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Preface

My friends and family asked me why I would want to work on this 

book again. “After all,” they said, “you’ve done this once already. 

How many more lies can there be? And if there are new lies, can they 

possibly be all that different from the lies you covered in the first edition?” 

Sadly, the answer is yes. While most—though not all—of the topics are the 

same, the lies are often different, and even when the lies are the same, the 

technologies about which they are being told are different. Regardless, it is 

the fact that so much has changed in the past nine years, while so much has 

seemingly remained the same, that made this project so appealing.

Lies About Learning was published in September 2006. A Bush was 

president, an actor governed California, and the world economy was about 

to begin its long, slow descent into oblivion. We were not yet consumed 

with the idea of multiple generations in the workplace (although there 

were). Being mobile meant you and your family were able to relocate. 

And social collaboration meant that people actually talked to one other, 

usually face to face. It was a different time. As learning leaders, our jobs 

have become more complex, largely because of economic pressure, fewer 

choices, and a loss of control. The first two are easy to describe; the last is 

a little less so. 

Economic Pressure
While some might say that the economy has improved, I think we can 

safely say things haven’t returned to the way they were. There is what I 

have heard referred to as a “new normal.” There is a heightened interest 

in efficiency: How can we deliver solutions that cost less, take less time to 

produce, and require less time away from the job? Effectiveness matters 

more than ever, although that’s not to say that it didn’t matter before. 

It’s just that demonstrating that learning has actually occurred—and that 

this learning has transferred to work performance—has become more 
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important than it might have been earlier. And learning leaders feel 

constant pressure to make every decision and every dollar yield results that 

benefit the organization. 

Fewer Choices
In late 2007, I sought a learning management system with features that 

supported talent management. Among others, I gave serious consideration 

to partnering with KnowledgePlanet, Learn.com, and Plateau Systems, 

all of which are different today than they were then. KnowledgePlanet 

merged with Mzinga. Learn.com was purchased by Taleo, which was then 

purchased by Oracle. And Plateau Systems was purchased by Success- 

Factors, which was subsequently purchased by SAP. Another example is a 

company from which I used to buy technical competency models. That 

company was purchased by Salary.com, which was purchased by Kenexa, 

which was purchased by IBM. Some days it seems as though I am a 

character in a Russian novel. The result is that if I were buying the same 

technologies today, I would be dealing with Oracle, SAP, and IBM, which 

is very different than in 2007.

Is it bad that some of the largest players in the industry have decided 

that talent was a space worthy of investment? Honestly, I’m not sure. 

But some of the most innovative products and services come from lean, 

hungry, and flexible companies. And there seem to be fewer of them left. 

Those that do remain are sometimes hidden in the very long shadow of 

much larger companies that have a direct pipeline to very influential 

people inside corporate walls.

Loss of Control
While not always the case, we used to control our own destiny with regard 

to the tools and technologies at our disposal. Sure, we rarely got to choose 

whether to use PCs or Macs, and I doubt that any of us were consulted 
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when our employers embraced Microsoft Office as the office productivity 

suite. But we did get to choose our authoring tools, graphics editor, or 

virtual learning platforms, as long as the output conformed to some stan-

dards or technologies within a company’s technical infrastructure. My 

concern is that this may be changing. 

Technologies that existed solely (or mostly) within the realm of learn-

ing and development have garnered enterprise interest. The best exam-

ple is what we now refer to as virtual collaboration. In 2006, before the 

downturn, webinars (virtual learning) had become popular, but enterprise 

virtual collaboration had not. If we wanted to buy a platform, IT and 

procurement helped, but they had no vested interest in the outcome 

because they did not see themselves as primary, or even big, users. 

Today, everyone is all about virtual, and IT departments now lead 

the acquisition process for these tools, which are an expected part of a 

company’s technical infrastructure. To the novice, the requirements for 

virtual meetings and virtual learning are the same, so there is no real need 

to involve learning professionals in the procurement process. It isn’t until 

after we raise questions or request features like breakout rooms, LMS inte-

gration, or polls and tests that people realize that all virtual tools are not 

created equal. 

On a related note, IT departments are purchasing technologies with 

the implicit or explicit expectation that the technologies will be used to 

deliver training or performance support, without consulting learning 

professionals about their efficacy. Two examples are social collaboration 

and, more recently, gamification. 

If you asked experienced learning professionals, they would say that 

both technologies have a role in learning. But like all other cool tools, 

availability is not, and should not be, the sole consideration for adoption. 

And early, sometimes anecdotal, evidence suggests that using collaboration 

tools and gamification in a corporate learning setting is neither as effective 

nor as popular as one might expect, given their popularity outside work. 
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This is not to say that social collaboration and gamification have no 

use in a learning setting. Instead, it is the expectation by others (non- 

experts) that both should be used as part of learning or performance 

support solutions that creates that challenge. If those who decide what to 

purchase use learning and development as a justification to do so, learn-

ing professionals will feel pressure to include these tools, even if they add 

no discernable value to our products. In other words, we risk the loss of 

control over how we design. 

What Hasn’t Changed
What isn’t different is that thousands of learning professionals are still 

trying to do the best they can to deliver meaningful development expe-

riences to their clients. And they still have to sift through the unending 

onslaught of myth, hype, and hyperbole as they try to find efficient and 

effective solutions to learning problems. 

As a result, the goal of this book is no different from the first Lies 
About Learning: To explore the most common lies about learning and then 

offer some practical tips about how to deal with them. My contributors 

and I aim to give business executives and learning professionals enough 

ammunition to ask the right questions, kick the right tires, and maintain 

the right level of skepticism about what they read and hear about learning 

products, technologies, and tools. We want to help enable prudent deci-

sions that lead to measurable, predictable, and meaningful results. And we 

want to tell our story in a way that makes you smile. Figuring all this out 

is stressful enough. Reading about it ought not to be.

Acknowledgments
I always wonder what inspires people to write. I expect there are as many 

reasons as writers. Regardless, I am incredibly grateful that the learn- 

ing industry experts who contributed to this book were sufficiently 

inspired to advance this effort. I want to thank them for their interest, 
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commitment, perseverance, flexibility, and humility. I appreciate their 

work more than they know. 

I also need to acknowledge my family. Not everyone has the ability 

to recognize their children in such a public forum, and I greatly appre-

ciate the opportunity. Aron and Ben, your mother and I are incredibly 

proud of who you are and what you have become. We love you very much. 

And Wendy, my wife, partner, soul mate, friend, critic, and, perhaps most 

important, dresser; thank you for giving me the space, both figuratively 

and literally, to take on projects like this. Because I so enjoy the process 

of writing and editing, I often forget how much time it actually takes—

time I could be spending on other pursuits that you might actually enjoy. 

Thank you dear; I love you. 

Finally, there is my father, Max Israelite, who left us a little more than 

eight years ago. Among many other gifts, I inherited from him my love 

of writing. He was prolific, publishing some 900 stories about his life, the 

lives of his family, his observations on the political and social landscape, 

and all sorts of other topics that struck a chord with almost everyone 

who picked up something he had written. I could thank him for many 

things, but in this context, it is the ability to knock out 800 words at will, 

something he did every morning for almost 20 years, for which I am most 

grateful. Thanks, Dad.
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Introduction: 
Preview of Coming Attractions

Larry Israelite

My wife and I watch a lot of movies. Not by streaming from Netflix 

or Amazon Prime, but the old-fashioned way—by going to a movie 

theater. Part of the experience we enjoy is sitting through the previews. 

The preview, of course, aims to make the viewer really want to see the 

movie. Wendy and I have a little “thumbs up/thumbs down” system that 

we invoke at the end of each preview. Sometimes the previews just aren’t 

that interesting (thumbs down). Sometimes we fear that that the produc-

ers have crammed so much into the preview that we aren’t sure there is 

anything left to see (thumbs down). But sometimes we are so captivated 

by the story, the characters, the cinematography, or some other element 

that we can’t wait to see more (two thumbs up). And that, perhaps in a 

more modest way, is my goal in this introduction.

What I offer you here is a preview of what’s to come. I hope to provide 

enough context to stimulate, tantalize, intrigue, or even outrage you. And 

I hope to help you identify the chapters that can help you solve an imme-

diate problem or respond to a pressing need, and those that you may want 

to read at your leisure. In other words, I am trying to provide you with 

a way to access the content that is, simultaneously, easy and meaningful.

The order of the chapters is not accidental. But it is only fair to 

mention that it is different from the order I had originally planned. As 

I read and edited the chapters, a new narrative developed—one based on 

an approach to entering the world of lies about learning with a particular 

perspective that I hope you will find useful. That is not to say that one 
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must proceed in the prescribed order. To the contrary, the rules have not 

changed. The goal is for you to read the chapters from which you will 

benefit most, just before your personal moment of need. 

Part I: Lies About Learning in General

Chapter 1: Lies About Learners

If it weren’t for learners we would all have different jobs. They are, after all, 

our raison d’être. They are one of our key stakeholders—our most ardent 

supporters and most vocal critics. We seek them out for insight into and 

feedback on the solutions we create for them and the other stakeholders 

for whom we work. And, on some occasions, they can be pawns in the 

larger games of chess that happen in our organizations each and every day. 

But above all else, they are ever changing and always evolving. And that 

is precisely the issue that Annmarie Neal and Daniel Sonsino vigorously 

tackle in their chapter.

Neal and Sonsino propose that the current and, perhaps more import-

ant, incoming generation of learners are so fundamentally different from 

those whom we have served in the past that we have to rethink most of 

what we know about enabling workplace learning. In fact, we need to 

rethink almost all of our long-held beliefs and assumptions about talent 

management in general. While others can, and will, continue to argue 

about the similarities and differences among Baby Boomers, Gen Xers, 

and Millennials, Neal and Sonsino focus on the impact that complete and 

total fluency with technology will have on learning. They explore in great 

detail the changes that will be required if we are to meet the needs of a 

workforce that is, in every sense of the phrase, digitally native. 

Chapter 2: Lies About Learning Research

In theory, almost everything a learning professional does is based on some 

sort of scientific research. We do we what we do because professionals with 
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the appropriate expertise conducted studies, evaluated results, and then 

drew and documented valid conclusions about what they learned. In most 

cases, the results, conclusions, and recommendations find their way into 

books, articles, and other documents that, eventually, guide professional 

practice. We know names like Skinner, Gagné, or Schank, and theories 

like behaviorism, cognitivism, or construtivism thanks to such research, 

and they and their theories, both individually and collectively, have for- 

ever altered the practice of our collective profession. 

In his chapter, Doug Lynch argues that we have become a little sloppy 

in our approach to research. We have become, it appears, too willing to 

take on faith that the things we hear at conferences or read in the trade 

press (notice that I did not use the phrase “refereed journals”) are true. We 

have become less demanding than we should in asking for real evidence 

that backs up the claims being made. And, even worse, we allow well- 

publicized, but unproven, hypotheses to take on a mantle of absolute 

truth and alter the practice of our professions. Lynch offers suggestions for 

how we can become more critical of the claims we hear and more rigorous 

in how we determine the difference between truth and desire. 

Chapter 3: More Lies About Instructional Design 

Most formally trained instructional designers I know spend part of their 

workday defending the profession. In many cases these defenses aren’t 

overt. Rather, they tend to be more nuanced explanations of what they 

do, why they do it, what happens if they don’t, what difference it makes, 

and so on. If you are a trained designer, you know the drill—anyone can 

design. And even worse, each new tool, technology, generation, or almost 

anything else new and cool may simply eliminate the need for the rigorous 

application of principles—the art and science—of instructional design. 

This isn’t new. Looking back on my career, I can identify specific times 

when pundits, prognosticators, and people with an agenda declared the 

end of instructional design. New developments in technology, they said, 
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would eliminate the need, assuming there had been one in the first place. 

History, of course, has proven them wrong over and over again. As it turns 

out, products intended to enable learning require that people who under-

stand learning, and how it occurs, be involved in creating it. Go figure!

In her chapter, Mindy Jackson tackles this issue head on. In her spir-

ited defense of her profession, she tackles the more recent developments 

that have given skeptics broader license to argue that instructional design 

is a quaint relic of an interesting, but largely irrelevant, past. 

Part II: Lies About the Business and 
Management of Learning

Chapter 4: Lies About Managing the Learning Function 

As it turns out, Albert Einstein did not say: “Insanity is doing the same 

thing over and over again and expecting a different result.” The phrase 

first popped up in a slightly different form in, of all places, a Narcotics 

Anonymous document published in the early 1980s. Less than 20 years 

later, David van Adelsberg and Edward Trolley published Running Train-

ing Like a Business, which served as a clarion call to learning professionals 

everywhere that the days of inwardly focused, output-oriented training 

organizations were rapidly dwindling. Rather, they contended, training 

professionals must learn to measure themselves by the outcomes they 

deliver and, more important, by the value they create for the customers 

they support. In other words, these professionals had to hold themselves 

accountable to the same standards as any other business. Unfortunately, 

16 years later, it may be that we are all insane, because, in far too many 

cases, we continue to do the same things we have always done, but we 

continue to expect different results—more respect, bigger budgets, suffi-

cient resources, and the ever-elusive seat at the table.
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In his chapter, Trolley argues that learning leaders can do much more 

to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and value of the products and 

services they deliver to their internal customers. But to do so, they must 

be willing to stop doing what they have always done and take a fresh look 

at everything, with an eye toward doing what is best for the organization, 

even if it means letting go of the functions and resources they have tradi-

tionally controlled. 

Chapter 5: Lies About Learning to Lead 

I have long listened to, participated in, and become sincerely disinterested 

in the never-ending argument about whether leaders are born, trained, 

or some combination thereof. And at the same time, there is the ongoing 

disagreement about whether managers have to be leaders, whether leaders 

have to be managers, or whether both are, more or less, the same. I suspect 

that there are several truths and lies about these issues, none of which will 

be resolved any time soon. It doesn’t really matter anyway. And nothing 

all that useful has ever come from the discussion. That said, I don’t expect 

the discussions to stop any time soon. And, perhaps, we learn something 

through the process; we refine our personal perspectives or philosophies 

with what we hear from and say to others. 

Leaders—or managers, if you prefer—have their own conversations 

about their jobs and what it takes to do them well. And just as learning 

professionals develop points of view about our work, our responsibilities, 

and the best ways to learn how to fulfill them, leaders do the same. It is 

precisely this issue that Terry Traut addresses in his chapter—the stories 

new and experienced leaders tell themselves that prevent them from 

getting the development they need to increase their capabilities and the 

likelihood of success. He goes on to describe what learning and develop-

ment professionals can do to help ensure that leaders take advantage of the 

available development opportunities.
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Chapter 6: Lies About Learning Strategies

Like most people who work in discrete disciplines, learning profession-

als have a unique vocabulary to describe their work. Some terms we use 

have commonly accepted—or to outsiders relatively accessible—meanings. 

Most people will have a shared understanding of what the terms mean and, 

in many cases, the kind of work or work product they describe. But in 

other cases, the meaning is not as clear—for example, “learning strategy.” 

We use that phrase frequently, but do we really know what it means? 

More important, do our clients—the ones for whom we create these “strat-

egies”—understand what they are, why we create them, and what actual 

value they deliver? I would guess that most of us would acknowledge that 

we haven’t done a particularly good job of articulating this. 

Tina Busch addresses this issue. In her chapter, she suggests that a 

learning strategy is the component of a larger business strategy that 

describes how employees will be made capable of delivering what is 

expected of them. She goes on to describe some of the biggest lies that 

learning professionals tell themselves, which, in turn, inhibit their ability 

to effectively develop, communicate, and execute learning strategies that 

deliver real value to their organizations. 

Chapter 7: Lies About the Return on Learning 

For some reason, the phrase return on learning is one of the third rails of 

our profession. If we talk about it at all, we do so only in small groups of 

our most trusted colleagues. We speak in hushed voices, looking over our 

shoulders to make sure that outsiders aren’t listening in, getting ideas, or 

developing expectations on which we may never be able to deliver. If it 

weren’t such an important issue, we might find this almost comical.

To the cynic, the problem is fairly simple: If we quantify the value 

of what we deliver, we may find out that we don’t deliver nearly as much 

value as we thought we did, if any at all. And if we are honest, we will 

acknowledge that it is far easier and much safer to take the position that 
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training has some inherent value—that well-designed, highly interactive 

programs (classroom or otherwise) have intrinsic value. We say earnestly 

and often truthfully that our clients lack the ability, interest, or will to 

collect the information we need to quantify the value and impact of our 

solutions. So, in many cases, we just don’t. 

In his chapter, David Vance forcefully argues that we are making a 

crucial mistake by not aggressively pursuing and implementing a compre-

hensive strategy for calculating the return on learning. He describes in 

detail the importance of rigorously measuring the economic value of the 

products and services we provide, and then systematically lays out the 

excuses we make—the lies we tell—for not doing so. Finally, he provides 

recommendations for beginning the return on investment journey. 

Part III: Lies About Technology and Learning

Chapter 8: Lies About E-Learning 

There is no single topic in our profession about which more has been 

written and less has been said than e-learning. Starting in the early 1980s, 

every few years a new method of delivering training through some form 

of computer technology has captured the headlines—and, unfortunately, 

the hearts, minds, and pocketbooks of our learning colleagues. Pick your 

technology, and, beyond any shadow of a doubt, it was expected to replace 

whatever media you were currently using, allowing you to create learning 

products more quickly and less expensively, drastically reduce the length 

of the learning experience, and produce unimaginable increases in learn-

ing outcomes. And, of course, things never quite worked out that way. 

Why? Because the fundamentals of good learning design don’t change, 

no matter which technologies we bring into the mix. And in our fervor to 

do well, we sometimes forget this. We look for shortcuts, not from laziness 

or ill intent, but from our intense desire to respond to the needs of our 
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customers, who want what their customers want: solutions that are good, 

fast, and cheap—all desirable goals. 

Industry pioneer Michael W. Allen tackles the lies about e-learning 

with his unique perspective of someone who has been there from the 

beginning, helping shape an entire industry. He carefully describes the 

e-learning myths that have developed over the years and identifies what 

to do about them. 

Chapter 9: Lies About Learning Technology 

Hyperbole is rampant in learning technology. Claims about its future 

usually sound the same: “This [new technology] will change the face of 

education forever,” or to paraphrase a very well-known learning pundit 

and columnist: “MOOCs will revolutionize corporate learning and devel-

opment.” Both statements are, of course, exaggerations that have been 

used for emphasis and effect. And, unfortunately, they have had an effect. 

Over the course of my career a similar pattern has emerged. Some new 

(or reframed) learning technology is released to an unsuspecting public 

and an alleged new revolution is set to begin—or so say the people who 

released the technology or those who hope to somehow profit by discuss-

ing it or providing consulting for it. To be clear, all involved have a job 

to do. Product producers need to sell. Pundits need to provide insight, 

advice, and perspective. And consultants need to make a living. But it may 

be that we all get carried away with the excitement and develop unfulfill-

able expectations. 

In a very honest and introspective discussion of this issue, Elliott 

Masie provides a thought-provoking analysis of the factors that contri- 

buted to the proliferation of lies about learning technology. More 

important, he presents a clear and compelling approach for thinking 

about new learning technologies and concrete methods for identifying 

how they can deliver real value in our organizations.
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Part IV: Wrap-Up

Chapter 10: Lies About Learning Pronouncements

Here is a funny line that appears in almost every quarterly report or finan-

cial statement: “Past performance is not necessarily indicative of future 

results.” In fact, these documents often devote an entire section (typically 

named “Forward-Looking Statements”) with lots of legal mumbo jumbo 

to reiterate, in far too many words, this point. So, more or less, the only 

part of these documents that we can count on being accurate and truthful 

is the numbers. 

But I get it. One should never assume that a company that has been 

successful in the past will continue to be so in the future. It does, I suppose, 

make me a little sad everyone doesn’t know this, but that’s my problem. 

In this chapter, I explore, with the help of an unnamed co-conspirator, 

some of the pronouncements that we hear or read almost daily, many 

of which should have been prefaced by the sort of caveats that appear in 

financial statements: The public should not rely (or act) on anything the 

company says about what might happen in the future because it could 

all turn out to be complete and utter fiction. Some of these statements 

are taken as such absolutes that learning professionals reframe their 

budgets, change their strategies, or make major investments in technol-

ogy. In other words, I dissect the statements that have a real impact and 

try to set the record straight about what they mean and how they should 

be interpreted.

Chapter 11: Final Words

The final chapter is an attempt to place some context around the lies 

discussed in the preceding chapters, those that could have been but 

weren’t, and those that we tell ourselves. I would be lying if I said my task 

was easy, because we do complicated work in a complicated world. As I 

have said many times before, we all wake up each day and try to fight 
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the good fight, to deliver solutions of substance and value so that 

our customers can deliver on the expectations that have been created 

for them. 

Earlier I said that the book has been designed to be used as a personal 

performance support tool. So go ahead and read the chapters in the order 

that makes the most sense to you. I might suggest you read this one last. 

But no matter the order, I just hope you find this chapter—and the others 

before it—useful.

Introduction
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Lies About Learning Research

Doug Lynch

The learning profession has a propensity for promoting inaccuracy 

and lies. In the simplest terms, a lie is a falsehood, and in that sense, 

anything that ends up being ultimately untrue could be interpreted 

as a lie. But in the messy world of social science and corporate learning, 

such a standard isn’t practical. A more precise definition of a lie implies 

an intent to deceive. Sadly, because of its messiness and our own lack of 

conviction in the efficacy of what we do, our space is fraught with well- 

intentioned lies.

My focus in this chapter is on the lies designed to gloss over the mess-

iness of our world with respect to research on the effectiveness of what we 

do. At its core, research is simply a systematic investigation. This concept 

is important to practitioners because there is a false dichotomy common 

in our world, which, if accepted, becomes a lie—that research and prac-

tice are somehow at odds. A related lie is that tension also exists between 

theory and practice. These two lies—that theory and research are at odds 

with practice—become clear if you tease at them. Everything you do is 

grounded in a theory and when you do what you do, you are conducting 

research. You simply can’t get around it.

Here is an example. There are three theories that explain gravity: 

quantum mechanics, Einsteinian, and Newtonian. None of these theories 

is a truth. Each is backed by research—that is, a systematic investigation 

that led to some empirical evidence that supports the theory; each also has 
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research that refutes it. Turns out quantum mechanics does a great job of 

explaining how gravity interacts among very small things like particles, 

but a poor job of explaining how gravity interacts with very large objects 

like galaxies. Einstein’s work does the opposite. Newton did a great job 

explaining how gravity works for the likes of you and me (the apple falling 

from the tree), but Newtonian physics falls apart if you are trying to map 

the universe or work with particles. All three theories are very practical, 

and we use them—or products based on them—every day. The key for 

practitioners, in this case engineers, is to know which theory to apply 

to frame the questions they wish to explore or the problems they wish 

to solve. We are, in essence, learning engineers and, as engineers, we need 

to know the guiding theories.

Not being fluent in theory and research sets us up to either accept lies 

or perpetuate lies, and that affects how we interpret our systematic inves-

tigation of our work as learning professionals. Each of us conducts and 

consumes research daily. As a result, our consumption and production of 

research can impede our success. We need to be informed consumers and 

producers of research on corporate learning. We need to know when vendors 

are deceiving us. And we need to be careful when we make proclamations 

about our own success. Why? Because in a knowledge economy, how we 

develop people is important to our companies, employees, and society. 

There is ample research suggesting that learning is a beneficial endeavor, 

and when done right, it helps not only the company, but also employees 

and the broader economy. This chapter will encourage you to be thought-

ful when you make claims about what you do and to be careful when you 

are evaluating what others say they can do. I will present some examples 

that illustrate my statement as a reasonable hypothesis and present some 

evidence for you to evaluate. I will end the chapter with some practical tips 

you can follow as a learning professional and with a call to arms for us as 

a community. But let me start by urging you to not take anything I state 

prima facie. Investigate it more thoroughly yourself.
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Research, Theory, and You
My claim is that you are already a researcher and, perhaps even more 

uncomfortably, you are a learning theorist. How so? Well, as a learning 

professional you engineer change and you need theory and research to 

execute that change. The questions before us in the field are how aware 

are we that we do these two things and how good are we at theorizing and 

researching corporate learning. Let’s look at the theories that underpin 

why we do what we do. 

But first, let’s deal with the content—the “what” of the work you do. 

Let’s acknowledge that all the content you deliver is somehow empiri-

cally vetted. Whether it is emotional intelligence or strategy, you got the 

content somewhere and someone posited a theory to explain a behavior and 

researched it. I worry about the veracity of much of the popular trends that 

business executives consume, but for our purposes let’s put that aside and 

focus on the how and why of what we do when we provide learning and 

development solutions to help our employees grow and companies succeed.

As you identify a business problem and develop the corresponding 

intervention, you operate at the intersection of two theoretical concepts 

grounded in the economic literature. The first is human capital theory, 

which suggests that you can make people more productive if you invest in 

them through development. Everything you do is predicated on this one 

theory that has ample evidence supporting it. At the same time, however, 

some evidence suggests that a second, competing theory (signaling) 

may also be obfuscating the impact of your development in increasing 

human capital.

Given that this competing theory also has ample evidence and can 

get in the way of the efficacy of your development efforts, it is worth 

taking a moment to discuss it. Signaling basically says that when you 

decide to develop someone you are simply sending a signal to the market—

managers, co-workers, and so on—that this person is different, rather 

than actually making her more productive. Economists have found 
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evidence supporting this competing theory. For example, two sepa- 

rate studies, one by Thomas J. Kane at Harvard and the other by Alan B. 

Krueger at Princeton, investigated the value of an Ivy League degree. They 

both found ample evidence that the market pays a premium for such a 

pedigree, but when they investigated further and controlled for “endow-

ments” (think of these as individual traits such as intelligence and work 

ethic), they found that the evidence suggested it was more of a signal than 

the result of any additional learning taking place at these schools. 

These ways of thinking about people development are based on the 

ideas of James Heckman, a Nobel Laureate who won the medal for work 

in this area. And it appears that other economists think there is merit to 

these approaches. While it may seem contradictory that these two theories 

compete, keep in mind that James Joyce said the sign of true genius is 

keeping competing ideas in your head simultaneously.

Let me give you a concrete example with which you may be famil-

iar—high-potential programs. Being selected by a company to be part of 

a high-potential program may do two things, which compete with each 

other from a design perspective. It may be that these programs actually 

increase the capabilities of those who attend. But simply being selected 

to participate also sends a signal—to the company, other employees, and 

the participants themselves—about their talent separate from what they 

gain in the program. If all we are doing is sending a signal, making it a 

rite of passage into upper management, we might design the program very 

differently than if the only reason we are doing it is to develop some future 

leader who has some latent potential.

Even though these two theories compete, they both suggest why devel-

opment may be a viable, and perhaps differentiating, business strategy. 

Now we turn to how you implement development, and recognize that 

it, too, is governed by theories backed by research. With learning theo-

ries, there are also competing theories, and it is important to own your 

assumptions because they influence your design and evaluation. There are 

three competing theories of learning, each (like the physics example) with 
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significant empirical evidence to support them: behaviorist, cognitivist, 

and sociocultural. You should be fluent in these theories in the same way 

engineers are fluent in physics and the competing theories of gravity. 

Every time you design or deliver a program, you are making theoreti-

cal assumptions; they are embedded in how you build your program. And 

if you are evaluating learning, even if it is simply with a smile sheet, you 

are conducting research. But if you are not clear and explicit, chances are 

you’re not maximizing the impact of what you do. And that lack of clarity 

will lead to perpetuating lies about learning.

Setting the Bar for Truth in Our World
Now that we are aware that we are all theorists and researchers, let’s talk 

about the paradigms that we use to empirically evaluate our evidence. The 

reason to focus our energies here is that it is the crux of how we decide 

whether to continue doing what we do or to try something different. If 

something works, we are likely to continue to do it; if it doesn’t, we are 

likely to try something different. There are two popular approaches to 

evaluating what works. Neither approach has significant traction among 

top researchers as a particularly compelling empirical approach, but they 

do among corporate learning professionals. 

The most common approach to evaluating the efficacy of what we do 

is the Kirkpatrick model. Conceptually, this model is quite elegant; it gives 

us a framework and model that we all grasp. It might be more useful if we 

didn’t think of the levels as ordinal (four is better than one) but rather as 

categorical (four is different from one). However, the problem that I have 

seen, at least anecdotally, is how the model is applied empirically. Because 

we tend to see the conceptual model as ordinal, we aspire to reach the top 

level. Consequently, we tend to pay less attention to how we measure at 

the desired level and how we analyze the data because, as Robert Brown-

ing said, “a man’s reach must exceed his grasp” (Browning 1933). Conse-

quently, we often don’t measure and analyze accurately, and yet those two 

concepts are at the heart of effective research or a systematic investigation. 
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For example, a Level 4 case study is not the way a financial analyst would 

gather empirical evidence to measure efficacy. 

I’ll spend more time on this later in the chapter. But here’s another 

example to illustrate my point. Scientists are curious about measuring the 

age of our world and have different ways of gathering evidence to explore 

this. One way would be to use annual Gallup data from surveys asking 

what most Americans believe. However, if one were to use that evidence 

and then regress it, one might find that the age of the earth is approx-

imately 6,000 years. While such an approach is statistically valid and 

reliable, in some cases it might not be the best way of answering the 

question. Surveying Americans is an effective way of determining what 

they believe, but even though it is measured accurately and analyzed 

correctly, the underlying data are fraught with error. A better approach 

might be to use radiometric dating; such an approach might produce less 

reliable results in terms of the margin of error (when estimating the age 

of rocks there is variance of several million years), but, ultimately, a more 

accurate answer to the question. 

The other common approach to evaluating learning is Brinkerhoff ’s 

Success Case Method, which is about telling success stories. Conceptu-

ally, one is not looking for typical outcomes, but, rather, extraordinary 

outcomes. So if you can find one instance where something amazing 

happened, that is the story to tell in this methodology. The logic of this 

approach is that performance is described based on the extremes rather 

than a mean or median score. 

Indeed, the paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould wrote of his own 

mortality in this vein in “The Median Isn’t the Message” when he learned 

that the average life expectancy for someone with his form of cancer was 

less than a year and yet he lived many years after developing the cancer 

(Gould 1985). The median or mean is simply part of a description of a 

distribution. At the same time, outliers are also parts of the distribution 

and much less likely to occur than a mean or median. 

So the Brinkerhoff approach is akin to telling the story of someone 

who survived falling out of a plane at 36,000 feet and then using that 
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information to justify jumping out of a plane without a parachute. I 

certainly find this approach compelling in terms of advocacy; reading 

about someone who survives a plane crash or beats the odds of cancer is 

motivating. But such an approach is less compelling in terms of research 

because it suggests that an atypical outcome is typical. Following this 

logic, from an analytical perspective, it also suffers from the shortcomings 

of some implementations of the Kirkpatrick model: case studies, which 

might be wonderful for contextualizing what happened, are generally not 

accepted by scientists for explaining causal relationships.

Some Current Whoppers in the World 
of Corporate Research
Let’s first recognize that vendors, when advertising or providing testimo-

nials on the efficacy of some software or training, are explicitly trying to 

mislead you. This doesn’t mean that they are not providing value, but they 

are not motivated to conduct systematic investigations on the limitations 

of their products. More troubling to me are the examples of pervasive 

misinformation that I’ve seen in our profession. I understand the motiva-

tion, because there is a perception and some plausible evidence that the 

public and companies undervalue learning. But when we behave that way, 

we may undermine our own credibility because we generate and perpetu-

ate what can be broadly construed as lies.

Three of the most popular business books of all time are fraught 

with deceptions of various sorts, yet we continue to buy them and believe 

them. Perhaps the most upsetting is In Search of Excellence (Peters and 

Waterman 1982), where one of the authors admitted that some data were 

faked (Byrne 2001). Another great book, The Seven Habits of Highly Effec-

tive People is largely aspirational and based on Stephen R. Covey’s strong 

religious grounding and ethics (Covey 1989). He argues that if people 

behaved more in this way, companies would be better off. But there wasn’t 

any thorough empirical testing of the hypothesis. So while I think his 

book is great, and inspirational in its aspirations, it has been interpreted 
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as something that it is not. In the literature, I could find no evidence 

of whether adopting the habits advocated in the book is an effective 

leadership strategy.

The third book is Jim Collins’s (2001) Good to Great, which is simply 

guilty of poor research design. Collins got his evidence by looking for 

patterns in behavioral traits among leaders of successful companies. But 

then he argues that these patterns are generalizable. In other words, any 

leader that adopted these traits would make his company great. The best 

way to investigate the question, once the traits had been identified, would 

have been to identify two groups of leaders who were similar, except for 

having those traits, randomly distributing them as CEOs at companies, 

and then evaluating company performance. Clearly, this is impractical, 

but he could have at least run a broader sample to see if there was any 

evidence of the same behaviors existing in companies that weren’t so great. 

One could have also easily investigated whether endogeneity was pres-

ent (this is kind of a methodological chicken-and-egg question—do great 

companies make great leaders or vice versa).

This attention to detail in how a question is asked may seem trite, but 

I can give you two examples that illustrate its importance. You could run 

a pattern of the traits of the best basketball teams and then generalize that 

you only need tall African Americans to put together a great team. Or you 

could find that drug use is quite prevalent among musicians and that all 

you need to do to be a rock star is consume illicit drugs. We need to be 

fluent consumers of business research and pay particular attention to how 

the hypotheses put forth are systematically investigated. If we don’t hold 

authors to some minimum standard of investigatory rigor, we are guilty of 

perpetuating the falsehoods. 

Now let’s move on to examples grounded purely in our world, where 

we are the producers of the theory and the research, rather than consumers 

of it. Let’s start with an example that represents a commonly perpetuated 

lie—the notion of learning styles. Generally, a learning style refers to the 

way an individual acquires and processes content. The hypothesis is that 
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different people learn differently and that if one does not align an indi-

vidual’s learning style with the delivery of content, then learning will not 

occur. What is so interesting about this example is that it is so pervasive 

and popular, even though it has been thoroughly researched and there 

is overwhelming evidence against it. Indeed, there have been more than 

100 peer-reviewed studies investigating this hypothesis, and they all found 

no evidence of differences in how people learn. Even when people self- 

identified with a particular learning style and then had content deliv-

ered consistent with that style, there was no increase in learning. In other 

words, there is overwhelming evidence that people learn in many different 

ways but no evidence that designing to accommodate an individual’s style 

preference leads to better outcomes. Despite the overwhelming evidence, 

if you search for “corporate learning” and “learning styles” you get close 

to 4.5 million hits. 

So why do I still hear companies talking about building or buying 

programs to accommodate a particular learner’s style? The primary reason, 

I suspect, is that the myth (that learning styles matter) simply sounds 

better than the truth (that they don’t). Both buyers and consumers of 

content feel better when they believe that their unique needs have been 

considered when a product was designed.  And arguing that learning 

styles are not nearly as relevant as we think earns us no credibility and, in 

fact, may even hurt us because, for better or worse, the myth has been 

accepted as truth in the marketplace of learning ideas. So we just choose 

to let it slide, recognizing that we are perpetuating what is, for all intents 

and purposes, a lie. 

Another lie involves making an inaccurate inference from observa-

tional data. Think of this as a rendition of an old show tune from Bye 

Bye Birdie—“what’s the matter with kids today?” The prevailing argument 

uses the following logic: A manager notices that the younger people in 

the office work differently than the older people and then assumes that 

there is something fundamentally different about younger workers today 

(the popular pieces started appearing when Generation X was entering 
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the workforce and now it is applied to Millennials). This presumption is a 

classic example of misinterpreting a generational effect for a cohort effect. 

Peter Cappelli, the George W. Taylor professor of management and direc-

tor of the Center for Human Resources at the Wharton School of Busi-

ness, has written about this eloquently. There is no evidence that humans 

have evolved into some new species since the birth of Millennials. And as 

the old musical song attests, folks have been observing that young people 

seem different from older people since time immemorial. This is what 

research circles call a specification error.

Next, let me give an example that is akin to embellishment. It is 

a good theory but one that has never been researched effectively (and, 

by definition, probably never will)—most learning happens informally. 

When I search for this “informal learning” on the web, I get more than 

14 million hits. Note that I am not arguing that informal learning does 

not exist. Many peer-reviewed articles have investigated it, most recently a 

Stanford study used by the White House for public policy purposes. But 

what has not been vetted is this ratio of 70-20-10, despite a host of articles 

written about it. 

From what I was able to ascertain when attempting to follow the 

literature, this was akin to that old childhood game of telephone. In the 

1960s a Canadian researcher, Allen Tough, posited that one could think 

of the relationship between informal learning and formal learning like 

an iceberg. It seems that over time, someone, or perhaps many people, 

took that metaphor, attached weights to it, and all of a sudden it became 

an accepted notion that 90 percent of learning is informal and people 

budgeted accordingly. But how does one even measure that? It is now 

accepted as a truth, and meaningful decisions are made based on it. We 

should infer from this that, while informal learning exists, by definition 

we cannot structure it or measure it, and we certainly should not assign 

ratios to it and budget accordingly. 

My final example relates to return on investment (ROI)—the holy 

grail among corporate learners. I first heard this term applied to the world 
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of corporate learning when a chief learning officer (CLO) from a Fortune 

100 company publically proclaimed an ROI of 1,328 percent. I was 

shocked at such a statement. There is a rich history in the literature of 

labor economics on estimating the returns on education. Calculating ROI 

is one way to measure return on education; net present value or optionality 

approaches are also options. To put the 1,328 percent in context, econo-

mists using various econometric models have estimated that most returns 

on a high-quality college education hover between 10 and 20 percent. So 

if this company had really cracked this nut, then it meant it was perform-

ing 100 times as well as, say, Harvard Business School. One need only 

look at the balance sheet and income statement to realize that what was 

happening instead was very poor research.

Now to be clear, there is ample evidence on the returns on education 

and it has been quantified, so it can be calculated. And I understand the 

compelling arguments around the need for learning leaders to have more 

business acumen and talk the language of business. But if you went to the 

chief financial officer (CFO) with such a claim, it would not be laudable, 

but laughable. CFOs understand conceptually the notion of return on 

education, and they also probably know that those returns are not best 

measured as ROI. 

Think about it. ROI implies that one can look at a company’s financial 

performance over time, take into account all the extraneous variables that 

would affect that company, quantify all the costs associated with deliver-

ing the program, isolate the endowment effects (such as motivation, prior 

education, and intelligence), and come up with a simple ratio. In theory, 

one could use stock price, because it is supposed to take into account both 

the market effects and future earnings, but even so it is a fool’s errand. 

This is a classic example of poor research design. It is a plausible question 

supported by theory, although not sufficiently practical to execute for the 

average CLO. Trying to measure returns on corporate learning using ROI 

is like trying to turn lead into gold.
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What These Things Have in Common
What lessons can we draw from these examples? Well, I hope you see that 

we are all in good company when making these mistakes. Being diligent 

is difficult when you are under financial and time pressure. Perhaps trick-

ier is that, as professionals, we have our own experiences to draw from, 

and those experiences shape our views of the world. But because we may 

know from experience that something is there and we are under pressure 

to perform, we too often act more like learning advocates, as opposed to 

learning engineers. What matters to our employers and to us is that we 

help the business, not that we have a large budget or lots of programs. We 

should put our heart and soul into the design and delivery of programs. 

But at the end of the day, the programs need to stand or fall on their 

merits, and we should always have the best interests of the organization 

and our colleagues in the forefront, rather than the creativity or coolness 

of our programs.

We need to stop being lemmings. We are so enamored with the next 

great trend that we jump on these bandwagons, partially because the 

success of our programs matters so much. But we need to be much more 

thoughtful in how we interpret the research we are consuming to inform 

our program designs. And we need to recognize that the way we ask a 

question matters most because we cannot fix through clever analysis that 

which we messed up in design.

How to Prevent Getting Hoodwinked 
and Lying to Yourself
The key to ensuring that you aren’t deceived or don’t inadvertently deceive 

is to be an effective theoretician and researcher. What does that mean? 

First, pose questions (and by definition answers) that can be tested—inves-

tigated empirically. Better to measure what you can measure well—say, a 

Level 2 Kirkpatrick evaluation—than aspire to do a Level 4 evaluation and 

use self-reported data to say that you’ve measured business impact. 
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Second, know your underlying theory and link your questions to it. 

Imagine using a behavioral approach for compliance training, a cognitive 

approach for strategy, and perhaps a social theory approach for innovation. 

You should know which pedagogical approach you are using and why.

Whenever possible, use methods that permit direct investigation of 

your questions. If you want to see if someone can do something, don’t ask 

if she can do it, ask her to demonstrate that she can do it. If you want to 

know if he found the course useful, ask him whether he found it useful. Be 

clear and thoughtful about how you measure things and do it as directly 

as possible.

Third, provide a coherent and explicit chain of reasoning; walk your-

self through how you got to the question. For example, before you run a 

sales training program, make sure you understand why you’re running the 

program. What evidence do you have that it is a skills problem (as opposed 

to a slow economy)? What evidence do you have that it is a performance 

problem that cuts across individuals, as opposed to some other thing that 

may be influencing sales, such as the product itself or sales support? Then 

investigate why you are running a particular intervention. How do you 

know that is the right choice compared with a different program that 

might be available in the marketplace? Make sure you have a strategy in 

place for evaluating success before running the program. Perhaps one 

approach would be to run the intervention once as an experiment to test 

the hypothesis and then repeat, evaluating all the way. You could also see 

if others have investigated the question before you and learn from their 

results. Finally, whenever possible, disclose research to encourage profes-

sional scrutiny and debate. This makes all of us better.

Let’s review two research approaches: collecting numbers (quantita-

tive) and collecting observations (qualitative). Keep in mind that all social 

sciences ask the same basic sorts of questions, so all the approaches are 

relevant. But each approach is like a lens, and it brings certain things into 

focus and moves other things out of focus. 
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We probably should be conducting research that is a mix of qualitative 

and quantitative, with a heavy emphasis on quantitative methods. When 

it comes to developing people, it is important to recognize that you aren’t 

ever going to be able to capture the full impact of any training; learning 

is too complex, there are so many interaction effects, and learning doesn’t 

happen the way it was conceived in the popular Matrix movies series, 

where you only need to plug in and download knowledge. Performance 

and learning are loosely coupled; some takes time to stick and some lasts 

quite a long time. Thus, there are always some consumption and invest-

ment benefits to training, and there are individual and social benefits to 

learning. So you might not be able to take a course on innovation and 

turn a company around overnight, but the course might spark a bulb that 

generates a solution in the future. Or you might take a course that benefits 

your team as much as yourself. 

Going beyond these conceptual ideas, how we systematically gather 

evidence means different things and answers questions differently. For 

empirical investigations, we could conduct interviews, run statistical 

analyses of data—either observational or self-reported—or we could 

conduct controlled experiments. Even with the same data and the same 

paradigm, we can analyze things differently with different measurement 

techniques. We could use simple correlation, a residual approach that 

controls for other factors, or we could measure direct returns. The exam-

ple I gave earlier about investigating the age of the earth gets at this idea, 

even though both the survey and direct investigation of the rocks were 

analyzed quantitatively. Remember, the most direct approach is generally 

the better approach.

Finally, if we are interested in things like the value of training, we 

need to be aware of measurement challenges, such as the interaction of 

education, prior education, and ability; selectivity bias; the quality versus 

the quantity of training; and discounting for time. Two strategy courses, 

one taught by Bob the Builder and the other by Michael Porter, shouldn’t 

be treated the same. And a great course that provides benefits to the 
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company 10 years down the road needs to be evaluated differently from 

the great course that provides benefits tomorrow.

The Hierarchy of Evidence for Impact
Generally, the more times something has been tested, the better. So you 

would rather use a tool, product, or intervention that 100 studies say 

works, rather than simply rely on one study with the same finding (with 

the huge caveat that the quality of each study matters).

If you are attempting to demonstrate impact, the gold standard 

among researchers is randomized control trials; they are the classic exper-

iments that scientists use with control groups. Almost as good are natural 

experiments and quasi-experiments. Less desirable are the survey and case 

study, which happen to be the ones that we see most often in our space. 

While the survey and case study tell us things, they don’t answer the ques-

tion of whether something worked or not. Surveys can tell us what people 

say and, if well designed, what people think, but they are less accurate 

at telling us what people do. Case studies are spectacular at illustrating a 

point, but suffer from the same problems that surveys suffer from, plus the 

added constraint of generally having a sample size of one. As a result, it is 

difficult to make inferences with respect to generalizability. 

Why Research Matters
In some fundamental ways, all social scientists are interested in answer-

ing the same sorts of questions about the world. But each discipline has 

very specific rules about the fidelity of research and is concerned about 

poorly designed and executed mixed-method research. With respect to 

education evaluation, the U.S. Government’s Office of Management and 

Budgets, the Campbell Collaborative, and National Academy of Sciences 

have attempted to describe a hierarchy of evidence where, roughly speak-

ing, there is consensus:
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 � More studies are better than fewer.

 � Anecdotal case studies or testimonials are the weakest form 
of evidence.

 � Randomized controlled experiments are the gold standard. 

And there is recognition that some approaches are better at reveal-

ing hypotheses and exploring why others are better at evaluating whether 

something worked as planned. Table 2-1 lists some purposes or goals of 

research and the corresponding approaches.

Table 2-1. Research Methods and Their Goals

Research Methods Goal

Qualitative and quantitative To ensure implementation and replicability

Qualitative To provide context and insight

Quantitative To evaluate the effectiveness of evidence

For social science research to be funded and evaluated, the govern-

ment and others have developed hierarchies of evidence with randomized 

controlled experiments being the gold standard, and the more times a 

study is replicated, the more reliable the finding. 

The problem with that approach is that it may be untenable. It is easy 

to imagine running one cohort through a pilot versus a control group for 

a short period of time, but, ultimately, the reason the program is offered 

is to solve a problem, and saying that only 50 percent of employees will 

participate in a program to determine its efficacy may be a nonstarter with 

the business leader. It may win points among an editorial board or for 

tenure, but among CLOs, heads of talent, and business leaders who have 

P&L responsibility, this approach will, most often, be useless.

But as some of the lies have illustrated, in its absence, what has 

emerged is a system where evidence is largely word of mouth or personal 

testimonials, sometimes by vendors who have an agenda and sometimes 



Lies About Learning Research

33

by the learning professionals who have a point of view. These people act as 

advocates rather than researchers. As a result, much of what we design and 

deliver is rooted in little evidence that any of it works, but we have a large 

stake in saying it works, regardless of its actual efficacy.

However, we can’t assume that learning professionals will always rise 

to the challenge. What is needed instead is a pragmatic solution. You must 

choose the level of sophistication you need to understand the impact of 

your programs. What tools can you use to gather evidence of impact? 

What tools do you use to analyze performance and learning? 

We can address this issue pragmatically. In our country’s courts, 

there are rules of evidence that dictate the way one gathers and analyzes 

evidence. For example, how DNA evidence is evaluated is different from 

how testimony is evaluated, but if both are gathered and evaluated accu-

rately they can inform the jury. If someone provides testimony about 

events they witnessed while under the influence, or as someone who has 

failing eyesight, the testimony may be viewed differently. If DNA evidence 

has been tainted, it may be evaluated differently. In the same way, each of 

our disciplines have different research paradigms that cause us to approach 

evidence differently. This is how our systems align.

But the difference is in how the courts treat the evidence. There are 

different standards for evaluating the evidence, depending on whether 

the case is civil or criminal. In a criminal case, the standard is “beyond 

a reasonable doubt,” whereas in a civil case, it is a “preponderance of 

evidence.” You could present the same evidence, asking the same ques-

tions, and, depending on the standard, arrive at two different findings.

What we need is a way to evaluate evidence systematically, using a 

standard different from those used for tenure review or peer-reviewed 

journals. We need a preponderance of evidence standard that is quicker, 

more flexible, and easier to interpret than the research we do for our own 

education. And it needs to be driven by the needs of the market. The big 

data movement might make this fairly simple to execute in the near future.
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We also need our profession to raise the bar. Some years ago, the Asso-

ciation for Talent Development was a major sponsor of a global initiative 

to create an ISO standard for corporate learning. While it was adopted by 

42 countries, to my knowledge that standard was not adopted by a single 

U.S. employer. Our professional associations, particularly ATD, need to 

continue to lead the charge and call out the lies as they become clear.

What You Can Do in the Meantime
We continue to evolve as a profession. Hopefully, programs like the one I 

created at the University of Pennsylvania (PennCLO) and initiatives taken 

by organizations like ATD to develop professionals, can help establish a 

set of rules for research on learning. In the meantime, there are some 

pretty basic things you can do to catch lies and prevent lying.

Question everything. Be critical when you purchase and when you 

deliver. Be less of an advocate and more of a critic. And don’t assume that 

because someone has a whitepaper or even one peer-reviewed article about 

her approach or product that it proves anything.

Research what you can. Not being able to run large-scale, longitu-

dinal, controlled randomized trials with matched pairs is not an excuse 

to throw up your hands and follow the latest trend. Try to systematically 

question what you are planning and gather what evidence you can to 

support or refute what you actually do. And don’t become so vested in 

a strategy that you ignore mounting evidence that what you are doing is 

having little effect.

Use empirically vetted content. In other words, if you have to 

choose between two marketing courses—one based on the research of a 

professor and the other one based on the whims of a prophet—go with 

the professor. 

Use pedagogy aligned with your business problem. If you need to 

get your folks working better as virtual teams, a behaviorist approach may 

not be the most prudent design strategy.
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If I’ve succeeded, I have raised more questions than I have answered 

and made you more skeptical than before. That is the crux of my message. 

Question everything to the extent possible and recognize that to be an 

effective professional you need to concurrently be a theoretician and 

researcher. While this is true in every profession, it is especially true in 

ours. Darwin argued eloquently for the survival of the fittest—that those 

species that could adapt would survive. For organizations, the only way to 

adapt is to learn. We are our companies’ fulcrums to the future.
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