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Executive Summary 
 
What we are doing and delivering are frequently questionable in terms of value 
added – the increase in worth and contribution to our shared clients and 
stakeholders. Because of this, our future success as a profession is in jeopardy 
because we are not able to prove the value of what we do and provide. Many in 
our field provide only comfortable solutions to assumed problems, all in a context 
where people still demand professional help while our ability to prove that we 
have made a measurable contribution to our clients is suspect. This article 
presents the new realities for our profession and world, provides reasons for 
migrating back to our scientific base, and then suggests “rules of the road” for 
getting from here to there . . .to recapturing that which gave us credibility in the 
first place. 
 
 
We are what we do and deliver - - and that can create problems 
 
Suppose you were very sick and went to a physician who told you that she 
is going to give you a very expensive, risky and time-consuming treatment for 
your problem.  You asked whether the treatment would solve your medical 
problem or just give symptomatic relief. You also ask whether there were any 
side effects. After a pause, she tells states that she can only describe the 
process by which the treatment will be administered but cannot provide any test 
information about its success rate or side effects.  Would you look for another 
physician and another opinion?  We would as well.  
 
In nearly all exchanges between performance consultants and clients, we 
experience a very similar situation.  Consultants tend to offer process solutions 
without providing clients with test results about consequences or describing 
possible side effects. We emphasize means and assume that our intended ends 
will happen and be worthwhile. 
 

As a profession1 what we are doing and delivering is frequently questionable in 
terms of value added – the increase in worth and contribution because of 
something we have done or added to what previously existed -- and thus our 
future success as a profession is in jeopardy. The demand for our services still 
exists, but our ability to prove that we have made a measurable contribution to 
our clients is suspect. If we cannot establish the value of what we do, justify why 
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we do it, and precisely demonstrate what good it does our clients then we have a 
problem.  
 
Choice:  Establish our effectiveness or fade 
 
How do we prove that what we deliver is adding value? Some protest that doing 
so is either not feasible or required.  We can deny that we have to demonstrate 
the rigor and usefulness of what we use, do and deliver -- rationalize not doing it, 
and argue about having to do it… but without proof we have a serious problem.  
 
As a professional specialty – whether we call it Human Performance Technology, 
Instructional Systems Development, Performance Technology, Performance 
Accomplishment Sciences, human resource development or Training – we are 
creeping toward a craft and not a scientifically, empirically and research-based 
practice.2 We tend to jump to solutions before defining and justifying problems 
and opportunities, and we often operate on fad, fashion, and what others are 
doing. 
 
It is obvious to most of us that employing intuitively based performance solutions 
that are driven by what the client wants can make money. Our field is 
burgeoning. People are still getting contracts to develop programs, run 
workshops, and teach others about performance technology without scientific 
underpinnings. Cautions about this are greeted with interest but do not seem to 
have any lasting impact.  
 
But what is our field?  If we look at the apparent trend line for colleges and 
universities seeking new faculty in our area, it would appear that the “web” and 
electronic performance support systems are what is desired. If we examine 
curriculum of university programs in our field you would think that the emphasis is 
on “technology” more than it is on “performance.” And “technology” is about 
“things and processes” not about results and value added. While such trends 
indicate preferences or perceived demands, they say little about what kind of 
interventions are required to improve performance and add value both within and 
outside our organizations. Much in our field has become “sexy” fads and quick 
fixes that emphasize comfort over proven usefulness.  
 
Fads fade quickly . . .even fads that are useful. Recall “Critical Path Method?” 
“Program Planning & Budget System?” “Programmed Instruction?” “Instructional 
TV?” “Multi Media.” “Reengineering?” “Systems Analysis?” How about “Q–
sorting?” “Algorithms?”  “Critical Incident Technique?” “Benchmarking?” The list 
of former hot interventions  goes on and on.  
 
Newer fads include “Training Needs Assessment,”  “Distance/Distributed 
Learning,” “Scenario Planning,” “Human Performance Technology,” “Web-Based 
Learning,” “Electronic Support Systems.”  And more will come as some of these 
fade. 
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Each of the current and past “flavors of the month” may have contained some 
important and useful contributions.  Most of them however, were implemented as 
“solutions in search of problems” rather than as solutions to gaps between 
societal and business3 objectives and current realities. In addition, they are often 
applied without a larger context to give them meaning and allow measurement of 
value added. And often they are applied without a critical review of the 
systematic evidence for their effectiveness to support their selection and use. 
 
The market demand exists for comfortable and conventional quick-fix process 
tools that have face validity. But what about tomorrow’s market, and what about 
the coming demand that value added be measured, reported, and justified for 
continuation?4 
 
Make no mistake. We are not calling for the end of these popular processes and 
approaches but only asking that we act professionally in terms of being able to 
justify—rationally, empirically, and scientifically—what it is we use, do, produce, 
and deliver.5 
 
The concern is that our field is now at risk. It is likely to morph into “yesterday’s 
news” and is seen as another fad that faded if we do not return to the solid, 
evidence-driven base from which we gained our original respectability.  We have 
been successful, n part, because of our ability to scientifically justify what we did 
and delivered. Another source of respectability and success has been based on 
viewing the world and organizations in it as a system, not as a group of 
disassociated splinters (or subsystem standing alone). 
 
Some New Realities That Can Guide Us 
 
We operate in an international context where results are prized over 
contentment. Here are some of the “new realities”6 for our shared world:7 
 

  We can be the masters of change or the victims of it 

  Doing societal good is no longer a corporate option--it is a “must.” (Popcorn) 

  We expect every organization we deal with to put first priority on our health and 
well-being. We must do no less ourselves. 

  Think globally as you act locally 

  It is easier to kill an organization than it is to change it (Peters) 

  Reality is not divided into disciplines, courses, departments, sections, 
agencies, laws, policies, or issues, Or courses and curriculum segments 

  If you can't predict the future, create it (Drucker) 

  You can't solve today's problems with the same paradigms and tools that 
created them 

  If it ain't broke, fix it . . .or better,  blow it up and  invent new (Peters) 

  If you start organizational improvement with individual improvement you will be 
wrong 80-90% of the time (Triner, Greenberry, and Watkins) 
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   We are now getting better and better at doing that which should not be done 
at all (Drucker) 

  Everyone is entitled to their own opinion but not to their own data. 

   All change must benefit all partners – internal and external 

   Incrementalism is like pulling an impacted wisdom tooth slowly 

   Ask “if your organization is the solution, what’s the problem?” 
 
Some of these new realities will be accepted easily. Others might cause some 
discomfort. Regardless of how one feels about them, they describe both “what is” 
as well as “what will be” in our current and future world.  
 
For those who are concerned that today’s drift toward a non-rigorous-yet-
comfortable approach to our field please read on. And join in the dialog about 
creating a productive future for all. 
 
The Rules of the Road: A Suggested Set of Guidelines 
 
To deal with these new realities, following are some guides (or rules of the road): 
 
1. Professionals are responsible for not only for what they do but also the 

consequences of what they deliver. Results and value added are the coin of 
the professional realm. If you –or anyone else--do less than deliver useful 
results there is an ethics problem. 

 
Application guides: (a) Act as if you will read about what you did and 
accomplished in tomorrow’s newspaper.8 Act as if you had to appear in court 
tomorrow and prove – using the strict rules of scientific and evaluative evidence – 
that what you did and delivered was effective;   (b) Never do anything simply for 
the money or to please someone else if you know what you are doing will not 
achieve the goal; and,  (d) Continuously improve. Use performance data for fixing 
and never for blaming. 
 
2. There are three linked levels of planning – Mega, Macro, and Micro9—and 

three associated (and linked) levels of results – Outcomes, Outputs, and 
Products.10 Mega focuses on society as the primary client and beneficiary--
societal value added--and measures results called Outcomes. Macro focuses 
on the organization itself as the primary client and beneficiary and measures 
results called Outputs. Micro focuses on individuals and small groups and 
measures results called Products 

 

Application guides:  (a) Link everything you deliver to the value it will add within 
and outside of the organization; (b) Organizations must be treated as a system, 
not a loose confederation of isolated subsystems: (c) If what you use, do, 
produce, and deliver does not add value within as well as outside of the total 
organization, don’t do it; (d) People’s impressions and observations are useful 
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but they must be substantiated with hard performance data. If the two don’t 
agree, work harder until they do agree. 
 
3. Use the rich literature-- including scientific studies of how people learn, 

master required performance, and actually perform--to determine and justify 
what you use, produce, and deliver.  

 
Application guides: (a) Use scientific information, methods and tools for 
designing, delivering, and revising any intervention.  Science is based on defining 
and testing hypotheses. If there is no scientific proof, be skeptical; (b) Look for 
existing tests and evaluation data for the products or services you want to 
implement.  It is likely that someone has already done part of your work for you; 
(c) Behavior is not the same as performance. Define the performance you want 
then identify the behaviors that will deliver the performance. Then identify ways 
and means to get both the behavior and performance. 
 
4. Define needs as gaps in results, not as deficiencies in resources or methods.  
 
Application guides: (a) Prioritize needs on the basis of the cost to meet the need 
as compared to the cost to ignore them; (b) Focus on results before selecting 

means and resources; (c) Needs assessment  needs analysis, ends  means, 

and needs  wants; (d) If you start performance improvement at the individual 
performance level and without linking that to internal and external performance 
contributions, you will be wrong –if you believe Deming and Juran – 80-90% of 
the time; (e) Select resources and methods on the basis of that which will meet 
the needs at the least cost in time, money, and human resources. Look for 
positive costs-consequences that show “what you give” as compared to “what 
you get” –costs-consequences. 
  
5. Major resistance to change is usually based on fear; fear of not knowing how 

well the change will be accepted, fear of not knowing how to implement the 
change, fear of finding out what one doesn’t want to know. 

 
Application guides: (a) Change is painful for most people. The less the discomfort 
from change, the more trivial it may be; (b) useful change is not usually 
incremental . . .it often happens in large leaps;  (c) Be proactive. If you wait for 
things to happen so you can react, you will always be trying to catch up. Define 
the kind of world you want to help create for tomorrow’s person and then 
contribute to that; (d) systematic planning helps to reduce the pain and the fear in 
change situations;  (e) Don’t attack a person for their fear, help them; and (f) Use 
evaluation data for fixing, never for blaming.   
 
6. Don’t trust any solution that will fit on a bumper sticker. Short and snappy 

might be good, but don’t lose the rigor and precision in order get acceptance. 
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You might have some more to add. The important thing is that we deal in 
scientifically-based results and add value inside and outside of the organization. 
If you don’t have that in mind, what do you intend to do to prove you are a 
professional? 
 
Finally – Some excuses for continuing as we are – for staying in our 
comfort zones 
 
The acceptance and use of the above 6 “rules of the road” will not be greeted 
with universal acclaim and acceptance. Here are a few of the disclaimers we will 
likely hear in reaction to similar proposals: 
 
1. It is “old paradigm thinking” to prepare objectives and evaluate on the basis of 

them. Each person’s reality is different and thus cannot be subjected to this 
kind of artificial restraint.  How does one know if the paradigm has shifted 
without looking at consequences?  And how does one justify what they use, 
do, produce, and deliver without relating it to results and value added? 

 
2. I don’t have control over anything other than my assignment. If we are going 

to relate what I do, produce, and deliver to internal and external client impact 
it will have to be mandated from above. This might be seen as a “victim” 
mentality where we only do what we are told to do and don’t concern 
ourselves with impact and consequences. This type of thinking leads to 
professional malpractice lawsuits at the worst and at best is bad judgment 
and a moral and ethical problem. Professionals take responsibility for what 
they do and deliver. 

 
3. There are just some things that aren’t measurable (especially societal/Mega) 

– cannot be calibrated. We now know how to derive indicators for 
performance and payoffs –indicators that give us at least a broad indicator  of 
impact and consequences. Data exist concerning such things as negative 
legal judgments, deaths, disabilities, illness, and the like. If we don’t add value 
internally and externally to our organization, why should they continue to hire 
us? 

 
4. Science and research are not practical and real-world resources or 

considerations. We work in an active, rapid-prototyping world and we don’t 
have the time to do research or look up research results before getting our 
assignments delivered. If we don’t base what we use, do, and deliver on 
research (such as how people best learn, what are useful stimulus situations 
for different learners, what media work best within what environments, how do 
was ask and answer important questions to drive our interventions and revise 
them) we are “faking it.” Would you buy a car or an expensive technology 
without looking at test data if it were available?  In our field we are “messing 
around with people’s lives” in that we are intervening on their existence. We 
better get it as correct and as justifiable as the data allow. And if there are no 
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research bases for what we are doing, we can act like researchers and 
empirically validate what we do and deliver. 

 
 
5. I don’t have time for this. I work on tight deadlines and my job depends on 

getting things done – on time and on schedule. Act in haste and repent in 
leisure. If you don’t deliver what is useful and correct the first time, you will 
have to take the time (and responsibility) to revise it anyway. And guess who 
will be blamed for non-performance?11 Why not do it right the first time?  Use 
at least 20 percent of whatever time you are allotted to check the evidence for 
the solution you are considering to close the gap that you have identified. 

 
Decision and commitment time 
 
The choice is ours. Do we just keep on keeping on, or do we take the opportunity 
to professionalize our work?  Do we return to our roots in terms of system 
thinking and action based on scientific perspectives and data, or do we move 
toward a future where we continue to risk ethical, moral and legal problems? 
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1 A professional may be defined as someone who is responsible for the 
consequences of what they use, do, produce, and deliver. 
2 Clark & Estes, (1999).  Kaufman, 1998, among others.. 
3
  Of course, the goals and objectives could also be for public sector 

organizations as well. 
4 The US Government Performance & Results Act (GPRA) mandates the Federal 
Agencies document value added. Results are key, and running and hiding  
behind protestations of popularity or client demand will not suffice in the 
foreseeable future. 
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5 There will be some that strongly argue that this is old paradigm thinking . .that 
results and their usefulness are only in the eyes of the beholder. Of course, the 
problem with such allegations is that there is no way to either confirm or deny 
usefulness. Those seriously promoting such “constructivist” ideology are 
encouraged to review philosophy Professor David Gruender’s review of the topic. 
6 Interestingly, Peter Drucker (Forbes, Oct. 5, 1998) has written warning that 
“everything you learned in business school is wrong.” So we are not alone in 
these contentions. 
7 Based on Kaufman, 1998 and Kaufman (In press). 
8 President Harry S. Truman used this as his guide to make decisions and his 
actions. 
9 Mega, Macro, and Micro are not code for big, smaller, and smallest. 
10

 Notice how these three types of results are blurred in our literature? It would 
seem that every result is called an “outcome” and thus obscures the importance 
of three related types of results. And the consequences and value added of each. 
11 Notice how most people always try to place the blame elsewhere? Displacing 
blame is a very short-term fix.  Sooner or later, each of us has to take 
responsibility for the consequences of what we do and deliver. 


