

− participation in a
community practice

Source: Smith (2000b)

The ‘strategy space’ of the model represents a convergence of the strategies devised
to develop learner and workplace preparedness in a given workplace, for its
population of learners. Although these strategies will vary to some degree on a basis
of the contextual characteristics of the workplace, and its learners, it is possible to
suggest that the strategies devised must at least address the elements identified in the
learner development space and the workplace development space.

The strategy space
Smith (2000b) has suggested a set of specific strategies that may be used within
enterprises to increase the level of preparedness and, in the framework of his model,
these strategies are located in the strategy space. The strategies suggested have been
derived from the previous research, and the feasibility of their implementation in
operating workplaces is the focus of the current research project.

Although it may be appropriate to detail the suggested strategies at this point, it has
been considered more efficient to review their individual feasibility later in this report
as part of the results of this research. The strategies can be summarised here as shown
in the model (figure 2) and summarised above:

Strategies for the development of learner preparedness are summarised as:
 preparedness for self-directed learning in an environment of less instructor guidance

 preparedness for development of skills and conceptual knowledge through a range of
learning strategies and materials

 preparedness to structure own learning within a community of practice

Strategies for the development of workplace preparedness are:
 development of training policies

 development of training structures
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 preparation of training personnel to support:
− self-directed learning

− acquisition of skills and concepts
− participation in a community of practice

The current research focus
The review in this chapter has focussed on research that indicates that neither learners
nor their workplaces are typically well-equipped to meet the demands of effective
flexible delivery of training. By the development of a model that focusses on key
areas requiring attention to ensure better-prepared learners and workplaces, a number
of strategies can be suggested. Furthermore, it is suggested that enterprises and
learners can select from these suggested strategies those they consider to be most
effectively deployed in their learning contexts, and that through judicious selection,
and generation of additional strategies, flexible delivery of training can be enhanced
as a viable training mode. Returning to figure 1 briefly, it is suggested that the tension
between the demands of flexible learning and the characteristics of the learners shown
in that diagram can be reduced by the careful deployment of intervention strategies
suggested by the model.

The aim of the current research project to investigate a number of possible
intervention strategies in relation to their feasibility for implementation in operating
enterprises. It is one thing to develop a set of proposed strategies, and yet another to
ascertain the practicality of their implementation in workplaces which are subject to
numerous competing demands.
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Research questions and method

In this chapter we outline the purposes of the study, our data-collection and analysis
methods, and the basis for the selection of the twelve enterprises which participated in
the research.

Purpose of the study
The research reported here was designed to take the strategies so far developed
(Smith, 2000b) to enterprises with a view to addressing the following objectives:

 validating, or otherwise, the feasibility of application within enterprises of each of the
strategies identified in previous research

 the identification, together with enterprises, of other strategies either being used, or that
may be applicable in enterprises

 development of implementation processes, within enterprises, for each feasible strategy

Research questions
The precise research questions to be addressed in this project are:

 Which of the set of learner development strategies identified in research to date can be
feasibly implemented in operating workplaces?

 Which of the set of workplace support strategies identified in research to date can be
feasibly implemented in operating workplaces?

 Can features of enterprises and their cultures be linked to the feasible implementation of
precise strategies?

 How can the learner development and workplace support strategies be effectively
implemented in workplaces?

Research methodology
The research was undertaken in several stages. The first stage was to prepare the
strategies identified through research (Smith, 2000b) into a format ready for interview
with enterprise-based personnel. The strategies identified in the original Smith
(2000b) research are listed in the left-hand column of each of tables 2–9 in the next
chapter (beginning p.49) of this report. Interviews were conducted with the training
manager of each enterprise, or with the management person with responsibility for
training in the enterprise. It was not feasible to work through every strategy with each
enterprise. Accordingly, the strategies were condensed to a number of smaller sets,
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with each set representing a collection of fairly similar strategies. The design of the
interview schedule, and the discussion that took place with each enterprise, were
intended to elicit responses to as many of the original strategies as was possible. Care
would need to be taken in these interpretations, since not all strategies would be
directly addressed by the interviewer.

Robson (1993) has reviewed styles of interviews, making a distinction between fully
structured interviews and semi-structured interviews. In the former, the interviewer
asks a predetermined set of questions and records the answers on a standardised
schedule. The semi-structured interview is characterised by a set of questions
developed in advance, but modifiable according to the context of the ‘conversation’;
the way they are worded can be changed and explanations given (Robson 1993,
p.231). Robson also identifies the ‘unstructured (completely informal) interview
where the interviewer has a general area of interest and concern, but lets the
conversation develop within this area’ (p.5). Robson is careful to point out that for
semi-structured and unstructured interviews to be successful, the interviewer must be
experienced and have a good understanding of the sort of information being sought in
the interview. In the current study the researchers were well-experienced in a range of
different forms of interview, and had considerable understanding of the information
being sought. A semi-structured format was chosen for the interviews with training
management personnel. Clearly, the structured interview was not likely to provide
interviewees with opportunity to talk and give the researchers rich information. At the
same time, the researchers had a definite set of strategies to investigate through
interview, such that the wide-ranging unstructured interview would be inappropriate.
Robson (1993) has also pointed to the relationship between the degree of structure in
an interview and its reliability. Since a completely structured interview would be
likely to be too directive, semi-structure provided a compromise between reliability
and effectiveness as an informant interview, as discussed by Powney and Watts
(1987).

The interview schedule appears as appendix A of this report.

Interviews were audiotaped and transcribed to text. Each of the interviews was then
content-analysed to provide a response to each strategy from the interviewee. From
time to time the response of an interviewee to a given strategy was unclear, and these
were noted as unclear on the data matrix for that enterprise.

Following the transcription of interviews to text, interviewers were provided with the
text and asked to verify its accuracy.

The next stage of data-collection involved the development of a schedule of issues to
explore with each enterprise through focus groups. These issues were identified with
training management personnel through the transcripts of the initial interviews. Since
the identified issues differed somewhat between enterprises, a broadly based focus
group schedule was developed. The purpose of the focus groups was to identify ways
in which feasible strategies had been implemented in workplaces, or might be
implemented in the case of strategies identified by that enterprise as feasible, but not
implemented.

Focus groups involve leading a discussion with small groups of people to examine
how group members think and feel about the topic under investigation. Johnson and
Christensen argue that focus groups:



40 Preparing for flexible delivery

 … are useful as a complement to other methods of data collection. They are very useful
for providing in-depth information in a relatively short period of time. In addition, the
results are usually easy to understand. (Johnson & Christensen 2000, p.14)

In the current research, the focus groups were used to elicit more detailed information
from supervisors in their workplace. Focus group sessions were also audiotaped and
transcribed to text. Focus groups were made up of a small number (typically 2, 3 or 4)
people at first-line supervisor level in the enterprise. Focus groups sometimes also
included trainers and/or managers. Implementation strategies were identified by a
review of transcripts.

Ethical considerations
Conduct of the research was approved through the Deakin University Ethics
Committee in November 2000. As part of the ethics considerations, approval was
gained from each enterprise for participation in the research, and from each individual
involved. A plain language statement was provided to each enterprise and individual
prior to gaining their approval to participate. Anonymity and confidentiality for
enterprises and individuals was assured through the ethics procedure, and have been
maintained throughout this report.

Selection of research sites
The research design was based on a selection of twelve different enterprises. A
literature scan undertaken prior to commencement of the project indicated a number
of variables that any sample of enterprises needed to take into account, such that
enterprises selected would, collectively, provide a range of size, industry sector,
structure, range of activity, and location in terms of being in either a regional or
metropolitan area. In addition, since the research required enterprises to have had
experience with flexible delivery in the workplace, and to have considered it, we also
needed to identify enterprises which filled this criterion. Finally, of course, we
required enterprises who were willing to talk to us, and to give us the time required to
collect the research data.

The enterprises selected for the study were representative of the following:
 regional and metropolitan

 range of size

 range of industry sectors and enterprise core business

 enterprises with very focussed activities represented, along with enterprises that have a
wide range of services or products

 range of business structures

 enterprises with distributed workforces represented, together with enterprises that operate
only on one site

 a commitment to training, as known by the researchers, and had used a range of flexible
delivery techniques for training

 had a relationship with at least one of the research partners such that personal
relationships enhanced willingness to participate, and willingness to talk in depth

Short profiles of each enterprise appear as appendix B, written to preserve anonymity.
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Twelve different enterprises were chosen for investigation. These enterprises can be
described as follows:

Manufacturing
 A large manufacturer (420 employees) of metals products, regionally located, with a

strong commitment to training and to flexible delivery.

 A medium-sized (85 employees) chemical manufacturer with a strong commitment to
training and flexible delivery, regionally located as the Australian subsidiary of a multi-
national company.

 A medium-sized wool scouring plant (140 employees) with a strong commitment to
training and flexible delivery, regionally located.

 A large electrical goods manufacturer, metropolitan-based with sites throughout
Australia, and 540 employees.

 A medium-sized, regionally based, garment design and distribution enterprise (180
employees).

Human services
 A major, general-purpose, metropolitan hospital (1950 employees).

 A major employment service, metropolitan-based, but providing service through a large
number of geographically distributed client centres (1200 employees).

 A specialised health service component of a local government authority (150 employees).

Retail services
 A large retail chain operating a large number of stores throughout regional and

metropolitan Australia.

 A specialised food retailer operating small franchised outlets throughout Australia.
Selection of that enterprise also provided us with access to the very small businesses that
formed the franchisees.

Hospitality
 A small restaurant, regionally based, with around 20 employees.

Automotive
 An organisation providing support to the vehicle sales and service industry. Selection of

that organisation also gave us access to the small businesses supported by the larger
organisation.

From these enterprises, 12 training management personnel were interviewed, and
focus groups involved a total of 32 supervisors and trainers.

Approaching enterprises
Once the enterprises selected for the research had been identified, the researchers
approached the member of management in each organisation responsible for training
or human resource development, by email, telephone or in person. The object of that
first contact was to provide an overview of the project, and to seek in-principle
agreement for participation. All enterprises approached agreed to participation at that
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point. One enterprise later advised it no longer wished to be involved for time-
management reasons. That enterprise was then substituted in the sample with another.

Subsequently, the ethics approval was sought and received from Deakin University,
and the invitations and plain language statements explaining the research were
prepared. Each enterprise was then approached in person with the letter of invitation
and plain language statement, and approval was provided by a person in each
enterprise who had authority to agree to participation.

Subsequently, the member of management staff with responsibility for training was
approached in person, and provided with a letter of invitation and a plain language
statement tailored to the request for involvement being made to that person, and
agreement secured. Interviews were arranged at the convenience of that person and
conducted at a site convenient to them—normally at the workplace.

During that interview the arrangements for the focus groups were discussed, and the
people who would participate were identified. The focus group meeting times were
arranged through the enterprise training manager, at a time and place convenient to
the enterprise. Letters of invitation and plain language statements were prepared for
each of the focus group participants.

Flexible delivery was discussed and interpreted with enterprise management, training
managers, and focus group participants to mean training delivery methods that are
decided upon by the enterprise or the learner involved, such that the form of the
training and its learning objectives are identified at the enterprise level. That means
that the methods of training to be used are largely under the control of people in the
enterprise, so that decisions are made in the enterprise on whether to use such
methods as structured or unstructured observation, practice, mentoring, buddy
systems, learning resources developed in-house or supplied from elsewhere etc.
Choice of instructor is also at the enterprise level, where in-house staff may be used,
or people from another organisation, including a training provider. There may also be
a mixing and matching of these things to yield training delivery that satisfies people at
the enterprise level. Although sending people to a training provider to undertake a
packaged program may form part of a flexible delivery program, it would be unlikely
that the training program would be achieved only by participation in a packaged
program from an outside provider.

The letters of invitation and the plain language statements are included in this report
as appendix C.
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Results

In developing this chapter which describes the results of our research it is important to
briefly revisit the intent of this project—which was not to provide a survey of what is
happening in organisations, but to identify what is considered feasible, and what is
not. Of course, where a strategy is currently being used within an organisation it is
clearly considered to be feasible.

This chapter is organised into two parts. The first part represents the findings from the
interviews with the sample of enterprises. That overview draws together the results
organised under a set of major headings:

 strategies for the development of learner preparedness

 strategies to develop workplace preparedness

Within those major headings, we have organised our results under the following sub-
headings:

 what is feasible

 what seems to be too difficult

The second part of the chapter reports the results of the focus group sessions.

Interview results

Strategies for the development of learner preparedness

What is feasible

In this section we will identify the strategies that organisations identified as feasible.
Many of these strategies are in place in some organisations, but not in others. We will
make that clear as we work through the identified strategies.

In each enterprise we visited there was strong recognition that new learning is best
situated in existing knowledge, such that each enterprise had some method of
assessing this with individual employees. Some enterprises did this quite formally
through a process of identifying existing knowledge and competencies within a
formal interview or assessment paradigm, and then used that information to determine
with employees other knowledge that was to be acquired. Other enterprises did this
rather casually, through discussion with people while they were at their job, such that
over a quite brief period of time a supervisor could build a picture of existing
knowledge.



44 Preparing for flexible delivery

In competency-based training environments the process tended to be more formalised,
and in some cases, where remuneration was associated with competencies through an
enterprise agreement (EA), the process was relatively formal and recorded. What was
common to each enterprise was that the process involved discussion between workers
and supervisors, and developed a training expectation in both parties. The forms of
knowledge supervisors were most interested in were the skills and knowledge directly
required to do the job, but also of interest was an identification that workers were
aware of where they fitted in an organisation, and what was expected of them in terms
of ‘fitting’ into the enterprise culture and its behaviours and values.

Assistance to learners to understand their learning within the broader context of the
workplace was sometimes undertaken through the development of learning plans that
were discussed between employees and supervisors in a context of what was required
in the workplace. At other times, this was achieved by developing mechanisms to
ensure that new learning was undertaken within a community of practice, such that
other workers were on hand to ensure that new learning was associated with ongoing
work.

Most organisations had a mechanism for working with employees to establish
individual needs for the development of their own learning goals, but these varied
considerably in nature. Management and professional staff in most organisations had
an opportunity to do this with their supervisor, and it was actually expected of them.
Within that context, the development of final learning goals became a combination of
those that the organisation had identified, and those that the employee had identified.
Some of the larger enterprises had sophisticated systems for achieving this as part of
their business planning, and had developed a range of mechanisms through which the
learning could be achieved. There was little evidence that these learning contracts
were progressively developed to higher levels of sophistication as the employee
developed competence with learning contracts. Where there was increasing
sophistication, it was usually associated with growing sophistication in performance
planning and processes developed by the organisation, with learning expectations
forming part of those plans. At that level, learning plans were normally not just the
anticipated learning outcomes, but also included consideration of the processes and
options available to achieve them. These options normally included mentoring and
‘buddying’, opportunities for short experiences of other jobs being done in the
organisation, and the identification of external courses available to the employee.

Providing assistance to learners in the development and negotiation of their own
learning goals was not a feature of all enterprises in the research but, where it was not
a feature, it was considered feasible within some limitations. Those limitations mainly
related to the setting of particular learning outcomes and, to a lesser extent, the timing
of completion of learning outcomes. Two major forms of impediment were noted.
First, there was a need for employee learning goals to be developed within a
framework of enterprise need and, while that was considered feasible, for some
organisations there was a concern that it could be a very time-consuming process for
large numbers of employees at an operational level. Feasibility was accepted, but the
potential resource intensity was seen as a barrier. For employees at the operational
level of enterprises, it was more common for enterprises to regard the identification of
learning outcomes to be a managerial responsibility, with expected learning outcomes
to be communicated to employees. Another form of impediment was identified within
competency-based training environments where competencies were tied to
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remuneration. Again, although considered feasible, the identification of learning goals
by employees was seen to lead to some difficult industrial outcomes. In summary, this
strategy was seen as having limited feasibility for employees below management and
professional levels.

Similarly, some enterprises did not see the involvement of employees at lower levels
in the development of their own learning contract and plans as at all feasible.
Concerns here were partly for the amount of time such a practice would involve on
the part of trainers and supervisors, but there was also concern that resultant learning
contracts may not be best suited to enterprise need. At the same time, these enterprises
did not generally see learner involvement in the structuring of learning experiences to
achieve determined learning goals as feasible. They did, however, acknowledge that
there was limited feasibility in employee involvement in the identification of
particular demonstrations or sequences of practice that would be helpful, and in
identifying other expert workers who could assist.

Regular discussion with employees at lower levels relating to the achievement of
learning outcomes was also seen by several enterprises as limited in feasibility, again
because of the time that it would consume. The practice was seen as feasible where it
occurred as part of everyday work, but not particularly feasible as a focussed
discussion requiring time-out from production.

Below the level of management and professional staff the situations we observed were
highly variable, but largely characterised by a greater degree of informality. In highly
structured workplaces with enterprise agreements associated with remuneration,
learning plans seemed to be largely the identification of certain competencies to be
achieved in given time periods. In addition, with the exception of the human services
organisations, learning goals tended to be determined by supervisory staff and the
discussion with employees was more about what order these would be achieved in,
when, and how. Typically involved in those discussions was assistance in identifying
authentic workplace tasks through which learning could be pursued. Those learning
plans were sometimes written but, at other times where the work team was reasonably
small, they became unwritten expectations for both parties. That process was favoured
by a number of enterprises, on the basis that it provided greater opportunity for
ongoing discussion between supervisor and worker about their learning as it
progressed, and avoided developing a potential barrier between employees and
supervisors who worked together, largely as colleagues. In most of these
organisations the responsibility for these learning plans was left to supervisors, with
some variation between them in how well it was achieved. In the organisation where
franchising was part of the business structure, the supervisor was normally the small
business franchisee. It was understood by the franchising body that how learning was
organised at the franchisee’s location was at least partly up to the business owner.

Most organisations had systems for monitoring the learning that took place, normally
through a process of regular review. Most typically these reviews were annual, or, in
some instances, undertaken three or four times a year. Although the achievement of
learning outcomes that were planned and written, or planned and mutually
understood, were addressed in these discussions, the review was normally undertaken
as part of performance management rather than learning management. Most
organisations had also developed some type of regular meeting opportunities among
staff at operational levels and their supervisors. These meetings were characterised by
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the breadth of issues discussed, and normally focussed on operational issues facing
the group at the time. However, matters of workplace skills and learning were also
regularly discussed within that group setting. Each of the organisations reported that
employees were able at any time to seek advice and feedback from their supervisor
and/or trainer on learning matters as they saw fit, and felt the need. However, the
enterprises did not typically have structures or processes that encouraged workers to
engage in this activity, or assisted workers to identify a need for these discussions
through monitoring their own learning. Instead, it was largely expected that
employees knew how to do this.

The articulation of learned skills and knowledge was hardly addressed by enterprises
as a means for developing the learning. Articulation was, in fact, often achieved
through the formal and informal reviews and discussions, although one organisation
did make it a practice for managers to engage staff in conversation that gave them the
opportunity to articulate new knowledge. Similarly, organisations did not typically
provide structured opportunities for that to happen. An interesting departure from that,
however, was the franchising company that had developed a practice of providing
training to the franchisees on a face-to-face basis. An acknowledged goal of that
process was that the company wanted the small business operators, who were
otherwise largely isolated, to network and to discuss their experiences and share them
with others.

Enterprises had a number of processes to develop learning through scaffolding. For
some, this was a deliberate part of the learning process, where new learning was
undertaken through a mentor who gradually withdrew as the learner became more
proficient. Others provided off-the-job training through formal classes or through
structured learning materials and, where that was the case, it was not unusual for a
supervisor or trainer to work with the learner to connect the off-job learning with
workplace practice. In those cases there was evidence in some enterprises of a tight
relationship between off-job learning and practice, but it was not a usual practice
where employees were undertaking longer programs of study at external providers.
Workplace connections were expected to be made by the employee and were not
provided through the processes of the enterprise.

Associated with the learning through scaffolding was the development of knowledge
through a spiral of responsibility. Other than through planned scaffolding and its
withdrawal, this was achieved on a largely ad hoc basis as opportunities arose in
organisations for a person to take on work at a higher level. Those opportunities were
taken through the absence of another worker, or through involvement in special
projects. Other than that, there was little evidence of systematic responsibility
increase being seen as a form of training.

The use of a range of resources for training was broad. It appeared that good use was
generally being made of expert others in the community of practice in the workplace,
and also of the facilities of the workplace for demonstrations and for practice. Some
organisations had set up training resource banks, using professionally developed
learning materials, internet sites developed in-house and externally, video and print
materials, as well as technical journals and magazines. One organisation had set up a
simulated work environment that was used exclusively for training among
geographically dispersed learners. In the main, employees appeared to enjoy good
access to these resources, and there was general expectation that they should make
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more and better use of them. Where enterprise agreements provided for training, there
was normally time set aside for withdrawal from production to learn, but that was not
widespread. More often, there was an acknowledged tension between production
needs and time required for training. Interestingly, withdrawal from production to
learn was more observable in the public enterprises we investigated than it was among
the private ones. However, there was universal understanding and expectation that
employees are both workers and learners.

Enterprises were highly variable in their approach to the provision of a diversity of
experience as part of workplace learning. Some organisations were too small or too
narrowly focussed in their work to provide much opportunity in-house, while others
saw the provision of a diversity of in-house work experiences as very much a part of
their training strategy. It was clear that the larger organisations were more able to
achieve this, but it also tended to be a feature of those enterprises dealing in human
services.

What was seen as too difficult

Here we identify the strategies that were seen by a number of enterprises as being
simply too difficult to implement. Most often, where strategies were seen as too
difficult, enterprises restricted their comment to levels of worker below managers and
professional staff. The major reasons provided for the infeasibility of any strategy can
be summarised as:

 too time-consuming to engage

 supervisors themselves not equipped with the skills necessary to engage the strategy

 implementation of the strategy not congruent with training plans and expectations that
were largely driven by management

The strategies most commonly seen by enterprises to be infeasible largely related to
the involvement of workers in the development of their own learning goals and
learning plans, and in the development of processes to achieve those learning goals.
On the majority of occasions, the reasons provided by enterprises for this infeasibility
covered each of the three reasons identified above. However, there was no strong
recognition among those enterprises that training for lower-level staff should be
organised in any other way other by management.

Time out from the production schedule for the independent use of learning resources,
including discussion with other workers was a difficulty for some organisations who
felt that the time could not be afforded. One medium-sized company had provided a
specific amount of time each week for training to take place, and had provided a well-
resourced training room for workers to use on an independent learning basis with
regular trainer input. That enterprise also saw the training room as an extension to the
facilities offered by registered training organisations (RTOs) with whom they were
working. As a qualification, the enterprise made the point that planned use of the
training room could be difficult when workers were required for production because
of absences by other workers scheduled at the same time. Other organisations had
time-out for training purposes written into enterprise agreements. Where that was not
the case, the practice was not seen as feasible, although there was a more general view
that the practice would be worthwhile were it to be affordable. The link here is fairly
clear—that where the training was a part of the enterprise agreement and enterprises
expected skills development, and that development was tied to remuneration, there
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was also expectation that time had to be made available for the training. Where that
was not the case, or where the skills to be acquired were not part of the formal EA, the
time was not generally provided.

Assistance to develop the skills of structured observation and question-asking among
employees was generally not seen as feasible by interviewees. This seemed to be
associated with a feeling that this would be an unnecessary practice, and that people
could be expected to do these things without specifically developing them as skills. It
is probable that this finding is also linked, at least at lower levels in organisations, to
the view that supervisors at that level are not skilled in structured observation and
question-asking.

Commonly, there was a recognition that individual employees differ in terms of their
learning styles and the strategies that they use for learning, but it was not seen as
generally feasible to take these matters into specific consideration in the development
of employees, nor in the framing of individual training plans. Where this was
considered worthy of consideration, the most likely approach was to provide the
opportunity for a range of activities in which they could participate, or the sorts of
learning experiences they might access. One large enterprise was making use of the
Kolb Learning Styles Inventory to provide information on the learning styles evident
among employees. The use of the Kolb inventory had indicated a concrete learning
style which the enterprise was using as the basis for its program design and delivery.
Beyond that point, differences between individuals were catered for by the provision
of a number of learning experiences. As one respondent put it:

 … we look at multi-learning style development. We do blends of various styles within a
course. So we may attack something from four different angles during a course, the idea
being with what we are doing it is impossible to develop a course for a specific type of
style. It just isn’t possible, so we have a multi-layered strategy for doing that.

Tables 2, 3 and 4 provide a summarised form of the findings on learner preparation
strategies, derived from the interviews with training personnel in the twelve
enterprises sampled.
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Table 2: Summary of feasibility of identified strategies for the development of
self-directed learning

Strategy* Feasibility characteristics

Considered feasible by all

Assistance in grounding new learning goals in a context of
experience, existing knowledge, and an appreciation of the place
of learning in ‘becoming’ a expert worker

Considered feasible by all

Assistance to learners to understand their learning within the
broader context of the workplace

Considered feasible by all

Assistance in the identification and accessing of other experts
who can provide demonstration, discussion and guided practice

Considered feasible

Qualified feasibility

Assistance to learners in the development and negotiation of
learning goals

Affected by size of enterprise and
level of employee

Assistance to learners in developing and negotiating a learning
plan and learning contract, starting with limited contracts prior to
developing towards more comprehensive contracts

Plans considered feasible by all
Contracts affected by level, and
generally part of broader
performance plan

Assistance in the identification of authentic tasks and learning
resources through which the learning contract is to be pursued

Considered feasible by all, but
some level effects

Working with learners to develop a structured approach to
completing the learning contract negotiated between the learner
and trainer

Affected by level

Working with learners to develop monitoring of learning as it
proceeds, and the self-evaluation of learning outcomes

Feasible generally within a formal
system of review

Provision of regular discussion with learners on their
learning contract

Discussion normally through
formal review. Affected by level

Discussing achievements as learning proceeds, and assistance to
modify learning contracts on the basis of that feedback

Normally only feasible at higher
levels

Provision of opportunity within the production schedule for
withdrawal to make use of learning resources.

Feasibility normally within
specific EA

Not considered feasible

Assistance with skills of structured observation and
question-asking

Not generally seen as feasible

*  Strategies identified by Smith (2000b)
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Table 3: Summary of feasibility of identified strategies for the development of skills
and conceptual knowledge

Strategy* Feasibility

Considered feasible by all

Providing opportunity for demonstration, structured practice,
guided practice, and observation

Feasible by all

Provision of learning scaffolding and its planned withdrawal Feasible

Exposure to a diversity of experiences and problem-solving
situations

Generally feasible

Assistance in the integration of on- and off-the-job learning
experiences

Feasible

Provision of access to other workplaces, or to a training provider,
to enable learning of a diversity of skills and concepts not available
for learning within the workplace

Generally feasible

Qualified feasibility

Encouragement and facilitation to use a broad range of learning
strategies, and a wide use of learning resources, including
resources that are verbally or textually presented

Affected by training philosophy

Not considered feasible

Provision of opportunity for deliberation, reflection, and
articulation of knowledge

Generally not feasible in a
formal way

*  Strategies identified by Smith (2000b)

Table 4: Summary of feasibility of identified strategies for the development of skills for
structuring knowledge in a community of practice

Strategy* Feasibility

Considered feasible by all

Development among learners of a clear understanding of the
workplace ethos, values, and policies

Feasible by all

Encouragement and facilitation to learners to form relationships
with trainers, supervisors, peers, and other experts to enable
discussion of developing skills and knowledge

Feasible by all

Qualified feasibility

Development among learners of their dual role as learners and
as workers

Affected by philosophy of training,
and level

Assistance with identification of learning objectives to be pursued
through interaction with others, through discussion, demonstration,
articulation etc.

Affected by level

Provision of regular opportunities within the production schedule
for discussion of learning, of skills, and of work

Feasible, but normally focussed on
discussion about work

Siting of learner workstations in proximity to other more expert
workers

Organised for production purposes,
rather than training

*  Strategies identified by Smith (2000b)



NCVER ��

Strategies for the development of workplace preparedness

What is feasible

Development of training policies
Each organisation sampled in this research had an existing training policy, but wide
variations existed between them in terms of formality and accessibility. The larger
organisations tended to be more formal about this and, generally, their training policy
was part of an enterprise agreement, or part of a more broadly conceptualised human
resource management policy. In those cases the training policy was linked to appraisal
policy and, in some cases, also to affirmative action policies, and was often coupled
with the procedures the organisation used to identify people for training, and to
provide that training. One of these more formally developed training policies, in a
medium-sized enterprise, had gone as far as to specify the sorts of workplace
knowledge and skills that was expected at different levels of a task, attached to
competencies required and remuneration. In that organisation, the policy was clearly
available to all employees and was part of the enterprise agreement.

Other organisations had developed their training policy in more broad and
philosophical terms, set in a context of organisational goals. What was generally
evident in those organisations was a training philosophy that captured a notion of
employee identification of need, together with supervisors and trainers, and a
facilitatory attitude towards the achievement of those goals, where mutually agreed by
employee and supervisor. Although facilitation of learning was also clearly
identifiable among enterprises with more formal policies, there was a link between
more informal training policy and more informal processes to achieve training
outcomes. One large organisation with a training policy set at the philosophical level
identified that the policy formed a type of ‘marketing strategy’ for training, designed
to be attractive to employees and framed in terms of what the enterprise would make
available to employees who wished to engage in training activities. In that
organisation, self-identification was seen as an important part of the training
philosophy.

Although training policies largely recognised the value of training to the organisation,
there was little evidence of policies that recognised explicitly the value of workers as
learners. Some enterprises acknowledged the need to make that recognition and
believed it to be achieved through their practices rather than through their policy. The
explicit valuing of workers as learners was seen by all enterprises as feasible, but not
as particularly necessary in any formal sense. The viewing of workers as teachers of
others was similar, with there being a recognition in practice, but seldom as part of
policy.

A diversity of training experience was also not explicitly stated in training policies,
but recognised through a number of practices. Most enterprises had developed
mechanisms for employees to experience other jobs within the organisation, within
the constraints of skill areas. In addition, they all had mechanisms available to enable
employees to access training through a range of different in-house activities, such as
the provision of flexible learning materials, the provision of mentoring and buddying
systems, demonstrations of techniques etc. It was not uncommon for enterprises to
facilitate the accessing of external courses where there was identified and agreed
need. Access to external courses was normally part of training policy, as were
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induction programs and buddying systems for new workers in different tasks. While
two organisations did have sophisticated resource banks of learning materials in
flexible delivery formats, and part of their policy was to expect these to be used for
certain training outcomes, training policies did not generally run to explicit comment
on the availability of learning resources and access to other workers on an as-needed
basis.

More formal training policies also covered the issues of assessment that was either
formal and recognised or informal.

Development of training structures
The presence of definite training structures was variable across organisations. Larger
organisations were characterised by the presence of at least one person with a clear
accountability for training matters. However, their roles and the practices were highly
varied. One large public sector organisation had one person with a training
co-ordination role, with support from line supervisors who had some responsibilities
for the training of their own staff. Supervisors had a responsibility for identifying
training needs and for assisting employees to meet those needs. Apart from
developing training policy and broad training plans, the person with identifiable
accountabilities had little responsibility for the actual training activities undertaken by
employees. Another medium-sized enterprise, with only one identifiable training
person, had structured the training role in such a way that it was closely involved with
needs identification, largely in terms of competencies. Other tasks associated with this
role included development of training plans to achieve the specified competency
outcomes, development and acquisition of flexible learning resources, development of
models of providing in-house at-job assistance and facilitating access to externally
provided courses.

Large organisations with distributed workforces tended to have established training
structures in head office environments. These structures included accountability for
broad training-needs identification across the organisation; development of
facilitatory mechanisms for training participation; the provision of flexible learning
resources; and the provision of recording functions. In those organisations the
responsibility for actual training being carried out and assessed at the worksite level
lay mainly with supervisory staff at the worksite. In those distributed cases this
seemed to work varyingly well, depending largely on the interest of the local
supervisory personnel. In some cases, training was pursued with some vigour in local
worksites, while in others it was not.

These training structures at the worksite did sometimes place an expectation on
supervisors to work with employees to develop a training plan, and to review that
plan. However, most typical for supervisors was that the plan was informally
developed and informally reviewed at that level. It was not typical for supervisory
staff to have any responsibility for the development of workers as learners, but there
was a role in the provision of opportunity for workers to be put with another to learn
skills identified as required. In summary, supervisors were mainly conceptualised as
managers of workers, rather than as developers of workers.

Training structures also included outsourcing of training provision, and ‘partnering’
with a training provider. One large health services organisation had developed close
links with several training providers, including a university and two TAFE institutes.
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The arrangements were largely a function of the wide range of learning needs in the
organisation, at several levels, and with a range of different accreditation
requirements. Two medium-sized organisations and a small enterprise had developed
training arrangements with a TAFE provider for traineeship programs; for the
development of learning resources, and for the delivery of some training programs in-
house. Particularly valued in those arrangements was the training providers’
knowledge of government funding opportunities that could be deployed to the
advantage of the enterprise. These ‘partnerships’ were not generally characterised by
their formality. Instead, they were seen more as customer/client relationships that
could be fairly easily changed by either party. The arrangement with the university,
mentioned above, was closer to a formal agreement, since it was reciprocal and
involved services that the university could access from the enterprise, as well as those
that the enterprise required of the university. A similar example of a more formal
partnership was developing between a TAFE institute and a large electrical
engineering enterprise. In that arrangement, TAFE staff were being trained to deliver
an enterprise-specific program, and students from the TAFE institute were able to
participate in the enterprise program as well.

Training personnel
Identifiable training personnel in organisations had generally been supported by the
management to become trained as trainers, with Certificate IV in Workplace Training
and Assessment being a common qualification. One organisation had been pro-active
in encouraging supervisory staff to complete the Diploma of Management, and
reported that it had been successful in developing trainer skills among those
supervisors. The major focus of training staff was the development of training needs
identification; the provision of programs and recording functions; workplace
assessment; and the delivery of some in-house courses. Other functions included the
identification and provision of flexible learning materials and identification of
externally available training programs. In smaller organisations, the person with the
training function also played a role in the provision of in-house opportunities for
mentoring and demonstration of work practices. In a small enterprise in the hospitality
sector, two senior members of management had undertaken the small groups module
from the Certificate IV in Assessment and Workplace Training with the specific intent
of using the knowledge to improve training throughout the organisation.

Training plan development for the entire enterprise was a more readily identifiable
function among training personnel than was the development of plans for individuals,
although for management and professional staff the training personnel were more
involved in training plan development.

The development of self-directed learning skills, or provision of an environment for
that to flourish, was generally not an identifiable function, although the notion of
supportive learning environments was seen to be very feasible, and several attempts to
achieve that were observed in enterprises. It was considered feasible and desirable
that trainers should recognise diversity among learners in: their styles of learning;
their level of comfort with learning; and their willingness to engage in learning
experiences that may take several different forms. One enterprise, with a wide variety
of employees at different education and training levels, and different ethnic
backgrounds, specifically alluded to the need to be conscious of the diversity among
their workers as learners. Other enterprises could not see their way clear to take that
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issue on board because of resource implications, while others saw little need, since the
training needs in their enterprise were perceived as fairly homogeneous.

What was seen as too difficult

The characteristics of workplace preparedness generally seen as too difficult are
congruent with those identified as too difficult in the preparation of learners.
Although enterprises sampled had developed training policies and structures at
differing levels of formality, these policies generally did not include the development
of self-direction among workers. The policies were generally framed in terms of
enabling and enacting the training needs identified by the organisation, rather than
fostering self-identification of training needs. At the same time, there were practices
that involved self-identification, sometimes as a deliberate policy, and at other times
as a way of capturing needs that may not have been identified by supervisors.
Enterprises generally felt that they simply did not have the resources and the time to
devote to negotiation of individual learning contracts, and the necessary monitoring of
their achievement. They also expressed reservations about the capability of their line
supervisory staff in terms of the human resource management processes that included
self-identification of training needs, or the development of formal mutually agreed
training plans. One organisation reported that they were not unhappy for employees to
identify apparently irrelevant training desires and, from time to time, they agreed to
those wishes with an expectation that this would encourage and motivate training in
more relevant skills areas. However, the large majority of enterprises expressed
caution that a process that provided for self-identification would lead to the problem
of employees developing learning expectations that the enterprise would not wish to
support.

Likewise, enterprises generally did not see as feasible, nor even particularly
necessary, the need to develop the learning skills of their workers. There was wide
recognition of the need for training, and the need to facilitate training and training
outcomes, but the processes of achieving this through development of a self-
directedness in learning were not seen as feasible. The major reasons for that view
again appeared to relate to resources, with a general consideration that it would be
time-consuming for already pressed trainers, and for supervisors who had largely
production imperatives to meet. The processes of assisting people towards self-
directedness, and the monitoring of that progress to a point where the enterprise could
be confident that such skills were being deployed in an efficient way, were seen as too
difficult, and the gains as too nebulous.

In summary, the development of individualised approaches to training-plan
development was generally not seen as feasible because of resource intensity. At the
same time, the development of individuals as learners was also not generally seen as
feasible for many of the same reasons, and also because the value to the enterprise
was not recognised as being worth the effort in terms of the business outcomes being
sought. Tables 5 to 9 provide a summarised form of the findings on workplace
preparation strategies, derived from the interviews with training personnel in the
twelve enterprises sampled.
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Table 5: Summary of feasibility of strategies identified for the development
of training policies

Strategy* Feasibility

Considered feasible by all

A statement of the purposes for training within the enterprise, and
the value placed on it

Feasible by all

A statement of the nature of assessment, and by whom those
assessments are to be made

Feasible

A statement of recognition that values learners as learners and as
workers, and with legitimate need to ask questions, seek guidance
and demonstration, and to be provided with opportunities to
experiment, trial, and practice

Generally feasible

A statement that learners are a legitimate part of the enterprise
workforce and are expected to participate in the workplace
community, and to accept the values and directions of the enterprise

Feasible

A statement of what learners can expect in the provision of learning
resources, and to where they may withdraw to use these resources

Feasible

A recognition that self-directed learning requires the regular
negotiation of learning goals between the learner and the trainer,
and the need to jointly review these goals and discuss progress

Feasible

An expectation that learners will work within the community of
practice as a member of a team, but will also progressively develop
the skills to take responsibility for their own work and learning

Feasible

A statement that training plans, activities and achievements will be
adequately recorded

Feasible

Qualified feasibility

A statement of the form of knowledge that the enterprise wishes
learners to construct, including whether skilled performance only is
to be pursued, or whether skilled performance is expected to be
accompanied by conceptual understanding

Not generally feasible in a
broad and formal way

Details of the training structures in the enterprise, and the roles of
each of the personnel involved with training, and the role of any
external training provider

Feasible, but affected by size
and formality

A recognition that diversity of experience is necessary and will be
provided through different work experiences in the enterprise, or
provided externally by training providers

Feasible, affected by level,
size, and training philosophy

A recognition that time needs to be made available within the
production schedule for meetings, discussion, practice etc. and that
time is also required for the study of flexible learning materials or
attendance at classes

Generally infeasible unless
in EA

*  Strategies identified by Smith (2000b)
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Table 6: Summary of feasibility of strategies identified for the development
of training structures

Strategy* Feasibility

Considered feasible, but affected by size and formality
of enterprise

Identification of training personnel and specific trainers Affected by size

Development of roles for training personnel that include
responsibility for:

 training plan development

 training design and implementation

 goal negotiation with learners and monitoring of learning

 assessment of skills

 enabling access to learning materials, physical resources and
more expert personnel

 enabling access to people and experiences as required

 implementing training within the training and production
policies of the enterprise

 representing the learning needs of learners to management and
other staff

Feasible

Feasible

Feasible, affected by level

Feasible

Feasible

Feasible

Feasible

Feasible

Development of documentation for training plans, recording of
training activity and achievement

Feasible

Identifiable partnership arrangements with external training
providers, and management of that relationship and the
training provided

Feasible, but partnerships are
normally seen more as a client
relationship

Commitment to the professional development of trainers in the
flexible delivery of training, and the development of self-directed
learning among learners

Affected by size and formality

*  Strategies identified by Smith (2000b)
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Table 7: Preparing training personnel 1—feasibility of strategies identified to support
development of the learning skills of workplace learners

Strategy* Feasibility

Considered feasible by all

Providing assistance to learners in developing and setting
learning goals

Feasible, affected by level

Assisting in the identification and use of other resources, both
human and material

Feasible

Developing an expectation among learners that it is legitimate to
ask questions

Feasible

Qualified feasibility

Providing assistance to learners in developing a learning plan and
learning contract

Plan feasible by all; contract
affected by level

Understanding of, and preparedness to negotiate learning contracts
and outcomes with learners

Affected by level

Provision of assistance to learners in self-assessment of existing
knowledge and skills

Limited feasibility

Provision to learners of positive feedback on self-directed learning
skill development

Limited feasibility

Providing encouragement for reflection through discussion with
both the trainer and with fellow workers

Limited feasibility

Assistance in self-evaluation of learning progress and outcomes Limited feasibility

Provision of regular monitoring of the learning contract with
learners, and negotiation of changes

Feasible, affected by level

Understanding the need to develop an equality with the learner in
the learning partnership

Limited feasibility

Making use of the learning contract as the basis for communication
between the learner and trainer on matters to do with
learner learning

Affected by level

An understanding of learning preferences and learning strategies Limited feasibility

*  Strategies identified by Smith (2000b)
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Table 8: Preparing training personnel 2—feasibility of strategies identified to support
the development of skills and conceptual knowledge among learners

Strategy* Feasibility

Considered feasible by all

Ability to systematically identify authentic tasks available on-the-job to
support learning

Feasible

Understanding of the processes required to provide for a diversity of
problem-solving and learning experiences on-the-job

Feasible

Ability to identify learning tasks that cannot be undertaken at the
workplace due to enterprise scope of work, and a process for
negotiating for these learning tasks to be undertaken through a training
provider, or through another enterprise

Feasible

Understanding of the processes for designing and supporting
scaffolding and fading

Feasible

Capacity to provide demonstration and practice opportunities, and to
facilitate trialling and experimentation

Feasible

Skills required to provide feedback as learning progresses, and at the
conclusion of a learning contract

Ongoing feasibility in the
absence of contracts

Commitment to provide an organised repository of learning resources,
and methods to encourage use of those resources

Feasible

Commitment to a system of recording and recognising skill acquisition
and development

Feasible

*  Strategies identified by Smith (2000b)

Table 9: Preparing training personnel 3—feasibility of strategies identified to support
the development among learners of participation in a community of practice

Strategy* Feasibility

Considered feasible by all

An understanding of workplace training policies that emphasise the
value of training, the value of learners, and the need for
shared experience

Feasible

An understanding of the respective roles of trainers and learners, as
well as the contributions other workplace personnel can make through
the willing sharing of their knowledge and experience

Feasible

A recognition and valuing of dual roles of learners as learners, and
learners as workers

Feasible

Commitment to the provision of a spiral of responsibility that enables
learners to move from peripheral to central participation as skills and
knowledge increase

Feasible

Qualified feasibility

An understanding of the need to ‘champion’ the needs of learners
learning in the workplace

Limited feasibility

*  Strategies identified by Smith (2000b)
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Focus group results
Focus groups conducted with supervisors and trainers yielded a number of interesting
observations that need to be interpreted together with the interview results.

The development of learner preparedness and self-directedness was an issue that
interested supervisors and trainers who, in the main, had considered this and
developed a set of views and, not uncommonly, had also devised some strategies for
achievement. A view that came through strongly from a number of participants, and
which represents a different strategy from those identified earlier, related to the sense
of ownership that supervisors themselves felt towards the training and development of
their own staff. The view was expressed on a number of occasions that effective
supervisors had a responsibility for staff training as part of their collection of
responsibilities relating to production, quality, and the care of people who worked for
them. Where supervisors were seen by their staff to be taking an interest in staff
development, and where the supervisor had taken ownership of that responsibility,
there was evidence that staff also took a greater degree of ownership.

As one supervisor put it:

 Where I take responsibility I can see staff also taking ownership of their own area. When
I see that I am able to put them on to a higher level of learning and of work.

The converse comment was also made by another supervisor in that same enterprise,
who commented that, in his view, training that was too closely supervised on the job
resulted in:

 … the trainer doing all the extra bits and they [the staff] were never actually learning the
job they were supposed to be there for.

Supervisors felt that the part played by their own manager was important in achieving
these outcomes, and that managers needed to be enthusiastic and show that they were
supportive and willing for staff to learn through problem-solving and making some
mistakes. They also needed to make time available within the production schedule to
observe, discuss, and trial new skills.

The trialling of new skills was important to supervisors, who had developed a number
of ways to implement scaffolding through assistance from others, and to remove that
scaffolding as the skill developed. One supervisor of a laboratory had developed a
routine for staff learning that involved the identification first of a set of relatively
simple and routine laboratory tasks that needed to be carried out to support production
and routine testing, and to set those tasks for a learner, with supervision from a more
experienced operator. She then left it to the learner to identify when a level of comfort
had been reached in executing those tasks, and at that point a more demanding set of
tasks was provided. The placement of these learning sequences within the
requirements of production had been achieved through a combination of mentoring on
the job, and making use of slower production periods to practise learned skills.

A shop floor supervisor had developed a similar set of strategies whereby he had
sequenced the tasks to be learned into identifiable sets, such that he provided
scaffolding for the development of one skill set and then ensured its development
through practice, before moving the learner on to the next skill set. That provision of
scaffolding through supervision had ensured a dialogue between the supervisor and
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the learner that enabled questioning and some discussion, and an assessment by both
learner and supervisor of the readiness for the next learning sequence. By focussing
on a limited skill set for each learning sequence, the supervisor had been able to focus
the work of the learner to carry out production tasks in an ongoing way while learning
proceeded.

Also evident among supervisors was their development of intentional communities of
practice which they formed for each set of learning sequences. These communities of
practice were sometimes quite static and formed the group with whom the learner
most often interacted. A key to this more static form of community was an
acknowledgement by supervisors and members of the community that they were all
learners while on the job, but what was being learned at any given time varied
between individual members. What had been set up within these static intentional
communities was an expectation that each member of the group would require the
time of another at some stage to assist with learning. A different form of intentional
community of practice was more dynamic, and occurred where the group members
would change at least to some degree as new learning sequences were encountered.
Variables here were the size of the team under the supervisor, and the scope of its
work. Static communities of practice tended to be more frequent in smaller groups,
and where the work was more homogeneous. Dynamic communities were more
noticeable where the group was larger and the scope of work wider. In that
circumstance, the learner would be assisted by one set of workers while learning one
task, but there would be some change when commencing the learning of a further set
of tasks.

A further set of strategies was evident among supervisors in their placement of
learning resources close to members of their work team and to learners. In one
medium-sized plant a supervisor described a change in company policy and process
when he said:

 At the start we really had nothing. I mean, if we wanted to know something about a
particular machine we would have to come up to the production office and grab the
manufacturer’s manual and read through that. We were encouraged to do that—if you
want to go and read I’ll run your machine for ten minutes while you go and have a read.
Now we’ve got training manuals in every area, at all the work stations, so the
encouragement to learn is really there.

The location of learning materials to be readily accessible to employees was noted as
an important strategy by a majority of supervisors. In their view that form of flexible
delivery through materials access was important, and enabled on-the-job learning to
be closely connected to practical skill development. Supervisors believed that, where
a learner could access the learning materials and use them while operating the
production equipment, or carrying out the required process, production was less
interrupted, and that knowledge appropriated from the learning material could be put
into immediate practice. Supervisors also commented that learners were more likely
to identify knowledge and skill gaps and themselves seek the necessary knowledge
where barriers to access were reduced. Comment was also made that learning that
took people away from their jobs could be easily interrupted or even arrested by
unavoidable and unexpected events such as somebody calling in sick. Where this
occurred at the beginning of a shift, the need for production to be maintained often
meant that planned off-the-job learning could not proceed that day. Although on-the-
job learning could also be affected by those sorts of events, supervisors felt that it was



NCVER ��

more robust and, where learning materials were available to support the on-the-job
learning, the interruptions were much more manageable. Within this set of comments
from focus group participants was an acknowledgement that people learn in different
ways, with a broad categorisation of those who like to be shown, and those who like
to read independently and practise independently. While those differences could be
accommodated in the workplace, supervisors felt limited in their capacity to provide
the most preferred form of learning on a reliable basis, since the needs of production
and for attention to be given to competing demands was often a barrier.

A commonly expressed view among supervisors was that willingness to learn, and
willingness of workers to take ownership of their learning, was strongly related to
personality and individual motivations. For some supervisors that view was
accompanied by strategies that encouraged and provided considerable assistance to
learners who showed willingness. Less attention was paid to those who did not. ‘A lot
of it is the individual’ was a statement heard often from supervisors. They felt they
did not have the time, nor the motivation, to encourage people who appeared to be
unwilling. Clearly, there was recognition from supervisors that the conditions for
learning and its encouragement across the workplace were important, but individual
attitudes did not sometimes capitalise on that.

Supervisors, like the management staff interviewed, did not see the development of
learning strategies associated with enquiry, such as question-asking and articulation of
knowledge learned, as their role. Learners were largely expected to already possess
these skills or to develop them for themselves. The ability and willingness to pursue
effective learning strategies was seen as related to the characteristics of individuals,
and to be associated with motivation and willingness to learn. What they did see as
motivating to workers and necessary as part of enterprise training policy was a system
of rewards and career development as a consequence of skills development. More
than anything else this was seen as the major motivator, and a key factor in workers
taking ownership of their own learning. One supervisor from a medium-sized
manufacturing plant expressed this in the focus group.

 I think most of them do take ownership because if you’ve got someone starting at the
beginning they want to know what is the next level—what’s next, what’s next, where do
we go from here—I want to get to the next level.

There was evidence among a number of supervisory staff that they had established
quite sophisticated mechanisms for supporting flexible learning. They had developed
methods to assist learners to develop goals in consultation with them, and to assess
progress towards those goals on a regular basis. Part of the process identified by these
supervisors was the development of a sense of ownership in learning through goal
identification and self-assessment. It was important to ensure that learning resources
were available to learners to access when they felt the need to do so. One small
enterprise had developed a process of regular interaction with learners to, quite
specifically, collectively identify specific learning goals, and how they might be
achieved. The progress towards these goals, and the development of strategies to
achieve them was a part of those regular meetings. The periodic involvement of
learners with their supervisors, in a meeting focussing on their development, was also
designed to develop a sense of ownership and self-direction among learners.
Furthermore, the supervisor was able to learn how that person most preferred to learn,
and subsequently facilitate it.
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Some supervisors were also quite conscious of the fact that some learners liked to use
text-based materials, while others preferred a much more ‘hands-on’ approach to
learning, and that supervisors and trainers needed to accommodate those different
styles. There was also comment from supervisors that indicated an understanding of
the needs of new employees for dispositional knowledge (values and attitudes) in the
workplace, as well as an understanding of their own work in the broader enterprise
context; and a need for the propositional knowledge (knowledge about) and
procedural learning necessary to competently carry out specific tasks. Those issues
were addressed most commonly through induction programs, and in several cases,
provision of some exposure to other parts of the organisation as part of an orientation
to the enterprise.

The next chapter of this report will discuss these results in detail and develop
recommendations for practices, which may be implemented in enterprises. In
addition, the next chapter will identify recommendations for policy and for research.
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Discussion and recommendations

This project was designed to inform a number of research questions, detailed in the
chapter entitled ‘Research questions and methods’. The discussion following is
organised into each of those questions, and is designed to locate the results in the
broader literature available. The enterprises selected as research sites for this
investigation were known to have a commitment to training, and an identifiable
accountability within the enterprise for a training management or co-ordination role.
Each of the enterprises either had established a training policy, or was in the process
of developing one, and already had a commitment to the flexible delivery of training
as a part of its approach to training. While some enterprise experience with flexible
delivery was a necessary part of this research design, it also represents a reason for
being somewhat cautious in the interpretation of the results, since the enterprises in
our sample are not necessarily representative of all enterprises.

Following the discussion of findings we provide a set of recommendations for the
implementation of feasible strategies to support flexible learning in workplaces.

Discussion

Which of the set of learner development strategies
identified in research to date can be feasibly implemented
in operating workplaces?

The set of strategies identified for the development of self-directed learning among
learners enabling them to proceed with their learning with less trainer-provided
structure could be separated into three categories: strategies that were considered
feasible by all enterprises interviewed; strategies which were considered feasible but
with some qualification put on the feasibility; and strategies that were not considered
feasible.

Those strategies considered generally feasible related to the locating of the learning
within existing learner knowledge, and the contextualisation of that learning in the
broader enterprise. In addition, enterprises considered it feasible to ensure that
learners had access to other expert workers who could provide learning experiences
through demonstration, discussion and guided practice. What comes through strongly
here is a commitment on the part of enterprises to situated learning of authentic tasks
(Billett 1996b) that can be meaningfully interpreted by workers as important in the
achievement of enterprise goals. There was a clear sense among enterprises that new
knowledge is built on existing knowledge, and that knowledge should connect the
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tasks of the particular worker to the overall task set required by the enterprise. The
situating of that learning within the tasks of the enterprise is reinforced through access
to others who already possess that knowledge or skill, and who are capable of its
performance within the workplace.

These findings are consistent with Billett’s notion of the socio-cultural construction of
knowledge in the workplace, and Young’s (1993) suggestion that the choice of
authentic tasks through which to construct new knowledge is a crucial component of
effective instruction. The use of other expert workers provides that opportunity for
authenticity of task within the context of the specific needs of the learner and the
broader needs of the enterprise. The effective use of other experts also enables the
successful implementation of goal-based learning as envisaged by Collins (1997)
when he suggests that learning is achieved through a scaffolding approach to the
learning of new tasks. It is reasonable to expect that the majority of expert workers
would provide some form of scaffolding to novices as they engage with new learning.
Our findings support that conclusion. Discussion with the expert other also enables
the appropriation of meaning as suggested by Berryman (1991) and Collins (1991).

Enterprises were much more qualified in their views on the feasibility of those
strategies which actually develop the learning strategies of learners in the workplace
(Collins 1997; Smith 2000a). While there was a strong understanding of the ideas
behind developing learning goals and contracts, and the notion of learner involvement
in those developments, there was not any universal feeling that those strategies were
feasible within operating workplaces. Largely, views of the feasibility of these learner
involvements in setting learning directions were associated with a feeling that there is
simply not time to do this. Increased learner involvement in developing learning goals
and strategies across the enterprise would require a distribution of that work to
supervisors at all levels. Coupled with the view that supervisors would generally not
have the time to engage in these sorts of discussions and associated planning
functions with their staff was a feeling that many supervisors were simply not well-
equipped in terms of knowledge to do it. Part of the issue here may be that enterprise
managements see these processes as in need of control, and driven through a vertical
network model (Poell et al. 2000). Although Sofo (1999) has made a clear link
between effective modern workplaces and the empowerment of staff to have some
ownership of their learning objectives and consequent outcomes (Mocker & Spear
1982), there may not be ready recognition that these processes can be liberalising and,
with some practice among supervisors and workers, may result in less management
input and time, and more learner input and control.

However, there was a view that the development of learning goals and contracts was
feasible at higher levels in enterprises, typically among professional and managerial
staff, where a number of enterprises had already established these processes, or
equivalent ones. Also more likely to be considered feasible at these higher levels were
regular discussions on progress towards expected learning outcomes, the development
of a structured pathway to achieve the outcomes, and adjustment to expected learning
on the basis of experience as it progressed. These features of learning management
were generally considered feasible, and even desirable, within a performance review
process, where new learning became a part of the expectations on an employee over a
period of time. The cyclical model proposed by Sadler-Smith et al. (2000) for
operation in small firms is identified as feasible among higher-level employees in
larger enterprises as well.
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There was also a view that the withdrawal of a higher-level worker from the
production process to pursue learning was feasible, and in some enterprises, even
expected. At lower levels of employment this form of withdrawal was largely seen as
feasible where it formed part of an enterprise agreement. The observations made both
by Whittaker (1995) and Evans (2001) are largely borne out in the current research,
that there is a clear tension between the learning needs of enterprises and their
production imperatives.

Generally considered not feasible was the provision of assistance to employees in
developing the skills of structured observation and question-asking. These skills are
important for learners to develop, but they were generally expected to either already
have them, or to develop them for themselves. The notion that these skills are already
in place is at odds with the views of Collins and his associates in relation to cognitive
apprenticeship, where they argue strongly for the systematic development of these
skills to support situated learning. The paradox identified by several researchers
(Harris et al. 1998; Whittaker 1995) that learners should be challenging current
practice at the same time as accepting their supervisors’ answers to their questions
would indicate value in developing among workplace learners the skills of enquiry as
well as the skills of developing meaning from the responses to their enquiries. The
value in workplace learners acquiring the skills of self-directed learning through the
development of the skills of enquiry have been observed by Knowles as long ago as
1975. Knowles (1975) has clearly argued that learners who are expected to engage in
some form of self-directed learning, such as through flexible delivery in workplaces,
are unlikely to experience success without assistance in the skills of self-directed
enquiry. Although largely considered not feasible both by managers and supervisors,
or not even considered at all, the development of such skills would appear to be
worthy of consideration by firms wishing to develop their human capital through
flexible delivery.

The strategies identified to support the development of skills and conceptual
knowledge were more commonly accepted as feasible without qualification. All
workplaces saw as feasible, and desirable, the various strategies associated with
providing opportunity for engagement in demonstrations and practice, provision of a
diversity of relevant experience, provision of scaffolding and its gradual withdrawal
as skills developed, and the integration of on- and off-the-job learning. Providing
these experiences in a variety of ways to support individual differences in learning
styles through provision of a variety of learning materials and experiences was
accepted as feasible, but was affected by the philosophy of the enterprise. Enterprises
saw these strategies as feasible in the context suggested by Sadler-Smith (1996) in his
‘non-adaptive’ model, in that the provision of several different ways through which
individuals could access learning, was accepted. However, there was no evidence that
Sadler-Smith’s ‘adaptive’ model was considered feasible, where instruction was
uniquely geared to the needs of a given individual. That form of adaptation would be
time-consuming, potentially expensive, and the evidence for its efficacy is not strong
(for example, Misko 1994). The provision of different forms of material and
opportunity for experience, from which a learner could make a choice, was considered
feasible. As Sadler-Smith, Down and Lean (2000), Smith (2001b) and Stanek (2001)
have argued, the forms of training methods and learning resources available in a
workplace form the collective suite of options necessary for flexible approaches to
modern workplace learning. While some enterprises saw that expert others, technical
manuals and learning resources are sufficient to enable the non-adaptive model to be
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enacted, other enterprises had made it a deliberate strategy to put together a
considered range of resources and learning opportunities.

The strategies identified for the development of skills in a community of practice
were considered feasible by all where they involved interaction between learners and
other workers, trainers and supervisors. These are the usual forms of worker
interaction in any workplace and require no particular effort on the part of enterprises.
However, beyond that, enterprises saw as very feasible the encouragement of those
relationships in a learning context which would enable the development of required
skills and knowledge. Although research by Brooker and Butler (1997), Harris et al.
(1998) and Unwin and Wellington (1995) showed that the involvement of workers in
communities of practice was largely unstructured and unplanned, it appears that
among the enterprises in our sample there is an acceptance that strategies can be put
in place to achieve this in a more systematic way.

Where the invocation of a community of practice involved assisting learners to
develop their own learning objectives, and the pursuit of those objectives through
organised discussion and articulation, there was only a qualified view of feasibility.
Largely, the qualification involved a view that these forms of ‘time-out’ discussions
were feasible only in a context of a discussion about production tasks, rather than in a
context of discussions about knowledge acquisition. Calder and McCollum (1998)
observed that engagement in flexible learning in a work environment can involve
undertaking some activities that are not clearly related to production and are seen as
‘time-out’ is supported by our findings here. The same tension between the objectives
of production and of learning, alluded to above, is also evident here. Particularly
interesting in the current research, however, was the identification among managers
interviewed and supervisors in the focus groups, of the implementation strategy
associated with the development of intentional communities of practice among the
people who worked with them. Working within the same context as their staff, and
faced with the tasks of developing skills and knowledge, supervisors had not only
recognised the value of the community of practice that was naturally present, but they
had deployed it intentionally to develop particular skill sets or particular individuals
and groups. The power of the community of practice as an intentional device was
noted by McDermott (1999), and supervisors had developed this notion in a quite
sophisticated way, such that they used both static communities and dynamic
communities. It appeared through discussion with these supervisors that developing
intentional communities was not a difficult strategy to employ, and tended to form a
fairly natural extension of the community already there.

Taken together, our results on the feasibility of different learner development
strategies indicate there is something of a paradox between the strategies identified as
feasible for higher-level workers and those at lower levels. Several writers (for
example, Harris et al. 1998; Brooker & Butler 1997) have commented on the need for
structure to be in place for the effective training of learners in the workplace. Other
writers (for example, Calder & McCollum 1998; Smith 2000a) have particularly
pointed to the need for these structures to be in place in an environment of flexible
learning, particularly at lower levels of enterprises. The importance of these structures
was also identified by Sadler-Smith, Down and Lean (2000) in their comparative
study of different delivery methods in British firms. The latter particularly drew
attention to the favouring of flexible learning methods by managers and others in
positions of greater privilege within organisations.
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Our data indicate that the feasibility of strategies identified to develop learner
preparedness is seen to be greatest at the higher levels of the organisation where,
arguably, they are possibly least required. It would be fairly easy to interpret that
finding as being entirely associated with the value placed by the enterprise on the
complexity of the work that different levels undertake and the relative values of those
contributions to the achievement of enterprise goals. Our research was not designed to
provide insight into those possibilities, but the research does show that the feasibility
of these strategies is related to time available and to the larger number of these lower
levels of employee. A consequence of these larger numbers is their organisation into
groups under the supervision of people who are, in turn, at varying levels within the
enterprises, and who have varying skill sets. The development of learners and the
monitoring of learner and knowledge development are not skills widely perceived by
managers interviewed to be held by supervisory staff.

However, the focus group discussions indicate that there are skills and understandings
among supervisors that may not be readily recognised by more senior people in the
enterprises. Perhaps there is scope here for more dialogue between management and
supervisors on what implementation strategies are employed by supervisors, and how
they may be used and supported more broadly within enterprise policy and practice.
An issue here may be a more formal view of enterprise training held by management
staff, and a less formal view held by supervisors on the ground who work together
with their staff and their learners every day. For example, the development of
communities of practice and opportunities for forms of mentoring and discussion
appeared to be fairly common among supervisors in the focus groups. There is
considerable literature on the value of non-formal learning in workplaces, and it is
possible that supervisors see, experience, and invoke more informal learning
processes than do their managers.

A further valuable framework in which to view these results is the learning-network
theory developed by Poell et al. (2000), drawing on earlier work by Van der Krogt
(1998). Our observation with regard to levels of employee indicate that there are two
predominant forms of network operating in the enterprises we researched. Our
comments here are somewhat guarded, since in the small enterprises we visited there
may be a somewhat different story, which we will elaborate further later in this
discussion. However, in the larger enterprises it appears as if a liberal–horizontal
network operates among higher-level employees, while at lower levels the networks
are characterised by being largely vertical, but with some characteristics of horizontal
as well. The liberal–horizontal network operating at higher levels enables
considerable freedom among employees to identify, determine and pursue their own
learning goals, but these are connected to the horizontal network in that they are
pursued in contexts of teamwork and problem-solving, but with the learning to be
pursued clearly focussed on organisational need. The vertical network operating at
lower levels is characterised by its linear planning with management determining
learning goals and activities to be pursued. In this context learning is seen to be a tool
of effective enterprise management (Sofo 1999), and part of the armoury brought to
bear on issues of productivity, cost control and quality (Maglen, Hopkins & Burke
2001). At the same time, there are signs of horizontal networks where the learning is
contextualised within the needs of a work group, an approach to problem-solving, and
workplace learning proceeding alongside, and as part of, the work that is being
undertaken.
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Which of the set of workplace support strategies
identified in research to date can be feasibly
implemented in operating workplaces?

The link between training effectiveness and human resource strategies (Maglen,
Hopkins & Burke 2001) had been made by the enterprises we visited. While all
enterprises saw training policies, processes and structures as feasible and desirable as
part of their business strategy, there was considerable variation in the formality of
these, and the range and depth of support provided. There was strong evidence of a
relationship between the size of an organisation and the formality of its training plans
and training processes, as might be expected (Sadler-Smith & Smith 2001; Curran et
al. 1996; Robertson 1996). The larger organisations tended to be more formal. There
was also some evidence, but by no means a strong relationship, that enterprises with
geographically distributed workforces had more formal training policies, processes,
and structures.

Strategies that were seen by all to be feasible were those associated with the
development and articulation of training policies that indicated the value placed on
training by the enterprise; the forms of training that could be expected; details of
assessment policies; a recognition of dialogue between learners and trainers on
learning goals and their achievement; an expectation that learning would make use of
the community of practice available in the enterprise; and a statement that training
plans, activities and achievements would be recorded. There was a qualified view of
the feasibility of providing statements of the sorts of knowledge to be pursued (for
example, skills and/or conceptual) and time availability within the production
schedule for non-formal or flexible learning. Whether or not enterprises considered as
feasible the details of training structures was strongly related to size and formality,
with some enterprises seeing the provision of considerable detail as feasible and
desirable, and small enterprises tending to have a more informal set of arrangements
(Sadler-Smith et al. 2000).

The strategies viewed as generally feasible were those which enabled both the learner
and the enterprise to view training as an important and legitimate activity to be
pursued (Unwin & Wellington 1995; Harris & Volet 1996), and this ensured that
learners were valued. Furthermore, the policy components viewed as feasible enabled
learners to have some idea about what they may expect in terms of support, and what
they may expect as a commitment from their trainers. The recognition of these
strategies as feasible provides encouragement that enterprises in our sample recognise
the importance placed on the sense of value observed by Lave and Wenger (1991) and
Fuller (1996). In addition, the identification of training as an important activity was
associated with a view that ownership of enterprise goals by all employees in the
enterprise (Stanek 2001) could be facilitated through training and human resource
development.

The qualified support for the feasibility of providing a statement on the forms of
knowledge to be pursued is understandable. The qualification placed on that notion by
enterprises was not whether they saw it as valuable, but rather on whether they felt it
was feasible as a general statement across the enterprise in its training policy
articulation. They felt that feasibility was related to more specific cases, where it
would be possible and worthwhile for the strategy to be employed with some workers
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in some learning contexts, but neither necessary nor achievable across all. Apart from
the complexities associated with articulating expected forms of knowledge across an
enterprise, there was also the view expressed in the focus groups that individual
willingness and motivation had a major part to play in the pursuit of different forms of
knowledge. There was also some evidence again of the tension between production
and learning imperatives (Calder & McCollum 1998; Evans 2001) in the
qualifications placed on the feasibility of stating in a training policy the access to
time-out for learning in flexible delivery environments or even formal classes. That
same reticence was evident in the qualified feasibility assigned to the notion of
articulating, in a training policy, access to a diversity of experience.

The strategies identified for the development of training structures were largely seen
as feasible. More specific strategies for the development of training personnel were
also seen as feasible by all, although different interpretations need to be placed on that
finding. First, in larger enterprises with an identifiable training structure and
personnel accountable for training, there was acceptance as feasible of the skill
development necessary for training plan development, implementation, assessment,
learning resource and personnel access, and implementation of training policy. There
was also a view that the development of trainers’ roles to include championing of
trainers to management staff and other workers was feasible and desirable, in a spirit
of ensuring that a value was placed on training and on learners. Likewise, the
identification of external training possibilities and training partnerships were also seen
as feasible strategies. Only limited feasibility was identified among those strategies
that provide for the development in trainers of the skills required to assist learners to
become more self-directed. These results indicate a view of training structures and
roles characterised by the vertical learning network orientation.

A further interpretation that needs to be made here is that, in smaller enterprises, there
was no identifiable trainer role, and training tended to be organised by management,
and exercised through external providers (Sadler-Smith et al. 2000) and through the
use of expert others in the workplace, in a largely mentoring role. The arrangements
and the structures were, accordingly, relatively informal, and feasibility needs to be
interpreted within that informal and multi-tasking environment. Within smaller
enterprises, the performance of the learner is more evident to the ‘trainer’ on a
continuing basis, such that the sense of alienation observed by Unwin and Wellington
(1995) and Fuller (1996) is less in evidence. Smith (2000a), writing in the context of
small hairdressing salons, made the point that it is difficult to ignore a learner who
works alongside the mentor, and difficult not to have an ongoing training relationship.
Stanek (2001) has pointed to the value of one-on-one mentoring, and reviews
evidence (Stott & Sweeney 1999) that mentoring processes are much more effective
where the mentor is also trained. Within the small restaurant environment visited in
the present study, there was a commitment to quality of service that ensured training
was an imperative (see also Smith 2000a), and a strong commitment on the part of
management to their own learning and mentoring skills, associated with a strong
commitment to employee training (Sadler-Smith et al. 2000). The enterprise had
developed a clear philosophy of the value of training, but had not developed a formal
structure, as Field (1997) and Robertson (1996) observed as typical of smaller
enterprises.

Finally, the development of effective training personnel was generally regarded as
feasible and desirable. However, there was not a strong view that trainers who were
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adept at developing workers ability to learn (learning to learn skills) or who facilitated
the development of self-directed learners, were either necessary or feasible to provide.
That finding is at odds with other work which suggests that the skills of learning, and
knowing how to learn, are crucial for effective workplace learning (Knowles 1975),
particularly as it is provided through situated and flexible learning paradigms. For
example, in Britain, the Institute of Personnel Development recently produced a
consultative document (IPD 2000) which strongly urged the strengthening of
workplace learning through learners who understand how to learn. That need for
understanding how to learn and to develop skills of self-directed learning for effective
flexible learning has been noted by several writers (Boote 1998; Brew & Wright
1990; Evans 2000; Evans & Smith 1999).

Can features of enterprises and their culture be linked to the
feasible implementation of strategies?

The feature of enterprise size has already been discussed at some length in this section
of the report. Size of enterprise had several effects. First, larger enterprises tended to
be more formal, and to have more differentiated roles and more clearly defined levels.
The more clearly identifiable roles included personnel who had accountability for
training, normally embedded within a broader function of human resources. In turn,
that size effect yielded more formal training policies and procedures, and evidence
that at least two forms of learning network (Poell et al. 2000) were identifiable.
Smaller organisations were characterised by higher levels of informality both in
arrangements for training and in relationships between people.

An interesting relationship appears to exist between the features identified with size
and those identified with structure. In the franchised organisation that formed part of
our study, the evidence was that the training strategies considered to be feasible for
the owner–managers of the small businesses were similar to those associated with the
higher levels of employee in the larger enterprises we visited. There was more scope
for owner–managers to frame their own learning requirements than there was for their
employees. A considerable amount of flexible learning was evident already, or
considered very feasible, in the training arrangements for owner–managers, within a
framework of the expectation of service and product standard required by the
franchisor. At the level of staff in the small businesses, the strategies considered
feasible mirrored those of the lower-level employees in the larger enterprises we
visited.

Geographic distribution of the enterprise and its workforce was a variable that
impacted most particularly on the provision of learning resources, their accessibility,
and the skills to use them. Where the workforce was distributed over a large area,
enterprises were much more likely to see as feasible the strategies associated with the
development or acquisition of learning resources and to make use of mentor staff who
assisted learners to connect the resource-based learning with workplace practice. In
those enterprises, there was a stronger characterisation of flexible delivery through its
distance education forms, consistent with the observations made by Sadler-Smith,
Down and Lean (2000) and Smith (2001b).

Partnership arrangements with training providers were sometimes associated with
enterprises which were able to offer the training provider access to valuable
workplace experience for other students of the provider. That was evident where one
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enterprise had been able to develop a partnership with a university, such that the
university provided at-work training for staff, but was also able to place its students in
the workplace for work experience components of university courses. Another form
of that same sort of arrangement was evident between one enterprise and a TAFE
institute. For other enterprises, training partnerships were not in evidence, with the
common practice being for relationships with training providers to be one of supplier–
customer, with the enterprise receiving training support from providers on a project-
by-project basis. Where partnerships were formed, there was no expectation that all
enterprise training could be provided through the one provider.

Beyond enterprise characteristics such as size and geographic distribution, there are
three issues that appear to influence enterprise perceptions of the feasibility of
implementing various strategies to improve flexible delivery in the workplace. First,
the enterprise’s notion of the place of training as a vehicle for organisational
development appears related. Enterprises viewing training as an essential element of
organisational development generally perceived more strategies as feasible than did
enterprises that saw training as more peripheral. Second, where training formed part
of an enterprise agreement, more strategies appeared to be seen as feasible. Third,
hazardous work and safety issues had some impact on how feasible some strategies
were viewed. Where the work of the enterprise involved hazardous processes there
was evidence of a preference for strategies that formed a vertical learning network,
and which closely prescribed worker learning outcomes as competencies, the learning
activities, and the assessment processes and standards.

The relationship between employee reward structures and feasibility was observed as
important. There was evidence for Donaghy’s (1999) observation that the flexible
delivery of training is becoming increasingly common in enterprise agreements.
Where enterprise agreements had included training in their scope, enterprises were
more likely to see as feasible the provision of time-out from production for structured
and unstructured training, and for the support of that training through discussion and
practice of skills learned. The legitimisation of time-out for training provided, at least
within the formal training structures, some relief from the tension between learning
and production needs. The availability of that time to use independent learning
resources also assisted in reducing the feeling identified by Calder and McCollum
(1998) that flexible learning through resources was simply a way to remove oneself
from production responsibilities. Similarly, the link made at higher levels between
individual performance agreements and training also served to bring workplace
learning through flexible delivery into the expected set of development strategies. The
link between remuneration and training was also regarded as important by supervisors
in the focus groups, who expressed the view that a willingness to learn was enhanced
if tangible reward was likely to result, either directly or indirectly. Apart from that
remuneration–learning achievement link serving to show very clearly that the
enterprise values training, as Noe (1998) has suggested in the context of mentoring
systems, there is only limited effectiveness when there are no career or vocational
benefits perceived by the learner.
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Suggested directions for implementation

Learner development

Throughout this report we have drawn attention both to researchers and to
practitioners who have made the point that the skills of effective learning are
becoming increasingly important in the complex workplaces of today. Along with the
complexity of workplaces is the attendant need for the development of complex
knowledge and a continual updating of that knowledge. Although vertically organised
training management systems must continue to have an important place in ensuring
that enterprise training is focussed on enterprise needs, there is argument for the
liberalisation of that vertical organisation if employees are to develop as effective and
self-directed learners. In addition, research literature we have reviewed here
continually argues that the effectiveness of flexible delivery is enhanced where
workers have self-directed learning skills that enable them to identify learning needs,
to pursue them, and to monitor their own progress towards those goals. The more
liberal networks can also make a better use of the community of practice that
surrounds learners in enterprises.

The research has indicated that, while these more liberal mechanisms can feasibly
operate at higher levels of enterprises, they are not seen to be so feasible at lower
levels. The major barriers we identified for providing those more liberal networks at
lower levels appear to be associated with the time that would be consumed by
personnel who need to have a production focus and the skills of supervisors at those
levels to effectively implement and monitor such arrangements. Interestingly, it was
not identified in our research that the learners themselves are not capable of effective
learning within liberal networks, and there was evidence that these already exist in an
informal context.

In identifying future directions for the feasible development of learner skills within
enterprises, therefore, it is necessary to take particular account of the time constraints,
the competition between learning and production, and the skills of supervisors who
may have responsibility for implementing and monitoring learning in the workplace.
Moreover, it would be naïve to expect that there is a ready recognition within
enterprises that these skills are even worth developing. Dealing with that expected
scepticism is a reality that can’t be avoided.

Acknowledgement is made here to the more general individual and organisational
development model proposed by Sadler-Smith, Down and Lean (2000, p.488). This
model provides some assistance in framing a set of strategies applicable in flexible
delivery environments through its ability to take into account both enterprise needs
and individual learning needs, and combine these through a negotiation and
prioritisation process to yield a set of agreed learning activities and outcomes. The
model has assisted in systematising a set of recommendations to support the ‘learner
development space’ of the strategic model framework we have suggested in figure 2
(see p.36) earlier in this report. To provide a framework for the determination of
agreed learning goals, the activities to support that learning, and the monitoring of
progress towards them, we recommend the development of a proforma that can be
easily filled in by learners themselves, modified and agreed in consultation with a
supervisor or trainer, and easily monitored by each.
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The data collected in the current research have enabled us to use the theoretical
models proposed in the literature to develop specific suggestions for practice, based
on what was shown to be feasible at the enterprise level. Indeed, these recommended
practices, or equivalents, were observed to be already in place in some of the
enterprises we visited. Our specific suggestions to provide for greater ownership
among employees of their own learning, the development of learner skills for
learning, and for the development of required skills and knowledge are:

 We recommended the development of a paper or electronic proforma that requires
employees to provide answers to the following questions:
− What is my work over the next (say) six months?

− What do I need to learn to be able to do that work?

− What activities will I use to learn?
− Who do I need help from?

− What do I need to have demonstrated to me?

− What do I need to practise?
− What written or video material do I need to help me?

− How will I know that I am learning?

 We next recommend that the proforma is reviewed by the supervisor or trainer and
discussed briefly with the employee, and modified where necessary. Identification of any
barriers to the achievement of the plan would take place at that time. In addition,
supervisors or trainers would then establish the required relationships, and assist with the
accessing of other resources.

 We recommended that the proforma also provides capacity for the employee to furnish a
brief statement of achievement against each learning objective on a periodic basis, and
advise of any barriers in the way of achievement, and any adjustments to the plan that are
required.

 We also recommend that each learner establish the network of people with whom they
wish to learn, including co-workers, expert others, supervisors or trainers.

 We also recommend that external training providers may be effectively used to set up and
maintain such a system. Within that recommendation we also suggest there may be
business opportunities for training providers in the provision of that form of support to
enterprises and individuals.

These suggestions are shown in diagram form as figure 3 (see p.74).

These recommendations provide the following advantages:
 Learners take responsibility for their own learning.

 A more liberal learning network is developed.

 The learning sequences are situated in the workplace and make systematic use of the
existing community of practice.

 Supervisors are not in a position of needing to identify the learning needs of each
individual, nor developing the required learning activities.

 Supervisor time is conserved as much as is possible.

The suggested process can sit comfortably alongside other more vertically driven
training processes. For example, where remuneration is directly related to the
achievement of identified competencies, or in other situations where learning
outcomes are necessarily prescribed by management for reasons, such as safety, due
diligence etc., the self-identification of all learning needs and their prosecution may
be neither desirable nor feasible. As suggested by Poell et al. (2000), there is no



Figure 3: Diagrammatic representation of suggested enterprise-based learner-centred development system
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necessity for any given individual to operate only within one form of learning network,
nor within only one set of learning expectations. The process we suggest here can be
easily implemented in a context where other learning needs and their achievement are
determined through other, probably more tightly controlled, methods. However,
introduction of the sequence we recommend, or one like it, has the advantage of
developing in learners the ownership, implementation, and monitoring of their own
learning that assists in achieving self-direction. Experience with those activities will
provide enhancement to learning that may need to occur in the more tightly controlled
sequences discussed above.

Workplace development

In the areas of training policy, structures and personnel, our research has indicated that
a large number of identified strategies are seen as feasible by the enterprises in our
sample. Implementation of these feasible strategies will vary considerably between
enterprises on the basis of their size, the structure of the training function, the resources
available, the positioning of training within the enterprise, and whether training
personnel are dedicated to training matters, or engage with training as but one of their
functions. Moreover, the business strategies pursued by each enterprise will be
somewhat different, such that their orientation towards human resource development
strategies will also be different, as suggested by Huang (2001). Within the strategic
model (see figure 2, p.36) we suggested as a framework for strategy development to
support flexible delivery, the recommendations we make below form the ‘workplace
development space’. These suggestions can be implemented in all enterprises pursuing
flexible delivery. There will be variations in implementation due to enterprise
characteristics of the sort discussed above

In regard to training policy, we recommend that the following strategies are worthy of
consideration for implementation. Training policies, it is recommended, should:

 Be written in language that is accessible and understood throughout the enterprise, and be
available to all personnel in the enterprise.

 Contain a statement indicating the value placed on learning and its place in the
achievement of enterprise goals.

 Indicate that flexible delivery is a form of training pursued by the enterprise and that, in
supporting flexible delivery:
− learners will develop skills at least partially through self-direction

− learners will seek to learn in their work situations and as part of their everyday
production activities

− learning will take place within the production schedule and is legitimate

− seeking assistance from others to learn is legitimate and encouraged
− learners are expected to identify at least some of their own learning needs and pursue

those needs
− learners are expected to monitor their own progress towards meeting those needs

− demonstration, practice, discussion and assistance from co-workers and expert others
is expected, encouraged, and legitimate

− learners should use a variety of learning resources to achieve identified needs

 All employees are expected to learn within a network of others, including co-workers,
more expert others, trainers and supervisors.
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 Learners are expected to participate in the system developed to identify learning goals,
learning activities, learning monitoring, and learning achievement.

 Learning goals, activities and achievements will be formally recorded.

 Personnel to assist with learning development are identifiable within the enterprise and can
be approached for assistance.

 Learning may be for skills development, for understanding, for behaviour and attitude
development.

 The enterprise will also conduct very formal learning sequences of prescribed knowledge
for purposes of defined competency development, safety etc. These more formal and
directed processes will co-exist with processes providing for more learner control over
learning.

 Training policies should encourage a diversity of experience within the production
schedule and personnel available.

For training structures, we recommend the following strategies:
 identification of personnel with roles, such as:

− training management
− resource identification

− learning goal development and progress to achievement

− direct learning assistance
− learning network facilitation

− identification of external provision opportunities

 clear identification of assessment processes and consequences

 inclusion of the role of external training partnerships or occasional training supply from
external providers

The strategies we identified for the preparation of training personnel were largely seen
by the enterprises as feasible. However, although each individual strategy may have
been seen as generally feasible, taken together they may be difficult to implement
within available resources. Certificate IV in Assessment and Workplace Training was
viewed very favourably by a number of our enterprises, along with a range of other
accredited programs. In addition, enterprises vary in the range of personnel they make
available for training support, and the roles that those people play are also varied. We
suggest however, that across the collection of people who have a commitment to
training support in an enterprise, the following characteristics could be profitably
developed:

 an understanding of the value of learning both for organisational and for individual
development

 an understanding of the value of developing self-directed learning among employees, and
an understanding of how such development may be facilitated

 an understanding of learning goal development to serve organisational and individual
needs

 ability to develop systems of learning development and management that provide for both
vertical organisation of learning, and learning within liberal networks, and the co-existence
of both forms of learning

 an understanding of the importance of direct observation and practice, as well as learning
from other people in the workplace

 an understanding of the processes required to develop among learners an ability to learn
from a variety of sources and media, and the selection from among a set of provided options
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 an understanding of individual differences in learning preferences and styles, and how
enterprise provision can be organised to accomodate difference

 authentic task selection for learning.

 the role of problem-solving and reflection on solutions in workplace learning

 ability to identify and source a range of learning experiences and resources

 ability to identify learning partnership opportunities and effectively implement them

 an understanding of the tension between learning and production, and the skills to resolve
those tensions

A framework for the recommendations

In making our recommendations we are conscious of the fact that they form a mosaic,
rather than a checklist of things that might be done. Interpreting the mosaic of
recommendations through the framework (see figure 2, p.36) developed earlier in this
report may be useful here.

In that suggested model we provided opportunity for the development of learners in the
‘learner development space’, and opportunity for ‘workplace development’ strategies
to be placed in the space of that same name. The ‘strategy space’ formed a
convergence of those two sets of strategies to provide for a coherent and closely
associated set of strategies that may be pursued by an enterprise wishing to enhance the
effectiveness of its flexible delivery of training. To recall briefly here, it was argued
that, on the basis of previous research that there are major challenges for flexible
delivery since the evidence is that learners are not typically well-equipped for it.
Moreover, other research reviewed indicated that enterprises were not always sure how
to support flexible learning within the range of competing requirements of workplaces.

Figure 4 represents our attempt, within the limitations of the printed page, to put
forward a coherent framework for our research findings and recommendations.

Figure 4: Framework for interpretation and implementation of feasible strategies to
support flexible delivery in the workplace

Strategy space
This space represents the
convergence of our
recommended strategies in
the other two spaces, to
provide a coherent and
integrated set of strategies to
enhance the effectiveness of
flexible delivery in
workplaces through the
development both of learner
prepared-ness and workplace
preparedness.

Learner development space
Strategies suggested include those
developed under the earlier ‘learner
development’ heading in this
section (see p.72). Specifically, the
strategies enable the development
of a system that enables greater
responsibility for learning to be
taken by employees, with a
minimisation of time involvement
from supervisors.

This system can co-exist with other
more directed learning
requirements.

Workplace development space
Strategies suggested include those
developed under the ‘workplace
development’ heading in this
section (see p.75) and include
suggested characteristics for:

 training policy

 training structures

 training personnel

Source: Smith (2000b)
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Suggested directions for policy and research
The research showed that a majority of the strategies identified are feasible for
implementation in enterprises; others are supported only in a qualified way; and a
small number being perceived as largely infeasible. Clearly, a sufficient number of the
strategies for learner preparation and workplace preparation were considered feasible
for enterprises to select from a wide range of strategies that will enhance their
experiences with flexible delivery. These strategies and suggestions for
implementation are shown in detail in the final chapter of this report.

Apart from the detail of those strategies and their implementation, several broad
suggestions can also be made.

Further research

It is important to recognise that this research which addresses strategies for the
development of learners and their workplaces to enable them to participate more
effectively in flexible delivery is one of a very small number of research projects. We
recommend that the research be extended in its scope with further enterprise, and that
the issues of support be investigated at greater depth than we have been able in one
project.

There are limitations in the present research due to the selection of only a limited
number of enterprises that already were experienced with flexible delivery. There are
also limitations in our methods such that research employing different methodologies
could be effectively carried out to provide further data.

Development of self-directed learning skills

In the development of policy at vocational education and training authority level, and
of funding arrangements to support policy, ongoing attention should be paid to the
development of processes that will enhance the readiness of workplace learners for
flexible delivery. Specifically, there is a need for the development of programs that
will assist learners and their trainers with the development of self-directed learning
skills.

We acknowledge that vocational education and training (VET) authorities at both
Commonwealth and State levels are aware of these issues, and have already taken steps
to investigate them and to develop appropriate measures. The same is true of VET
research organisations such as the National Research and Evaluations Committee.
However, the increasing interest in the provision of online programs of training
necessitates a vigorous pursuit of the development of programs to facilitate self-
directed learning, to ensure that the expenditure in these new developments provides
for good returns to investment in terms of training participation and outcomes.

Developing systems within enterprises

Vigorous attention should also be paid to developing systems within enterprises to
assist in the successful support of flexible delivery through adequate policy, process,
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resources and training management and delivery. There is a need for more to be done
with and for enterprises to provide adequate support for the development of effective
strategies. Such work needs to be undertaken at VET authority level and at enterprise
levels.

Again, it is acknowledged that there is already interest and support provided in this
area through a number of different projects. At the enterprise level, however, there is
need for very practical support in the development of these support strategies. There
also appears to be a need for enterprises to consider the importance of the training
efficiency and lifelong learning that can result from processes that supplement
vertically driven training systems with more liberal learner-controlled systems that
develop a greater sense of ownership.

Workplace training programs

Attention should be directed to the programs available to trainers and supervisors
which facilitate the development of skills in workplace training. Increasing the
attention paid to self-directed learning, enquiry, needs identification and self-directed
learning activities in programs such as the Certificate IV in Workplace Training and
Assessment would be a useful and practical step towards the development of required
trainer skills.

It is acknowledged that, to some degree, the current certificate IV already addresses
these issues through a number of modules, but a strengthening of this emphasis in a
context of an expectation of greater commitment to flexible delivery through new
technology-mediated delivery processes is advisable.

Business opportunities for registered training organisations

Registered training providers, both public and private, should investigate the business
opportunities that may exist for them in the development of consultancy skills and
programs to assist learners and workplaces in their attempts to become better prepared
for flexible delivery.

Currently, considerable business opportunities exist for registered training
organisations (RTOs) and similar training institutions to assist enterprises with the
development of flexible learning materials and resources, and technology-mediated
systems of delivery. Considerable opportunities also exist for the development of
resources to underpin training packages and other enterprise training outside the scope
of training packages. Consulting firms, private RTOs, and public providers, such as
technical and further education (TAFE) institutes and universities have responded to
calls from the marketplace. Many of these organisations also possess the skills to assist
enterprises to develop policies, processes and skills to support flexible learning, and
may find commercial value in doing so.
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Appendix A:
Interview data-collection

instrument

Interviews with training management personnel
This schedule is designed to provide the opportunity for open-ended and directed
assessment of feasible strategies in supporting learners and workplaces in the provision
of flexible learning. It is a guide only.

Notes:
 Interviews will be tape-recorded and transcribed.

 Questions identified with roman numerals are primary questions or ‘conversation starters’
grounded in the interviewee’s own experience. We need to be careful to focus on the
question ‘what is feasible?’ so will need to control excessive diversion to ‘what we do’ and
‘what works’.

 Statements located inside the tables can be used as guides.
− In the case where the interviewee covers the relevant strategies the table can be used as

a recording device.
− In cases where the interviewee does not cover the listed strategies, these statements

can be used in the form of secondary questions. For example: Do you believe that
xxxxx is a feasible strategy?’

 Space has been allowed for notes or extra strategies identified by interviewees.

Although the ideas of ‘currently used?’ and ‘successful? are not the focus of the
research, they do provide some guidance on ‘feasibility’. Therefore, their recording is
justified if they should arise in the course of general discussion.
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Strategies to develop the preparedness of learners and their workplaces
for flexible delivery

As a starting point, we would like to ask you about the ways in which you currently
prepare learners for flexible learning. We would also like to know if you are currently
employing the strategies that we outline and, if so, if they are successful. Where you
are not using the strategies, we would like to know if you consider that they are
feasible. From time to time during the interview we will refer to these three aspects—
current use of strategies, their level of success and their feasibility.

Which of the following strategies do you use to prepare learners for
flexible learning:

Strategy Currently used Successful Feasible

1.1 Encouraging workers to work with trainers to
identify learning goals that specify the
knowledge, skills and concepts to be learned?

1.2 Encouraging workers to work with trainers to
develop and negotiate learning plans/
comprehensive learning contracts (including
tasks, learning resources, liaison with other
workers)?

1.3 Having regular discussions with workers to
monitor their learning progress and to modify
plans/learning contracts?

1.4 What other strategies do you employ?
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How can a range of learning experiences be provided for trainees:

Strategy Currently used Successful Feasible

2.1 By providing opportunities for workers to
withdraw from work activities to make use of
learning resources?

2.2 By exposing them to a range of experiences?
A range of problem-solving situations?

2.3 Through encouragement/facilitation of a
range of learning strategies/resources that are
verbally or textually presented?

2.4 Through assistance with the acquisition of
skills in structured observation and questioning?

2.5 Do you have any other suggestions?

What sorts of strategies might help to place learning into a work context:

Strategy Currently
used

Successful Feasible

3.1 Provision of increasing responsibility, work
complexity and participation as learning
progresses?

3.2 Provision of regular opportunities within the
production schedule for discussion of learning,
skills, and work?

Can we now turn our focus to the workplace rather than the learner?
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What policies does your organisation have in place to support training:

Strategy Currently used Successful Feasible

4.1 Do any policies recognise:

• The value placed on training and on learners?

• How assessment is to be carried out and what
the rewards for training might be?

• The importance placed on a diversity of
experience?

• Both skills development and underpinning
knowledge?

Can you describe the development of any training structures that:

Strategy Currently used Successful Feasible

5.1 Identify training personnel and their roles?

5.2 Provide for training plan development for
both the enterprise and individual workers?

5.3 Enable access to people, learning resources
and experiences as needed?

5.4 Enable partnership arrangements with
external training providers, and management of
those relationships?

5.5 Indicate support availability for learners in
accessing learning experiences? Learning
materials?
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Does your organisation have mechanisms for the development of trainers to
become effective in:

Strategy Currently used Successful Feasible

6.1 Helping workers to learn?

6.2 Ensuring workers develop the
skills/understanding necessary to achieve
learning goals/contracts?

6.3 Development of a supportive learning
environment where there is encouragement of
questioning and provision of experts who are
willing to assist in learning?
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Appendix B:
Enterprise profiles

Enterprise profiles—Manufacturing

Enterprise A

Industry sector: Manufacturing

Nature of business: Chemical manufacture

Ownership: Australian subsidiary of a multinational US-owned
company

Number of employees: 100

Geographic location: Regional Victoria, single site

Training structure: Training manager responsible for implementation of
training policy, and has other non-training
responsibilities.

Training objectives: Occupational health and safety

Technical

Quality

Process

Team work

Training involvement: Training is undertaken on a regular basis by all
employees, largely in a competency environment.
Considerable use is made of learning resources especially
prepared through outsourcing; and of on-job training.

Enterprise B

Industry sector: Textile, clothing and footwear

Nature of business: Early stage wool processor

Ownership: Fully owned subsidiary of offshore company
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Number of employees: 140

Geographic location: Regional Victoria, single site

Training structure: Organisational Development Manager has
responsibility for training

Training objectives: Part of a continuous improvement process

Multi-skilling to enable within plant mobility

Management training

Engineering training

Production skills training

Training involvement: Around 50% of employees are currently involved in
structured training.

Enterprise C

Industry sector: Metals, engineering and related services

Nature of business: Fabricated metal products

Ownership: Joint venture

Number of employees: 420

Geographic location: Regional Victoria, single site

Training structure: Training manager and training officers;

moving towards outsourcing training management

Training objectives: Remuneration linked to training achievement

Management training

Production skills training

Safety and environmental training

Training involvement: Most employees have undergone some form of training
over the past several years.
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Enterprise D

Industry sector: Manufacturing

Nature of business: Manufacture, import and merchandising of technical
electrical products to industry

Ownership: Private

Number of employees: 536

Geographic location: Australia-wide, head office in Melbourne

Training structure: Training manager and two training staff

Four trainers in each State

Registered Training Organisation

Training objectives: Management

Technical

Sales

Customer training

Enterprise E

Industry sector: Textile, clothing and footwear

Nature of business: Design and marketing of street wear

Ownership: Private

Number of employees: 180

Geographic location: Regional Victoria, single site

Training structure: Human Resource Manager has responsibility for training.

Training objectives: Training core driver for business growth

Individual growth

English language and literacy

Management

Warehousing and transport

Retail

Training involvement: Most staff are involved in some form of training each
year.
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Enterprise profiles—Human services

Enterprise F

Industry sector: Health and community services

Nature of business: Public hospital

Ownership: Public

Number of employees: 1950

Geographic location: Metropolitan Melbourne, single site

Training structure: Education and training centre with 6 staff. Mentors are
available but not formally recognised as trainers.

Training objectives: Professional
Paraprofessional
Ward
Clerical

Training involvement: Broad range of programs offered across all staff.
Workshops are provided together with mentoring and on-
the-job practice, but not formally assessed.

Enterprise G

Industry sector: Health and Community Services

Nature of business: Provision of aged and disability services

Ownership: Specialised component of publicly owned enterprise

Number of employees: 150

Geographic location: Single site but with outreach services

Training structure: Recruitment and training functions are combined in the
section, with support from the training structure in the
broader organisation

Training objectives: Maintenance of a quality care environment through:

 induction

 first-aid

 encouragement to Certificate III in Community Services

Training involvement: Mandatory induction and first-aid; otherwise negotiated
between individuals and the training manager.
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Enterprise H

Industry sector: Community services

Nature of business: Regional office for a statutory body offering a range of
services on behalf of other government departments

Ownership: Public

Number of employees: 1200

Geographic location: Distributed, head office in Melbourne

Training structure: Training manager responsible for implementation of
training policy; responsibility for brokering and
co-ordination, accreditation, sourcing of training;
registered training organisation.

Training objectives: Business

Community services

Fraud control

Training involvement: All employees are encouraged to maintain an up-to-date
team and individual learning plan. Three hours per week
training is provided. Wide range of resource materials
used, including online. Classroom learning is available
with competency verification in the workplace.

Enterprise profiles—Retail

Enterprise I

Industry sector: Wholesale, retail and personal services (WRAPS)

Nature of business: Retail

Ownership: Proprietary limited company; chain of stores

Number of employees: 23 000 in total; in stores and head office

Geographic location: Australia-wide

Training structure: Formal training structure with identifiable personnel;
training manager has a national role with some
decentralised support

Training objectives: Management and executive development

Retail operations

Technical training
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Training involvement: 100%
It is estimated that all employees would have received
some training throughout the year.

Enterprise J

Industry sector: Food retailing

Nature of business: Production and retail of focussed product line

Ownership: Franchising business

Number of employees: Over 9000

Geographic location: More than 440 franchises operate throughout Australia
and New Zealand; franchising office in Melbourne

Training structure: Training manager, 11 training staff mostly in Victoria
throughout Australia.

Registered training organisation

Franchise outlets employing a trainee must hold
Certificate IV in Workplace Training and Assessment

Training objectives: Ensuring product and service quality and homogeneity

Management

Production

Customer service

Training involvement: Franchise holders undergo mandatory training; food
production staff undergo mandatory training; counter
staff undergo mandatory training.

Enterprise profile—Hospitality

Enterprise K

Industry sector: Hospitality

Nature of business: Restaurant

Ownership: Proprietary limited company

Number of employees: 20

Geographic location: Regional, single site

Training structure: Formal training structure with managers involved in
delivery; approximately 50% of a manager’s
responsibility
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Training objectives: Management development

Human resource training

Formal and informal training: front and back-of-house

Extensive provision of on-the-job training around 100
participants per year, including apprentices, trainees and
VET in the VCE students

Training involvement: 100%

Enterprise profile—Automotive

Enterprise L

Industry sector: Automotive retail

Nature of business: An industry association

Ownership: Small business members

Number of employees: Represents 5000 small businesses in Victoria and
Tasmania

Geographic location: Statewide, head office in Melbourne

Training structure: Training manager, three field officers

Registered training organisation

Two group training schemes (Victoria and Tasmania)

Training objectives: Servicing member requirements in technical and
management skills, and apprenticeships in body and
mechanical

Training involvement: Accessed by individual businesses on an as-needs basis;
apprentices serviced by field officers and local
businesses and training providers.
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Appendix C:
Letters of invitation and

plain language statements

Plain language statement (letter of request to
organisational management)
Dear (name of enterprise senior manager)

I am writing to you to seek your consent to your organisation’s involvement in a
research project we are conducting through funding from the National Centre for
Vocational Education Research, an independent body focussing on research in VET.
Deakin University has been selected to conduct this research, in partnership with
Dr Lyn Wakefield, of the Gordon Institute of TAFE, and Mr Ian Robertson of the Box
Hill Institute of TAFE. I am the principal investigator for the project.

As I’m sure you are aware, the flexible delivery of training in industry has been
endorsed by industry bodies and by training authorities as an important method
available for industry training. This research is aimed to identify strategies through
which both learners in the workplace, and enterprises, can more effectively make use
of flexible delivery for quality training outcomes.

This research has three related aims:
 testing the feasibility for application in enterprises, of a number of strategies identified

through previous research, designed to enhance the effectiveness of flexible learning in
workplaces

 the identification, together with enterprises, of other strategies either being used, or that
may be applicable in enterprises

 development of implementation processes, within enterprises, for each feasible strategy

To complete this research, I seek involvement from (name of training person), your
manager responsible for training matters. We wish to interview (name of person) once,
for a period of around 90 minutes, to gather (his/her) views on the identified strategies,
and to identify any others that your enterprise may be using and willing to tell us
about. The sorts of strategies we will wish to talk about can be summarised as relating
to:

Preparing learners
 development towards learning with less trainer provided structure

 develop skills and concepts through a range of learning strategies and materials

 develop their own learning within a community of practice
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Preparing workplaces
 development of clear training policies

 development of training structures

 development of trainer skills to support:
− self-directed learning
− acquisition of skills and underpinning knowledge

− participation in a community of practice

That interview would take place at a mutually agreed time, preferably on your
premises. We will wish to audiotape the interview, with (names) permission. The
audiotape is only for transcription purposes after the interview. The name of your
organisation and staff member will not be published in any form. Results of the
research will only be published in aggregated form, such that neither your organisation
nor staff will be identifiable. We would also like to gather some basic data on your
organisation, such as number of employees, annual gross turnover, industry sector(s),
product types, and whether you employ training staff or outsource training to others.
We will use that data to relate to research findings. For example, strategies identified in
large companies may be different from those identified in smaller companies; and there
may be industry sector differences.

We would also subsequently like to conduct a single 90-minute discussion group with
(name) and three of your front-line supervisors, to be identified with (name of training
manager). We will wish also to audiotape the discussion, with permission from the
participants. The audiotape is only for transcription purposes after the discussion.
Again, complete anonymity will be maintained. To preserve anonymity, all data will
be coded and the code identifying individual companies or personnel will be stored
separately from the data itself. Staff from your company who participate can withdraw
from the research at any time and data collected will be discarded and not used in the
research.

We will also be providing (name of training manager) with a copy of our report, prior
to its publication, to ensure accuracy in what we have said.

We are seeking permission from twelve different organisations, of differing sizes and
industry sectors, and have chosen yours as one of the twelve because of your known
interest in training.

If you are willing to allow your organisation to participate, we ask that you provide
your consent on the consent form attached. Should at any stage you have concerns
about this project, you may contact either me, at Deakin University on 03 5227 1452,
or contact the Secretary of the Ethics Committee at Deakin University, as shown on the
bottom of this letter.

Yours sincerely

Dr Peter Smith
Lecturer in Professional Education and Training



NCVER ��

Plain language statement (for training
management personnel)
Thank you for being willing to consider participation in this research project, for which
your organisation has given consent to its participation. We are conducting this
research through funding from the National Centre for Vocational Education Research,
an independent body focussing on research in VET. Deakin University has been
requested to conduct this research, in partnership with Dr Lyn Wakefield of the
Gordon Institute of TAFE, and Mr Ian Robertson of the Box Hill Institute of TAFE. I
am the principal investigator for the project.

As I’m sure you are aware, the flexible delivery of training in industry has been
endorsed by industry bodies and by training authorities as an important method
available for industry training. This research is aimed to identify strategies through
which both learners in the workplace, and enterprises, can more effectively make use
of flexible delivery for quality training outcomes.

This research has three related aims:
 testing the feasibility for application in enterprises, of a number of strategies identified

through previous research, designed to enhance the effectiveness of flexible learning in
workplaces

 the identification, together with enterprises, of other strategies either being used, or that
may be applicable in enterprises

 development of implementation processes, within enterprises, for each feasible strategy

To complete this research, I seek your involvement as the person responsible for
training matters. I wish to interview you once, for a period of around 90 minutes, to
gather your views on the identified strategies, and to identify any others that you
enterprise may be using and willing to tell us about. The sorts of strategies we will
wish to talk about can be summarised as relating to:

Preparing learners
 development towards learning with less trainer provided structure

 develop skills and concepts through a range of learning strategies and materials

 develop their own learning within a community of practice.

Preparing workplaces
 development of clear training policies

 development of training structures

 development of trainer skills to support:
− self-directed learning
− acquisition of skills and underpinning knowledge

− participation in a community of practice

That interview would take place at a mutually agreed time, preferably on your
premises. I will wish to audiotape the interview, with your permission. The audiotape
is only for transcription purposes after the interview. Your name and that of your
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organisation will not be published in any form. Results of the research will only be
published in aggregated form, such that neither your organisation nor staff will be
identifiable. We would also like to gather some basic data on your organisation, such
as number of employees, annual gross turnover, industry sector(s), product types, and
whether you employ training staff or outsource training to others. We will use that data
to relate to research findings. For example, strategies identified in large companies
may be different from those identified in smaller companies; and there may be industry
sector differences.

We would also subsequently like to conduct a single 90-minute discussion group with
you and three of your front-line supervisors, to be identified together with you. Again,
complete anonymity will be maintained. To preserve anonymity, all data will be coded
and the code identifying individual companies or personnel will be stored separately
from the data itself. You, or staff from your company who participate can withdraw
from the research at any time and data collected will be discarded and not used in the
research.

We will also be providing you with a copy of our report, prior to its publication, to
ensure accuracy in what we have said.

We are seeking permission from twelve different organisations, of differing sizes and
industry sectors, and have chosen yours as one of the twelve because of your known
interest in training.

If you are willing to participate, we ask that you provide your consent on the consent
form attached. Should at any stage you have concerns about this project, you may
contact either me, at Deakin University on 03 5227 1452, or contact the Secretary of
the Ethics Committee at Deakin University, as shown on the bottom of this letter.

Yours sincerely

Dr Peter Smith
Lecturer in Professional Education and Training
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Plain language statement (for focus group personnel)
Thank you for being willing to consider participation in this research project, for which
your organisation has given consent to its participation. We are conducting this
research through funding from the National Centre for Vocational Education Research,
an independent body focussing on research in VET. Deakin University has been
requested to conduct this research, in partnership with Dr Lyn Wakefield of the
Gordon Institute of TAFE, and Mr Ian Robertson of the Box Hill Institute of TAFE. I
am the principal investigator for the project.

As I’m sure you are aware, the flexible delivery of training in industry has been
endorsed by industry bodies and by training authorities, as an important method
available for industry training. This research is aimed to identify strategies through
which both learners in the workplace, and enterprises, can more effectively make use
of flexible delivery for quality training outcomes.

This research has three related aims:
 testing the feasibility for application in enterprises, of a number of strategies identified

through previous research, designed to enhance the effectiveness of flexible learning in
workplaces

 the identification, together with enterprises, of other strategies either being used, or that
may be applicable in enterprises

 development of implementation processes, within enterprises, for each feasible strategy

To complete this research, I seek your involvement as a supervisor of staff. I wish to
have a discussion with you, together with (name of training manager) and two of your
colleagues once, for a period of around 90 minutes, to gather your views on the
identified strategies. The sorts of strategies we will wish to talk about can be
summarised as relating to:

Preparing learners
 development towards learning with less trainer provided structure

 develop skills and concepts through a range of learning strategies and materials

 develop their own learning within a community of practice

Preparing workplaces
 development of clear training policies

 development of training structures

 development of trainer skills to support:
− self-directed learning

− acquisition of skills and underpinning knowledge

− participation in a community of practice

That discussion would take place at a mutually agreed time, preferably on your
premises. I will wish to audiotape the discussion, with your permission. The audiotape
is only for transcription purposes after the discussion. Your name and that of your
organisation will not be published in any form. Results of the research will only be
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published in aggregated form, such that neither your organisation nor staff will be
identifiable.

To preserve anonymity, all data will be coded and the code identifying individual
companies or personnel will be stored separately from the data itself. You can
withdraw from the research at any time and data collected will be discarded and not
used in the research.

We are seeking permission from twelve different organisations, of differing sizes and
industry sectors, and have chosen yours as one of the twelve because of your known
interest in training.

If you are willing to participate, we ask that you provide your consent on the consent
form attached. Should at any stage you have concerns about this project, you may
contact either me, at Deakin University on 03 5227 1452, or contact the Secretary of
the Ethics Committee at Deakin University, as shown on the bottom of this letter.

Yours sincerely

Dr Peter Smith
Lecturer in Professional Education and Training
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