NOTE: Training is not a science. It’s an art. But it should be based on the science of learning/education. Nevertheless, Ron Zemke’s “Behavioral
Repertoire” column in “Training” magazine for September, 2003, seems to disparage trainers who think that they’re educators.

Both arts are aspects of instruction; neither is inherently better for every type of learning situation. Education teaches principles with which to meet
future, unknowable (problem?) situations; training deals with selected knowledge and methods that solve the problem immediately at hand. No other
distinction seems to work reliably. So speak of instruction! And then prepare to solve the problems.

Materials below present both current circumstances and available options that confront you and the field.

CIRCUMSTANCES:

LOOKING AT TODAY’S REALITIES:

There’s a new reality evident in any business’ outlook on its meetings. That reality has been catapulted into the business mainstream by a number of
previously-discrete considerations that have combined to establish new opportunities for business to retake the meetings field.

You can help to take back the meetings/training discipline from the advertisers; the freebie magazines in the commercialized meetings- industry; and
the sycophantic associations that have misled their own members for decades in order to get free publicity from the freebies. The associations are
playing catch-up now.

Five critical findings affect you, and your company’s, executives, including the VVP/Sales, CLO, Advertising Director, Training Director, department
heads, and even line managers--everyone whose personal job performance results depend in large part on the performance of others.

However, none of those Five Findings alone established or created the current climate for change--their recent coincidence did.

Here, correlated, are those findings and interpretations, developed and held after nearly 50 years in meetings/training professions and trade(s)--
distinct from the overly-commercialized meetings-industry.

Cavalier's conclusion in advance: Almost anything that's not an intrinsic part of the message itself can distract from delivery of that message. Shades
of our 1973 and 1983 published positions re: split attention spans. Independent (corroborating) statements from third parties follow, below:

First finding:

Recent studies and literature indicate that ‘expertise’ in performance requires about 10,000 hours of ‘deliberate practice” in nearly any field.

That 10,000 Hour Rule’ was first established regarding athletic performance but has been found to be valid in virtually any performance skill--arts,
athletics--and jobs?” Malcolm Gladwell, the author of “Outliers” and source of the Rule, was interviewed on TV by Charlie Rose, where you don’t
witness irrelevancies. (For citation, see Document Locator at base of this file, Note #1)

Don’t take our word for it. Just search the term ‘10,000 Hour Rule’ on “Advertising Age,” specifically, and/or web engines, generally.

Regardless of the extent to which the 10,000-Hour-count applies to non-performed, intellectual endeavors, it’s finally unarguable that there’s a
significant and substantial practice period related to any appreciable new skill. . .and it can probably be codified for any discipline.

In a current scramble to appear competent, a major meetings user-association is describing ‘new levels’ of meeting-planners’ requirements (known
since the 70s) as ‘cutting edge’. . . but ‘new’ only to that meetings-industry, not to the related professions or trade(s). More, below.

Why? That finding of 10,000 (or however many) hours needed to hone any skill destroys those meetings-industry magazines’ (and their dominated
meeting-industry associations’) claims of leadership and expertise. Remember, we view the overly-commercialized ‘industry’ as being distinct from
the related ‘professions’ and ‘trade(s).’

Although already covered in some business publications, the ‘10,000 Hour Rule’ has not been noted in the meetings-industry press. Self-
protection? Most of the meetings-industry’s ‘magazine writers’ have no experience whatsoever in planning meetings and so can’t understand the
significance of deliberate practice as a qualifier. . .or how and why their writings are inadequate in terms of Meetings Management.

All salesmen who demonstrate are performing. Most sales training occurs in meetings-rooms. No, they don’t need 10M hours (five average years)
with each color of widget, but with all widgets together, probably yes. Spoken text aside, once these salesmen have demonstrated widgets and
ancillary products and services for multiple thousands of hours, they’re probably on their way to becoming decent sales people. Demo-with-errors
can be wisely accommodated privately, in the training room, not disguised with fancy stuff for potential customers to view while not listening.

Do additional thousands of hours produce sales-aces? Don’t wonder: just take a survey of applied-hours among your best and mediocre
salespeople. Build your training around your own findings and statistics! You can't buy solutions for your specific problem from off-the-shelf generic
materials--those need to be edited, if used. However, starting-from-scratch usually yields better results. . .if you know what you're doing: use ISD!

Early sheltered-practice and good sales-script outlines build confidence and can make a real difference in early sales results. That was demonstrated
in the 1960s by Motorola’s Mobile Radio experience, via their training as revamped to already-proved methods. How?

When brought inside as Training Manager, an ace-salesman hired an assistant who understood and used methodologies that approximated the
military’s later ISD (Instructional Systems Development) program: Training-know-how plus sales-know-how. It worked in tandem like gangbusters!
That chief’s successor re-evaluated and re-adopted that initial program with minor changes. The successor also placed a consulting project with the
departed once-assistant. Professionals recognize valid programs!

Skills take time to learn but can often be learned in less time if taught by authorities/experts. If not teaching, authorities must still provide the
essentials to be covered and measured. Facts remain facts and should drive all of your programs!

Second finding:
‘Pay-for-Play’ can cause even paid-circulation magazines to trade free PR space for paid ads (see “Advertising Age” or Google; search that term).
Once-upon-a-time, PR space was earned by merit! Now PR space can be meretricious. Good luck in trying to determine by publication's title.



The disinformation and misinformation in the meetings-industry feebie (advertising give-away) press was astounding. Reading their superficial and
often misleading articles of that time will prove the charge. The offending freebies all had the word 'meetings' in their titles but apparently not in their
editors' commercial objectives.

Why should you believe in any magazine when your reading could be an exercise to create a 'sales-target-you'? That lamentable practice by a few is
injuring the credibility of the entire publishing industry.

The fact of ‘P-f-P” in publishing now indicates that such advertising dominance could have existed as charged in the ‘70s against the meetings
freebie press--the only meetings press. The fact of these Five Findings has demonstration that the freebies' early model of advertiser-dominance has
failed. It's time for a change, but for progress, not just novelty.

‘Freebie’ signifies an advertising give-away that you’re really not getting for free! You haven't ‘arrived: you've been targeted! 'Free' will cost in
skewed information and recommendations. The term P-f-P itself was derived decades ago from the phono-records scandal. So much for the Chicago
Professor’s “The market can regulate itself.”

Specific denials now denied by advertisers:

--A training company placed a full-page ad in “Training” magazine (Doc Locator, Note #2, at base) that stated, “Don’t blame the technology--it’s
the presenter.” Blame? As in ‘meetings failure’? Don’t the meetings-industry’s freebie-press blackouts work on unwanted topics anymore?

--Also a major hotel chain placed an ad in the “New York Times” (Doc Locator, Note #3) that stated in part that a facility “could be wrong” for
your group. Yes, it could be wrong because of travel-class or chopped-up space; but that would be the fault of the buyer (the only possible fault--as
the meetings-industry has taught for years). In this case, the hotel is what it is; the buyer might have chosen poorly.

But hotels can also be the wrong because of officious staff attitudes, higher-than-justified charges, and fine-print up-charges, or over-booking of
clients with conflicting needs for limited-numbers of limited-English housekeeping/set-up staffs: never-mentioned faults. Yes, bilingual chiefs
supervise all set-ups but can't be available everywhere for everyone simultaneously.

Nevertheless, this hotel “Times” ad is the first acknowledgment (that we’ve seen) that advertised potential misfits among items that are regularly
advertised in the meetings-industry freebie publications, whether or not any ad provoked any specific sale.

Any helps available? For recommendations re: specific Meetings Management methods, including hotels, see the five Cavalier blogs on the website
of the University of California/Santa Cruz (Silicon Valley): svprojectmanagement.com.

(Doc Locator, Note #4).

See also “Chapter 18” under the “SMTW?” book (Doc Locator, Note #5).

Objectionable practices that are never acknowledged in print (other than in Chapter 18) include delays in room-set-ups; limited bilingual house-
crew chiefs who usually supervise multiple-room set-ups simultaneously--but are not always available when needed; sales of ‘unused’ public space
to third parties after dissuading the given organization from reserving that space in written contract. ‘Observably unused’ and ‘essential purpose’ are
different concepts.

Third finding:

In the 1970s, Cavalier's business columns and book treated the issue of split attention span when discussing the negative effects of 'maxi-media’--
anything in excess of communication needs. Today the operative term is 'distraction.’ It sounds 'new" while being the old, recirculated. Search both
'distraction' and 'constant distraction' on the web.

The newest entry in the distractions-derby regards music. We all believe that music is only-beneficial to the listener. Not really. The medical field
has long known about the power of music to distract patients from their perceptions of pain.

"Music Impairs Certain Acts of Memorization," reads The Wall Street Journal's article of August 10,2010; pD-2. Apparently much depends on the
listener's own tastes and the compatability of the selected music to those tastes. Nevertheless, all music can interfere with the ability to memorize.

Today, much targeted (no communications-general) research has established that multi-tasking tolerates the juggling of tasks (for Mom: cooking
while washing clothes and tending kids) but prevents reflective/critical thinking (for Mom: quality considerations about the local school district and
her potential need to move).

Constant-distraction or constant-interruption (most-tested re: web and web-messaging) might aid the discernment of patterns among multiple,
similar items but also prevents reflective/critical thinking.

Does your job and/or corporate plan value juggling or thinking more? Which one should predominate? Extrapolate--that's also an aspect of
reflective/critical thinking. Managements claim to value the ability of employees to multi-task, but that's in fact a negative: serial single-tasking
presents superior results: So prioritize, and complete one project first; then tackle another.

So, via Cavalier, with 1970s-revisted: "Maxi-media in technology and audio/visuals can, by calling attention to itself, distract the viewer from the
message that should be delivered." The purveyors of A/V technology for meetings still won't like that message. . .and the meetings-industry's
obedient breebie magazines still won't print it. But it's fact.

Further third party backup, re: long term consequences:

Michael Bugeja, Journalism professor at Greenlee School of Journalism, lowa State; writing in "The Futurist” (JanFeb,'08; vol 42 #1): Head: The
Age of Distraction: the Professor or the Processor?" Subhead: "Due to academia's reliance on technology and the media's over-emphasis on trivia, we
are failing to inform future generations about social problems that require critical thinking." Pay attention to the concept, not the school setting,
because that concept controls participants' reactions to your messages and plans. . .and any meeting's success.

In Agreement with Bugeja: Nicholas Carr, "The Shallows" (NYC: Norton, 2010). Also, check his other books on related topics.

Early studies of car phone-related accidents found double the accident rate among hand-held talkers at accident time, vs. non-talking drivers. Later,
revised: higher under specific conditions. So hand-held units were banned in California, in favor of speaker-phones; but the higher accident rate
persisted. State’s conclusion: the fact of concentration on the conversation (not the fact of the hand-held unit itself) was the culprit. New laws? No
surprise.

In its own published study, “Car & Driver” magazine studied the problem. In every driver test, concentration on the conversation or texting resulted
in slower reaction times for the driving component. Worst results, for texting--high concentration. Split-attention. Also, no surprise.

Big surprise: the same problem exists with cellphone-walkers! When people are checking their text pads, they’re not watching where they’re
walking. . .and some have had serious accidents at about double the expected norm. Why should we require accidents before believing studies?

Valid early research--revalidated!



The US military’s research had discovered--decades ago--that we cannot maintain vigilance in two sensory channels simultaneously. Yet, business
still swears by multi-tasking practice, although serial single-tasking obtains better results. Choose between fads and facts! Cell phone laws are only
the latest and most specific application of that split-attention principle by previously-lax governmental agencies.

Other ignored research was noted in Cavalier’s “FirstTake” article (1985) (Doc Locator, Note #6). Where in the meetings-industry are the new
practices or methodologies that would honor all such previous and subsequent research? Where is that meetings-industry's own research if it claims
to be 'professional'? No, surveys-taken is not research.

In the 1970s, Cavalier's business columns and book treated the issue of split attention span when discussing the negative effects of 'maxi-media’--
anything in excess of communication needs. Today the operative term is 'distraction.' Search it, together with ‘constant distraction.'

The newest entry in the distractions-derby regards music. We all believe that music is only beneficial to the listener. Not really. The medical field
has long known about the power of music to distract patients from their perceptions of pain.

"Music Impairs Certain Acts of Memorization," reads The Wall Street Journal's article of August 10, 2010; pD-2. Apparently much depends on the
listener's own tastes and the compatability of the selected music to those tastes. Nevertheless, music can interfere with the ability to memorize.

Today, much targeted (no communications-general) research has established that multi-tasking tolerates the juggling of tasks (for Mom: cooking
while washing clothes and tending kids) but prevents reflective/critical thinking (for Mom: quality considerations about the local school district and
their potential need to move).

Constant-distraction or constant-interruption (most-tested re: web and web-messaging) might aid the discernment of patterns among multiple,
similar items but also prevents reflective/critical thinking.

Does your job and/or corporate plan value juggling or thinking more. . .or which should predominate? Extrapolate--that's also an aspect of
reflective/critical thinking. Managements claim to value the ability of employees to multi-task, but that's in fact a negative: serial single-tasking
presents superior results: So prioritize, and complete (or complte-to-date) one project first; then tackle the next priority item.

So, via Cavalier, with 1970s-revisted: "Maxi-media in technology and audio/visuals can, by calling attention to itself, distract the viewer from the
message that should be delivered.” The purveyors of A/V technology for meetings still won't like that message. . .and the meetings-industry's
obedient breebie magazines still won't print it. But it's fact.

Third party backup:

Michael Bugeja, Journalism professor at Greenlee School of Journalism, lowa State; writing in "The Futurist" (JanFeb,'08; vol 42 #1): Head: The
Age of Distraction: the Professor or the Processor?" Subhead: "Due to academia's reliance on technology and the media's over-emphasis on trivia, we
are failing to inform future generations about social problems that require critical thinking." Pay attention to the concept, not the school setting,
because that concept controls participants' reactions to your messages and plans. . .and any meeting's success.

See Nicholas Carr, "The Shallows" (NYC: Norton, 2010). Also, check his other books on related topics.

The facts are out there--simply ignored by the meetings-industry.

Folks who want to sell you something--regardless of its value to your program--are out there too. Even at meeting-planner associations. It's not
their problem if their (or advertisers') slogans and widgets don't solve your problem. . .especially if you don't yourself understand your group-
communications problem.

Then ask yourself why the meetings-industry has failed or refused to examine the realities of the field and/or to do valid research of its own. Most
claim that multiple surveys are 'research.' That's cheap, easy, and always provides predictable answers based on unfounded prior teachings.

You must provide your own answers to the military's programming questions in Instructional Systems Development (as replicated in Cavalier's
"ISD"). ISD is slogan-proof and foolproof! It's self-help.

Since AOL bought ‘Huffington Post,” the web folks are re-adopting the belief that *Content is King.” That truth was also overpowered by the sales
appeal of the new gadgets, which still need to deliver something: content! Content in your meetings is termed ‘message.” And despite Marshall’s
push for the medium, “The Message is (still) the Message”: Cavalier, 1973 & (1983 & update) books. What’s old is new again!

So pay attention to the message and its support needs, if any. Then reconsider all Five Findings (including those above and below) . . .and take
control of your own meetings. . .every time!

Fourth finding:

After three-plus decades, a major association of meetings-industry suppliers has designed a code of ‘acceptable practices.” Which suggests that
unacceptable practices (a few, below) were already common. Those unacceptable practices were also published in 1970s’ related business
publications--simply ignored by the meetings-industry. Deficiency is finally being admitted.

A recent survey of 157 members by the American Society of Business Publication Editors (ASBPE) found a lamentable ethics situation among
publishers. Over two-third of those editors who responded indicated a need for better practices and guidelines. Remember, you’ve been believing
their printed text--and buying accordingly?

Fault and failed meetings are simply denied by the meetings-industry.

Currently, the meetings-industry’s largest corporate-user association has “‘discovered” new levels of “cutting edge’ skill and requirements for
member planners who wish to improve their capabilities--to 1970s standards, previously ignored. Of course there are other deficiencies:

Few working Meeting Managers write pop articles. Those persons who do write rarely challenge objectionable practices by the industry’s many
suppliers. By choice? Might “publish-or perish’ cause misconceptions or compromise among related professionals who themselves don’t have the
requisite hours of Meetings Management experience?

Will export of defective methods via associations’ foreign convention locations provide enough static so that the associations can avoid
acknowledging their years of inadequacy. . .as reflected in their past meeting-planner-certification programs? Under the circumstances and broader
view, are those not Certificates of Inadequacy?

Biggest deficiency: Coverage of photogenic-events and convention exhibits is no substitute for know-how in Meetings Management. Advertising
aside, most industry magazines promote stage shows as guaranteed photo-ops.

That reflects their ‘unintentional” misunderstanding of one of our first client’s published remarks:

Joseph L. Koach, then-Convention Manager of the Linen Supply Association of America (newly ‘Fabric Rental”) wrote about a touch of show-biz
for between-speaker relief. But the magazines turned it into an opportunity for promoting show-biz extravaganzas! Good for ads and advertisers--not
so good for your message and budget. There’s a built-in conflict-of-interest among freebies magazines in probably all fields!

Koach’s article--smudgy photocopy of the original carbon plus a re-key--is found on this website, as indicated below. Koach wrote of Meeting
Management (distinct from planner) in 1960, an early general use of the term. However, PCMA (the Professional Convention Manager Association)
had been formed in the medical field in 1956-7, quietly. (Doc Locator, Note#7). So the distinction between Meeting Manager and meeting planner
did not originate with Cavalier. The professionals recognized it but the meetings-industry did not. Enuf sed?



Discrepancies between associations’ and advertisers’ bald claims and truly authoritative response to ‘expert’ requirements have resulted in
numerous business meeting failures--or ‘disappointments,” in politically-correct terminology. The meetings-industry didn’t officially notice meeting
failures in the past: therefore, very common failures ‘didn’t exist.” The web ended that censorship and deception.

Fifth finding and related history lesson:

A guru of classic training technique, Malcolm Knowles, had long ago stated: “Entertainment provides present-moment satisfaction; training
requires present-moment dis-satisfaction in order to promote learning.”

Comment: Applause is not a measure of learning. Applause for the show-biz values indicates present-moment satisfaction--an entertainment value
that can contribute negatives--as does any spectacle with maxi-media (anything beyond need).

Knowles 'dis-satisfaction' was ignored by the meetings-industry and its press, too--in favor of their own opinion-mantras, “It’s gotta entertain ‘em’;
and "It's gotta be face-to-face.” Besides, your budget can’t compete with Hollywood; so don’t even try. Learners need to be engrossed, not coddled.

Knowles was no unknown lightweight. Search his name on the web. If you read some of his books, then you’ll want to deliver meaningful
company-material that matters to your learners because it matters to their lives.

Worse: “Inc.” magazine printed a ludicrous cover banner for its supercilious story (August,’07): “Fun! It’s the New Core Value.” A mini-quote
tag: “Good for employees, good for customers, good for business.” (Doc Locator, Note #8).

Really?

Does a ‘have fun at work’ attitude imply an employee’s added can-do ability to do the job? Will-do, possibly; but not studied. But will-do is not
synonymous with 'can-do' in any case. If seen as a job benefit, fun might encourage the less-able employees to stick around if they can’t get a more-
fun job. The most-capable will leave when they feel that they’re not contributing meaningfully or growing personally. Thank Abraham Maslow's
pyramid for that perspective--decades ago!

Research (decades ago) by Dr. Frederick Herzberg had long ago established employee dissatisfaction with management quality as the prime dis-
satisfier in the business-employee world.

--How does fun improve management capability and/or leadership?

--How does fun improve the employees' abilities to do the jobs?

--Where is the supporting evidence from valid research?

--Who besides the fun-&-clowns companies would benefit from such a misplaced value structure?

--And why was the “Inc.” editor conned so easily? Answer: Because he trusts the old, meetings-industry’s press version of meetings life.

Consider the overall matter of industry-manufactured opinions, which plagues other venues besides the meetings/conventions-industry:

When discussing the matter of cable air time given to ex-elected/ military officials and putative pundits who double as undisclosed paid lobbyists
for private interests. “The Nation” (Doc Locator #9) quoted ethics committee chairman, Andy Schotz (Society for Professional Journalists),
regarding Pulitzer Prize-winning David Barstow’s related exposes in the NY ‘Times’):

“It’s almost like a mysterious black hole that this issue, which is enormous, is getting no attention from the offenders themselves.” Comment:
There’s no mention of undisclosed interests in the meetings-industry’s published texts, either. Both are intended to mis-direct the unwary
reader/viewer.

Aaron Brown (host of CNN’s "Newsnight,” 2001-05: “How many [undisclosed lobbyists] can we put on the set at one time?". Brown was “amazed
at how little they had to offer” (op. cit.). RC: Ditto, the meetings-industry’s positions and events, to0?

Brown’s final quote: “We live in a time where there are no shortages of opinions and an incredible deficit of facts.” RC: That’s the meetings-
industry’s forty-year problem in a nutshell!

The facts are out there--simply ignored by the meetings-industry.

Folks who want to sell you something--regardless of its value to your program--are out there too. Even at meeting-planner associations. It's not
their problem if their (or advertisers') slogans and widgets don't solve your problem. . .especially if you don't yourself understand your group-
communications problem.

Then ask yourself why the meetings-industry has failed or refused to examine the realities of the field and/or to do valid research of its own. Most
coasting groups claim that their multiple surveys are 'research.’ That's cheap, easy, and always provides predictable answers based on beliefs founded
on unfounded prior teachings.

You must provide your own answers to the military's programming questions in Instructional Systems Development (as replicated in Cavalier's
"ISD"). ISD is slogan-proof and foolproof! It's self-help.

No equally-good or better method has ever been invented, in our opinion--claims don't matter, and neither does the (unjustified) high price.

So pay attention to the message and its support needs, if any. Then reconsider all Five Findings. . .and take control of your own meetings. . .every

time!

HOW DO THOSE FIVE DISCRETE FINDINGS FIT TOGETHER?

Communication, not entertainment! In large meetings, think about group-communication, not technological splendor! In small meetings, don't try
to fake or otherwise betray your authority, or participants will tear the agenda apart.

It’s now okay and possible (Thanks, Web) to talk about and work with non-salable, non-expensive needs. But do-it-yourself is unpopular with the
advertising-dominated publications: they can’t sell you your own message.

In the pre-web days, when unfavorable information could be blacked-out, there was rarely a mention of educationally-required elements or never a
mention of failed meetings in the industry press. Now, meetings-failure can be admitted, discussed and blogged, and remedied by attention to the
message.

But is your message being prepared by authorities on that topic?

For any program, preparation by non-authorities is wasteful of everyone’s work and time. . .prone to failure through inadequacy and to the waste of
opportunity, same inadequacy. Moreover, because few of the freebie magazines’ ‘writers’ have ever planned a meeting or earned even a portion of
the “10,000 Hour Rule’ (“Outliers”; Doc Locator, Note #1) as credential in trade expertise, the zero-hours writers discuss “It looks good,” not “It
achieved stated objectives by or as measured by. . .”



When management fails to deliver messages that are clear, reasonable, and do-able; and when needed practice and tools are not provided, don’t
blame your employees for not learning. That’s management’s fault! Experts/ authorities know what they need in order to communicate their own
know-how. Give them what they need--don’t require them to use what you bought because the ads and freebies told you that the authorities need.

Pretty baubles, razzle-dazzle, and geometric seating patterns were never a substitute for proper delivery, understanding-proved, and practice--all are
related to the key message when it’s properly presented.

Our truism “The message is the message’ was published in RC's 1970s column and 1973 book; and repeated in his 1983 book: plus, “And don’t you
forget it!”

All advertisers would have been, and will be, better-served by attention to their specific successes. . .and even examined failures (with caveats listed).
Such forthcoming behavior would create confidence in the ad claims for readers and prospects, thereby enhancing reader confidence in the editorial
integrity of the magazines. Even the advertisers themselves can benefit from credible ad-carriers.

Many aspects of meeting planning for control were delivered in the early 1970s: Books by most authors discussed particular elements of meeting
room needs but offered no overall system for use. Meetings are not a collection of independent tips and activities. Moreover, books of valid, but
discrete, chapters by various experts still don't add up to a workable system, because readers must still cut-and-past into their own probably-deficient
current methods.

Because of expert columns and 1973’s “Achieving Objectives in Meetings” book, Richard Cavalier was acknowledged as an authority in the 1970-
80s. (See Doc Locator, Note #10).

The 1970s? Old? In our ‘latest-thing” business climate--yes. But irrelevant: the human brain hasn’t changed much in 10,000 years, according to
scientists. Research-based educational principles are still valid. Recent brain research has identified real estate wherein each action registers, but
scientists still can’t tell us how and why consciousness occurs.

We now understand why and where mental phenomena occur, but the basic research of the past has not been challenged. Our new understandings
should help us to program more accurately.

In the meetings field, most ‘latest-thing” hits have been limited-term fads; and the majority are gone. Even 60s' once-ubiquitous Programmed
Learning has now been restricted to sequential tasks, not conceptual learning. Cavalier, 1973: "A hamburger is a programmed steak--chemically
identical but changed forever.”

More recently: Programmed Learning can still aid sequential tasks but can’t help with conceptual learning. When learning to ride a bike, did you
learn first how to balance, and then how to steer, and then how to peddle? Or all together? Any training-topic's authority can tell you which, each
topic, each time.

The training and long-ignored educational principles are still valid and efficient. . .and still embraced by most corporate trainers and us during that
“70s decade and since. ‘Most,” above because many good salesmen are brought inside to teach others but don’t know how. They’re fodder for the big
guns in the advertising-dominated meetings-industry.

Competent Trainers are simply not supportive of the meetings-industry’s sacred-cow slogans or the meetings-associations” misdirected purposes. It
don’t “gotta be’ face-to-face for hotel/airline benefit; for your own benefit, only maybe. The message determines.

Remember that (decades ago) American Express identified central business meetings as using two-thirds of any corporation's average annual travel
budget. Comment: That central monster feeds on its own size, requiring more and more-expensive adjunct equipment while it demands larger and
more-expensive hotels and public meeting rooms in expensive cities.

Also decades ago, “Sales & Marketing Management” magazine (which printed RC's column for years) demonstrated that regional meetings are
always less costly (more cost-effective) than either one-central or multiple-local meetings when needed equipment/technology must be rented;
district meetings are cheaper when required equipment is already owned. These days, smaller cities are discovering new business demand. Why?

For a list of previously published but ignored 1060s-"70s contra-industry findings, see Doc Locator Note #12:

--“FirstTake” A/V magazine (May, 1985; photocopy, Note #6).

-- ‘Recognition’, “"Business Week"” button holds our consumerist articles for two of their special-ad