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Since we began publishing the lean-ISD newsletter, we have received all types of feedback about our 
layout and article content. Overall, the feedback has been positive, but starting this issue, you will see a 
change in our layout. We hope that providing the articles in a continuous form makes reading lean-ISD a 
little more enjoyable. Please let us know what you think by 
E-mailing us at CADDI@caddi.com. 
 
Here’s what has been going on at CADDI . . . 
 
!One very important announcement we failed to mention 

in the last issue is that MaryBeth O’Hara, CADDI’s edi-
tor, gave birth to her second son, Jack William O’Hara 
(see photo). Jack was born at 11:33 a.m. on January 22, 
2000 and was 7 lbs., 11 oz. and 20 inches long. 
Congratulations to MaryBeth, her husband, Jay, and 
Jack’s big brother, Jaycob. 
 

!Since the last issue, we have closed out the Modular Cur-
riculum DevelopmentSM (MCD) work Kelly Smith has 
been conducting with Siemens Building Technologies, 
Inc. We now begin a series of Curriculum Architecture 
DesignSM (CAD) projects and MCD projects with GTE 
Service Corporation and with Ameritech. 
 

!On May 8, Pete Hybert presented “Just Do It—
Performance-based Qualification” at the Workplace Learning  
Conference in Dearborn, Michigan. 
 

!CADDI recently sent out offers to ISPI local chapters to publish three articles in their chapter  
newsletter and four different presentations that CADDI consultants can present at monthly meetings. 
If you are interested in obtaining more information about this offer, please contact Deb Smits, business 
manager. 
 

!Pete’s article “Choosing Training Delivery 
Media” has been published in the May/
June 2000 issue of Performance Improvement. 
 

!Guy’s book, lean-ISD, is on sale now! We 
have sold a number of copies already, 
some going as far as Australia and Korea. 
 

!Due to little response, CADDI has can-
celed the scheduled PACT Process Work-
shops for 2000. We may schedule new ses-
sions in 2001 . . . stay tuned! 
 

Have a great summer!!!!!! 
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 CADDI Summer Office 
Shutdown 

 
CADDI will have an office shutdown period in celebration 
of the Fourth of July holiday starting Monday, July 3 
through Friday, July 7. Our offices will reopen Monday, 
July 10 at 8:00 a.m. CST. 
 
If you need to call us with an emergency during this time, 
please contact one of the partners on their cellular phones, 
and for administrative assistance, please call Deb Smits’ 
cell phone. 
 

Guy: (630) 240-6055, Pete: (630) 240-6051,  
Kelly (630) 240-6053, Deb: (630) 240-6052. 

 
Have a safe and happy holiday! 

QUICK UPDATES 

CADDI Happenings 
by Deb Smits, CADDI business manager 
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WHAT’S A CADDI? 

CADDI Does “Performance-based 
Training & Development” 
by Guy W. Wallace 

CADDI is a T&D firm. We develop 
performance-based training & development 
(T&D) for our clients, who are typically large 
American corporations operating in a global 
marketplace.  
 
We do ISD—instructional systems design. 
 
Training Magazine recently featured “An attack on 
ISD” in their April 2000 issue—it was an unbal-
anced attack. Our advertisement for our new 
book on ISD preceded that article by a few pages. 
We didn’t know whether to laugh or cry. 
 
CADDI does ISD in a “lean” manner, as 
described in our recent book, lean-ISD. 
 
Our ISD methodologies, or “methodology sets,” 
of which there are five, are bundled in what we 
call the PACT Processes for Training & 
Development.  
 
PACT is an 
acronym. 
 
 
Our performance-based T&D development process is 
called Modular Curriculum Development (MCD). 
MCD is our version of ISD’s ADDIE model: 
analysis/design/development/implementation/
evaluation.  

But our process focuses on those 
“instructional objects” that the knowledge 
management crowd is/has been exploring, 
and we’ve been oriented that way since 
1982 for all of our development projects. 
Our “instructional objects” are 
inventoried within modules and lessons. 
We package T&D into events, composed 
of (whole or partial) modules’ lessons’ in-
structional activities. 

MCD is the “lean manufacturing” component of 
our ISD model. 
 
For most of our clients, we also do a front-end 
ISD systems engineering or architecting effort 
that 
 
!Helps ensure that the individual T&D products 

of a curriculum fit within an overall scheme for 
whole-job training (& development) 
 

!Is performance-based/oriented 
 

!Uses rules to define modules and instructional 
activities to facilitate the reuse of content, 
where appropriate, to reduce cycle time and 
costs; and not just first costs, but overall life-
cycle maintenance costs as well 

 
That effort is Curriculum Architecture Design 
(CAD). We’ve been doing CADs since 1982 and 
published an article on CADs in the September 
1984 issue of Training Magazine. A CAD is the 
“lean systems engineering” component of our ISD 
model. 

Besides our book, our Web site offers many 
articles on the details of our methodologies. All of 
our old newsletters are there as well. We invite 
you to visit CADDI.com and partake in the 
offerings CADDI makes regarding lean-ISD. 
 
You are also invited to call us with any questions, 
comments, and concerns you may have about our 
take on ISD. Maybe ISD deserves an attack. 

Maybe not. But ISD, at least 
our version of it, has always 
worked well for us as  
suppliers and for the learners 
and their management stake-
holders, our PACT  
customers.!!!!! 
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The goal of an 
ROI analysis 

should be to get 
comfortable that 

you will get an 
acceptable return 

for the investment 
before you spend 

the money. 

TAKE THE PACT PROCESSES FOR A SPIN® 

The Return Justifies the Investment 
by Peter R. Hybert 
This is the first in a series of articles on how PACT 
projects generate a return on investment. 

ROI Is so Misunderstood 
In the world of T&D, there are two very preva-
lent, almost opposite, and I believe completely 
erroneous, views about return on investment 
(ROI). 

Part of the root cause of this confusion is the per-
ception that ROI is difficult to understand and 
calculate—that you have to be a high-level finan-
cial expert to figure it out. Not so. 
 
Most of the business world does ROI all the time, 
but at a reasonable level of detail and rigor. Any 
manager who purchases anything goes through 
some kind of cost-justification, cost/benefit analy-
sis, etc., before deciding to go ahead and purchase 
it. It may require a formal assessment or it may 
only require a “seat of the pants” evaluation. It 
depends. 
 
If the expenditure is significant, it is worth spend-
ing more effort in the cost-justification process. If 
the risk that the expenditure will prove to be un-
fruitful is high, invest more effort in determining 
ROI. Perform the cost justification with a level of 
rigor appropriate to the situation. 
 
 
 

The other key point of confusion is why ROI is 
necessary. Is it to validate the decision after the 
fact? I say “no”—it is too late then. The reason to 
assess ROI is to make a sound investment deci-
sion. You may measure ROI after the fact, but the 
benefit then is for learning purposes only—so you 
make better decisions in the future. But for the 

decision at hand, the time to resolve the ROI 
question is right at the start of the project, actu-
ally, during the planning/scoping process. 
 
Determining potential ROI up-front enables you 
to determine base-line costs (if applicable), define 
a means of measuring any changes caused by the 
program (if applicable), and get buy-in from the 
key stakeholders about their expectations and cri-
teria (always applicable).  

So How do You Get Started with ROI? 
First, you need to decide and communicate the 
reason for determining the ROI so that no stake-
holders are surprised later. Sometimes your stake-
holders won’t see the reason for evaluating poten-
tial return. They may be right! But, they may just 
not know how. There are times where you, as the 
T&D supplier, may know that you should have at 
least a conceptual view of the return before start-
ing the project.  
 
As an example, we recently undertook a project at 
the request of the CEO of a one billion dollar di-
vision of a technology company. Even though we 
weren’t required to, we put together a rough ROI 
just to test all the assumptions. Downstream, this 
“due diligence” came in handy, as we were pre-
pared when asked to go through a review/
approval process the company uses for evaluating 
all new processes. We had no problem getting the 
“green light” because we had good business rea-
sons for making the investment. It also helped 
when we had meetings with field personnel and 
were able to cite solid business reasons for the 
project—they were less likely to think we were 
wasting their hard-won revenue dollars on “blue 
sky” staff activities. 
 
The goal of an ROI analysis should be to get 
comfortable that you will get an acceptable return 
for the investment before you spend the money. 
What is an acceptable return? That is decided by 
the individual(s) whose money is being invested—
that is who is accountable for the bottom line. 
 
Very few projects do extensive after-the-fact ROI 
studies because by that point it is too late—once 
the money is gone, knowing it was wasted is not 
very useful. Personally, I am not certain that the 

(Continued on page 5) 

ROI is not worth 
the trouble—

training results 
can’t be 

measured

ROI should be 
extensively 
assessed on 

every project

Return — Investment

Investment

Return — Investment

Investment
= ROI
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One way to back 
into an ROI as-
sessment is to 
think about why 
somebody would 
buy your inter-
vention if you 
were a salesper-
son selling it to 
the business. 

(Continued from page 4) 
huge investments in integrated information sys-
tems and re-engineering made in the late 1990s 
really yielded the intended benefits. But, we’ll 
never really know for sure because nobody really 
wants to know!  
 
Those of us working in the business world cannot 
ignore ROI analysis or decide it is just a theoreti-
cal or trendy issue, either. If we cannot explain 
how we are using the corporate resources in busi-
ness language, we will never be effective in per-
forming our role of improving human perform-
ance to further business goals.  
 
Performing an up-front ROI assessment of the 
potential business return of a T&D intervention is 
not difficult, as long as the following conditions 
exist: 
 
!The intervention addresses and/or fairly clearly 

supports a business-related performance. For 
example, it is easier to “dollarize” the potential 
return of getting salespeople to create proposals 
more quickly/easily than the opportunity avail-
able by improving their writing skills in general. 
 

!You can work with business/line managers to 
determine a believable potential/likely impact 
of the training on their business. 
 

!You keep the logic simple and straightforward. 
 

!You understand some basic financial concepts 
but don’t get mired in esoterica. 

Think Like a Salesperson 
One way to back into an ROI assessment is to 
think about why somebody would buy your inter-
vention if you were a salesperson selling it to the 
business. There is a sales model called “SPIN  
Selling,” and it is based on the principle that, for 
large business sales, the buyer must really need the 
product or service as a business solution. Just be-
cause it sounds interesting or creative or impor-
tant doesn’t mean they can buy it—they must be 
able to convince others that purchasing it makes 
business sense—that it will generate (or save) 
more than the product/service costs.  
 
SPIN Selling as a methodology includes the use of 
a questioning technique so your customers help 
you figure out their top-priority needs and the 
potential business opportunity ($$) of solving 
them. This transforms the potential customer into 
an ally, because they want to solve their problems 
and because you are offering a way to both solve 
their problem and figure out a way to justify the 
spending required to do so. (In other words, the 
answers to your questions help your customer to 
build their business case for the investment.)  
And, it ensures that you don’t just sell them some-
thing because you have something to sell but, in-
stead, truly understand their needs and deliver a 
complete solution. It builds a true business rela-
tionship with that customer. 
 
 

(Continued on page 6) 

Acronym Definition Answers to SPIN Questions 

S: Situation Key characteristics of your cus-
tomer’s environment 

! “I have ten instructors.” 

! “I have a curriculum consisting exclusively of 
classroom training.” 

P: Problem Things that aren’t working great 
(I sometimes think of the “P” as 
standing for “pain”—what your 
customer doesn’t like) 

! “There are a lot of inconsistencies in delivery 
from one instructor to the next.” 

! “Every instructor has his/her own favorite way 
of teaching things—it is a nightmare to keep 
all the materials current with their changes.” 

I: Implications The business impact of the 
problems—try to get to dollars 
here 

! “I probably spend three hours a week ad-
dressing customer complaints due to inconsis-
tent course deliveries.” 

! “Our budget for maintaining and reproduc-
ing course materials has doubled over the 
last two years, even though we are only offer-
ing 30 percent more training.” 

N: Needs Payoff The potential value of the solu-
tion 

! “Standardizing course materials could save us 
$X per year—far more than the cost of imple-
menting the PACT Processes.” 

SPIN® is a registered 
trademark of Huthwaite, 
Inc. 
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Most targeted 
human 

performance 
technology 

(HPT) and 
training projects 

generate a return 
that far exceeds 

any cost (and 
internal “hurdle 

rate”). That 
means there is no 

reason to be 
overly precise in 
your cost/return 

calculations. 

(Continued from page 5) 
Of course, SPIN is more complex than this sim-
ple summary description (and for more informa-
tion, read SPIN Selling by Neil Rackham or regis-
ter for their training through their Web site (www.
huthwaite.com). For our purposes here, however, 
we only need the basics. SPIN is an acronym, and 
it is defined in the previous table. 

Using SPIN for ROI 
Though SPIN is primarily a selling technique, we 
believe that it can be used right out in the open 
with the customer as a way to think about ROI. It 
is not a problem that customers understand that 
we want to sell them something. It is even better 
that they understand what their needs really are 
and are involved in thinking through the solution 
so that the end result is “win win” for all parties. 
Nobody wins if a client buys something they really 
don’t need. 
 
We at CADDI believe that the PACT Processes 
deliver a way to increase the effectiveness of a 
given training development project and, even 
more, an entire training department if applied 
throughout. We have developed a few general 
SPIN scenarios and posted them on our Web site 
and in our company brochure to help our custom-
ers better understand their business needs and 
find the opportunity/return—so they can decide 
for themselves if there is a rationale business case 
for applying the PACT Processes. 
 
The good news is that most targeted human per-
formance technology (HPT) and training projects 
generate a return that far exceeds any cost (and 
internal “hurdle rate”). That means there is no 
reason to be overly precise in your cost/return 
calculations—if your return is so close to the in-
vestment that extremely accurate cost or opportu-
nity numbers are necessary to make the decision, 
you are probably working on the wrong thing.  
 
Most well-targeted human performance-related 
opportunities can generate significantly more re-
turn than cost. Maybe it is kind of like trying to 
figure out which is the best route to use for your 
daily commute to work—you won’t be able to 
figure it to the minute but, if the difference be-
tween any two routes is only a matter of a couple 
of minutes, it isn’t worth the trouble to figure it 
out in the first place. Instead, maybe you should 
spend your time trying to eliminate extra trips to 
the grocery store instead of optimizing your com-
mute (assuming your goal is to save time, not just 
to sleep later). 

But one person’s opportunity might be another 
person’s “no biggie.” Opportunities are rooted in 
financial return, but that return has to fit the busi-
ness direction. Value (to a potential customer) is 
relative to their current position and future plans. 
That means a given project should generate a 
positive return (to benefit the corporation) and 
solve someone’s business problem (to benefit the 
specific customer). But, the positive return should 
be a necessary condition—ultimately you are 
working for the shareholders and you shouldn’t 
be solving problems just to make somebody’s life 
easier or to accommodate a whim. 
 
In the next few issues, I will be describing the 
SPIN examples in our brochure in more detail. 
These examples are based on some initial assump-
tions about “typical” business situations. If the 
example business situation is close to your own, 
you may want to think through your own situation 
and plug in numbers that relate to your specific 
business situation. That will help you identify po-
tential opportunities. It is also one way to find out 
if you are increasing or reducing the overall value 
of the organization to which you belong. 
 
The business situations that will be considered are 
listed below. Is your organization experiencing 
 
!A high degree of change (e.g., new products, 

processes, tools, markets, etc.)? 
!The challenges of serving multiple audience 

segments with a large amount of T&D  
products? 

!Multiple related (but not quite aligned) HR ini-
tiatives (e.g., career paths, competency models, 
knowledge management, etc.)? 

!Internal customer complaints about training 
development taking too long? 

!A large amount of traditional training delivery? 
 
The PACT Processes address these issues and can 
yield sufficient return when used for an individual 
project. Even greater returns can be realized by 
using the PACT Processes across the entire T&D 
organization. Whether the PACT Processes make 
sense for you depends on your situation, prob-
lems, implications, and needs. But, why not try it? 
Take a current project or initiative and work 
through the SPIN model and decide if it is worth 
the investment. 
 
Your potential return will vary. You should use 
your own numbers and make an informed assess-
ment. Sharpen your pencil and stay tuned.!!!!! 

For more 
information on  

SPIN or 
Huthwaite, Inc., 

visit their 
Web site at  

www.huthwaite.com 
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BUT THE SURVEY SAYS . . . 

Can Customer Behavior Be 
Predicted? 
by Mark Graham Brown 

Twenty years ago, not many hotels or restaurants 
used customer comment cards. Only a couple of 
consumer products manufacturers did customer 
surveys. Most businesses did not measure cus-
tomer satisfaction. Other more direct measures, 
such as sales and repeat business, were more 
meaningful because they provided “hard” data on 
customer buying behavior. 
 
Today it is a different story. Every organization 
you do business with—at work or home—uses 
customer satisfaction surveys. Your car dealer, 
doctor, library, favorite restaurant, child’s school, 
and even the notorious DMV all want your feed-
back about their products and services. 
 
This frenzy of measuring customer satisfaction via 
surveys has led to the unprecedented growth of 
firms such as J.D. Power and Associates and 
Walker. Companies pay big bucks for these pres-
tigious firms to conduct surveys and provide an 
analysis of customer perception and needs. 
 
The problem is, most of this survey data does not 
do a good job of predicting the customer’s future 
purchases. 

Gauging Performance 
A tachometer is a gauge found on the dashboard 
of most cars. The needle on the tachometer 
moves all over the dial as a driver accelerates or 
decelerates. It is a sensitive instrument that is in 
direct sight of the driver whenever he or she looks 
at the dashboard. 
 
However, a tachometer does not provide the data 
needed to be a good driver. I know people who 
have been driving for more than 20 years, yet they 
have no idea what it measures. They have learned 
to ignore it because it does not provide the infor-
mation needed to be a good driver. Even the cars’ 
transmissions don’t pay much attention to the 
tachometer—they shift based upon speed, sound, 
and other factors. 
 
Customer survey data is like a tachometer readout 
for many organizations. The survey data shows 
movement from month to month, but the data 

often does little to help the company better man-
age its performance. Customer survey data is even 
more dangerous than a tachometer, because it 
sometimes tells a company they are doing a good 
job when they are not. 
 
Recently I heard an executive from one of the 
major car companies discussing customer satisfac-
tion data at a conference board meeting. He ex-
plained that the company had spent 15 years fo-
cusing on customer satisfaction data. They had 
even linked executive compensation to the data, 
and car dealer allocations were partially based on 
customer satisfaction scores. 
 
According to the data collected by the company 
and J.D. Power and Associates, customer satisfac-
tion had improved steadily over the last ten years. 
Indeed, levels showed that the vast majority of 
customers rated them a six or seven on a seven-
point scale. The problem was that owner loyalty 
data showed flat performance at a little better than 
40 percent over ten years. This is about the same 
level of loyalty that the other major car companies 
receive from their customers. Customer satisfac-
tion data is not a good predictive measure for this 
company because it does not correlate with buy-
ing behavior. 

Customer Satisfaction Survey 
Problems 
For the most part, only two types of people fill 
out customer satisfaction surveys: the bored, who 
are excited to get some mail, and the angry. Thus, 
the view of its performance that a company re-
ceives is based on an unrepresentative sample of 
data.  
 
Another problem with survey data is that custom-
ers often receive the survey days or weeks after 
their experience with a company’s products or 
services. For example, a major hotel chain recently 
sent me a J.D. Power and Associates survey about 
my stay five weeks earlier. I travel more than 200 
days a year and often can’t remember even the 
name of the hotel I stayed at last week. Needless 
to say, I didn’t fill out the survey.  

(Continued on page 8) 

Mark 
Graham 
Brown, 
a former 
associate of both Guy  
Wallace and Pete Hybert, 
has had his own consulting 
practice in Manhattan 
Beach, California since 
1990.   
 
Mark has spent the last 
20 years consulting with 
major corporations on 
improving their perform-
ance. He has served as a 
Baldrige Award Exam-
iner for three years and was 
the overseer for the Califor-
nia Quality Awards dur-
ing 1994 and 1995. 
 
His clients include: Air 
Products and Chemicals, 
Appleton Papers, Cargill, 
Discover Financial Ser-
vices, International Busi-
ness Machines Corpora-
tion, Marconi, Pacific Bell, 
Paine Webber, Unisys, 
and the Department of 
Transportation.   
 
Mark is a prolific writer, 
the author of many articles 
and books. In addition to 
Baldrige Award Win-
ning Quality, The 
Pocket Guide to the 
Baldrige Award Crite-
ria, and Keeping Score, 
Mark’s latest book is 
titled Winning Score – 
How to Design and 
Implement Organiza-
tional Scorecards. It 
will be released in July of 
this year and will be avail-
able on Amazon.com or in 
bookstores. 
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(Continued from page 7) 
The biggest problem with customer surveys is that 
they don’t do a good job of predicting buying be-
havior. Opinions and perceptions often indicate 
future behavioral tendencies, but surveys are one 
of the worst ways of gathering this type of data. 

Relying on Hard Measures 
Some companies don’t bother much with surveys 
or customer opinion data. For example, Lexus 
concentrates mostly on car owner loyalty data, 
and they have one of the highest levels of cus-
tomer loyalty. Increased customer satisfaction 
scores do not put one dollar in your company’s 
bank account unless they lead to buying behavior, 
or at least referrals. Measures such as repeat busi-
ness, loyalty, and increased spending are the im-
portant “hard” measures of customer satisfaction. 
These measures are actually correlated with finan-
cial results. 
 
The problem with only relying on these hard 
measures is that they are “heart attack” metrics. 
By the time you realize you have a problem with a 
measure such as owner loyalty, your company may 
be close to death. Leading companies also track 
“cholesterol” metrics that help predict future 
problems in output measures such as loyalty and 
repeat business. 

Some Alternative Approaches 
Phone surveys. Although all surveys have their prob-
lems, phone surveys tend to be better than those 
sent through the mail because you get a random 
sample of customers. In addition, you can probe 
for details to support quantitative ratings. At Sat-
urn, employees conduct the surveys. This makes 
the employees more accountable for the quality of 
the cars they build and helps build a stronger rela-
tionship with Saturn customers—they may prefer 
to talk to the person who helped build the car 
they drive. 
 
Focus groups. International Business Machines 
makes extensive use of customer focus groups or 
workshops, where they gather detailed data on 
customer perceptions about their products, ser-
vices, pricing, and responsiveness. Another com-
pany gives focus group participants remote con-
trol units to get individual data on rating ques-
tions. Each participant secretly responds to each 
rating question. The distribution of the data is 
then presented immediately and discussed to add 
detail to the quantitative data. 
 
 

Operational metrics. Customer opinion data can only 
be collected every so often or you risk annoying 
your customers. FedEx, for instance, doesn’t rely 
much on periodic surveys. One of their choles-
terol metrics is their service quality index (SQI). 
Over the years, they have compiled a list of all the 
things they could do to aggravate a customer, and 
they use customer feedback to rate these things 
from mild aggravation to major problem. For ex-
ample, losing a package might be one of the worst 
things FedEx could do. The SQI is measured and 
reviewed every day. FedEx has found that the 
SQI is highly correlated with future customer buy-
ing behavior. 
 
Relationship level. Another way of measuring cus-
tomer satisfaction is to measure the level and 
strength of the relationship with each account or 
customer. Ciba Specialty Chemicals, whose U.S. 
Colors Division is located in High Point, North 
Carolina, supplies coloring agents to the big car 
companies, as well as other industries. The com-
pany measures the relationship with each account 
on a 1-to-10 scale. Using a marriage analogy, a “1” 
customer is someone who is already cheating on 
Ciba, someone they would not mind losing to a 
competitor. A “10” customer is someone they 
have partnered with for life and has the highest 
degree of loyalty. The company has found that the 
level of loyalty is a good way of predicting future 
buying behavior. The metric has also taught them 
that it is not important to build strong loyalty 
from every customer—only the most important 
ones. 

Creativity Is the Key 
The key to uncovering a good approach to cus-
tomer satisfaction is to consider unusual and crea-
tive approaches. Leading companies, such as the 
ones mentioned here, have implemented creative 
approaches to gathering data on customer satis-
faction. The bottom line is that if customer satis-
faction data does not predict healthy financial re-
sults, it is useless in helping you to better manage 
your organization. 
 
Even worse, customer satisfaction data may not 
reveal a growing problem that only shows up 
when customers provide feedback by buying from 
one of your competitors. Most satisfied customers 
eventually leave, so it is critical to come up with 
better ways of gauging their feelings than the 
ubiquitous survey.!!!!! 

By the time you 
realize you have 

a problem with a 
measure such as 

owner loyalty, 
your company 

may be close to 
death.  
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LEARNING BY DESIGN VERSUS LEARNING BY CHANCE 

T&D Systems View: Clockface 
Positions 8 and 9 
by Guy W. Wallace 
This article continues the series begun in the spring 1999 
issue of lean-ISD (the newsletter), not to be confused with 
lean-ISD (the book). Confused? Sorry. 

8 O'clock: Marketing and  
Communications Systems 

This system is composed of the following three 
processes: 
 
!T&D Stakeholder Communications Process 
!Individual T&D Planning Process 
!T&D Ordering and Registration Process 
 
These systems organize and distribute information 
throughout T&D’s marketplace.  
 
These communications and marketing/selling ef-
forts are not about selling all T&D to everyone (a 
“learning by chance” approach), but helping cus-
tomers make informed choices—a “learning by 
design” methodology. This is where the T&D 
Paths and Individual T&D Planning Guides are 
deployed. 
 
Principle: If stakeholders don’t know about your 
offerings and how to select and participate in 
them, it’s as if you have nothing to offer.  
 
The T&D Marketing and Communications Sys-
tems’ processes organize all of the communica-
tions and marketing/selling efforts to provide 
timely, easily accessible information to all of the 
customers and stakeholders in the T&D  

organization’s marketplace. It allows them to plan 
T&D, and it also allows them to order or register 
for T&D products and services. 

T&D Stakeholder Communications 
Process 

Stakeholders vary by organization and market-
place. Figure 1 shows a general model I’ve found 
useful. 

Figure 1: Stakeholder Hierarchy Diagram 
 
Government: This stakeholder group wins all dis-
putes and conflicts of opinions and decides issues 
of compliance and penalties, under the laws of its 
jurisdiction and domain. Depending on the nature 
of your business, you may or may not need to 
worry about communicating with the govern-
ments of the lands where your business opera-
tions occur. If you are highly regulated, then per-
haps you must or should. 
 
Shareholders/Owners: This stakeholder group can 
always sell out or take their money (sell their 
shares) and invest elsewhere. If the enterprise is 
not meeting their financial targets for growth and 
returns, they can remove their money from this 
concern and place their bets elsewhere. Do they 
need to be communicated with? What informa-
tion do they need? Do you send it directly to them 
or to others on Wall Street? 

(Continued on page 10) 
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T&D systems  
intra- and inter-
communications 

is a two-way 
street. 

(Continued from page 9) 
Board of Directors: This group of stakeholders is the 
elected representatives of the shareholders and 
has a fiduciary responsibility to those owners. 
They develop strategies in line with the challenges 
and opportunities they foresee. Do they need to 
know what’s up with T&D? Do they need to 
think differently about what T&D can do to sup-
port their initiatives? 
 
Executives: This group of stakeholders is hired to 
strategize, plan, and manage the overall direction 
of the enterprise. They hire and fire managers to 
conduct daily operations consistent with the busi-
ness plans, strategies, and tactics they develop 
(with board approval) and provide the necessary 
resources and funds. What do they need? 
 
Management: These are the managers and supervi-
sors and leads of the targeted learners (at all lev-
els). What do they need to know? 
 
Customers: These are the learners: the participants 
in, and users of, the T&D, regardless of format/
media used. What do they need to know? 
 
Employees: These, for our purposes, are the staff 
members of the T&D organization. What do they 
need to know? 
 
Suppliers: These are the suppliers (external and in-
ternal) who support the T&D processes and pro-
vide input, task performance, and/or deal with 
outputs. They could include team members from 
within the enterprise, caterers, material suppliers, 
consultants, and contractors. What do they need 
to know? 
 
Communities: Can include formal or informal 
groups, such as professional societies and street 
pickets, industry standards groups, and family 
members. Anyone in the surrounding/affected 
communities that is touched by the actions of the 
enterprise and by the T&D System, and doesn’t 
have their interests and views recognized and for-
malized into the laws, regulations, and codes to 
force compliance, is a member of this stakeholder 
group. What do they need to know? 
 
Just as your processes might be configured and/
or labeled differently, your enterprise’s stake-
holders may be framed differently. If this model 
doesn’t meet your situational needs, then adapt it, 
don’t adopt it! 
 
Next, the Individual T&D Planning Process. 

Individual T&D Planning Process 
The Individual T&D Planning Process facilitates 
the proactive, rational, and local business needs-
driven planning for developing performance com-
petence of each individual, based on the local 
business needs for trained employees, cross-
trained employees, and succession planning-
driven development needs. 
 
It should make this development planning tool a 
tool for tracking, also. And once the plans are de-
veloped and captured by the T&D organization, 
they can be used for projecting a demand forecast.  
 
Then, scheduled events can be scheduled with the 
needs of the customer’s timing requirements in 
mind. Also, inventory levels and restocking needs 
of materials for both scheduled T&D events and 
nonscheduled T&D can be better forecasted. 
 
Many of these types of systems are readily avail-
able in the open T&D marketplace.  
 
Next, the T&D Ordering and Registration  
Process. 

T&D Ordering and Registration Process 
The T&D Ordering and Registration Process fa-
cilitates the customer’s interaction to order 
“orderable” stuff and to register for stuff needing 
registration. Videos and books can be ordered. 
Registration can be handled for those T&D deliv-
eries where registration is a must. These systems 
are readily available in the open T&D market-
place. 

Summary 
The T&D Marketing and Communications Sys-
tems provide everyone with a warranted need, 
with the data and information required for their 
role and “stake” in the T&D processes. 
 
Next, 9 O’clock: T&D Financial Asset Manage-
ment System. 
 

9 O’clock: T&D Financial Asset 
Management System 

This system is composed of the following process: 
 
!T&D Plans and Budget Roll-up and Adjust-

ment Process 
 
 
 

(Continued on page 11) 
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Principle: The 
T&D 
Organization has 
a fiduciary 
responsibility to 
make the right 
use of T&D 
assets and to 
track them 
against plans 
and goals. 

(Continued from page 10) 
This is the process that tracks and monitors the 
fiscal obligations of the T&D enterprise and keeps 
them within predetermined budget levels. 
 
Principle: The T&D Organization has a fiduciary 
responsibility to make the right use of T&D assets 
and to track them against plans and goals. 

T&D Plans and Budget Roll-up and 
Adjustment Process  

This system’s processes organize, allocate, moni-
tor, and control all financial matters for T&D 
(e.g., project budgets, hardware/software pur-
chases, travel expenses, external suppliers, leases, 
etc.).   
 
This system’s set of processes is usually in place 
due to the needs and demands of the enterprise to 
meet the requirements of their financial function, 

the owners, the IRS, and other customer or regu-
latory auditors, etc. 
 
Forecasts of budget needs can occur long before 
the budget process requires establishing the first 
cut. Once that iterative process ends and the 
budgets are in place, tracking actual to the plan 
can occur. Reporting out against those plans to 
key stakeholder groups is also included. 

Summary 
The T&D Financial Asset Management System 
provides the financial forecasting and budgeting 
and tracking and reporting systems needed by 
T&D leadership and other various internal and 
external stakeholder groups. 
 
Next issue: 10 O’clock: Human and Environmental As-
set Management Systems and 11 O’clock: Research and 
Development System.!!!!! 

T&D Systems View Do-It-Yourself 
Assessment Tool 

 
 

 
An article and do-it-
yourself  assessment 
tool are available on 
CADDI’s Web site. 

 

http://www.caddi.com/html/article_frames.html 
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MEANS AND ENDS 

Empowerment—Maybe There Was 
Something to It, After All 
by Alan Ramias 
The empowerment fad appears to be long gone, 
but while it was big in the early ’90s, every com-
pany in America seemed to be setting up “self-
managed work teams.” Most of their experiences 
were less than stellar. One colleague told me he 
visited an organization where a hundred people 
had recently been empowered—that is, none of 
them had a boss any longer and all were now 
“wandering the halls like zombies, trying to figure 
out what they were supposed to be doing.” 
 
The consequence of empowerment in some or-
ganizations has been a kind of paralysis in which 
managers can no longer give direction and subor-
dinates can no longer ask for help—it’s a game of 
bad faith on both sides and crippling for the or-
ganization (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1: The Empowerment Game 
 
With all this bad press, the word “empowerment” 
itself has been debased. Nobody knows what it’s 
supposed to mean anymore, and it tends to con-
jure up images of corporate lunacy. This is unfor-
tunate, because the concept of empowerment 
could have validity, especially for the practice of 
human performance technology (HPT). Empow-
ering an individual or a workforce can certainly be 
a legitimate way to ensure or improve accomplish-

ment, and it ought to be one of the methods we 
draw on as necessary when confronting a per-
formance need. 
 
If we forget for the moment some of the tricked-
up aspects of the empowerment fad (such as self-
managed work teams) and just ask, “What is em-
powerment?,” I’d propose that it means giving a 
performer some amount of control over his or 
her own performance. What amount of control 
and what aspects of performance should be in the 
person’s control are the key questions that then 
have to be answered. 
 
Let’s divide performance into two components: 
ends and means. The ends of performance are those 
outputs that the organization requires the per-

former to produce. The 
ends are the mission ac-
complished, the report 
written, the sales closed, 
the product built. Speci-
fied in the ends are 
whatever performance 
standards are required,  
i.e., how much volume, 
how fast, to what toler-
ances, and so on.  
 
The means are those 
things that determine 
how the work gets ac-
complished. The means 
include what process is 
followed, what skills are 
applied, what tools are 
used, what shortcuts or 

tricks of the trade the skilled performer employs, 
and what resources are consumed.  
 
Much of the irresponsible application of empow-
erment might stem from confusion over means 
versus ends. If you have a skilled workforce, you 
could very well consider delegating to it control 
over some or all of the means for performing its 
work. But why would an organization delegate 
control over the ends of performance?  

(Continued on page 13) 

The Naïve Optimism Stage

The Bambi-Frozen-in-the-Headlights Stage

The Don’t-Ask-Don’t-Tell Stage

“Congratulations! 
You’re 

empowered!”

“You’re 
empowered . . .

So do something!”

“You’re 
empowered now, 
so I can’t tell you 

what to do.”

Great! It’s 
about time!

Great, but I 
don’t know 
what to do.

Oh, great! If I’m 
empowered, I 
can’t ask for 

help.



 

Summer 2000                                                                                                                                                                             13 

(Continued from page 12) 
 
While encouraging employee participation and 
rewarding good ideas, doesn’t a company have to 
reserve to its management the responsibility for 
specifying the standards of performance? Doesn’t 
management have to retain the role of interpreting 
for the workforce what is required of it to satisfy 
the needs of the company and its customers? 
 
If the answer is that means, but not ends, are ap-
propriate to delegate, then a straightforward defi-
nition of empowerment is the following: 

With that definition, it’s possible to develop a hi-
erarchy of empowerment, starting at the task level, 
moving upward to a job, a work process, a proc-
essing system, and 
finally an organiza-
tion. 
 
Starting at the lowest 
level, you can em-
power someone with 
control over how to 
perform a given task. 
That means giving the 
performer authority 
to make decisions 
relevant to the task 
and control over the means (how to do the work 
and how to use tools and resources).  
 
An illustration: A factory worker has the task of 
getting materials from the staging point to the 
machine where it will be processed. Empowering 
that employee would mean allowing him or her to 
decide whether to get small amounts of material 
every hour or to make two trips a day by loading 
up a cart with as much material as possible. The 
performer cannot decide how much material has 
to be available for processing (that requirement is 
already established), but how he decides to meet 
the standard is now something under his control. 
 
At the job level, the performer can be empowered 
with control over the multiple tasks that make up 
the job. Control includes decision-making author-
ity relevant to the job and control over means of 
performing the tasks. The added element at this 

level is that a performer could also be empowered 
to make decisions about the ends of performance 
for the tasks encompassed in the job. 
 
Back to our example: The factory worker now has 
control over the entire job, which includes obtain-
ing materials, running the machine, and delivering 
the processed goods to the next station. The per-
former can decide the sequence in which to per-
form tasks, the methods of transporting materials 
and processed goods, the techniques for operating 
the equipment, and how to process the material. 
The performer can make decisions about the out-
puts of the different tasks but does not control 
the ends of performance for the job. As long as 
he produces “x” number of processed widgets, all 
of which must meet product standards, by the end 
of the shift, he can do the tasks as he sees fit. 
 
So our hierarchy of empowerment looks like the 
table in Figure 2. Included at each level are con-
trol over means and control over the ends of per-
formance for the next level down.  

Figure 2: Empowerment Hierarchy 
 
Following the same logic, at the process level, em-
powerment includes control over all the jobs in-
volved in performing the process. 
 
A “processing system” is a set of processes that, 
collectively, produce some major output or ensure 
some result. An example is TQM. All of the proc-
esses in place (including manufacturing, quality 
inspections, document control, etc.) to ensure 
product quality in an organization constitute a 
processing system. Empowerment at the system 
level means having control of the means for that 
system and the ends of performance for all the 
processes within the system. 
 
At the organization level, it might be argued that 
control over both ends and means must exist.  

(Continued on page 14) 

Task Level Job Level Process Level System Level Organization 
Level 

Authority to act Authority to act Authority to act Authority to act Authority to act 

Control over 
means 

Control over 
means 

Control over 
means 

Control over 
means 

Control over 
means 

 Control over 
ends of task per-
formance 

Control over 
ends of job per-
formance 

Control over 
ends of process 
performance 

Control over 
ends of business 
performance 

Empowerment is the act of 
giving control of some or all of 
the means (but not the ends) of 
performance to the performer.

Empowerment is the act of 
giving control of some or all of 
the means (but not the ends) of 
performance to the performer.

Empowerment is 
giving up some 
control of the 
“means.” 
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(Continued from page 13) 
After all, how can a CEO run a company without 
having final say over both what the company does 
and how it performs its work? On the other hand, 
you could argue that even CEOs don’t totally de-
termine the ends of performance for their organi-
zations. The board of directors, customers, and 
shareholders have much to say about what a com-
pany must accomplish to stay in business. 
 
This end/means definition of empowerment 
could do much to prevent some of the mishaps 
that have given empowerment a bad name. Stories 
are common about companies attempting to get 
line workers involved in financial analysis, hiring 
decisions, and other activities that traditionally 
have been performed by managers and specialists. 
Some workers (and their unions) have resisted, 
arguing that they were not hired to be supervisors 
and aren’t being paid to perform as such. If you 
asked the question, “What have you empowered 
these workers to do?” and the answer turns out to 
be task empowerment, then it is inappropriate to 
give them control over activities like hiring, which 
are at the system or organization level. The ques-
tion is, “What is the scope of work?” The scope of 
empowerment ought to be appropriate to the 
scope of work. Figure 3 (on page 15) is a table 
that lists the components of performance (ends 
and means) versus the levels (task to organization) 
we have been examining with the questions that 
ought to be answered to determine scope of em-
powerment.  

The viewpoint of empowerment expressed here is 
not likely to please some advocates of worker 
rights. Some years ago I witnessed a speaker rhap-
sodizing about the empowerment fad as being a 
revival of the labor movement of the early 20th 
Century—it felt like I had stumbled into a meet-
ing of the Wobblies. That viewpoint would argue 
that workers just naturally want to be empowered. 
And work rules are repressive and counterproduc-
tive. But is that true? 
 
There is a consultant prominent in the empower-
ment business who likes to illustrate the beauty of 
empowerment by describing a group of school-
boys on a corner getting ready to play a game of 
touch football. “Do they need someone to get 
them organized?” he asks. “Do they have to have 
a boss? Can they play the game for sheer love of 
the sport without someone telling them the 
rules?” Well, this guy probably never played street 
games as a kid. Because if he got close enough to 
those boys to hear them talking, he would dis-
cover them to be in the midst of a ruthless battle 
over who is going to call the shots, and then he 
would hear them spend most of their play time 
arguing over the rules. Gotta have rules, gotta 
have somebody in charge. Then you can em-
power.!!!!! 

About the Author 
Alan Ramias and Guy Wallace have known each other for 20 years. They were both members of the start-
up team at Motorola in 1981 that inaugurated the corporate training & development department, which 
evolved into Motorola University. Alan worked with Geary Rummler on some of the first process 
improvement projects done at Motorola, experimenting with tools and techniques that gradually became 
the basis for The Rummler-Brache Group’s (RBG) process management methodology. In 1991, Alan 
joined RBG as a project leader and conducted improvement efforts in many major corporations such as 
Shell, DuPont, HP, Citibank, Citgo, and Bank One. He became head of Consulting Operations for RBG 
in 1996 and was responsible for hiring, developing, and managing the company’s consulting resources. 
 
Today, Alan has his own consulting firm. He is most interested in design and improvement work at the 
processing system level of organizations. His years of experience in process improvement convinced him 
that too many times the effort to improve a single process ends up missing the objective or distorting the 
organization. He is also adept at analyzing business performance problems and coming up with systemic 
proposals for changing the dynamics of the performance. He can be reached at (505) 828-0558 or by  
E-mail at alanramias@mindspring.com.!!!!! 

This end/means 
definition of 

empowerment 
could do much to 

prevent some of 
the mishaps that 

have given 
empowerment a 

bad name.  
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Performance 
Components Task Level Job Level Process Level System Level Organization 

Outputs and 
Output  
Requirements 

Who determines the 
outputs and output  
requirements of the 
task? 

Who determines the 
outputs and output  
requirements of the 
job? 

Who determines the 
outputs and output  
requirements of the 
process? 

Who determines 
what systems are 
required to support 
the job, process, 
and organization 
requirements? 

Who determines the 
goals,  
strategies, outputs, 
and output  
requirements of this 
organization?  

Inputs and Input 
Requirements 

Who determines the 
inputs and input 
requirements of the 
task?  

Who determines the 
inputs and input 
requirements of the 
job? 

Who determines the 
inputs and input 
requirements of the 
process? 

Who determines the 
inputs and input 
requirements of the 
system? 

Who determines the 
inputs and input 
requirements of the 
organization? 

Design Who designs the 
task? 

Who designs the 
job? 

Who designs the 
process? 

Who designs the 
system? 

Who designs the 
organization? 

Scope of Empowerment 

Support Who determines the 
resources and  
information  
available for this 
task? 

Who determines the 
resources and 
information  
available for this 
job? 

Who determines the 
resources and 
information  
available for this 
process? 

Who determines the 
resources and 
information  
available for this 
system? 

Who determines the 
resources and  
information  
available for this 
organization? 

Consequences  Who determines 
and manages the 
balance of  
consequences for 
this job? 

  Who determines the 
rewards for this or-
ganization? 

Feedback Who determines 
what is measured 
and how  
information is fed 
back to whom for 
this task? 

Who determines 
what is measured 
and how  
information is fed 
back to whom for 
this job? 

Who determines 
what is measured 
and how 
information is fed 
back to whom for 
this process? 

Who determines 
what is measured 
and how  
information is fed 
back to whom for 
this system? 

Who determines 
what is measured 
and how  
information is fed 
back to whom for 
this organization? 

Instruction Who determines 
what instruction is 
available for this 
task? 

Who determines 
what instruction is 
available for this 
job? 

Who determines 
what instruction is 
available for this 
process? 

  

Performer 
Capability 

 Who selects the 
individuals for this 
job? 

   

Performance 
Management 

 Who manages the 
performance of this 
job? 

Who manages the 
performance of this 
process? 

Who manages the 
performance of this 
system? 

Who manages the 
performance of this 
organization? 

Figure 3: Empowerment Scope Specifications 
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AN EMERGING PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT DISCIPLINE 

Organizational Alignment 
by Donald Tosti and Stephanie Jackson, Vanguard Consulting, Inc. 

Performance Technology and  
Organizational Alignment 
There is a new discipline within the field of Per-
formance Technology (PT). Well . . . it’s not really 
new; it’s been around for some time, but it has 
never been formally named. The roots of PT lie in 
research that focused strongly on the behavior of 
individuals, and early workplace applications natu-
rally focused on the job performance of individu-
als. While job performance is still a strong PT fo-
cus, many practitioners are also working with per-
formance at the team and organizational level. 
 
In working with teams and organizations, we tend 
to use some models and methodologies that look 
different from those that characterize 
“traditional” PT—though they have the same 
foundation in systems theory and behavior analy-
sis. We think that work with those models and 
methods is sufficiently advanced to warrant pre-
senting a distinct “discipline” within PT, and we 
propose the name Organizational Alignment 
(OA), which has already begun to appear in the 
literature (Tosti & Jackson, 1994; Langdon, 1999; 
Rummler & Tosti, 2000).  
 
The term organizational alignment describes both the 
process used to create compatibility across an or-
ganization and the outcome of that process. An 
aligned organization is one whose performance 
influences are mutually supportive and are fo-
cused on effective and efficient delivery of results.  
 
Organizational alignment, then, is the linkage or 
integration of strategy, culture, processes, people, leadership, 
and systems to best accomplish the needs of a company. 
 
There are several recognized disciplines within 
PT, such as instructional technology and job aid 
design/development, that focus on job or task 
performance. We are advocating similar recogni-
tion for the PT discipline that deals with organiza-
tional performance. Organizational performance 
is more than simply the sum of individual per-
formances, just as human behavior is more than 
the sum of cellular behavior. OA requires a num-
ber of tools and methodologies that are not used 
in individual performance interventions. 
 

How OA Differs from PT 
1.   PT practice typically focuses on individual per-

formance and job accomplishments. OA prac-
tice focuses primarily on the performance of 
groups, departments, or the organization as a 
whole.  
 

2.   PT practice tends to focus on skills, knowl-
edge, and behaviors that are relevant to effec-
tive task performance. OA not only examines 
task-relevant behaviors, but also cultural prac-
tices that are independent of specific tasks.  
 

3.   PT views process as a context for behavior. 
OA looks at process in its own right. It also 
looks at how the practices of people impact 
the process and vice versa. 
 

An organizational alignment project may begin 
with a business need, followed by an organization-
wide alignment analysis to recommend and imple-
ment appropriate interventions. More often, it is a 
companion effort, accompanying a major change 
that has organizationwide implications. For exam-
ple, the following are some situations in which 
organizational alignment models and methods 
have been applied: 
 
!An organization has conducted a major re-

engineering effort, including skills training, but 
finds that people are often not following new 
procedures, and the organization is not realizing 
the anticipated gains. 

!An organization has initiated a new strategy to 
deal with increasing competition and market-
place changes, but the culture doesn’t support 
it, and most people are still doing things “the 
old way.” 

 
These and similar problems can be addressed 
through an OA effort to ensure that components 
of the organizational system are working together 
in a way that effectively meets company needs.  
For more than 20 years, a growing number of per-
formance technologists have been working in this 
area as to increase the effectiveness of organiza-
tions. Their efforts have been greatly influenced 
by the pioneering efforts of people like  
Lloyd Homme and Tom Gilbert.  

(Continued on page 17) 

Don 
Tosti 

Stephanie 
Jackson 
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(Continued from page 16) 
To some this may sound as though performance 
technologists are simply working in the field of 
Organization Development (OD). There is a sig-
nificant difference between OA and OD, how-
ever; specifically, OA’s focus is on outcomes and 
its foundation in systems theory and behavior 
analysis. 

How OA Differs from OD 
1.   OD practice often examines behavior in terms 

of categories that are largely independent of 
performance, such as Maslow’s Hierarchy, 
Meyers-Briggs types, and McClelland’s motiva-
tional drives. Such categories are usually based 
on psychological models and are seldom 
clearly linked to business issues. OA starts 
with desired results and then identifies the 
functions that are necessary to achieve those 
results; thus OA behavior categories address 
types of strategies and tactics that can be used 
to obtain results. 
 

2.   Much OD practice evaluates behavior against 
norms or the “average” behavior of people in 
a role. OA, like PT, is criterion-based. 
 

3.   OD change models have historically assumed 
a relatively static organization, so that change 
is a process of unfreezing, instituting change, 
and refreezing. OA views organizations as dy-
namic systems, so that change must be linked 
to a business driver and a source of ongoing 
feedback to allow continuing adaptation. 

 
OA uses interventions based on process mapping, 
cultural auditing, systemic change methodologies, 
formative feedback, contingency management, 
interactive technology, and communication tech-
nology. It also includes much of the methodology 
used in traditional OD such as team building, 
small group facilitation, and processes for facilitat-
ing change. But OA, like other forms of perform-
ance technology, focuses on purpose and out-
comes rather than the personality and style issues 
that characterize much OD practice. Thus, a lead-
ership program based on OA technology would 
focus on the purpose of leadership rather than 
leadership style. Since it is outcome-focused, an 
analyst would ask what followers need from their 
leaders to deliver the business, rather than what 
traits or behaviors characterize people who have 
been promoted to the leadership ranks and done 
well. 
 
 

We have clearly used some “straw men” to help 
describe the practice of OA. We know there are 
PT practitioners who work with team issues, and 
we know there are OD practitioners who take a 
systems view. The differences we have described 
are not, in all cases, necessary differences—but 
differences in the typical practice of each disci-
pline. We have used them because we felt they 
would help create a context for people familiar 
with PT, OD, or both. 

Organizational Alignment  
Technologies 
A number of subdisciplines have developed 
within OA. Some are quite well established, and 
some are still in their infancy; a few are described 
below. 

Strategic Alignment  
Purpose: To ensure vertical alignment of goals, 
objectives, and processes to maximize desired re-
sults.  
 
Geary Rummler and his colleagues have done a 
great deal of influential work in this area. A simple 
model for strategic alignment is shown in Figure 
1. 

Strategic Alignment 

Mission/Vision 

 

Goals/Objectives 

 

Processes/Tasks 

 

Results 

 
Figure 1: Strategic Alignment 
 
Aligning the strategic side of the business may be 
the most widespread use of OA; most companies 
see it as high value and it is often their top prior-
ity. OA methodology here can include company-
wide planning activities involving the specification 
of mission and goals, and the linking of objectives 
and tasks to outcomes. Another facet of strategic 
alignment uses process mapping and re-
engineering to ensure the efficiency and effective-
ness of the work. 

(Continued on page 18) 

Organizational 
alignment is the 
linkage or 
integration of 
strategy, culture, 
processes, people, 
leadership, and 
systems to best 
accomplish the 
needs of a 
company. 
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Organizational 
alignment is not 

a “people” 
discipline. It is a 

business 
discipline. 

(Continued from page 17) 
Strategic alignment works to ensure that activities 
effectively produce results that reflect the com-
pany’s mission and goals. As in all OA applica-
tions, business needs are the primary drivers of 
the effort. 

Cultural Alignment  
Purpose: To ensure vertical alignment of values, 
practices, and behaviors to maximize desired re-
sults.  
 
Cultural alignment ensures that values, practices, 
and behaviors are compatible with what the busi-
ness is trying to accomplish. Much of our work 
has been in this area—for example, helping or-
ganizations move from operational cultures to 
service-oriented cultures by working with them to 
clarify and put in place the values, practices, and 
behaviors to make that happen. 
                                                                         
Cultural alignment looks at the cultural or 
“people” side of the organization. Its methods, 
though somewhat different from those of strate-
gic alignment, are compatible and overlapping.  
A simple model for cultural alignment is shown in 
Figure 2. 
 

Cultural Alignment 

Mission/Vision 

 

Values 

 

Practices/Behaviors 

 

Results 

Figure 2: Cultural Alignment 
 
Both strategic issues and value-related issues can 
be addressed through systematic, performance-
based methods. People are sometimes uncomfort-
able addressing values because they feel these 
should be personal issues. Cultural alignment is 
focused on business results, however, and does 
not attempt to deal with people’s personal values 
around home, family, or religion. Rather, it exam-
ines the organization’s direction and business 
drivers and works to identify business values that 
define the way the company needs to conduct its 
business to achieve results. 

Leadership/Governance Alignment 
Purpose: To ensure the maintenance and support 
of strategic and cultural alignment. 
 
This form of alignment establishes a link between 
the organization’s mission/vision and results 
through decision-making and leadership activities. 
By governance, we are referring primarily to com-
pany policy and control systems. The leadership 
role we focus on is the leader’s relationship with 
followers and with peers in ensuring alignment 
between values and processes. The leader’s role 
goes beyond seeing that work gets done; it also 
involves influencing the relationships and behav-
iors of others to cause it to happen most effi-
ciently and effectively.  
 
Figure 3 shows a model for leadership/
governance alignment. 

 

Leadership/Governance Alignment 

Mission/Vision 

 

Leadership 

 

Governance 

 

Results 

Figure 3: Leadership/Governance Alignment 
 
These three alignment approaches or “paths” to 
alignment can be summarized in Figure 4. 

Mission 

Goals                                          Values 

Leadership 

Processes                                   Practices 

Governance 

   Tasks                                         Behaviors 

Results 
Figure 4: The Three Alignments 
 

(Continued on page 19) 



 

Summer 2000                                                                                                                                                                             19 

(Continued from page 18) 
Note: These “paths” do not operate in isolation. 
They interact with the organization’s external en-
vironment, its internal support systems, and its 
stakeholders. 

Summary 
Organizational alignment is not a “people” disci-
pline. It is a business discipline that deals with 
both operational processes and employee behav-
ior on a rational, outcome-focused basis. Because 
OA focuses on results and business drivers, it is 
often readily seen as business relevant by an or-
ganization’s management and employees.  
 
OA is in its infancy, but it is growing rapidly. One 
factor in this growth is the increasing need for 

organizations to change quickly to meet new mar-
ket conditions in a global marketplace. It is this 
need for increased agility that has also driven 
many mergers. The wide range of problems that 
OA can address makes this a viable and exciting 
field.!!!!! 
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www.alignnet.com 
 
 

Keep a bookmark to www.alignnet.com. It’s Don Tosti, Geary 
Rummler and others’ Web site for organizational alignment.  

During the week of  September 26, the site should be 
up and running. Stay tuned! 
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MISNOMERS 

Communications or 
mis-Communications 
by Guy W. Wallace 
Communication. Is there such a thing? Do we 
ever really communicate? Can we? Or is it that we 
really miscommunicate simply with greater or 
lesser amounts of error, but never error free? 

I know I’m playing with the semantics of it all, but 
as a former colleague once said, “It’s not just 
semantics, it’s always semantics!” 
 
The American Heritage Dictionary defines 
communication as: “The exchange of thoughts, 
messages, or information, as by speech, signals, 
writing, or behavior.” 
 
But is the dictionary is right? 
 
Communication/communicating implies that the 
message intended was the message received. Ha! 
How often does that really happen? 
 
Often we believe that if we said it once, that’s 
good enough. Sometimes that works, other times 
it does not. It is that random reinforcement thing. 
It fools us. But, if we started with the premise that 
there is really no such thing as communication, 
we’d be better off. If we believed that we never 
can achieve zero defects in our communications, 
and that we will have to work very hard to get to 
one sigma and very, very hard to get to six sigma, 
we will indeed be on the road to communication. 
 
And it is a long, hard road; an impossible journey 
to zero-defect communications. All we can 
realistically have is improved miscommunication; 
that simply means a lesser amount of errors. 
 
Just as zero defects are statistically impossible in a 
world full of variation (you know, with the earth 
spinning, the resulting atmospheric dust and 

temperature fluctuations, friction, etc.), so too 
with communication. I know it’s impossible, 
because sometimes even when I try so hard and 
pay so much attention to it, I still know I’m not 
achieving perfect “Nirvanian communication.” 
And it’s frustrating, as you probably well know. 
 
We try and sometimes we get darn close. 
Sometimes we even fool ourselves that we have 
done it (communication) and we go on our merry 
way. Sometimes the variance between what was 
said and what was heard, or what was written and 
what was read doesn’t hurt us, doesn’t clobber us, 
and we never even know that it didn’t come 
across as we had intended. Just as with product 
and process variation, sometimes the product can 
withstand certain amounts of process variation 
with little or no negative effect. 
 
But that does not mean that we have achieved 
communication. It simply means that the product 
(the interpretation of the intent) was robust to 
that amount of process variation (the act of 
attempting to communicate). 

That time. But unfortunately, it does not happen 
each time. We aren’t always so lucky. Which is the 
heart of the danger of believing in communication 
as a reality. We are so often lulled into this 
misperception by the robustness of most of our 
attempts that we don’t always act in accordance 
with this sad truth. We spew forth our 
communiqué and walk away too soon. 
 
We don’t stick around long enough and often 
enough to measure our results and continuously 
improve the process to reduce the defect rate to a 
tolerable level—a level that meets the robustness 

(Continued on page 21) 

“It’s not just 
semantics, it’s 

always 
semantics!” 
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GI: Giving 
Information 
 
SI: Seeking 
Information 
 
S: Summarizing 
 
TU: Testing 
Understanding 

(Continued from page 20) 
requirements of the situation. And, as with all 
quality improvement possibilities, there is not 
always a sufficient return on our investment to do 
so. So we walk on to walk our talk elsewhere. And 
that’s not always inappropriate. Hopefully we 
know it is safe to walk on because we have done a 
little risk analysis. We know when and where it’s 
just too risky to walk on prior to checking our 
own work. You know, making sure we did it right 
(enough) the first time! 
 
But alas, we too often don’t assess the risks and 
requirements to self-check our work. We too 
often end up doing our rework once the level of 
variation of our process exceeds the robustness 
control limits and hurts our product. And we 
almost never find out in a timely manner. 
 
Now the reasons for all these miscommunications 
are quite complex. I won’t pretend to understand 
nor attempt to convey all of the sources for these 
variations. 
 
We miscommunicate because we humans are not 
perfectly the same. We each have our own internal 
variation. We have different meanings for the 
same terms. We connote differently. It’s because we 
have different experiences, values, beliefs, 
prejudices, visions, goals. We have different 
feelings. Some days we’re sharp, other days 
somewhat duller. Some days we’re hurried, some 
days more deliberate. And on and on. Each 
potential human variation is a potential cause for 
the variation in our attempts for perfect 
communication. 

Some of these sources are rooted in the sender 
and some are rooted in the receiver. Most are 
rooted in both. But it is the sender who deemed it 
worthy enough to attempt communication, so the 
burden for ensuring that the process variation did 
not exceed the tolerable limits or robustness and 
negatively impact the product should be the 
sender’s. But smart receivers know that they often 
get the blame for the miscue. So it behooves both 

to collaborate to get this job done right. 
 
How do we attempt to do this communication 
thing in a more quality manner? How can we get 
closer to doing it better (within tolerances) the 
first time? Simply by self-checking our work each 
time we do it. A technique I learned a long time 
ago has had such an impact on my own 
miscommunication style and level of performance 
that I must share it with you, along with the 
source. 

My friends at Huthwaite, Inc., in Virginia, have a 
communication model I first was exposed to in 
the early 1980s while at Motorola’s Training & 
Education Center (the forerunner of Motorola 
University). Huthwaite used it in various forms in 
both its sales training and negotiations training. I 
became enamored with it and began using it to 
self-check my own work almost immediately.  
I simplified it, and have preached it to my clients, 
staff, family, and friends. If you need sales training 
or negotiations training, please call them. 
 
The Huthwaite communication model is a 
behavioral model for verbal communication. My 
simplified version of it includes four groupings of 
communication behaviors; theirs had between 10 
and 13 depending on the application. (I know it 
should read miscommunication behaviors, but I’m 
betting that you’ve got the point by now and so 
the end product should be robust to my process 
variation, right?!) 
 
These four behaviors are 
 
!GI:     Giving Information 
!SI:       Seeking Information 
!S:        Summarizing 
!TU:     Testing Understanding 
 
Quite simply, Giving Information (GI) is telling 
somebody something. 
 
Seeking Information (SI) is asking a question.  
 
Summarizing (S) is restating the message (the 
given information) usually in an abbreviated 
manner. 

(Continued on page 22) 

YES, TOMATO!TOMATOE? YES, TOMATO!TOMATOE?

SenderSender ReceiverReceiver
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(Continued from page 21) 
But it is the last behavior that is the powerful self-
check technique. 
 
Testing Understanding (TU) is repeating the 
message through paraphrasing or asking a 
clarifying question (a unique SI) with the 
deliberate intent to check out whether the error 
rate in the attempted communication that has 
occurred is within robustness toleration. 
 
If it is within toleration limits we can sing with 
glee, “I think he’s got it.” (And please use your 
best British accent for Huthwaite originated in 
England and we Americans have done enough 
damage to the Queen’s English to suit the Brits.) 
 
Usually the sender sends GI after GI. The 
receiver does some SI and GI (the give and take 
of communication). Somewhere along the 
dialogue somebody better do a little TU. 
 
To Test Understanding (TU), you as a receiver ask 
a specific question to test/self-check your 
understanding of something specific that the 
sender sent (a GI).  
 
The question should be something along the lines 
of the following: 
 
!Did you say the contract is worth $4 million? 
!So you think we can land that account? 
!So you think I don’t listen and really hear you? 
!Are you beginning to understand this technique yet? 
 

Either the sender or the receiver can and should 
do the TU. If it’s critical from a risk standpoint, 
you should do a TU followed up by an S just to 
be darn sure that the miscommunication is 
minimal, within tolerances. 
 
The Huthwaite model is simple, but powerful, as 
most quality tools/techniques are. And if it 
lessens miscommunication, it is most definitely a 
quality tool. An enhancement to this technique is 
to forecast your intent by saying 
 
Let me test my understanding here; did you say 
there is an enhancement to the technique? 
 
You bet! Announcing the receiver’s intention 
allows the sender to prepare mentally for the 
incoming volley. It’s not just more SI, it’s a TU! 
 
This technique and its enhancement will help you 
lower you miscommunication significantly if you 
are aware that miscommunication is the rule, with 
only tolerable process variations that are masked 
by product robustness. In addition, you must self-
check your own work products in a timely manner 
as you do your process. 
 
So now do you understand that communication is 
as impossible as zero defects and that you can 
only practice variation reduction? Good.!!!!! 

Assessing Risk . . . a CADDI tool 
 

Play the “If  . . . Then” game. Given two or more “Ifs,” which 
to attend to first, second, etc. 

Communication 
is as impossible 
as zero defects 

and that you can 
only practice 

variation 
reduction. 

Likelihood of 
the “If”

If . . . Then . . . Seriousness of 
the “Then”
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Prioritization. . . happens . . . will result
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SUPER AREAS OF PERFORMANCE: 

Work Planning and Management 
by Guy W. Wallace 

Super AoPs Article Series Review 
This is the third in a series of articles on CADDI’s 
concept of modeling human performance and 
linking that to an overarching framework of enter-
prise processes. You see, we really believe what 
the worldwide quality movement stated, that eve-
rything is (part of) a process. 
 
Everything is a process, indeed! Agreed! But get-
ting your arms around it is quite difficult, unless 
you have a model for organizing all of the data—
such as CADDI’s. 

Super AoP Concept 
Super “Areas of Performance” (AoPs) are simply 
larger buckets for the discrete Areas of Perform-
ance of individual contributors acting either solo 
or in concert with others (collaborating in teams, 
perhaps). 
 
Areas of Performance are the main CADDI 
“chunking” concept within our PACT Process 
analysis methodologies. This chunking begins the 
configuration control for reviewing human per-
formance within business processes and building 
interventions for addressing any gaps from the 
ideal in output or process. 
 
From the AoP chunks, we can systematically de-
rive all of the other enablers of human perform-
ance, such as the  
 
!Awareness, knowledge, and skills re-

quired 
 

!Physical strength and stamina require-
ments (if there truly are any)  
 

!Consequence and reward systems com-
ponents required to counterbalance a 
natural/human tendency to avoid pain-
ful situations (truly necessary if the 
“job” involves those types of situa-
tions) 
 

!Facility requirements (roof over your head? not 
for stringing electric wires between transform-
ers on tall poles reaching into the sky) 

 
AoPs are simply a configuration for individual 
pieces of work performance. The goal is to articu-

late the whole performance via these AoPs, and 
eliminate/minimize any gaps or overlaps between 
them. For more on this topic see the CADDI 
Web site article titled “Performance Modeling—
The Heart of the PACT Processes for T&D” at 
www.caddi.com. 

Other Super AoPs 
The following list identifies all the super AoPs 
addressed within this series: 
 
!Leadership 
!Work Planning and Management  
!Human Asset Planning and Management 
!Environmental Asset Planning and Manage-

ment 
!Individual Contributions 
 
Our operating theory is that all human-managerial 
performance (including their individual contribu-
tor AoPs) can be fit into one of these super buck-
ets. This is CADDI’s management model. 

Work Planning and Management 
Work Planning and Management is where the 
long-mid-short-range planning is done. The spe-
cifics (outputs and tasks) of this depend on the 
type of function and processes within which “the 
manager” finds himself. Then, someone has to 
manage the plan, manage to the plan, adjust the 
plan, etc. 

Work Planning is simply planning the work that the 
manager is responsible for to the enterprise. A 
training manager of development (versus delivery) 
plans T&D development and maintenance pro-
jects. An auto body shop manager plans short 

(Continued on page 24) 

Troubleshooting Work

Assigning Work

Area of Performance:

Key
Outputs

Key
Tasks

Roles/Responsibilities

1 2 3 4 5
Typical

Perf. Gaps
Prob. Gap

Cause
dE
dK
dI

Role:

Area of Performance:

Key
Outputs

Key
Tasks

Roles/Responsibilities

1 2 3 4 5
Typical

Perf. Gaps
Prob. Gap

Cause
dE
dK
dI

Role:

Planning Work

Monitoring Work

AoP: Work Planning 
and Management

These generic AoPs
are applied to functions
such as:
• Marketing
• Engineering
• Manufacturing
• Distribution
• Sales
• Service

Everything is a 
process, indeed! 
Agreed! But 
getting your arms 
around it is quite 
difficult. 
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(Continued from page 23) 
range on how to move the cars in the yard 
through the shop, and also plans equipment and 
facility maintenance projects. An R&D director 
might be planning major R&D projects, confer-
ences with operating unit personnel, and facility 
overhauls. 
 
Work Management is simply monitoring, providing 
feedback/guidance and coaching, and troubleshooting any 
and all problems. 
 
“Management by walking around” was a fairly 
popular concept kicked around 15 years ago. 
Managers needed to get away from their desks, 
see the troops, and check in to see “whasup.” 
Then they would have a better understanding of 
“what’s up” from this reality check. People would 
actually tell them the truth about what’s going on, 
and then as managers they could do something 
about it. Unless, of course, it was outside their 
“span of control.”   
 
Managers who check in regularly with their staff 
can “catch them doing something right” and then 
heap praise upon the right-doers, thus encourag-
ing more from those being productive, and en-
couraging those not so productive to “get them-
selves so.” But some kids and adults will always 
take negative interaction before accepting no in-
teraction, so managers, like parents, might have to 
spend a fair amount of time with the “problem 
kids” in reshaping their needs from any/all atten-
tion, including negative stuff, to wanting positive 
attention. 
 
After monitoring performance outputs and proc-
ess, managers then provide feedback (reinforcing 
or corrective) to reinforce, correct, or extinguish 
the behavior. 

Links to All Other Super AoPs 
Work Planning and Management links to the 
other Super AoPs in providing inputs to their in-
dividual AoP processes. But as you will see, it of-
ten requires a balancing act on behalf of the man-
ager between competing resources and goals. 
 
Super AoP: Leadership links to Work Planning and 
Management in terms of receiving goals, objec-
tives, and specific directives (when broad empower-
ment just won’t do).  
 
This Super AoP links also by providing Leader-
ship with the plans on how these goals, objectives, 
and directives will be accomplished.  

Super AoP: Human Asset Planning and Manage-
ment links to Work Planning and Management in 
terms of receiving any assets and/or restrictions 
or constraints on employees, such as headcount 
gaps, etc., as the manager or their management 
have determined based on how they have allo-
cated the overall budget to meet the overall goals 
and objectives. 
 
This Super AoP links also by providing Human 
Asset Planning and Management with the head-
count and competencies required to get the 
planned jobs done. 
 
Super AoP: Environmental Asset Planning and 
Management links to Work Planning and Manage-
ment in terms of receiving any assets and/or re-
strictions or constraints on facilities and grounds, 
equipment/machinery, supplies and materials, 
budget (for any/all out-of-pocket expenses), and 
other environmental needs of the enterprise’s 
processes. The manager (or their own manage-
ment) will determine how they will have to allo-
cate their overall budget to meet their overall 
goals and objectives.  
 
This Super AoP links also by providing Environ-
mental Asset Planning and Management with the 
needs/demands on all of the environmental stuff 
needed by the humans to get the job done. 
 
Super AoP: Individual Contributions links to Work 
Planning and Management in terms of receiving 
clarity regarding any of the manager’s nonmanage-
rial responsibilities. This could include helping 
with college recruiting, mentoring another em-
ployee, and manning the grill at the company bar-
beque. 
 
This Super AoP links also by providing the Indi-
vidual Contributions portion of the manager’s job 
(if such a set of performance responsibilities is 
part of the manager’s job) with specific perform-
ance objectives.   

Summary and Close 
The Super AoP of “Work Planning and Manage-
ment” is one of five of CADDI’s Super Areas of 
Performance, our segmentation scheme for classi-
fying various managerial performance chunks. 
This framework view can be used to analyze the 
specifics for any manager’s job within any enter-
prise. And then that data can be used to derive 
systematically all of the human knowledge/skills/
attributes/values along with all of the nonhuman, 
environmental enablers.!!!!! 

MBWA—
where managers 

get away from 
their desks to 

check in with the 
troops and ask, 

“Whasup?” 
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A recent CAD project reduced training for target  
audiences at three sites from more than 16 weeks each 

to less than 16 weeks in total. How? A focus on 
“performance tasks” first and “topics” second. 

The inventory of T&D Modules and the instructional 
activities will allow potential, future reuse with many 
other audiences and reduce redundancy and costs. 

!First costs to develop 
!Maintenance costs 
!Deployment costs 

Is it worth it? You need to do the math. See our Web site 
for the SPIN® math algorithm at 

CADDI does 
 

PERFORMANCE-BASED 
 

Curriculum Architecture Design 

S – Situation 
P – Problem 
I – Implications 
N –  Needs-

Payoff 

SPIN yourself 
and do the math 
at CADDI.com 

www.CADDI.com 

SM 
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AHEAD TO THE FUTURE 

CAD for Future Business Architectures 
by Peter R. Hybert, Dottie A. Soelke, and Kelly R. Smith 

A Curriculum Architecture Design (CAD) we 
once did for one of our clients in the food distri-
bution industry was notable in that the design en-
compassed all of the jobs and processes within the 
client company, plus certain interrelated jobs and 
processes outside the company, at vendors and cus-
tomer stores. What was most interesting to us was 
that the design wouldn’t be implemented for the 
current architecture of the company—it was for 
some future and still evolving architecture. The 
client was at the time undergoing a total, top-to-
bottom re-engineering, and everything was up for 
grabs. 
 
Why develop a CAD when the business architec-
ture is, as T.S. Eliot says, “Between the idea and 
the reality”? Why design Training Specs for proc-
esses that aren’t fully defined, for software that 
hasn’t been developed? Was this a project from 
the comic strip “Dilbert”? The mad scheme of a 
manager about to be RIF’d? 
 
The PACT Process Curriculum Architecture De-
sign we went through with our client yielded the 
following outputs: 
 
!Analysis data for our target audiences in more 

than 90 different jobs and 50 processes 

!Performance Models covering all of those jobs 

!Matrices identifying all the critical and impor-
tant knowledge and skills 

!Assessments of all the client’s existing training 
courses as to their “future” fit 

!Specifications for the Training Modules re-
quired to fill in existing training “gaps” 

!A multitiered inventory structure of the subas-
sembly training component modules for orien-
tation, performance overviews, supporting 
knowledge/skills, and on-the-job “how-to” 

!Specifications for what we call “Training 
Events” (and others usually call “courses”) 

!Twenty different Curriculum Paths encompass-
ing the 90 jobs; these paths are to be used as 
developmental planning tools for teams and 
team leaders 

 
To make life easier for ourselves as we developed 
the CAD in the dynamic client environment, we 
built a database to store, change, and retrieve 
Training Event and Module Specifications. The 

database allows us (or the client) to quickly deter-
mine the ramifications of changes to a Training 
Event, for example by showing which Training 
Modules are used in multiple Training Events. 
 
Our challenge was to capture a snapshot of a 
moving target, a company undergoing a major 
transition. The client’s goal was to determine all of 
the training needed to support their post-re-
engineered state and to then move toward that 
state following a strategic plan. 
 
Our CAD efforts provided the client with a de-
tailed picture of what one portion of their new 
business architecture might look like—the training 
application within the human resources infrastruc-
ture. One key piece of our CAD consisted of an 
implementation plan presenting estimates of the 
costs to develop or acquire the high-priority train-
ing we had specified. Those estimates allowed our 
client to budget for the training portion of the 
overall re-engineering costs. 
 
The client’s rationale for this “concurrent training 
re-engineering” was that even though the business 
architecture would be changing, the outputs of 
our CAD process were likely to be accurate 
enough to apply to the new organization. We con-
curred; in any given Training Module level, the 
content specifications, delivery method, length, 
and cost estimates will probably apply to whatever 
processes and organization the client winds up 
with. Content within a Training Module (and who 
might need the knowledge/skills) might change, 
but the need for the Training Module should re-
main, and the costs to develop the Training Mod-
ule should stay within acceptable tolerances. 
 
Based on our design, the client knows many of 
the training cost implications for the re-
engineered organization. The client can now cal-
culate how much it will costs to develop and im-
plement the highest priority Training Modules of 
those we specified or to develop all of the Train-
ing Modules (which we would never recommend). 
Those training costs are now a component of the 
client’s strategic plan and budget for achieving a 
new business architecture.!!!!! 

Why develop a 
CAD when the 

business 
architecture is, as 
T.S. Eliot says, 

“Between the 
idea and the 

reality”?  
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 MAKING CONNECTIONS 

CADDI at ISPI 2000 in Cincinnati 
by CADDI consultants 

The ISPI 2000 Conference for Guy 
by Guy W. Wallace 
 
It’s been just over two months since the ISPI con-
ference ended. As typical, it was great to see and 
hear from so many ISPI luminaries (what they 
now call the gurus of the society), and many old 
acquaintances whom I see only on the annual cy-
cle of ISPI conferences. 
 
The week started early as John Swinney 
(president-elect) and I drove to Cincinnati on 
Sunday to arrive in time for a one-day board of 
directors’ meeting. It was the last meeting of the 
1999 board. Goodbyes were shared with outgoing 
board members Carol Haig, Rosalynne Price, and 
Dale Brethower—the “soon-to-be” past presi-
dent. 
 
Once the conference started, all of us at CADDI 
found ourselves very busy. We had seven presen-
tations of one sort or another.  
 
My three started with a “99 Seconds” session on 
Performance Modeling. 
 
After some kidding from John Swinney, who 
knows me too well, I almost bet him that I could 
start and finish within the time allotted. I was 
even going to “blow off” the first eight to ten sec-
onds making the claim that I could and that I bet 
him on it. Good thing I didn’t do either. When I 
sat down, I asked Harold Stolovitch how much 
I’d run over. He said eight seconds, which I 
choose to believe. Swinney might claim it was 
more. 
 
In those 99 seconds I covered the concepts, for-
mats, and utilities of the Performance Model and 
introduced our new performance (job) aid for the 
same. The new performance aids for both the Per-
formance Model and Knowledge/Skill Analysis 
are available from CADDI for the cost of printing 
and mailing: $2.50 for each set. 
 
Next I had a cracker-barrel table, again discussing 
Performance Modeling and our performance aids. 
CADDI partner Kelly Smith joined me at my ta-
ble to present and discuss these PACT Process 
methodologies and tools. 

More than 40 other sessions/tables were going 
simultaneously at the cracker-barrel, which ran 
three rounds. Our table was full for each round, in 
case anybody is keeping score. Don Tosti was two 
tables over, and his was jammed as well! 
 
Then I attended a few sessions in-between my 
board duties. The session presented by Geary 
Rummler and Don Tosti was packed, to the point 
that all the chairs were filled, and the overflow 
crowd was sitting on the floor upfront and in the 
aisles. Luckily the fire marshal wasn’t on the 
scene.  
 
Was it worth it? I’d like to ask Eileen Mager 
(Bob’s wife, an ISPI luminary herself) as she sat 
through it on the floor. I had a seat and had no 
complaints. I did remark to Dr. Rummler on my 
way out of the room that I had come for my an-
nual Rummler booster shot, but got inoculated 
for something entirely new. They were presenting 
a concept and the work that they have completed 
thus far about “aligning all of the practices and 
methods and language of HPT.” (See related arti-
cle “Organizational Alignment” on page 16.) 
 
You’ll be able to check out their new Web site at 
www.alignnet.com during the week of September 
26. 
 
Rummler’s new company, Performance Logic, has 
a Web site: www.performancelogic.com 
 
Tosti’s company, Vanguard Consulting, can 
be found on the Web at www.
vanguardC.com 
 
I peeked in on several 
other sessions, including an 
overcapacity session by Dr. 
Ruth Clark. The end-of-
session ovation was a standing 
version for many. Again, there 
were too few seats for too many 
attendees. 
 
My next and last session was “T&D 
Systems View,” where I presented some 
content from a new book I’m writing. 
 

(Continued on page 28) 

CADDI’s 
performance aids 
for Performance 
Modeling and 
Knowledge/Skill 
Analysis are 
available for 
$2.50 each set. 

www.ISPI.org 
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(Continued from page 27) 
That content has also been presented in this 
newsletter for a year.  
 
Unfortunately, the session drew too few, and it 
was a cavernous room! It’s the room that 
Rummler and Tosti, and Clark should have had. 
 
How did it go? It was difficult to judge facial reac-
tions and body language because of the low turn-
out (17) and the large room. But the evaluation 

reactions were mostly favorable. Only two people 
seemed uninspired.  
 
I also attended all of the other CADDI presenta-
tions, but I’ll let the others tell on themselves. 
 
The conference ended with the traditional closing 
banquet, a black-tie affair. This time I brought a 
real bow tie and had to learn to tie it immediately 
before I ran to the room. Bad move on my part, 
although Kelly thought I did a good job with it. I 
had to dress up (I don’t always) because of the 
picture taking with my fellow board members. 
 
The new board met the next day. It was mostly a 
welcome and get to know your fellow directors. 
Hellos were said to new directors Miki Lane, 
Brenda Sugrue, and incoming president-elect 
Judith Hale. John Swinney continues where Dale 
Brethower left off, as the new president. The 
new members continue with Swinney in the lead 
(our new fearless leader), Jim Hill, and Lynn 
Kearny. 

(Continued on page 29) 

Pictured at left—the 2000-2001 ISPI Board Members 
(L-R): Guy W. Wallace, Brenda Sugrue, Jim Hill,  
John Swinney, Judith Hale, Lynn Kearny, Miki Lane, 
and Rick Battaglia 

ISPI 2000 
Review 

Sidebar to Guy’s ISPI Recap 
 
Mark your calendars now! The International Society for Performance Improvement’s 39th International 
Conference and Exposition: “Raising the Bar” will be held April 8-12, 2001 in San Francisco, California. 
 
More than 200 sessions will be offered in the following “tracks”: 
 
!Analysis of Performance Improvement Needs, Problems, and Opportunities 
!Instructional Interventions – Individual and Team 
!Process or Tool Interventions 
!Organization and Strategic Interventions 
!Evaluation and Continuous Improvement 
!The Performance Improvement Practitioner 
!The Business of Human Performance Technology 
 
We at CADDI strongly recommend that you consider ISPI conferences as “the source” for your profes-
sional development. We do. And if you’ve got something to “give back,” do so. We do that, too. 
 
Dawn Snyder is the conference program committee chairperson for 2001. Direct your questions about the 
conference, or your willingness to volunteer for a committee or other assignments, to 
dawn_snyder@compuserve.com or phone (614) 766-5506. 
 
Proposals for ISPI 2001 session presentations are due July 16, 2000. Check out their Web site (www.ISPI.
org) for a proposal submission package and completion guidelines. You can even E-mail your proposal to 
headquarters. For more information, call them at (202) 408-7969 or fax them at (202) 408-7972.!!!!! 
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(Continued from page 28) 
After the short meeting, Swinney and I drove 
back to Chicago (I drove, he slept). From there he 
continued on to Muscatine, Iowa, a place that I 
learned could claim Samuel Clemens as a one-time 
resident. But that’s another story. 
 
Be sure to go to San Francisco for next year’s 
ISPI offerings (see details in the sidebar on page 
28). And consider offering something yourself! 
Proposals are due by July 16, 2000. See the ISPI 
Web site for more information at www.ISPI.org. 
 
We hope to see you in San Francisco next  
year!!!!!! 
 

ISPI Insights 
by Peter R. Hybert 
Don Henley, one of the founders of the rock mu-
sic group the Eagles, was asked, “What is the key 
to being successful in the music business?” His 
answer (which was, frankly, depressing) was, “You 
need a high tolerance for repetition.” He was 
clearly addressing some specific issues that had 
arisen in the band—fans wanting to hear the 
songs they knew and loved just the way they were 
recorded, but musicians wanting to do new and 
different things. 
 
Not that we have groupies or anything, but those 
of us who have been involved in the Time to Per-
formance project at Siemens Building Technolo-
gies may have gotten a glimpse of what Don 
Henley was referring to. For the last year, we have 
been telling the story of the project in a number 
of venues. Kelly Smith and I and our clients 
(Dennis Smith and Mark King of Siemens) have 
presented at the Chicago chapter of ISPI (CISPI) 
meeting (March 1999), ASTD TechKnowledge 
Conference (September 1999), Michigan Chapter 
of ISPI meeting (April 2000), and most recently at 
the ISPI International Conference (April 2000). 
 
By now we should have it figured out (and we 
do!). We had a moderately well-attended session 
(but, considering the luminaries presenting con-
currently, we were delighted with the size of the 
group). We actually got done on time (at the 
CISPI presentation we took more than 120 min-
utes; at ISPI we finished in 90) and had some 
great questions and discussion. 
 
If you are curious, the Time to Performance pro-
ject consisted of a series of performance tests to 
be used on the job to qualify field personnel 

(including technicians, engineers, project manag-
ers, and even salespeople). The goal was to accel-
erate the learning curve to reduce the time needed 
to get a new employee “up to speed.” The per-
formance tests allow employees to understand the 
criteria for performance and select the appropriate 
development path for their situation. They may 
choose to use the corporation’s standard curricu-
lum, primarily group-paced training courses. Or, 
they could learn some things on their own or with 
a coach in the branch—the performance test en-
sured that they were ready to perform, regardless 
of the development path used. 
 
My favorite 
moment at ISPI 
was when one 
of the partici-
pants thought 
they saw a 
loophole in the 
system. They 
tried to find a 
clearly unac-
ceptable way of 
meeting the test 
criteria. We 
used a “silly” 
example per-
formance test to illustrate the overall concept: 
making a paper airplane. Since the performance 
criteria for a paper plane was to fly a specified dis-
tance, they suggested they could wad up a piece of 
paper and make it fly the same distance. It got 
some laughs but ultimately, it led to some good 
discussion. For one thing, if they were right, the 
test was clearly incomplete—one of the challenges 
for a test developer is to specify sufficient criteria 
to ensure no “false positives” without making the 
test overly rigorous. (For the record, there were 
other criteria that would have resulted in a 
“failed” result for our innovative participant—
sorry. Good attempt, though.) 
 
If you are interested in learning more about the 
Time to Performance project or how CADDI 
develops performance-based qualification systems 
based on Performance Model data, please call ei-
ther me or Kelly—we will be happy to discuss it 
in detail. Or, you could read a project profile arti-
cle on our Web site at www.CADDI.com. The 
article is titled “Project Profile: Competitive 
Learning Curve Cycle Time.”!!!!! 

 
(Continued on page 30) 

www.ISPI.org 
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(Continued from page 29) 
Marketing Our 
Business, Our 
Products and Services, 
and Ourselves  
by Kelly R. Smith 
I had the opportunity to make 
several presentations at this 
year’s ISPI conference in Cin-
cinnati. Below are their de-
scriptions and some reactions 
and reviews. 

Performance Modeling and Knowledge/
Skill Workshop 

The first of my three sessions was a one-day pre-
conference workshop on one of CADDI’s PACT 
Processes for T&D—Analysis. 
 
The intent of this workshop is to begin develop-
ing the knowledge and skills required for an ana-
lyst using the PACT methodology. 

 
The session covered the basics of 
CADDI’s analysis methodology, includ-
ing details of the process for gathering 
the analysis data, the forms/data-
gathering tools used, some “tips and 
watch-out-fors” that we have learned 
over the years of using the methodology, 
and the benefits of using the PACT 
Process for Analysis. The participants 
then spent approximately half of the 
one-day session working on two simula-
tion exercises that provided them with 
an opportunity to apply their newly ac-
quired skills for Performance Modeling and 
Knowledge/Skill Analysis. 
 

The objectives of the workshop included 
 
!Describe the components and “content fields” 

of a Performance Model. 
!Discriminate between types of processes and 

performance data and place them in the appro-
priate “field” of the Performance Model. 

!Establish a performance segmentation scheme 
(Areas of Performance). 

!Lead individuals or a team through the analysis 
process to produce Performance Model charts. 

!Describe the components and “content fields” 
of a Knowledge/Skill Matrix. 

!Discriminate between types of enabling knowl-
edge and skills and other relevant data, and 
place them in the appropriate “field” of the 
Knowledge/Skill Matrix. 

!Select/modify the knowledge/skill categories 
appropriate to a specific project. 

!Lead individuals or a team through the analysis 
process to produce a Knowledge/Skill Matrix. 

 
This was a great opportunity for CADDI to share 
some details of one of the PACT Processes with 
some ISPIers. I certainly enjoyed the change of 
pace this opportunity to teach the PACT Process 
for Analysis allowed me, since I am typically a 
practitioner of the process rather than a teacher!  
 
The majority of the session evaluations completed 
by the practitioners were positive, so I believe 
most of the participants valued and enjoyed the 
session, too! Some of the comments from the par-
ticipants’ evaluations are listed below. 
 
!“‘Hands-on’ activities made the learning under-

standable and fun. The speaker’s style was very 
open and clear.” 

!“Good process.” 

!“The content is really good and the materials 
thorough. It’s a clear, applicable tool.” 

Just Do It – Performance-based 
Qualification 

 “Time to Performance” is the name of a project 
to create a series of performance tests to be used 
on the job to qualify employees. By using these 
tests, our goal was to accelerate the learning curve 
to reduce the time needed to get a new employee 
“up to speed.” 
 
This project was the topic of my second presenta-
tion, where I co-presented with Pete Hybert 
(CADDI), and Dennis Smith and Mark King (The 
Landis Division of Siemens Building Technolo-
gies, Inc.). Read more about this very popular 
presentation (it has been delivered at several con-
ferences and local ISPI chapters) in Pete’s confer-
ence write up, and for more about the Time to 
Performance project, please see the “Project Pro-
file: Competitive Learning Curve Cycle Time” 
article on our Web site at www.CADDI.com.  

Qualifying Your Sales Force 
When talking about the “Time to Performance” 
project with various people, I came to realize that 
most people associate “qualification” with techni-
cal audiences. They don’t typically think of quali-
fying their other, more nontechnical audiences, 
such as salespeople or managers, using perform-
ance tests. Learning this led me to present on this 
topic at this year’s ISPI conference.  

(Continued on page 31) 

ISPI 2000 
Review 

Kelly preparing for her  
preconference workshop session 
on Performance Modeling and 
Knowledge/Skill Analysis 
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(Continued from page 30) 
This presentation described how a performance-
based qualification system would work and 
walked participants through a process to deter-
mine whether their organization might benefit 
from this type of system. For example, if your 
sales force is experiencing some of these issues, 
then Figure 1 shows how a performance-based 
qualification system might help. 

Figure 1: How a Performance-based Qualification System 
Might Help 
 
If you checked any items on the list, you may 
want to look into how a performance-based quali-
fication system might work for you. For more 
information on how CADDI develops perform-
ance-based qualification systems, please contact 
me and I’d be happy to discuss our approach in 
more detail.!!!!! 
 

ISPI 2000 – a Practitioner’s Report 
by Dottie A. Soelke 

Why Do We Go to these 
Conferences? 

There are three reasons any of 
us in the training industry at-
tend the annual ISPI Confer-
ence—or any other confer-
ence, for that matter. 
 
1.   Meet new ISD people and renew acquaintan-

ces with ISD people we already know. 
2.   Learn new ISD stuff. 
3.   Market our business, our products and ser-

vices, and ourselves. 
 

I experienced some of all three at the ISPI 2000 
Conference in Cincinnati. 

Meeting ISD People 
An old Girl Scout song advises us to 
 

Meet new friends, but keep the old; 
One is silver and the other gold. 

 
I met some silver ISPIers this 
year whom I hadn’t met  
before – Don Tosti, Pierre 
Mourier, Bill Coscarelli, Sharon 
Shrock, Brian Desautels, and oth-
ers. I also had the good  
fortune to re-meet Geary 
Rummler—always an honor. It 
was good to see Suzanne Miller, 
now of Tellabs; Gretcha Flinn, 
Katie McSporran, Marlene  
Frederick, and Reyn Kamphuis of 
Eli Lilly; and Tim Johnson of 
Bandag. Among those golden old 
friends, I count John  
Swinney. It was wonderful to see 
him pick up the reins as the cur-
rent ISPI president. 

 
Congratulations to the Imperial 
Oil team—Louise Leone,  
Marcel Ouellet, Carolyn Floro, 
and Kerry Oliver—on their 
Award of Excellence for Out-
standing Instructional Product 
or Intervention. The Imperial 
team won their award for their 
Automotive Retail Site  
Managers Training Program, 
and I’m proud to say that Pete 
Hybert and I did a Curriculum 
Architecture Design (CAD) 
and Kelly Smith did a Modular 
Curriculum Development 
(MCD) that supported their 
program. 

Learning New ISD Stuff 
In an effort to learn new ISD stuff at this year’s 
conference in Cincinnati, I attended several ses-
sions, two of which were pretty interesting – 
“Designing Learning Environments for Delivery 
of Learning Objects” and “Designing and Imple-
menting Web-delivered On-the-Job Training 
(OJT).” 

 

(Continued on page 32) 

The Imperial Oil team with their ISPI Award 
of Excellence. Pictured (l-r): Carolyn Floro, 
Kerry Oliver, Marcel Ouellet, and Louise 
Leone 

www.ISPI.org 

Establishing the Business Need
Which of these business needs apply to your organization?

" Improve sales performance

" Reduce cost of sales recruiting and 
“spin-up”

" Verify a common sales model is 
used

" Integrate training and coaching by
- Engaging sales management in a

defined coaching role
- Providing tools to support consistent 

coaching to reinforce new common 
models

A qualification system could

• Inconsistent/poor 
management or 
coaching

• Inconsistent or 
changing sales 
models

• Sales employee 
turnover

• Varying sales results

RateRate
Impact Impact 
(H/M/L)(H/M/L)

Check Check 
if Yesif Yes
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(Continued from page 31) 
Review: “Designing Learning Environments 
for Delivery of Learning Objects” 
This session was delivered by Warren Longmire 
of Informania®, Inc. Longmire defines learning 
objects (LOs) as “stand-alone pieces of informa-
tion that are reusable in multiple contexts. They 
are also known as 
 
!Knowledge objects 
!Reusable information objects (RIOs) 
!Reusable learning objects (RLOs)” 
 
For the purposes of Longmire’s presentation, 
LOs are technology focused.  
 
“This object orientation,” Longmire says, “began 
in the world of programming but has infiltrated 
the world of T&D.” 
 
I couldn’t agree more. We at CADDI have been 
designing and developing LOs—we call these 
T&D Modules at one level and instructional ac-
tivities (a.k.a. instructional objects) at the lowest 
level—for a very long time. CADDI’s “Rules of 
Modularity” are defined in Figure 1. 

 

Review: “Designing and Implementing Web-
delivered On-the-Job Training (OJT)” 
This session was delivered by Ronni Hendel-
Giller and Michelle Halprin who were (and may 
still be) working on a Maritz Learning Systems 
project for University of Toyota. 
 
I was attracted to the session because the project 
is so similar to my current project with the Brand 
Management College at General Motors Univer-
sity. Not only are both projects being conducted 
for auto manufacturers, but the business situa-
tions are similar, both projects have similar goals, 
and the same deployment methodologies and de-
velopment tools have been chosen. 
 

!Business Situations – The customers of the Uni-
versity of Toyota and the customers of GMU 
are experiencing ongoing organizational change 
initiatives and the resulting new and changing 
job functions that promulgate the need for 
training en masse. 
 

!Project Goals – Primary project goals are re-
markably similar. 
-Reduce the time it takes the target audience, 
particularly new hires, to become productive. 

-Provide easy, on-demand access to informa-
tion that can improve performance quickly. 

-Accommodate broadly distributed target audi-
ences. 

 
!Deployment Methodologies – The University of 

Toyota training will be deployed over Toyota 
University’s intranet. The GMU training will be 
deployed over the GM intranet through a site 
called the Global Information Center (GIC). 
 

!Development Tools and Process – Both projects are 
developing self-paced readings that are created 
using Microsoft® Word templates. The resulting 
Word documents are converted to Adobe® Ac-
robat® PDF files and hyperlinks are embedded. 
Then the files are uploaded to the intranet, 
housed in a single site, and accessed through a 
menu structure. University of Toyota’s front-
end menu structure was created using HTML. 
GMU’s menu structure may also be created us-
ing HTML. 

Marketing Our Business, Our Products 
and Services, and Ourselves 

Besides these sessions, I helped “man” the 
CADDI booth and did my own presentation at 
ISPI this year—“The Portfolio Approach to  
Project Management.” This was not my first ISPI 
presentation, but it was my first solo ISPI  
presentation. Pretty scary! 

(Continued on page 33) 

Dottie and Pete pose in front of CADDI’s EXPO booth. 

ISPI 2000 
Review 

Figure 1: Rules of Modularity 

A module is a “chunk”—a chunk can be as large as 
necessary as long as the guidelines below are followed.

Keep content in a separate module if it
•Does not logically belong together 
•Has dissimilar drivers and frequencies for change (volatility)
•Needs to be shared across multiple audiences
•Could be easily purchased “off the shelf”
•Is to be delivered using different delivery platforms 
•Spans multiple categories/subcategories within the T&D 

Module Inventory Framework
©1999 CADDI, Inc.
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(Continued from page 32) 
Attendance was surprisingly high considering I 
was booked in the very last time slot for concur-
rent sessions at the conference. Reviews were gen-
erally positive and in my own estimation, I could 
have done a better job (isn’t that always the case?). 
In fact, I may make improvements and submit a 
proposal to present The Portfolio Approach to 
Project Management at ISPI 2001 in San Fran-
cisco because I think the topic has merit. For 
those of you who are interested, I’ve included the 
following summary of the presentation. 

Overview of “The Portfolio Approach to  
Project Management” 
Years ago, project management as a discipline was 
used primarily in technical areas, particularly engi-
neering. But these days, everything’s a project. 
Entire organizations are “projectized,” and just as 
we align our personal investments with the goals 
of our financial portfolios, so should we align pro-
jects with the goals of the business—what a con-
cept! That being said, it’s not enough to be work-
ing on projects correctly, we must be working on 
the correct projects. 
 
For the most part, dilemmas that project manag-
ers face today are no different from those they 
faced in the past. 
 
!Workload exceeds capacity. 
!Time lines are tight. 
!Demands of the business fluctuate. 
!Everything is a high priority. 
 
The difference between the conventional ap-
proach to project management and the portfolio 
approach to project management is in how we 
cope with these dilemmas. In the past, we were 
reactive. We used triage techniques and concen-
trated our efforts on the biggest brush fire at any 
given moment, regardless of its value down-
stream.  
 
The portfolio approach to project management is 
a proactive concept. It mandates that the portfolio 
manager and/or owner work within their govern-
ance systems to influence the composition of the 
portfolio. 
 
In the grand scheme of things, the portfolio ap-
proach to project management combines the art 
of portfolio management with the science of pro-
ject management, and the result has a positive im-
pact on the bottom line. 
 

Conclusion 

For me, ISPI 2000 fulfilled our three business 
goals admirably. I met new people and renewed 
acquaintances; learned new ISD stuff; and  
marketed our business, products/services, and 
myself. I’m eagerly awaiting to see what ISPI 2001 
in San Francisco has to offer.!!!!! 
 

A Newcomer’s 
Perspective to ISPI 
by Jeff R. Carpenter 
Throughout our careers we get 
the opportunity to experience 
many different things and of-
ten fail to completely grasp the 
full magnitude of their impact 
until the moment has long 
past. 
 
Images of those moments in time cause a private 
smile during meetings. There are still those images 
that are eternally etched into my memory from 
ISPI 2000 to never be forgotten. Even after 
months of intense sessions with a trained profes-
sional, they can never be fully expunged. I want to 
share with you one of those memories, but 
first . . . 
 
The bustle of the CADDI office before the  
conference was in full gear, as the partners and 
consultants feverishly lamented over the changes 
to their presentations and brochures. “You’re just 
a participant this year, but you will need to start 
thinking of a presentation for the conference next 
year,” everyone took great pleasure in reminding 
me. This was my year to soak it all in.  
 
I was a long-time ASTD person and had never 
gone to any type of ISPI function. The last com-
pany I had worked for had membership in ASTD 
and signed me up with the corporate membership. 
As the months and years went on, ASTD never 
seemed to offer anything new for me. So, I was a 
cynic regarding these types of conferences. But 
ISPI was different! 
 
During the drive to the conference, Kelly and I 
were able to discuss what I should expect from 
this presumed conference. I was finding it hard to 
get excited about the presumed continued droning 
of presenters that were there for nothing more 
than a résumé filler and conventioneers trying to 
stuff as much information into their free bags to 

(Continued on page 34) 

www.ISPI.org 

Informania is a registered 
trademark of Informania, 
Inc. 
 
Microsoft is a registered 
trademark of Microsoft 
Corporation. 
 
Adobe and Acrobat are 
registered trademarks of 
Adobe Systems  
Incorporated. 
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(Continued from page 33) 
prove that they were in the meetings all day long 
and not site-seeing. 
 
As she continued to work on her presentation for 
the presession, I tried to pick which sessions I 
would attend. Much to my chagrin, most of the 
big names were presenting simultaneously. 
 
Kelly’s presession set the tone for the rest of the 
conference for me. Gallantly overcoming a vocal 
problem, she dazzled the audience with an inter-
active presentation on Performance Modeling. 
 
As some of you realize, this can be a tricky proc-
ess to learn even for the most experienced facilita-
tor, and in one day it adds an additional level of 
complexity. She was able to answer all questions 
of how the process could be applied, how it im-
proved performance, and why it was better than 
the other ISD models. I was impressed, and for a 
cynic, that was difficult to achieve. For those of 
you that missed it, I hope she presents it again at 
next year’s conference. 
 
We moved on to the opening session and the 99 
seconds presentations. For the uninitiated, each 
presenter is only allowed 99 seconds to talk about 
whatever they want. This in itself will cause you to 
rethink who your T&D heroes are and their men-
tal stability. It bravely intertwined a combination 
of humor, life experience, interesting dress, and 
solid business process. I can tell you I will never 
kiss a mirror in a school. If you want a further 
explanation, call me. 
 
We were placing bets on whether or not Guy 
could talk for only 99 seconds. Eventually we had 
to stop because none of us would bet that he 
could do it, and we were all correct. 

Throughout the conference, I was able to sit in on 
each of the CADDI presentations and also see 
and meet some of the gurus in the industry: Geary 
Rummler, Don Tosti, Bob Mager, and Judith 
Hale. They all spoke of process and something 
else I was craving, data and quantitative results. 
I found myself writing more than sitting back with 
my arms folded. I would go to bed at night recap-
ping the day’s events and how the processes could 
be implemented within projects and at CADDI.  
 
At the conference, I was asked what I thought the 
difference was between ASTD and ISPI. I replied 
that ASTD helps the professional do their job 
better and ISPI helps the professional help the 
organization do its job better. 
 
One of the last sessions I attended was the 
cracker-barrel. It allows you to drink wine, eat 
cheese, and listen to the experts. The time allows 
you to go to three tables and rub elbows with 
people you usually only get to read about. If you 
missed this, you missed a lot. These folks must 
boil down their theories and practice to the bare 
minimum while still allowing time to answer ques-
tions. Each of the presenters did a wonderful job 
of speaking plain English and making it palatable 
to the masses, which for some of these theories 
can be a daunting task. 

Each year the ISPI planning committee has a 
unique way to identify the speaker at each table. 
This is where the indelible mark was left. You see, 
the presenters were expected to wear a brain cap. 
Being in charge of the digital camera, Kelly egged 
Guy on to wear the cap for a picture. Reluctantly 
he pulled the rubber band over his chin and 
stretched the brain so it firmly rested on his head. 
 
As I pulled up the camera to take the picture 
above, all I could think of was, “This is Guy…
This is your brain on Guy.” Now that image is 
burned into my psyche.!!!!! 

Guy wearing his “brain cap” during the cracker-barrel 
session 

CADDI’s booth at the ISPI EXPO 2000 in Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Thank you to all of the ISPI attendees who stopped by to visit us! 

ISPI 2000 
Review 
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 RECAP: 

The Workplace Learning 
Conference in Dearborn, Michigan 
by Peter R. Hybert 

I had the opportunity to present 
CADDI’s performance test-based ap-
proach to qualification this past May at 
the Workplace Learning Conference in 
Dearborn, Michigan. 
 
I described how our approach was used 
in the Time to Performance project at 
Siemens Building Technologies (see the 
article on ISPI) and how it fit with an on-the-job 
training philosophy.  
 
One of the keys of workplace learning is capitaliz-
ing on the expertise of the master performers that 
are in the workplace. The performance test ap-
proach provides the necessary rigor and consis-
tency to focus that expertise.  
 
Harnessing workplace expertise provides a num-
ber of benefits, including shorter “spin-up” times 
for new hires, ability to develop/grow coaching 
and management skills in existing master perform-
ers, and the ability to flex development to fit the 
local business needs. (And, let’s face it, the master 
performers are probably playing a coaching role 
anyway—this just formalizes it.) 
 
As an aside, during this conference I also had the 
opportunity to attend a presentation by Dr. 
Robert Norton who is well known for his role in 
developing the DACUM process. (DACUM 
stands for “Designing a Curriculum.”) It was in-
teresting to hear him advocate some of the same 
goals that CADDI advocates. 
 
!The use of a team of master performers meet-

ing as a group to reduce the job analysis cycle 
time 
 

!The importance of getting the right master per-
formers on the team 
 

!The importance of a skilled facilitator to lead 
the team 
 

!Using wall charts to post group output so it is 
visible and can be adjusted by the team in-
process 

 

In addition, he addressed a question I have had 
for some time. The DACUM literature seemed to 
be more of a job analysis method than a curricu-
lum design method. According to Dr. Norton, 
that is accurate. His goal was to get clarity on the 
“what” of the curriculum by starting from the job 
performance requirements. Once that is estab-
lished, the developers have a frame of reference 
and are less likely to be led astray by a subject 
matter expert (SME) who may want to incorpo-
rate a great deal of content not needed/expected 
by the performer. 
 
Based on this presentation, it is probably accurate 
to say that CADDI’s Curriculum Architecture 
Design (CAD) methodology is the only published 
method for designing a performance-based  
curriculum architecture. If you know of others, we 
would be interested in hearing about them. Please 
post your comments on our new bulletin board at 
www.CADDI.com.!!!!! 

“Gopher” it 
this summer! 
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lean-ISD 
via the PACT Processes for T&D 

lean-ISD 

“Guy Wallace is giving away the magic. This 
book provides a model and methodology to 
help a training function link its long-term out-
puts to the business needs of the organization. 
The PACT Processes help introduce the voice 
of the customer into any training organization 
whose mission is to improve performance.” 
 

John Swinney  
Bandag, Inc. and president of ISPI  

 
“This highly structured and detailed process 
for instructional design provides excellent 
guidelines for advanced students and practitio-
ners. The focus is on improving training and 
development processes and products in busi-
ness and industry.” 
 

Jim Russell 
Professor of Instructional Design 

Purdue University  

Call (630) 355-9800 or visit our Web site at CADDI.com  
to order your copy of lean-ISD—the book, priced at $125.00,  

plus shipping and handling. 

“Gopher” more 
at CADDI.com 

...for more information on  
lean-ISD projects, PACT Processes,  
Technology Transfer, and PACT Workshops 

Curriculum Architecture
Design & Development Institute, Inc.

CADDI

Curriculum Architecture
Design & Development Institute, Inc.

CADDI


