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A  FRAMEWORK FOR MANAGEMENT EDUCATION
Lee Schlenker, Marc Alvarado*
The following work in not intended to be another “report” on the evolution of e-learning. Instead this sixth framework project attempts to take a serious look at how best practices of e-learning have enhanced European management education. This more ambitious line of inquiry requires a certain number of prerequisites that lay the foundations for understanding how information and communications technologies can enhance the learning process. To begin with, we must come to some consensus of what we mean by management education. We should next explore the nature of e-learning and how it impacts higher education processes. We can then try to come to grips with the notion of “best practice” and its validity given the diversity of vision and practices in European universities. 

Our desire here is to provide the reader a working toolbox for adopting innovative practices of information and communications technologies (ICT) in the context and the objectives of individual university programmes. This toolbox contains several components that respond to complementary objectives. The first component, the Management Education Matrix, is designed to help higher education institutions understand the basis of their particular value propositions to their students, their faculty and administration and their institutional sponsors.
 The second, process and network centric models has been constructed to help the reader understand the inherent links between how we model learning and potential opportunities to add value. Finally, a Learning Technologies Framework has been constructed to help individual professors and programmes understand how specific information technologies can be used to enhance particular learning activities in class or in the general context of their educational programmes.

Together this framework can serve a number of related project goals. The methodology will be used to examine current practices in a wide variety of case studies taken from recognised European programmes studies conducted in the context of this mission. The framework will also help us underline the similarities and pinpoint the differences in the opinions offered from the suppliers and specialists of “e-learning” interviewed for this study. This structure will provide an agenda for understanding the state of the art of e-learning in higher education today and where we might look for value from ICT in the future. Finally, the framework can provide a forum for discussion and debate during the eXel forum on April 15th and in individual institutions. 

1. Management education and the Ivory Tower

Higher education has been linked through the centuries to an almost mystical image of the Ivory Tower. As early as 60 BC, Lucretius, in De rerum natura (On the Nature of Things), wrote:

"But this is the greatest joy of all: to stand aloof in a quiet citadel, stoutly fortified by the teaching of the wise."

Over the years, definitions of the Ivory Tower have evolved in mixing the beauty of seclusion with a more negative image of something aloof, out of touch with reality. Susan Holten cites the current Webster definition as a “secluded place that affords the means of treating practical issues with an impractical often escapist attitude; especially: a place of learning.”
 What issues in management education today are forcing higher education to reconsider the solace of their quiet citadel?

One issue arises from the changing composition of the workforce. Peter Drucker reminds us that fifty years ago factory workers had become the largest single section of the European workforce. The fast-growing group today is "information workers" - whose jobs require education that differs from traditional curriculum in both content and scope.
 Information workers have two main needs: formal education that enables them to work place, and continuous management education to keep their knowledge up to date. Management education is largely delivered outside of the traditional classroom, in weekend seminars and online training programmes, from traditional universities and from a number of providers through electronic media. 

A second issue has arisen from the changing attitudes of government; the traditional sponsors of the university. The changing demands of the industry and commerce have provoked pressures to reform higher education. In Europe, the Bologna Accord, originally signed in June 1999, seeks to harmonise 40 different European higher education systems by creating a single system of degrees within an agreed framework using a consistent evaluation system. A major objective of this European initiative it to stimulate choice for a European pool of over 2.4 million Bachelor graduates each year. The GMAC believes that the Bologna Accord will create more than 12,000 Master degree programmes in the field of graduate management education alone.
 As a result, higher education is becoming an ever increasing competitive environment.

A third issue involves the evolution of the offer of management education. Private training companies, coaches and consultants, and editors have become new entrants in the higher education market, competing for students and funding. Over 400 corporate universities have been created over the last two decades by clients themselves who feel that they can do a better job of designing and delivering curriculum tailored to the needs of their managers. Educational institutions, faced with reduced levels of traditional funding, have also begun to develop alternative revenue streams and create partnerships with businesses to survive. Gordon Thompson found that corporate funds have become increasingly important to traditional universities, consisting of more than 20% of the voluntary support for higher education.
 Business schools and universities have also begun to innovate in their management education offerings; open, customised, and certificate programmes have constituted taken larger percentages of the institution’s attention and resources.

All of these trends have put pressure upon educational institutions to realign their conceptions of management education with market needs. These pressures have resulted in a series of issues that each institution has been forced to address. What is the goal of management education: to provide placements, placements and education, education and placement, or education and employability? Who should deliver management education: coaches and consultants, the business school or the university, business schools and universities working together, or the corporations themselves? Finally, what role can learning technologies play in helping understand market needs, fostering the development of content, facilitating interactions between students and faculty, and in enhancing the value proposition of management education?

How does industry see the role of business schools in management education?

Many corporate clients think that that higher education has entered the digital age, in providing their students and alumni with virtual desktops and access to online content. None-the-less, they feel that the institutions’ experience in managing distance learning IT driven programmes is limited, and their expertise in designing embedded learning initiatives almost non-existent.

“Business schools need to hear the culture, hit the right tone and speak the language the their clients.” (Simon Middleton, Lufthansa) 

«More than content, it’s the pedagogical model that higher education needs to think through.” (Philippe Koch – IBM)

«The market is looking for help in developing competencies. Knowledge acquisition alone isn’t a valid value proposition without taking into account how knowledge can be applied in context.” (Annick Renaud-Coulon – CUE)

“The key focus for Business Schools can be seen to be one of Product and Service excellence in the form of the Research capability and of an increasing need to be Customer Intimate,” (Alan Matcham – Oracle) 

2. A Management Education Matrix

Given the diversity of learning contexts and objectives, how can higher educational institutions plot out value added educational strategies adapted to the diversity of professional needs and challenges? The relative failure of a myriad of books, articles and conferences to provide time proven answers over the years demonstrates the difficulty of the task at hand. 

A matrix for management education can institutions understand the nature of their individual value propositions and provide a forum for discussion to explore a number of factors that need to be taken into consideration in enhancing their educational offering. What skills and competencies need to be learned? To what extent can technology support the learning process? Should learning be focused in ivory towers of university classrooms, embedded in the workplace, or assimilated from the comfort of student’s homes? 

Our matrix suggests that management education involves three distinct continuums. The first concerns what institutions have to offer: is the subject matter more a question of mastering process or more closely tied to the individual talent? The second continuum concerns pedagogical content: to what extent can higher education provide precise answers to business challenges? Finally, a third continuum explores pedagogy as a social process: to what extent can students learn in isolation versus the extent to which learning is embedded in a team or a market? In analysing a specific challenges to management education along each these three continuums, institutions can make reasonable assumptions about what the strengths of their value propositions, in what context their educational offerings can be optimised, and to what extent technology can assist the learning process.

Figure 1 A Management Education Matrix
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What is higher education’s value proposition to students, faculty, and the business community? One potential avenue to understanding this challenge derives from the extent to which the answer can be considered a process, and to what extent it is a question of competencies or talent. Can management education be broken down into discrete activities and tasks that can be optimised? Is knowledge work to the contrary more a question of the quality of human contact between clients and suppliers in the workplace? Does “better” mean reducing the time and cost of learning or improving the quality of human interaction?

On one hand, we could consider that the answer to these customer challenges lie in exploring the processes underlying management education. We could analyse challenges to the traditional university as the perceived inadequacies of activities and tasks commonly associated with recruiting, training, and retaining students. Ideally, we would assume that this process was predicable, and that process improvements can be measured empirically. Moreover, we could expect that there are examples of best practice in this area that can be documented, analysed and adapted to the context of individual institutions. From this point of view, solving the challenges of the improving management education can be seen as identifying the facts, benchmarking them against prior experience, and methodologically applying best practices in the future.

On the other, we could suggest that the answer to future customer challenge scan be found in understanding the human interaction between the university and the clients of management education. Rather than seeing this problem as a process waiting to be optimised, this challenge can thought of as is a result of competing visions, objectives and competencies. Improving the system would involve understanding the motivations, resources, and perceived pain of clients (students, firms, or professional associations) in a given situation. Concretely, we would dismiss predicable models of the educational process in favour of understanding the potential scenarios of interaction based on our observations, intuitions, and talent. We would assume that there isn’t any one best practice in this area, but better practices based upon the competencies and talent of those involved. From this point of view, we can best learn about management education by focusing on human interaction rather than facts, reading between the lines rather than from a manual on higher education, and searching for the better practice in this particular situation.

Rarely is management education viewed as a simple question of either mastering process or improving the individual talents of students, faculty or administration. The distinction between levels of learning (first or adaptive, second level or generative) isn’t an either/or proposition, the validity of either depends upon a programme’s particular skill set, how they qualify the opportunity to “sell” management education, and the extent to which the perceived problems can be met. In building one continuum of the learning matrix from process to talent we suggest that university decision-makers need to actively seek the best trade-off between the two at any given point in time. Optimising management education requires recognising the necessity to personalise both the challenge and the opportunity at hand. 

The second continuum of the matrix deals with a decision maker’s ability to “know” what is best for their institution in general, and management education in particular. In drawing an analogy with complexity theory, three distinct cases arise. On one end of the continuum the decision-maker can be expected to “know” the response based upon applying his or her previous experience. On the other, the decision-makers will be a total loss to find an appropriate response: nothing in their previous experience has prepared them to deal with the future challenges of management education. Finally, in between the two, university representatives can reframe their experiences in seeking better practice to improving their education offer to the business community.

On one end of the continuum the university and its decision-makers can be expected to “know” the response based upon applying previous experience. Proponents of complexity science argue that organisations represent our mental mindsets of a limited number of pre-determined responses to business challenges. The resulting response can be evaluated as positive if the challenge closely resembles how we’ve ordered past experience, and sorely lacking if creativity or innovation is required. As we’ve suggested in previous work, “people, like organisations, are beautifully designed to get the results they are looking for.”

On the other hand we can propose that the university today is incapable of understanding the demand for management education which is in fact produced by the chaos of conditions, events, and interactions of the evolution of business communities. Huajie Lui has identified five characteristics of chaotic systems: 1) determinism; 2) nonlinearity; 3) sensitive dependence on initial conditions; 4) a-periodicity, and 5) relative tension and stability. If the demand for management education is an output of a complex social system, the university will be at a loss for an appropriate response, nothing in their past experience of the Ivory Tower will allow them to frame appropriate responses to student requirements. This latter lapse constitutes a fundamental flaw in the dominant control paradigm of management education: the organisations goals are already “known” in advance. 

Finally, between the two, we can alternatively suggest that the challenge of management education is neither a carbon copy of the past requirements for a university degree nor unpredictable, but an example of the complexity associated with most social interaction. Francis Heylighen positions complexity: “in between order and disorder, somewhere ‘on the edge of chaos’ ”. University decision makers can not “know” precisely which response will be appropriate for a given situation, but can rely on past experience to reframe what they believe (and the conditioned responses they’ve learned from the university charter) in exploring valid options for developing management education. The ability to minimise organisational “truths” and management dictums in favour of enriching the university experience is at the very heart of true innovation. Optimising management education requires recognising that the pertinence of knowledge or innovation is dependent upon how we situate the business challenge in a continuum from order to chaos. 

To what extent is management education an inherently social process? On one end of the continuum the student is expected to “learn” from the university to acquire the skills and knowledge necessary to deal with their professional environment. On the other, if management education is inherently a social process, the attendant can’t act alone. “Learning” is a reactive response tied to the context and the organisation in which she evolves. In between the two views, management education can be seen as dealing with the paradox of both learning the facts and reacting to the story of a constantly changing business environment. 

On one end of the continuum management education students are expected to “learn” find a job and further their careers by developing the needed competencies through the lectures, case studies, discussions and term papers that populate the university environment. From this perspective, often associated with methodological individualism, learning is an activity of autonomous individuals. Learning, like any other social phenomenon, can be explained as the result of individual behaviour. Each student is in control of his or her own destiny, each develops mind maps for learning through a series of representations, maps and models of his or her future profession. In this light, learning can be equated with developing one’s mind to deal with professional challenges.

On the other end of the continuum we can argue that students are incapable of learning alone within the “perfectly” ordered universe of the university system. Methodological collectivism suggests learning is a by definition a phenomenon of social systems. In this case the social system is formed by the interaction of students with their professional environments students, future employers, business partners and clients. Individuals don’t learn alone, but as a response to patterns of interactions in communities. Marie-Jo Broeways and Walter Baëts suggest that organisational learning becomes a form of cultural development. In this light, management education is an organizational challenge that involves understanding the characteristics of professional networks that enable or obstruct the successful integration of the university’s management education students into their business communities.

Finally, between the two, we can suggest that learning about business is neither an individual activity nor an attribute of professional networks, but is dependent upon each student’s ability to deal with the paradox inherent in social interaction. Although we can learn alone the right answer to an algebraic equation or mechanical process, it’s often quite futile to apply “textbook” responses to the complexity of their future business environment. Similarly, it is also quite illusive to believe that business communities think, react or learn. Mission statements, company policies, organisational responses are nothing more than certain individual’s interpretations of their team, their organisation and their market. If effective learning is dealing with paradox, this strategy suggests students must constantly learn to deal with competing visions of their personal visions, inspirations and judgements and those expectations imposed by future employers, partners and customers. The paradox of management education is that it is neither individual nor organisational, but a constant quest to understand the contextual link between the two. 

Which practice is best?

Most corporations are actively seeking to improve management education, with little concern for universally recognised standards. The better practices are coming through experiences and well balanced strategies mixing generic, specific and trainee centre-based programmes.

“There is no dominant model. The better examples are those that combine learning and knowledge management.” (Nadine Lhenry – CA).

«Certain corporate universities form their views on management education in line with their perceptions of market trends. » (Annick Renaud-Coulon – CUE).

“Management education is increasingly a question of introspection: helping management explore their own values, assume cultural change, explore what leadership means to them.” (Peter Charlton – Unisys).

“We need to transform the notion of 'school spaces', enable them to be flexible and cheaply sited to meet changing needs and circumstances as well as integrating learning into the institutions of everyday life”. (Stephen Heppel – Ultralab).

3. What is e-learning?

What exactly do we mean by e-learning? Most definitions today of e-learning, distributed learning and e-education propose the use information technology to support the way individuals or communities learn. Diana Oblinger, in distinguishing distributed learning from e-learning in higher education, suggests that the latter “extends the opportunities for interaction between faculty and student, incorporating simulations and visualisations, as well as collaborative learning”. Eduventures, Inc. prefers the concept of e-education, a “broader, end-to-end system that denotes the technology, systems, and services that support an institution’s technological infrastructure and the administration of teaching and learning.” Jones & Steeples remove e-learning from a strictly institutional setting in suggesting that ICT should bridge the gap between learning institutions and their business communities, 


"Learning in which information and communication technology is used to promote connections: between one learner and other learners, between learners and tutors; between a learning community and its learning resources"

For the purposes of this discussion, we would like to propose that information technology can contribute to embedding the management education process in the context of individual activities, companies and markets. To understand the potential of E(mbedded)-learning, we need to focus on “learning” rather than on the “e-“. Are our students trying to develop knowledge, aptitudes or competencies from their experience with management education? Should our learning agenda be geared to teaching responses to known problems, or to developing student’s capacities to question or reframe the problems themselves? Should the focus of learning be on the individual, on the team or community in which a student participates? Finally, should learning be designed to optimise the class room environment or mirror the real world? Answers to these questions will inevitably influence how we deploy information technology to improve the learning environment.

On the major challenges of embedded learning

We prefer to use the term “embedded learning” rather than “e-learning” or “distance learning” for the major challenge isn’t in taking learning out of the workplace, but in designing a blended learning environments that incorporates the particularities of corporate culture, vision, and resources. In executive development, there is still significant work to be done to understand which technologies are most appropriate in supporting specific learning activities, and capturing the appropriate metrics that demonstrate the added value of the investments.

“Corporate education is a place of communication and applied teaching. Pedagogy must be heavily impregnated with Action Learning” (Annick Renaud-Coulon – CUE).

“We are very interested in m-learning (mobile learning), which will facilitate learning through “just-in-time” principals on roaming supports. We call our system Click and learn. We must develop this pedagogy on one hand and on the other develop the corresponding space and usage scenarios.” (Christophe Lamort – FT).

“One of the challenges is there is so much out there, so many ideas, our challenge is trying to pull it together to get value for our budget. What’s missing is a way of moving forward.” (Peter Charlton – Unisys).

“One of the major issues of blended learning is fostering the communities in which people naturally evolve. Learning is knowledge, but it's also networks, and history.” (Serge Ravet – EifeL).

4. A Process centric view of management education 

Management education can be thought of a set of processes with inputs, activities, costs and outputs. From the point of view of an institution of higher education, the majority of processes begin with the inputs of clients’ demands for “education”. Clients may include traditional students, the unemployed, company executives, and perhaps the companies they work for. Objectives here can include developing competencies, building professional networks, and obtaining recognition for their accomplishments. 

Individual universities structure sets of activities and tasks to provide the services required to their targeted clients. Only a small segment of the current market today is actively seeking distance learning. Contrasting, information technology can be deployed to support a wide variety of sub processes and learning activities to add value to higher education. Let’s look at a number of these sub processes and how IT can be leveraged effectively.

Recruitment and profiling 

A first step in this pre-programme process often includes marketing activities and client profiling to identify homogenous sets of skills and competencies. Newsletters, testimonials, open days, qualifying exams, interviews, and career planning are common process activities. Measuring skills and/or competencies at the beginning of the certificate or open programmes, at the end, or periodically after degree completion can provide metrics for evaluating the effectiveness of the learning process itself. The application of learning technologies, given the growing numbers and origins of prospects for most institutions, can be a major value lever here. 

Content development 

A second process includes the development of content for the different programmes. If the course outlines are often approved by programme managers, actual course content is often left up to individual lecturers and professors. The development of course content varies widely from one professor to another, with further discrepancies in form and in scope between schools, programmes and professors. In spite of this diversity, information technology is largely confined in traditional classrooms to providing storage for course descriptions and content. None-the-less, Information technology can be engineered to help individual lecturers and professors structure the development of their courses and their research, to offer a larger visibility of the evolution of course content to programme directors, and to forge a better understanding of body of knowledge to the organisation at a whole.

Content management and delivery

A third process of management education can be defined around content management and delivery. Course delivery is traditionally tied closely to the physical constraints of the classroom: the professor lecturing in front of a given number of students in a given sequence in a given environment. Information technologies’ role is often limited to presentation graphics which accompany the professor’s lecture, or are available as lecture notes. As higher education addresses increasingly larger numbers and types of students, the pertinence of the traditional classroom is progressively put to question. Information technology may be profitably applied to managing the form and the sequence of learning bytes.

Evaluation 

Evaluation is a critical element in the learning process as a whole. Essays, group presentations, research papers, and multiple choice questionnaires make up the largest part of current offer of tools. Information technology already plays a major role here, whether it be in providing the support for the examination or communicating the student’s results. None-the-less, information technology can be levered in several areas here. To begin with, computer applications can help better match evaluations metrics to specific skill profiles. IT can be deployed in the workplace to measure the impact of course materials on how the students solve real business problems. Finally, information technology can provide aggregate metrics to benchmark individual performance against specific target populations.

Compensation

Compensation represents a final process to explore. Rewarding, or reprimanding, individual or collective behaviour has been identified as a critical element in the learning process. A majority of management education students believe their participation in certificate of open programmes should lead to better employment, many expect that their institutions will actively assist them in developing their professional networks. Information technology can play a critical role both in developing institutional ties within its business community and in communicating a service offer to both students and corporate clients.

Where can we measure value?

	Focus
	Potential Benefits

	Within an activity
	Lower cost, better information, communication

	Within the learning process
	Visibility, collaboration, coherence

	Within the institution
	Reframing the process, redesigning the roles, extending physical resources

	Between the institution and its clients
	Lifelong learning, partnering, co-marketing, learning communities

	New business opportunities
	New channels/markets, mass personalisation, new products


Leveraging learning technologies

Successfully dealing with the changes that learning technologies can produce in the training process is one of the major challenges of embedded learning. The degree of impact of learning technologies seems to depend upon the importance management attaches to corporate education, the context in which learning technologies are embedded into company culture, and the resources the company dedicates to leveraging learning.

“Our principal objective is to gain time and flexibility in our learning processes.” (Nadine Lhenry – CA).

«The results are far from optimal because companies don’t invest sufficiently to leverage learning. These investments could in the end perhaps be shared.” (Benjamin Amar – NetG).

«The best models are those that favour personalised learning paths and individual autonomy» (Minh Van – CA).

«Facilitating change brought on by new approaches to learning is often very poorly prepared. We’ve talked a little bit about this to our trainers, very little to their students.” (Christophe Lamort – FT).

5. A Learner centric view of management education 

Learning perhaps isn’t a question of process, but of networks. This conceptualisation of learning places the individual, rather than the institution, at the centre of efforts to improve models of corporate education. In this perspective, learning is seen as a consequence of an individual’s interactions within a multitude of social systems. Peter Drucker has stressed that that management education involves communicating knowledge rather than aptitudes; the learning agenda for knowledge workers differs from that of industrial workers both in its scope and its duration.
 The fact that individual careers can now be expected to span several jobs, industries and decades tests the relevancy of formal education. If the pertinence of management education today can be measured in its ability to accompany a manager throughout his career, the value of information technology is in enhancing this value proposition.

An individual learns not only from an institution, but from interactions with social networks of work, trust, and passion. Social networks can be thought of as chaordic systems involving complex and dynamic connections between individuals and their teams, companies and markets. Learning is a consequence of these interactions and is governed by determinism (we learn in relationship to explicit and implicit goals), periodicity (we don’t learn at the same pace), dependency on initial conditions (our culture) and non-linearity (we learn from our instructors, peers, clients, etc.). Learning technologies can be used as to deepen and broaden the quality of interactions between learners and their environments.

Several sets of concentric circles of learning can be drawn around an individual in a learner-centred environment. The first involves his or her prior experience, and how experience influences their capacity and motivation to learn. The second involves formal education a 1 to N relationship between the learner and his or her instructor, coach, or facilitator. A third circle can be drawn around the individual and the class, team, or group that shares similar objectives and similar conditions. A fourth circle is composed of the learner’s social network, which is composed of individuals in networks based on trust, passion or simply getting work done. The value of learning technologies depends upon their ability to elucidate the patterns of interaction that determine the nature of each learning circle.

Figure 2 Learning Networks
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The first circle, an individual’s prior experience, influences his or her predisposition for learning. Experience is influenced both by prior events, existing knowledge and competencies and the resulting “culture”.
 Learning technologies involving evaluations, mindmaps and narration can be used here to capture measures of existing skills or competencies involving a specific subject. Surveys and simulations can be used to understand learning styles and dispositions. Self-administered courses can be taken as prerequisites to more formal learning sequences. 

The second circle, formal education, involves structured learning experiences in a particular course or discipline. Learning technologies can be used here to present the scope and depth of the subject matter, as well as to post on-line learning resources. On-line libraries, document stores, and simulations can be implemented to complete and to extend face to face experience. Surveys and tests can be used to measure learning, benchmark the evolution of targeted skills and competencies with other students and norms. Finally, questionnaires can be posted to gather feedback on the relevance of course content and delivery.

The third learning circle is drawn up of learners sharing similar learning conditions. They can be formally enrolled in the same physical class or programme, or share similar conditions in different schools, companies or communities. E-mail, discussion forums, and collaborative writing can be used as narrative management techniques. Questionnaires, chat, and video can be used to benchmark experience, and to leverage local resources, passion and talent across programs and communities. Web sites and portals can be constructed to promote discussion and gather feedback on learning methods and objectives.

The fourth circle of learning can be modelled as a mirror of the social networks that individuals use to play, to work, and ultimately to learn. The patterns of interaction here are largely self-determined depending on factors of influence, confidence and affinity. These networks, rather than providing a mirror of similar profiles, are drawn together because of the diversity of motivations and experience. Learning technologies can be used here to bring to light learning paths, social networks, and shared stories. Chat, voice over IP, and blogs can be used to highlight patterns of interest, interaction, and vision. This is the realm of systems of knowledge management and communities of practice.

Improving education is often associated with increasing proximity: reducing the distance between students and learning stimuli. Analysing learning networks highlights two related dimensions of proximity: distance and time. The temporal dimension of learning is critical in understanding the effectiveness of learning both for the individual and for the organisation. 

How does time affect the individual’s ability to retain and to apply what he or she has learned to a specific professional challenge? How do individuals integrate, process and renew learning experiences as they progress (stagnate, or regress) in their careers? How does time affect the diffusion of stimuli from knowledge brokers to their colleagues in their class, their firm and their market? How do these challenges impact the scope and the quality of exchanges in social networks over time? What forms of information technology, and what types of methodologies, can be integrated into management education to enhance the quality of these exchanges not just over distance but over time?

This approach to the modelling learning differs significantly from that of more process centric approaches. To begin with, this approach draws the attention of higher educational institutions away from formal courses and programs and towards learning experiences between individuals and their environments. Students are not defined in relationship to any one course or degree, but in relation to careers and communities. Improving learning involves focusing specific value propositions on the quality of interactions between the learner and his environment rather than the transactions involved in formal activities. Finally, and perhaps most significantly, learning metrics are defined around the learner rather than the institution.

On new ways of learning

Corporate clients expect their employees to be more and more autonomous and responsible in the way they manage their learning agenda. This objective leads most companies to experiment with pure e-learning platforms, and then to adapt blending learning systems to better meet the pedagogical and motivations requirements of learning. The nature of executive development, as well as the complex criteria used for evaluating performance, has pushed learning technology to focus on improving the quality and persistence of community interactions. 

“Education is more and more a question of process zapping. L’éducation est sujette au zapping des processus. We need to put together training strategies that are coherent with the world around us” (Annick Renaud-Coulon – CUE).

“Personally I feel we need to focus on adaptive learning, helping managers understand that didn’t know what didn’t know. Executive education should focus less on knowledge than on shifting its foundations” (Simon Middleton – Lufthansa).

«We measure skill gaps at the level of the individual, and then personalise training plans incorporating a variety of methods on the principal of “Just enough – Just in time” (Philippe Koch – IBM).

6. The Learning Technologies Framework

How does information technology improve management education: through improving pedagogical processes tied to teaching and learning or through enhancing the interactions between individuals in private and professional networks? How can your institution “learn” from implementations of learning technologies in other organisations and other markets? A Learning Technologies Framework can be applied to help faculty and administration alike understand how learning technologies can potentially enhance their institution’s value proposition in management education. 

The axes of the Learning Technologies Framework can serve as reading glasses to elucidate specific value propositions. The “value” of learning technologies in management education can’t be seen solely in either simple processes or complex networks. Learning processes are the result of both an institutional desire to formalise learning, and managerial desire to automate transactions and generalise value propositions to individuals and in the market. Learning networks are the result of how individuals interact in different learning places: whether they are inside the classroom, in workgroups or in communities. Since the introduction of learning technologies inherently impact patterns of behaviour in both formal processes and informal networks, value propositions need to take into account the specifics of learning paths, organisations and markets. 

The different processes we’ve identified (profiling, administration, development, delivery, assessment, and placement) form the horizontal axis of the Learning Technologies Framework. The generic typologies of learning networks (based on the individual, the traditional classroom, the university experience and social networks) provide the vertical axis. In mapping the current use of learning technologies along one axis and then the other, institutions can gain insight into how information technology affects organisational behaviour in any one institution. In comparing this map with the generic possibilities of learning technologies in management education as a whole, faculty and administration can identify and discuss opportunities for potential value in the future.

Figure 3 The Learning Technologies Framework – generic opportunities
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The two axes of the Learning Technologies Framework are not road maps for driving organisational change forward, but rather optical frames to help faculty and administration understand what choices make sense in the context of specific value propositions. The juxtaposition of maps of current use and benchmarks from other institutions doesn’t represent “current” and “future” states of the organisation, but a storyline for discussing the characters, the vision, the challenges, and the moral of the story of using learning technologies to improve management education. Particular stores will ring “true” when they mirror and enhance institutional strategy, beliefs, and resources. 

7. Improving the value proposition of management education

In contrast to the fairly passionate opinions of both students and professors, published studies on learning have provided little conclusive evidence of the differences between the traditional and “virtual” classroom. In an often cited review, Thomas Russell, on the basis of several hundred research studies, found no meaningful difference in grades, satisfaction, or effectiveness among training conducted in classrooms, by postal correspondence, or through Web-based training.
 Although these conclusions need to filter out potential variance caused by the learners’ profiles, subject matter and targeted learning outcomes, they suggest that e-education has a much brighter future than many current clients would suggest. Are the arguments being raised by the critics of learning technologies tied to information technology itself, or tied to the challenges of the meaning of management education today?

The impact of information technology on learning efficacy depends largely what objectives have been set for management education, and which activities are deployed to set those goals. Marc Prensky, in his work on digital learning, points out that students and organisations put under the general concept of “learning” a complex and somewhat contrasting set of behaviours, activities and objectives.
 Management education can attempt to teach facts through questions, exercises, and associations. On a different level, management education can seek to develop skills through imitation, feedback and repetition. On a still a different level, educators can attempt students to focus on best practices and processes through analysis, deconstruction and practice. Finally, it can be argued that management education itself should focus on influencing its participants’ mindsets through inquiry, immersion, and narrative management.

Improving learning efficacy also implies assumptions of what we mean by improving the productivity of learning organisations. In their work, Bransford, Brown, and Cocking (1999) argue convincingly that effective learning is either learner-centred, knowledge-centred, assessment-centred, or community-centred. By learner-centred the authors suggest that content delivery will be effective only if it brings to light the unique cognitive structures and understandings of the targeted participants.
 By knowledge-centred, learning specialists like McPeck (1990) argue that delivery mechanisms must be grounded in the specificities and constraints of particular disciplines and knowledge domains (i.e. teaching mathematics can be quite different from teaching management).
 Assessment centred learning stresses the importance of delivery mechanisms that facilitate formative evaluation to motivate, inform, and provide feedback to both learners and teachers. Finally, community centred learning implies that delivery mechanisms must mirror the social dynamics of community in which learning is to take place. In short, the role of information technology isn’t to mimic the classroom, but to mirror our vision of the nature of management education.

A third aspect of learning efficacy deals with the relationship between learning content and the context in which we are trying to learn. “Productivity” is a concept embedded in the second industrial revolution in which organisations were essentially factories that integrated technology to produce physical goods as quickly and as cheaply as possible. How relevant is such a concept of “productivity” in describing how universities, business schools and corporate learning centres elaborate their products and services? Is the goal of management education to shorten learning cycles and produce programs more inexpensively? Productivity in management education probably has less to do with the efficiency of its internal processes than the quality, innovation, and effectiveness of the students it “produces”. How can learning technologies best be deployed to enhance these types of value propositions?

Management education has rarely been viewed as essentially disseminating content, but largely viewed as pedagogy in which content is endowed with both vision and meaning. Traditional models of face to face interaction highlight this inevitable link between context and content: apprenticeships and workshops offer forums to gauge the trade, the language and the vision that are integral parts of knowledge. The current debate over the Semantic Web recognises the need to link content and context: how can the patterns, visions and mindsets of disciplines, industries and work be reflected directly in way we structure our information architecture. In a similar vein, how can we structure learning technologies to allow a variety of autonomous human agents (students, instructors and communities) to make sense of management education?

Learning technologies can improve management education only if we can develop metrics that shed light not just on pedagogical activities and processes but on learning outcomes. Defining those measures may in itself pay by helping organisational change to emerge—rethinking business processes, rethinking organisation structures of management education to focus on meeting client demands for quality, timeliness, trust, effectiveness, and so on. To contradict a well-known maxim: what you measure isn’t exactly what you get.

Three types of metrics can be used to measure information technology’s impact on the management education. In tying learning metrics to measures of organisational performance, we are suggesting that learning should focus on reducing interaction costs, improving transaction costs, and actually creating value for both the individual and the organisation.

Transaction costs

One application of learning metrics can be found in improving how each institution builds learning into the design of the organisation of management education itself. In other words, the use on learning metrics is an opportunity to focus on improving the business processes that favour learning on an individual and/or organisation level. What are the sub processes, activities and tasks that favour learning in the organisation? How can information technology improve our understanding of the demand (the clients’ needs and objectives), the supply (the institution’s product and service offer) and organisational outcomes (publications, placement rates, notoriety, etc.)? In suggesting that learning metrics can help us improve the learning process, we are suggesting that the potential benefits aren’t just for the student’s, but for anyone that can potentially learn from the organisation (faculty, administration, corporate clients, the community as a whole.) 

Interaction costs

Organisational culture influences our ability to learn from our environment. The organisation’s vision, rules, “instructors” and resources either favour or hinder each individual’s ability to learn. The development of collaborative technologies suggests that information technology can play a role in reducing the cost of interacting in information networks in school, at work, and with our markets. Such technologies can help overcome the challenges of distance, of time and of culture in reinforcing the proximity between the individuals and learning stimuli. Since individual efforts don’t necessarily contribute to better products and services, similar metrics can be developed to monitor and evaluate how teams, departments, and organisations respond to client needs. Good management education isn’t necessarily found in institutions with the best faculty or housing the best libraries, but in organisations that provide the best access to learning experiences.

Not just costs but value

A third application of learning metrics can be found in creating new approaches to leveraging management education, rather than simply reducing costs. Focusing on learning as a process reveals how the learning experience is intertwined with other administrative, logistical and financial processes. The same focus brings to light how organisational “success” depends upon the development of personal and professional networks that extend far beyond the classroom itself. Far from being an intellectual ivory tower, learning organisations that recognise and seek to elucidate both learning processes and learning networks position themselves more firmly in their markets. Learning technologies can help focus on developing synergies between processes and markets, and even to design new approaches to education that will help the institution rethink how they wish to do business, today and in the future.
On evaluation

Learning platforms are still largely evaluated on metrics of cost and time. The return on investment of information technology in supporting management education is complicated by the issues of operationalizing concepts like creativity, innovation, and leadership. The challenge lies in conceptualising, measuring, contextualizing and communicating the total costs and total benefits of supporting learning initiatives.

“Evaluation criteria should be based on the results of a given activity, but also on the capacity of a student to communicate what he or she has learned: this is the essence of management.” (Minh Van – CA).

“In an era of budgetary restrictions, the number one evaluation criteria remain cost.” (Benjamin Amar - NetG).

«Learning systems are beautifully designed to measure what we expect to find» (Alan Matcham - Oracle).

“In fact we don’t ask for anything in the area of technology. That is part of the challenge. We need to foster and measure networking, community development, especially at the mid-management level.” (Peter Carlton – Unisys).

8. Best practices in management education

How should this work be read, interpreted and applied to the context of your institution and your market? Finally, any search for best practices in any institution doesn’t in itself address concerns of how best to use information technology to improve management education. Do “best practices” refer to an organisation's use of technology, the successful integration of technology given organisational culture, or an improvement in the bottom line? How can the identification of best practices help management schools learn to improve their own value propositions? In summary what meaning should you attach to the results?

Before we turning to our case studies, let’s quickly condition some of the potential uses of “best practice” in management education.

· There is a best way to practice management education?

Can anyone define one best way of implementing embedded learning without a clear definition of what need’s higher educational institutions are trying to meet? How valid are successful stories of past experience in understanding future evolutions of corporate education? Can a discussion of “best practices” make sense without taking into account the specificities of local culture and the markets? Can one “size fit all”, or should best practices be analysed in the context of organisational vision and resources. In the scope of this study, we suggest that best practices refer to “better ways” of doing things subject to each institution’s specific business model.

· Have we precisely identified and codified what is e-learning?

There is no market agreement today concerning the definitions of e-learning, management education, and value. At the level of an institution, to what extent do learning technologies should add value to management education? Does any one individual accurately reflect the contrasting visions, interpretations, and practices of a school, its faculty and its students? The study of e-learning in the context of executive education can lead to very different conclusions than the studying the impact of learning technologies on executive education. Rather than interpret or aggregate institutional views on e-learning and management education, we have deliberately allowed each institution to tell its own version of the e-learning story to promote discussion in the other institutions.

· We can then get employees to follow best practice.

Faculty, administration and students don’t reflect management’s views on the value of learning technologies, they interpret these visions and adapt practices to their individual aspirations and resources. In relating in this study the institutional views of successful implementations of e-learning, we do not wish to ignore the multiplicity of anti-stories that underlie individual beliefs and interpretations of success and failure in any one institution. Instead, we have deliberately tried to relate institutional views of the perceived impact of learning technologies on management education to promote discussion within each institution.

· The purpose of best practice is to support the drive for organisational change.

For all of the reasons mentioned above, this study is not intended to offer institutional support for a specific vision of the value of information technology in management education. We do not believe that successful practices can be copied without adapting them to the specifics of each department, institution and market. This report has been structured to support institutional discussion and debate regardless of whether such efforts have been taken to improve technological infrastructure, pedagogical processes, informal learning networks, or institutional results. We propose an analysis grill to evaluate current experience, and enrich the conversation between institutions, their faculty and students of the coherence of blended learning strategies with individual and organisational stories of successful management education. 
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