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EXPERIENCE WITH CASE METHOD IN SHORT DURATION
EXECUTIVE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMES*
‘Mukund R. Dixit

and
Abhimandan K. Jain

SECTION-I: FOCUS AND PLAN OF THE PAPER

Short duration1 exgcutive development programmes (SEDPg)
are widely offered by manmagsment schools ta train practising
8xscutives. They are received very well by the companyes.as
their exscutives can be traimed without affecting significantly

the day-to-day working of the company.

The objectives of these programmes have Varisd depending
upon the thoice of the subject, the nature of issues to be
discussed and the level of participation simed at Some of
the programmes are aimed at imparting knowledgs orily. Some
others aim at not only imparting knowledge buf awlso building:
certain skills and attitudes. Some examples of opjectives of

various short duration pragrammes are given in- Exhibit I

* The authors thank Profs. Shekhar Chaudhuri, I.M. Pandey,
Sreenivas Rao, 5, Vathsala and M.N. Vora for their helpful
comments and guggestions.

- The views expressed in this papex;.are those of the

authors and not of the Institute to which-they belong, They
alone are responsible for the errors and omissions.

t. For the purpose of this paper a shosft duration programme is
defined as the one run for a maximum duration of two weeks.



A variety of educaticnal methods including lectures,
case discussions, role play, sxperience sharing by participants”
are used to achieve these objsctives, The case method is
recommended as a mors appropriate pedagogy for helping the
participants to build the resquisite managerial skills and
attitudes, in addition to providing knowledge azbout the

contextual and conceptual aspects of decision mzking.

SEDPs have certain characteristics, guch as short
duration, heterogeneity of participant's profilez and relatively
low stakes of participants in the programme, which might limit
the successful exploitation of the potential for lzarning
provided by the case method. In this context this paper
attempts to answer the following questions based on the
experience and observations of the authors and their colleagues
in teaching and coordinating short duration progmammes.

- What problems do pnatreatora sgnd easrdinators,

&f SElPs ‘fawe I nis¥plofting ithe pdotdrtisl for

iearfiing providedrcby ths cesdc. mebbod? -
- What are the reasons?

- What are the possible solutions?

It discusses the various contingencies facud by the
instructors and coordinators in running the method and makes

suggestions for increasing the effectivensss of case mathod

in SEDPs,



In the following section we wouwld discuss the salient
features of SElfs., In section-iiII we would present a varisty
of contingencias that arcse in handling cases in SEPPs and
the responses of the instructors and cocrdinztors. An
attempt would be made ;0 analyse these contingencies and
rasponses and raise issues for using the casc method of
learning. i SEDRg~-i\Sectdon-dit '&naﬁs e beiire guggedtions to the
coordinators and instructors for increasing the effectiveness

of case method in SEDPs.



SQECTION-IT: SALIENT FEATURES OF S5EDPs AND IMPLICATIONS
FLR THS USE of CASE METHOD

In this sectinn we prasent the salient Teaturazs of
SEDPg which might have a bearing on the sffectivenssg of the

case method of instruction.

*Limited Time and Flexibility

Since theldura£ion of the programme is short both the
faculty and participants have to operats against a time
canstraint., The programme is tightly packed. Tha schedules!
are tight and hence slack tiwe is negligible. The sessions
cannot be cancelled or rescheduled easilgwwithout affecting
other sessiong or the time available for preparatiorm. Hence,
the flexibility availablie to the instructor is also restricted.
His class strategy bas to be right in the first ghot, Thers
is little +imd ke mekarupmnnﬂrEachedulé%A:Simglarly,tthe t ime
available Ffor interaction =2mang the participahts ta learn
ahout &ach others motivations, experience and porsdnzlities,
which is so wsssential far establishing group discussion Aormsy
is not reslly adequate. Thay come to know sach ather better

in tha second half af the programme.

2, Un g typical day, we scheduls three sessions egach with a
durztion of 70 minutes in the mozaing. “Fhe afterncan
segsiona are free for self study and preparation for
the next days classes. 0On some dayw there are sessions
in the afterncon as well. The averiies reading load is
90 pages. The participants are expected to spend at
lgsst B hours outside the class an preparation and
sglf study.



*Heterogeneity of Participant's Frofile

In view of broad selsction criteria =nd simple sclection
process of screening thz nomin~t cns the s ~rticipant profile
is heterogeneocus with Trespuct to tine dimensions given in

‘Exhibit 2.

In 2 short durstion programme one has to live with this
heterogenzity for'a longer part of the programme as ths time
available for interaction and development of homogeneity is
inadsquate. The hetsrogeneity of the group has implications
for preparation of the case individually and in groups before
the class, discussion and behaviour in the class and reflection
after the class. It is both a strength and wsakness, It is a
strength when multiple perspectives are to bevdiscussed in the

tlasa. It is a weakness when it checks the progress of case

preparation and class discussion. .

Among the dimensions mentianad ipn:Exhihit 2, theidimesmsion of
expectations from the programme by the participant and the
sponsor is very important. This aspect is claborated in the

following paragraphs:

* Expectations of the Participants: HNot all participants

have the same cxpectations from the programme. We have noted

a mix of thz following:



ACADEMIC

a) A fundamental undarstanding of the subject, its tools

and techniques
b) A brushing up of knowledge acquired in the ares-
€) Skills and attitudes that would help the company and his job

d) An opportunity to learn from the experience of other

companies

g) Acquiring knowledge developed by Institutes' faculty
through its ressarch and consulting.

NONACADEMIC

a} Develop cmomtacts with academic institutes for possible

incompany programmes, resesarch and consulting
b) Creating business opportunities

c) A paid holiday, a time to ralax by getting'away from

hectic office routine.

It is observed that the participants have a mix of
these expectations. 'The weightageé attached by partiicipants
to these sxpectation differ from 5ne participant o znother.
These weightages decide his interest, seriousness and level of
involvement in the programme. Ffor example, a participant who
attaches a very high weightage to building contacts and creating
business opportunities will have peripheral interest in the
preparation for the case and discussion in_the class, He
takes the role of the observer. Ths proce;éiof learning

through the case method would suffer fgffhe group has such

participants in large number. Worse still if the group hag



large number of particizants wha irsat the Progr=ming as a
paid holiday. This depends upon tho venue of the progreamme,
The residential programmes conducted in luxurious hotels

reinforce this sxpectation,

* Expectations of the Company:

Like the axpéctations of the perticipants, the expecta-
tions of the company differ from sponsor to sponsor. ‘We have
identified the following expectations:

a} An exposure to the subject matter and the experience

of other companies

b) Knowledge, skills and sttitude that would be useful
to the company ’

v
c} Prepare participants to take up higher responsibilities
d) Creating business opportunities by establishing contacts

g) Getting to know the Institute for placement, incompany

programmes and consulting

f) Help participants take a holiday, In this case the
training programms is treated as a reward given to the

executive by the company.

These expectations would get reflected in the zttitude
and behaviour’ of the participants in the programme. If the
company is serious sbout the programme, so would the participant

be. It will also determine the stzakes of the participents in

the programme.



* Low Stakes:

By and largz, it is ndticed that the-stakes of the

participants in the ;SEBRs ame Jowl.olhidhis do becaussius:

the resources committed by the organization and the individual
are not high. MNox are rewards and punishments dirsctly tied
with what hes gains or loses in the programme. Thzy do not
lose much &f the progremme flops. #s a result, they would
r.espond to the stimuli of the programme only if the gains

are clearly and dirsctly visible and would withdraw 2t the

slightest sign of loss of perceivad relevance,

The other aspect of low stzkzs is limited competition
for taking initiatives, making presentation or chzallenging each

other's solutions.

This imposes considerable burden on ths programme faculty
and the coordinator in enthusing the participants ~nd getting

them committed to respond to tho demands of the programme,

These characteristics create certain contingenties in
the programme. These contingencies and the responses of
instructors and coordinators to these would be discussed in

the next gection.
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SECTION-III: P TINGENTIES AN RESPONSES

As a consequence of tho hnigue charscteristics of SEDPs
several contingencies arise. Diffarens instructors haye
responded to these contingeoroous difTerartly Gapanding upon
their as;essment of the situstion, their capability to handle
uncertainty and experience with similar contingzncics befors,
The following is a discussion of the contingencies &nd
instructor responseé, and issuesg arising out of thsge

interdchions,

11.1 FIRST DAY PROBLEMS:

In the very first session.on the first day of an
executive development programme, the imstructor
opensd the class by asking - "So what should the
company do?" The instructor looked around for
volunteers. Thare was silence for sometime. When
the silence hbacame unbearable, one of the partici-
Pants confessed with 5 smile on his face, "I have not
read the case. I don't khink others have. wWhy don't
you tell us what it is., May be we can then react",
Other participants supported him, '

The instructor turned to thoe group and said - “May
be you did net have time to resd the case. Here are
the case facts”. He naorrated the case facts and
agsked the participants tc think over the prcblem

and react.

The participants' rcsponses were instantaneous.

There was sufficient discussion among the participants.
Most of the issues the instructor had planned to bring
out, were discussed. The session ended smoothly, but
the discussion took more time and the starting of next
session was delayed, o
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Faced with a similar situation, anothzr instrﬁbtor turned
to the class and said - "ikay, why doh't you taks fifteen
minutes to read the casec with the foliowing questions in minc®,%
Ha-gaVe certain quastinns to ponder over. The discussion
started after twenty minufes; . The initia; responses were off-
tha<cuff without supporting mvidencg. Many participaznts merely
repeated case facts. DBy pfoper questioning,; ths instructor
conveyed the requirement of evidence based solutions. Tﬁs
relevant issues came out succinctly. The discussion/class
covered greater ground than was planned by the instructor. The
discussiaon in this situation too overshot the prescribed eclass

time.

The situations described above are typical first day
problems. The participants are either not prepared or undsr-
prepared. This is either because they do nmot know what to do
or they did not have the time to prepare or they took the'let
us see what happens in the class'asttitude. This is also
reflective of the earlisr method of learning by listening to

the lectures of instructor.

Instructor's Respansc

The implications of different approaches to handle this
contingency need to ~be viewsd in the context of purposes to
be achieved on the first day given that SEDPs are tightly

packed.
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In a long duration Programme an instructor eculd gasily
reschedule the clazss sfter emphasising the need for prior
preparation on ths part of participants. However, this approach
is infeasible asg reschaduling of the class would he at the
.axpense of some other aspect to bo covered in another session
and/or cutting into the preparation time of the participants
for next day. More importantly, the first class is mDstllikely
to be an agendz eetting exsrcise for both the content of ths
programme and the learning met;odology adopted in the programme,

This has to be done well.

The first nature of response i.e. presentation of case by
instructor, is fraught with the danger of participante going
with the impression that the inmstructor would explain the cass
facts if they didn'f prepare for subsequent gay's classes. But,
what can the instructor do if the case is too long? The time

needed for narration is shorter than that for roading,

The instructor's response of requesting the pafticipants
tc read the case hés the merit of underscoring the nead for
reading the case before coming to the class. The message is
that they may be asked to read the case in the class itself. If
.the Case is long, they may have to spend the whole session
reading the case. This, hopefully, makes them read and prepare

~the cases assigned for the subsequent days,

Coordinstor's Response:

Some coordinators have tried to gqercome the problem of
dnderpreparedness on the first day by sending advonce readinq(

material along with 2 note on the pedagogy and its expectations’
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from the participants. The problem hnwevér, is

that Several participants either do not receive thec advance
raading material in time due to postal delays or do not bring
tha same with them when they come to the progr-mme: The

material has to be distributed again,

Despite handicaps the practice of sending out advance
reading material is profeorred im the hope that at lznst

some would read,

Some other coordinators have responded by reguesting
the participants to reach the venue a day earlier and
. inaugurating the praogramme that eVaning. This alsa has had

mixed results. Some participants do not turn up.

Chaoice - of Case:

The above discussion raises the question of the right
cage to bé chosen for the first session. Both types of
responses by instructors lead to rzasonable achievement of
objectives for the session. In both kind of responszs the
discussion could take off without delay, once the situstion
was understood, because it did not involve pencil pushing.
Can we then recommend that the opening case chosen should be

short and easily comprehensible?

Some do not sgree. At the Institute some prefer long and
complex cases to maks the participants experience the multi-
dimensional nature of decision making anéfbring aut the

inadequaties of individual participant's narrow approach for
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:‘.ﬁhﬂﬂﬂgiUUCh,ﬂfﬂb}aﬂsfﬂp This may leave the parthlpanta
baffled and confused aon the first day, whieh in turn may affect
~the naxt day's preparation, Psychologically, a short and
‘puaily comprehensible case would instill confidence in the
participants, arouse Coriosity and motivate them T0 prepares
:?hr'the subsequent sessions. There should be a feegling of

‘mehievement on the first day,

Time Management:

Owing to these contingencies and ths regponsea, time

”} gemént becomes a problem. Joth responses lead to over-

.‘shoting the prescribed time duration and cut into the time for
fhe next session. Anticipating such cont1ngenc1es, it is

'advlsable to budget longer time for the opening session, A
tirst day formet which we have féund 8ffective in creating

@ base for the subsequent sessions is to have only ane case

on the first day and devote two sessions (double scesion) to it.

_Normaliy, the coordinator of the pragramme handles this segsian,
The third session is a lecture session to he engaged either by

8 practising executive or by ana af the feculty members,

F11.2 DISCUSSION IN THE CLASS

Aseuming that the first day's probiam has been handlsd
wall, the programme could be expected to do well on subsequant
BSys. Yet, there are a number of cont;ééénc;es relating to the
naturs of discussion in the class whlph need is to be tacked

usll. They seem to arise more or lese in the order they are,_

iclcrzbed balow.
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Case Facts Echa

In the sessions immediately following the firs: day, those
who participate generally rzpeat the information available in
the case with very littlc anmalytical rigour and/cr drawing
relevant inferences. Other participants, usually do not
iétsrfare much though they might be feeling uncomfortoble
abaut the progress of the class, Three kinds of responses

have been noticed aon the part of instructors:

1. Ignore such remarks and request others to participats

2. Questioning of the type "so what"

3. Ask guestiaons like "Does that imply that the company

should takg option A?"

The first of the above approaches sometimes leadsg tg picking
Gne or more participants who are able to cm%tribute Constructivsly
towards meaningful discussion. In case the instructnr is ahle
to spot/get such contributions vairly early in the session, he
would have not only prepared = climeto for meaningful learning
for the class as a whole but also dgmonstrnted the futility of
merely repeating the case information. However, on the other
hand, it may fake, and usually doas, considerable time to spot/
get such participants who would make valuable contribution. In
such a situation he rumns the risk of previding a feaaling to at
least those who merely repeated case facts, that more repetition
of case facts is good contribution. Tth{is a waste of class
time, specially if the class has read{#he case, InstruétorS,
therefore, switch theirp approach to égé secnnd or the third adtion

ligted above.
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The second approach, "so what?", if used in 2arly sessians
of the programmes, is likely_tn gonaerate a fesling of frustfatian
among the particigants, besides being offensive. Siven their
low stakes, they might switch off in the subsaquent sessions,

In eddition, it would provide very littile assistance ta the
group in moving forward with ths case, However, the same
.approach could be used in later part of the pngr:mme).after

‘demongtrating the utility of meaningful discussion.

The third approach has been found to be quite fruitful,
¥ thie, the instructor helps the participant in interpreting
the case information for purposes of resolving the issues
identified. The questioning is so designed that at some ﬁsefql
inferences are "sxtracted" from the speakers.s Irrospective of
fhs'aucéess of extracting the infarences, the process has the
‘wdvantage of communicating adequately the futility of repeating
only case facts in the cless discussion and the usecfulness in

presenting inferenceg backed by case data.

dayndiced Eyes:

A case of a small company selling its product in a

local markst was being discussed. The sales had gone
down and the company was thinking of ways of improving
its sales. A heated debate was going on in the class
about the ways of promoting the product. Somabody was
making aut a case for emplaying national media, somebody
else was suggesting market resgarch, the third one was
recommending door to door campaign and the fourth one
wWag presenting a2 case for tie up with a national
marketeer.
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The instructor spperred indifferent but agitatod,
Nothihg was being written on the blackbaard. +As the
tempers rose thare was din in the classroom. Everybody
kept quist as th: instructor eziscd his hand to spoak.
Hg asked - "4na=t compony i3 this? Is it a3 large
multibranch - multiunit company? Why doss it have to
worry about naticonal market? How much does it hove to
82117 - 500 units?"

The clags realised that they were not discussing the

case situation. They were only relsting their expsriences

tn the problem on hand without considering thet the

company in question was 2 small one and not a2 larges onas.

Here is8 a case where experience of participants was a
hindrance in laarning. The problem pointed out by the instructor
is a significant onc. The participants tend to sec avery
situation from the jzundiced syes of their sxperience in their
organisation. Thay nced to take their blinkers off if thaoy
have to develop new perspective. Earlier this is done in the

Al

programma the better it is.

If they do not learn to appreciate the specific situation
of the organisation in the case, there is the danger of discussion
. going off st a tangent. The participants can end up exchanging

their experiences rather than getting insight into the relevance

of various kinds of experiences in specific situation.

sius of jourwcle i w2 L2 ch S ont nas T3 TS s e T ﬁ“uwl
Annthnr side of Jaundlced ayes is the sagerness tn rocognise
e F tn - dis .ouisad oowa,

the actual mame of the disguised case. Thu class gnds up discussing

the situastich® ot the compény bs knbun tatehabiparticipant snrather-

. . e s e ; M A .
Rhan what"is given inthe” conde. 18 Niv ’
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The instructors in such situations should emphasise
the nesd for focusing on the siduation =s ca2scribed in the

case. (Mherwise classtime iz wasted.

Quantifobia

One of the cases con mazrkesting strategy had seversl
exhibits useful for deciding the pricing policy, which
was the dominant issue of marketing strategy in the
situation. Assessments af costs oand revenues at
different levels of production/salss wsre provided

in the exhibits and referred to in the cas=. While
discussing this case, several participants ignored

the assessment of costs and revenues and started
discussing the suitability of broad approaches of
pricing in the specific situation at length,

The instructor first tried to draw the atsention of

the clsss to specific exhibits but did not succeed

much. He then distributed a sheet an which the worked

out figures of overall sales and prcfit fer few years

under each of the price options were provided.

The above incident is s freguent occurances in SEDPs,
unless the participants have mathaematical/technical background,
While there could bhe severasl rTeessons for such hbestiation to

work with figures, the spproaches used by instructors to tackle

the situatior in the class room have been:

# (o with the participants and discuss the soft side

* Make then look at exhibits and work cut nuwmbers in
the class

™ GLive the numbers worked out by him

® Invite the attention of the participahts to_the
number work irmwaolved. Supply some numbers, paint
to relevant exhibits and reguest them to work
out the rast in the class. p

e
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The offectivenegss of these raesparsee depends on the
position of the ;ase in ths programms. ‘IF it is the very first
gession, the last response dues not yisld results. The third
one may be better. Under:any circumstance the soft option
present in the_first responss should be avoided; If the
case analysis demands number work, it shculd ba presented
either by the particinants or by the instructor. After all,
they are needed for a praper'understanding and anzlysis of

the aitﬁation. However, if the nbjective of the session ia
to help the participants learn how tc work out the numbers,

then the second response is more appropriate.

You have heard us enough:

"5a what should the company do?" was the question. The
participants were ready with thsir snalysis. They
volunteered, argued out their points, the blzckboard

wag full of words znd srrows. 1t was time to close

the discussion. When ths instructor was zbout to say
somz=thing, one of the participants stood up and asked -
"professor, you have heard us enough. How about telling
us what would you havs done an this case?® The instructor
was in a dilemma.. '

He was reminded of the tenet that the instructor in the
case method dops not give his solution. If he does it,
he might increase the dependence of the participants

on him. They might take the solutisn as ideal one.

He decided to play it neutral. He ssid - "In this

gasc there is no right or wrang answer < your solution
is as good as mine. Fine them we meet tomorrow®.

while the participante were gyits involvad and had
progressed well in tackling the casa in the class, they
felt disappointed zfter the class. They pxpgeted the
instructor to give sut his analysis so that they could
compare theirs with his and argue out the differences.
One of the participants esven remarked - "We have not
coma here to telk among ourself. We hove come to

hear them. He should have given his solution".
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This =~ is a common situation facnd by all casc teachers.
The reasponses however are not uniform. Faced with e similar
situation, another instryctor presented his apalysis with
the following preface - "As you hnve already noted, there
could be multiple solutions. The one I am presenting is one
of thess., 1t does not differ significantiy from what Mr. X
has presented, I have added to it the zvalustion of Mr. Y".
After that the participants were satisfied that the instructor'a
comments added to their learning in that session. They

exprassad this to the instructor during coffee break,

While it is necesssry that the instructor should leave
the class open ended soc that the participents learn to live
with multiﬁle solutions and ambiguity and thus reflect the
realities of decision making, the participsnts won't be able
to appreciaste this in a short time available in a SEDF., The
ambiguity and incompleteness may act as 3 stumbling block in
their preparation far the next day. As long ag the instfuctur
does not ccommunicate that he is giving the right pr the ideal
solution there is no harm in gresenting instructor's e_analysia
if it is different from the class soluticn. The instructor
should, however, underline the-critical assumptica; invnlved‘in
his presentaticn. He should 2lso, if prssible, provide the
nature of assumptions under which the solutions arriwed at
through discussions are quite acceptablz, In our opinion,
this is better than lezding the class to tha solu%ian the

instructor hes in mind.
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Such selective presentatiuné by the instructors, specially
in the first half of the programms would pe helpful to the
participants in e#amining their own critical assumptions and
thus reflect on their approaches tc decision making vis-a-vis

those‘presented by others, including the one by the instructor.

Some Comments on Class_ﬁiscussion

The seqﬁence of incidents quoted and discussed aboﬁe is a
fairly frequent occurrance in SEDPs. The 'case facts echo!
incident typically reflects the participants initisl struggle
with a saomewhat unfamiliér pedagogy iika case methad. The
'Jaundiced eye' and 'quantifobie' reaflect their.biases caused,
most likely, by the nature of experiences. The fumbling 1.
in' e new leatriiing ‘proddds lead§™td scéking “support” *: -+
through incidents like 'you have beard us enough'. Besides
these important reasons presented above for the nature of
- incidents, Dyher reasons like lack of significant stakes,
on the part of participants, diversify of backgrounds in the
'gruup, and shear lack of adequate hardwork before the class

also contribute to causing such incidents.

It has been found useful to take ths following steps
in reducing such oceurrances.
- Plan a casé like the one referred in tha incident
' Jaundiced eye! fairly easily in thﬁfprogramme. This

has the advantages of i) impressing upon the participants

about the usefulneéss of situational focus in discussion,
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ii} confidence in learning through cach others experiences
about handling specific decisizn arsas, and iii) need

to.use case facts for remainder of the programme.

- Plan a few minutes towards the end of cach sassian
for summarising/reviewing what hes been covored. This
could betattémpted by the instructsr and/or th: coordi-

nator of the programme.

~Revisw/summary should reflect throe sspects, i) tentative
conclusions regarding the resclutiocn of problems in the
specific situationgs), ii) tentative conclusion régarding
the applicability or otherwise at differant approachear
proposed in the discussions in certain kinds of situation,

and iii) underscore the merit of group learning.

Ideally, the steps 2 and 3 should bz extractzd from the
participants. Mnst ~f the time it may nct be easy. In our
opinicon the instructor could partially give up thess ideals of
case method to achieve the "broad goals of not only successfully
conducting the SEDP but also to inculcaote the attitudes so
important for further learning Ey the participants a2ftar the

programme,

II1,3 BEHAVIOUR OF PARTICIPANTS AND INSTRUCTORS In THE CLASS

Thg segries of incidents covered in this sub-section,
pertain primarily to obgerved behaviour of participants and

instructor in thz class.
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"fOkay, Here It is"

A young instructor who was making his debut in adp
teaching. He was to teach on the second day of the
programme. The case was long. Exhibits were many.

A reading was also assigned along with the case.

He had given a set of questions to bz discussed by

the participants in groups before coming to ths class,
Looking at the first day's performance, he was not
sure whether the participants would put in adaquate
effort the night before. To reduce the uncertainty
arising out of this he decided to make a presentation.
He opened the class by saying -~ "let me spend time

on the reading and make & presentation on the case",

The presentation was recegived very well. There were

commenta“-by the participants on the presenmtation.

The discussion went off very well. The instructor

was satigfied,
. Afte; the gession, some participants expressed that

they had discussed the cass the night before and they

should have been asked to initiate the case discussion.

. ' . N

The position of the instructo; is understandable. Since
that was his first session, he was too keen to make a good
mark. He could not stand the risk of class going astray
for want of adequate forethought and analysis. The ratings
at the gnd of the class were important for him. In his
anxiety, he missed an opportunity to invelve the participants

in the .discussion right in the beginning and reinforce the

requirements of the case discussion method of learning.

This situation raises the issue of inducting inexperienced
instructors into the short periods edps. Should tﬁey be taken
in at all? When should they be brought iﬁ? One could argue
against bringing in freshers on the giuund that in a short

period edp fhings have to be right, the very first time you!

:
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do it. The counter issue iz that ther. has te be a first
time for everything. Also, the axpsriis: of the ingtructo
or scarcity of faculty rescurces may in =ny case warrant
inclusion of a fresh faculty member in the pragramme., In
such casés the cobrdinator énd faculty culleagues should
discuss ﬁis undergtanding of the class performance on first
day and the required class stratsgy Tar #ll the session
scheduled gext day. This process could halp the fresh
faculty aiso £o adopt pertinant strategies'in handling the
session. Just és thg participants naed rsinforcement so

dogs the instructors, perticularly new instructors.

1 Switched Off:

3
"what mole can corporate planning play in this public
enterpriga" - was the copzning guestion to the class
posed by the instructer. Though the case was shart
few participants seem to have wead it. The discussion
did not teske off as envisaged. The instructer asked -
one of the participants what wzs happening. He
responded - "This case is not for me, it is for them"
He was from the private sector. He perceivsd that the
case situation was irrelevant to his kind of company.
He had switched off.

The 'switching of f' phenomenon on thz part of soms
participants takes place not only because pf lack of perceived
relevance of thz case situation as in the above ‘imcidewt:
or when the case is on a foreign company or when the case is
old., It has also been obsexrved whan

~ gome participants feel oyt of place with the rest of

of the group for whatever reasons
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= topic of discussion is considered, a prior, totally
incomprenensible by some -participents, -like & .
highly quentitative tesnmigue vsod in the “ases ~Mi
The combaﬁies from whinh participnats cGme just do
not have the naturs of date vaguirszd to use such &

technigue’

- the discussion by the instructiors fscus only on some
participants who might 'know' somathing about naturs

of situatism b-=ing discussed

- the ingtructor{s} and the participants discuss the
igsues involved in a language alien to the rest ef

the group, etc.

The approaches which have been found.to avoid the switching
off phenomenbh are:

a} Right in the beginning cf the programme the coordinator
emphasises the importance of learning ebout reselving
decisiocn problem faced in a variety of situstions
{cases). He also emphasises that the casas selectend
in the programme reflect a2 mix of the situation which
the participants in thelr indus+try shvironment {not

nacagsary in the spedific company) arellikely.to faep.

b In situations where the switching aoff phenomenon does
occur inspite of such comments, the instructor/
cegrdinater should emphasizs the nesd to write such
cases which arg recent and of domestic origin with the

~help and cooperation of participants znd their companies,.
Uswally this approzch gets coupls of volunteers which
could then be persued to develap more appropriate

casEs.
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c¢) The instructor endeavours to conduct the discussion
in a language {terminology etc,) which could be
understood and appraciated by the participants.
In case the instructory; given his background, is
nat able to achieve this task, the coordinstor
intervenes during or at the end of the session to

achieve the sams.

d) The instructor avoids the kind of response which is
apologetic about use of specific cases and/or the
nature of technicalities involvad, Such response ;
reinforces the perceived irrelevance and spoils the
legarning climate of the group.

The switching eoff phcenomenon is too important to be

ignored in a SEDP as the time available for retaining the

learning climate is too little.

We behaved like Gentlemen:

The class was on. Two participants were arguing out
their points. ' The intervention by the instructor
was pblite. Case discussion ended after few others
contributed to the discussion.

After the session, the participants were dissatisfied.
There was a feeling that the session was wasted., During
coffee break ons of the participants met the instructor
and told him that the discussion in the class was
irrelevant. He asked why the instructor did not cut

the arguments of the speakers and point out the
"irreleveante.? The instructor asked the same question
to the participant, "It would not have been nice on

my part to do that;% was the reply of the participant.

In this situation evarybody including the instructor
wanted to be a gentleman. "Why hurt somesne, let him have
his sayy9} = was the attitude. In the process the discussion

sufifered and hence the learning objectives of the session.
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"Aftar éll we are here for 5 short p riod. Ahy create
bad fselings. There may.not be timz to patch up. Let us
part as f;iends?l‘ Trizse are some of th. feelings whicé come
in the way of taking hardline against someone in the class,

The participation tends to be condescending. Nor does the

instructor want to be unpopular. What is the way aut?

-

Some instructors have found a way out by being polite
but firm, They have chossn such questions to point out the

irrelevance as, "Are we barking up thec wrong tree?"

In the early part of a SEDP, the initiative of pointing
out tha irrelevance and bringing the cless on the track has
to be taken by the instructors. Once the ice is broken, others

tould take on such a role. If he daoss not, nobody will do it.

Small Group Meetings:

It is observed that the discussion in the class would be
richer if the participants discuss the case in small groups
8s a part of preparstiom for the class. Here the coordinator
of the programme has two options.

a) He emphasises the utility of discussion in . . .
small groups at the beginning of the programme and

requests the participants to form these groups.

b} He forms these groups and intimntes the names of
their group members to the participants when they

check in.
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Given the limited time for interactions among the
‘Participants, there ig t he Uncertainty in option éh)‘tbbt the
groups are not formed.by =211 the Participants., Even if théy
are formed, they may turn out +to bz biasad groups in the
sense that the groups would consist of members with similar
'attributes like similar companiss, age group, level iﬁ the
organisation eté, This kind of group formation does not
bring in the much needed multiple perspectiva to the case
discussion, Hence the second option is preferabla, Tha
coordinator should form groups to bring togethar Participants
with various cnmpany and industry backgrounds, diFFering

" functional respcnSibilities, etc,

Mere formation of the groups does not ensure automatlcally
that all the groups meet to discuss tho cose before the classg
a8s the expectations and the comprehending and communication
abilities are not uniform écross all participants. The
coordinator and his faculty group ne=xd to provide the
necessary infrastructure suppert to fTacilitate meetings in
small groups. At timzg, they have +o t:ke rounds tp see.that
the groups do meet. They have to creats = sense of imnvolvement

in the programme,

Y

Some coordinaters have tried scheduling group meetlngs
88 a part of the time table of the programme with s80me success,
This regiments the working of the graups. Ideally, the groups
should choose their own pace and mode of Working. We have

obhserved the following formats of mez2ting in small aroups:
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a) Read and analyse the case together

b) Read the case indiy idually and ezt to anzlyse the -

ca2se togetheor

c) Meet twice - once hefore riading the case to discuss
who will do what and far th: szcord time to pool the

ideas toguther.

' 4
Some LComments on Behaviour in Classpoum:

The above incidents and their discussions seem to indicate
actinﬁ areas which also go beyond the classroom. These include
i) proper selection of caseé, ii) screening of particiﬁanté,
iii) selection‘éf faculty, iv) monitoring of learning climate
during the programme, and v) proper introduction to programmea

content and learning methodologies to bs pursued in the programms.

At the outset, it must be recogniscd that for a variety
' v
of reasons the programme coordinator and faculty are likely

to have only limited lzeway in applicant screening, faculty

choice, and selection of case situation-a. However, proper
introduction of the programme contant ang learning method and
monitoring of learning during class sessions and outside aould
be definitely attempted by the programme courdinatnr with the
assistance of the faculfy. Following approaches have been found

useful” in this regard:

a) Conduct the first scssion of thc programme hy using a
case. The purpose of this gession is to dzlimit the
objectives and contents of the programme. Also, the
participants could be briefed,after going through a.
Case discussion in the class, regarding the method of
tearning including the requirement of before clasa
praparation both by individual participants and in

small groups,
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b) The session should be conductod by a faculty who is
fully conversant with the programme as well as the
participants. Most.likely, the coordinator alone

may be able to fill such a bill,

¢} Coordinator should organdise faculty mestings both
before the start of programme, may be on the previous
evening of the programme, and during the programme.
This helps not only in asssscing the progress both
of content as well as bedagogy, but also spotting
some participants with "chips on the sholders" and/or

those not having active participation in the clasgs.

I11.4 BREAKDOWNS AND TERMINAL FRUSTRATIONS

Quovadig?

In the morning of the third day of "a one week programmeg
some participants met the coordinatur;and axprazssed that
they were not getting anything from the Programme. They
ware fzeling frustrated. They just did not understand
why they were discussing so many cases. Their expectaw
tions from the programme were different. The coordinator
noted that the sessions scheduled that day morning also
did not go off well,

The coordinator was tc tzke a session in the afternoon,
owing to the inability of anothear faculty memoer to be
present. It was g last minute adjustment., The coordinator
decided to lecture on the various aspects of the course

and linkages across cases first, and take up the discussion
of the afternocon case later. He started by saying, -
"There seems to be lot of confusion and fealing of
despondency with respect to the direction in which we

arg moving. Let me take sometime to clarify the issuesg!
He explained: i) how the issyss discussed in the various
€ases were linked, ii) what the objective of each ses8ion
was and iii) how svery session was expected to build on

the lesarning in other sessions. He summarised the contents
af the various readings and prossnted a conceptual frams-
work. He also tock the opportunity to explain how tg
learn from the case-discussion. H: strossed the need for=
working in small groups that were constituted in the
beginning of the programme. There were questions and
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_counter qguegtidna =n this lscturs, After ths duubts
wars cleared, the irstructor gave ten minutes off
and requasted the participants to reassemble for the
scheduled case discussion,

rd

That afternoon's class was rated tn be the best class
of the programme. Tho subsequent sessions went off
smaothly. The level of preparation increased supstan-
tially. In fact, after the programme, one af the
participants wrote to the coordingtor thet his inter-
vention on the third day of the programme was the bast
thing that happensd during the programme. But for
that tetprvepiinn, the programme weuld have flepped.
1t should be noted hers that the intarvention by the
coordinator was Bot by design. Some of the participants
approached the coordinator and exprsssed their dissatisfaction,
And by chance it so happened that the cocrdinator was to
substitute a faculty member. Very rarely such coincidences
L]
cocur in the game SEDP!  Seldom do the porticipants sharse

their evaluation of the programme and ths faculty cpenly with

the coordirnator in the middle of the programme.

Ona of the views in this context could be that the coordie
thator shouldnot have given a pep talk., He should have told
the participants that the initizl canfusian and frustration
wag also 2 part of the case method of learming and things

would be clearer as the pfugramﬁ@ﬁpﬂﬁgrﬁsaﬁdJEVEy'dcianuiﬂg

ap he would have stuek o the'tenets of the cases method.

Such a response would have had one of the following

reactions:
* The participants agree to go by whot the coordinster

says and put in efforts to prepore for the classes

and learn.



31

* The participants ned srd decide to tulerate the
method $ill the PLogramme is ovar, They cultivate
th? feeling that things wun't improve anyway .

* This would operate as a self-fulfilling prophecy,

FJ
It would affect their preparation for the subsaquent

sessions and the interest in ths programme would go

down.

Géven the low stakes of the participants in SEDPs, the

Probability of occurrence of the second reaction is much higher.

The Issues

The situation described above and the discyssion thereef,
raise three significant issues: i) should recapituation be
attempted whether at the end of each seséioh Oor as segparats
session? ii) whét should bethe position/timing of separate
sessions if planned? and iii) what should he the role of the

coordinator?

On the first issue, our position is amply illustrated by

3
the remarks of Heller.

"Experience suggests that most management groups expect
to be given facts and = scnse of progress. There is no educa-
tional value in fruatfating the'se expectations too Qinlently.
If 2 course is long and there is much oppertunity for case study
work, then one can risk some early disillusionment in the
knowledge that the sense of progress will came later and will

then justify am earlier fumbling and stumblinmg",

[,

3. Heller, Frank A, "The lUse of Casc Studies at a Technical
College", p.28, in Case Study Practice, British Institute

of Manaocmen+. 1040
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Short period edp is likz = short distance race whﬁq aarly

fumbling ang stumbling ccsts the racs itsalf

On the second issue, we would suigest lthat the first
sassion of the programme should e plonned 3s orn egenda
setting session through discussicn af = case. The noture
of agenda is two fold: firstly, cz2linit the scope of the
programme cocntent a2nd demonstrate intarlinkages of various
modules/sessions and secondly, emphasize the requirements of
the pedagogy i.e., adequats preparation on the part of
* individual participant and discussion in small groups bafore
coming to class as well as the method of learning by discussion
during the class. However, this alone is not likély to be
suf ficient. To drive homa the egend~ it would be necessary
that, if possible, each session provides o lingake/rginfnrca-
ment fmr‘the programme agenda. In casa this is not possible,
a separate session some time in the middle of the programme

has been found to serve the purposs admirably.

The role of the coordimatcr is primarily to plan the
ssparate sessions on perspectives zs well as get faculty
cooperation in implementing the reinforcement part in sach
session/modulé. The coordinator, s leader of tha programme,
wwould .bd ¢ best suited to conduct the agenda/psrspeetive
sessions. He could also intervene in =2ach session with prior
consent of edmsermed faculty to link up the learning'inﬂ-ach

session with overall programme objsctives,
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The programme faculty, including the coordinatar, were
witnessing a presentation by aach of the two groups of
participants on an integreted cas:. It was the last
session of a short duration executive development
programme.

Both groups finished their presentation in about half
an hour esach, which was about half the time alloted
for vach presantation. The faculty as well as the
coordinatar felt that neither group had put in the
requisite effort nor had they lsarnt mueh from the
programme during the last one wezk. Both groups had
left out significant issues, and had at best treated
the remaining with superficial analysis without much
logic. :

The faculty provided detailed fesdback on the presen-
tations mostly pointing out the areas of improvement,
While the faculty was commenting, the coordinator
observed that the participants were getting quite
agitated. At the end of the feedback by faculty one
of the participants stood up and agitatedly blamed
the case itself. He not only argusd that the case
was lausy but went to the extent of emphasizing that
no one even could really resolve the issuss because

of inherent weakness in the case. In the end he
suggested that the faculty members must provide their
gsolution. )

Quite a=part from the poor presentations, the comments
by the participants cmme as a bomb-shell to each one of
the faculty, and need more so to thz coordinator. The
faculty knes that the case was sound. ang: testadr out
successfully as an integrated case in sarlier batches
of the same programme.

The coordinator of the programme came on the stage and
with all humility and patience at his command explained
the worth of the case as an excellent instrument to
integrate the learning in the programme. He than
presented his analysis. At the end of his prassntation
the group was visibly moved. The cogrdinatar could
sanse the feeling of guilt among the participants.

But, it was too late for them to ratrieve the lost
‘ground. It was the last day of the programme,

Invariably, in each programme therc is an integrated case
presentatidn towards the emd. The cose choesen for such
presentation is intended to enable the participants to integrate

the learning that is expescted to take place in the prografhe.
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We have found the presentation on an integrated case (by
participants) to be very affective in gen-~rating interest,
taking up challenges as emerging in thz case.wi£h cxcellent
motivation, and ugérall provide a conorate measura of the

extent of learning in the programms,

Typically the class is divided intc two sub-groups to
discuss 4ind present the case. The groups are expected to
choose their leader and appaoint sub-grcoups to look into
specific aspects of the case. A broad assignment sheet along
with the case is distributed two days in advance of ths day
of presentation. The coordinator briefs the participants
about the natgre and kind of presentation. faculty guidance
is restricted to clarifieation of facts. EaEh group is alloted

N

abaout one hour for the presentation.

The mode adopted by the brogramme faculty for ending

the session has differed from programme to programme,

- The faculty tommants an the przscntations

« An executive from the company, which is the subject
matter of the case, comments an the presdntation and

shares with the groups what the company actually did.

- The presentations are put to vots and the best

presentation ig chosan,

wWhile a combination of the first two options is most
useful, time constraints on the programme foree the conrdinator_

ta choose one of these. The third one is a less preferred
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option as at times it vitiates the terminal atmosphere of
the programme, The group chosen second_feels downcast.

At the end of one such voting, one of the participants
remarked to the coordinator "you should not have done that.

- We had worked egqually harxd".

All through the programme {in which the incident took place),
despite interventions by the coordinator énd other faculty
members, soms participanfs of the programme had held the opinion
that they were not learning anything from case discussion
method. On top of all this, these partiéipants wers vocal
insids and outside the class., As cauﬁle_of them had formal

N
management degrees, thus, they probably also carrisd some
credibility with the other participants. This had affected
the workings of the individual preparation és wegll as prepara-
tion in small groups before the class sessions., When the
presentation session was announced, their immediate reaction
was to request the coordinator to drop the session and allow
the participants sometime to go to the city for shopping.
This reaction was unexpected. The coordinator regained his
composure and explained to the group the usefulness of the
sexercise and shared with them his fruitful experisnce with
earlier batches and suggested that thoy shnuld_experianca the
exercise to be able to appreciate the benefits. To which

the class agreed,
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Two important issSues arise in the context of the above
jncident. The firet bping the nature nf measures requized
to fix those participants who seem to have 'chip on their
shoulders' and the sscond regaxding the appropriateness of
the kind of response by the coordinator and the faculty

after the presentations.

Regarding the first iésue, the approuaches are somawhat
clear i.e. spot thé ‘chip on the ghoulder' types both in
and outside the class, 1fire’ them in 2 mannar that brings
home the futility of such behaviour tp not only them but also
other participants, and- monitor the jearning climate for

.

taking corrective actions on 2 samewhafwcontinuous basis.
Apart from being a great help in mﬁnitoriﬁg guch aspects,
seniar/axperiencad facuity collesagues are generally more
adapt in fixing such errant participants who generally
constitute about 5 tO° 10% of the total number. Howaver,
cither becaus® of such lack of experience in the faculty
groupfand/or because of higher dggree of skills on the part
of participants, gometimes the rescue operations may not
succeed as in the incident cited above. 1n fact, part dig~-
appearance of the symptoms during the prcgiammé may also call
the faculty into complacency. Thers is Very little one can
do regarding such aspecttis except may be devise better methods of
monitoring the jearning climate during-the programme and better
screaning Df“participants before accepting tﬁeir nomination

for the programmes
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Sever=zl questions can be raised about the nature of
response by the faculty and the coordinatoT. Shouldn't the
faculty have behaved in 2 'gentlamanly way and not brought
out the negative agpects of the presentations to the point
of provoking the groug? Shouldn't the coordinator have kept
quiet? Or chouldn't he have said - "We.are here to ask
questions and not answer theﬁ. We make you th§nk and not
preach a sclution%? why did he jnatead make a detailed
presentatidn'against the tenets of the case digcugsion method?
Was it to protect his own image? Image of the progfamme? or

gatisfy the participants that they gnt_sumething?

answers to these questimns.WDuld yvary depending on the
ppsition one takes with regard to the protection of the tenets
of the case discussion me thod, Somsone who analyses the
coordinator's response, independently of the ccntihgency, would "
ecriticise him f&r\violating the norms of the method. Some
others would supporf him for doing who . was not only appropriate
for the occasion per se but which could also possibly kindle

a lamp in the heart of participants to take their own learning

geriously in fut ure.

We would go with the coordinator in this gituation. The
right question 4o ask is not what would the principles of case
mathod expect him to do in this situation but what is appre™

priato in the gituation.
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I11.5 ROUNDING ue

._.—-——-'—‘-"

In the foregoing paragraphs we px sented sgveral
contingencies faced by participants, instructors and co=-
ordinators. The responses of instructors and cnnfdinators
to thess contingencies were anaiysed and commentad upon.
1t was pointed out how the features of SEDPs detesrmined
'both_the nature of cont ingencies and the responses of the
instructors and coordinators. Invariably the instructore
have had to maks compromises with the profassed principles
of.handling the cases to create @ better learning climate
for the case discussion method later. We have often saen
that the participants response to the d%mgndsof the case
met hod bécnhe favourable after such interventioﬁs. Inveriably
tha fesdback of the participanta at the esnd of the programme
hes been that the case method was appropriate for lsarning

management .

Based on the comments and issues raised in this section,
we would be presenting certain suggestions for the coneiderea-~

tions of instructors and coordinators in the next section.
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SECTION-IV:  SOME SUGGESTIONS FOR MAKING THE CASE METHOD
EFFECTIVE IN SEDPa

Despite the limitations of time anq flexibility the
cass method of learning is 2 useful pedagogy in SEDP., We .
have noticad the following gains from this pedagogy from
our discussion with participents and formal feadback taken
at the end of our pragrammaé.
* A better appraciation of the usefulness of the problem
| solving approach, 5

* Tntrospection - i.e., helpiné the participant to examins
his decision making process befors, during and after the

programme and realise the differences in achievement.

* provide an understanding of how others in the saeme decision
making situation, anslyse the situation and take decisions
and make him aware of the multiple approaches and solutions

to the same problem.
* An expansion of perspective and flegibility.achieved
through a variety of decisian making situations.
The contingencies arising from heterageneity of parti:ipanta
profiles and low stakes of participants in the programme can
be anticipated and provided for. Based on our analysis in
Section-III we can suggest the following to the instructors

and coordinators of SEDP for making the case method effective.

PLANNING THE PROGRAMME

Suggestions to the Coordinator:

* Considerable sffort in planning the programme are ngeded to
snasure that the choice of faculty members, choice of cases,
sequencing of cases and readings, choice of integreted cases

are appropriate.
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It is preferable to convene periodic meetings of the
faculty tsaching in the programme to exchange ideag and
suggestions on cases and readings and their sequencing to
be included. Efforts should be initiated well in advance to
develnp new tsaching material. The feedback of instructors,
caordinators and participantes of sarlier programmes be
discussed to identify the arsas requiring improvemant, and
geps in cases and rgadings. Time should also be spent cn
developing as clear a prafile of the target beneficiaries
of the programme . It is necessary to screen the nominations
received to kesp the disruptive heterogeneity fo the minimum,
While doing so, we shcouldn't fogget that heterogeneity can
be a gource of creative alternatives. | .

* Dagpite the likelihood of some participants not finding

tims to read the materiasl, it is advisable to send advance

reading material.

* Organisc the sessions reading material and cases in auch
8 way as tc move from simple to the c:mplex., This would
build the confidence of tha participants and the credibility

of the programme.

* Provida for double saesions t¢ digcuss longer cases and

rgadings. Depth in analysis could be acquired through thia.

Suggestions toc the Instructors:

For the instructors teachinglin the programme it is
advigables to discuss the objectives of his eessiona, the
emphagis ¢F the cmses and topics to be taught and tﬁsir
interlinkages with other sessions with the cocrdinatod and

other members of the faculty teaching in the programme,
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* In view of the time constraint, the choice of the case
and the background reading material becomes a ciitical
decigsion. While choosing the case nd the reading
material they need to keep in mind not only the learning
objectives of the session, but also the profile of
participants attending the programme, This will minimise

the chances of switch off.

* Ask for double sessions if the cases are too long or more
time is required to analyse the cases in depth. In the
SEDPs a completely analysed case session is to be preferred

to intomplete ones.

DURING THE PROGRAMME

Suggestions to the Coordinator:

* Explain the prerequisitss of the case method in the
beginning of the course and the likgly problems that could
arise in using this method of learning. The first case
discussion class could be used to point out the problem

areas.

* Consciously look for both positive end negative signals,
pointing to the effectiveness of t... method and bring
these to the notice of the class in review and integratidn
sessions, coffee breaks and small group informal meetings.

Also encourage opsnh feedback on the method of learning.

~* Form small groups right in the beginning and monitor the
intersctions within these groups. Arrange to provide the
mecessary infrastructure for facilitating group meetings.

Check wh=zther the groups are working or not.

*# Attend =sll ths sessions in the programme. This is absolutely
sssential to understand the behaviour and progress of the

class.
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- * Intervene, with prior permigsion of the ingtructor, in

the class discussion, if you feel that class is not
perceiving the discussion to be re.evant or seeing the

interlinkages, and point out the relevance or interlinkages.

* Interact constantly with programme faculty to brief them
on what happened in the previous sessions, and your assessS-

ment of participants’' interest and cppability.

* gold hand, if necessary, with debutant faculty. Review
their class strétegy. Give fsedback, suggest changes if
needed. Be open to their questions. However, do not
impose your style and views on him. Let ham develop his

own style and analysis.

To the Instructors:

* Get prior information on the class performance from the
coordinator and preceeding instructors. It is advisable
4o attend the previous and succeeding sessions in the
programme. FPrepare alternative class strategiss so that
class time is not wasted because of your inability to
adapt quickly to an unanticipated situation. Remember
that you have no time to make up or ceachedule the session.

It has to be right in the first shot.

* You may provide your solution at the end if you feel that
ydur analysis and sclutions are different from that of the
class, especially if you are theaching ini thes fArst.c Lo in:
half-of the programme.c '.nﬂ!.‘l:l'..dD‘.:'Bﬂt‘.‘pro\l'ﬁ-dger-y@ﬂrram»lxﬂid'zl.'-fsi.-_;
till the participants havse méde a fair attempt to crack
the case. Gimilarly, if the class -has not analysed the
exhibits and done the number work you could give yours.
Howsver, let the class give its interpretation and deggsion.

The key therefore is to share selectively and judiciously.
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* Do not dismiss summarily the reproduction of case facts by
the participants. Encourage them to take the next step of
analysing the facts and using the analysis for decision

making. Be polite but firm in giving feedback.

Encourage reflection over class discussion by discussing

the readings in the middle of your modula.

Kesp a tab not only on dominant or vocal participants but
also on non-vocal participants. Involve the nocn-vocal
participants in the case discussion. If you do not take
the initiative, they will withdraw and not talk in the
class throughout the programme as their stakes are low.

In the same way, dominant participants will not give chance

to others unless they are told to do so.

Encourage the participants to work in small groups formed
by the coordinmator. You could start by asking the group
ks

as a whole to present its viesws.

* Point to the "jaundiced eyes" trap thc participants might
fall into. Take the first gquick opportunity to point out
that while the experience of the participants is iEIEVant
in developing alternative coursss of action, the anslysis
of these options and the recommendatinm thersfrom has to he

on the basis of the facts of the case.

* Heterogeneity of the participants cuts both way. Try and
exploit the positive potential in generating new alternatives
and evaluetion critsria, Exchangs of relsted experisnces
per se could be either towards the end of the class or in

the beginning of the next class.
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AFTER THE PROGRAMME

A review of the programme performance is necessary.tn learn
lessons for managing tha case~hethod in SEDRe fw:6utwrcit 18 is
advisable to take formal feedback from the participants on
various aspects of the case study method such as choice of
cases, sequencing of cases, interaction among the participants,
interaction of participants with the faculty members, working
of small groups and the effectiveness of integrated cass
presentatinn. The coordinator should also documaent his cwn
experience in interacting with the participants and the

programme faculty to make the case method effgctive.



A)

B)

)
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Exhibit - 1

OBJECTIVES OF SOME SEDPs OFFERED BY
INDIN INSTITUTE OF MANAGEI _NT , AHMEDABAD

Programme on Technolo Management of fered by tha
Indian Institute of Management, Ahmedabsad

* To sensitise the participants to the emerging
problems of technolagy managemant

* To discuss concepts which would halp manags theae
rasources effectively

* To provide a forum to enable participants to learn
new approaches to managing technology,

Programme on Corporats Planning offered by the Indian

Institute of Management, Ahmedabad

* Provide an understanding of the analytical and
organizational tools for formulating and evaluating
corporats plans.

* Give an exposure to the tasks, skills, and attitudes
required to bes an effective corporate planner

* Have an appreciation of the problems in introducing
formal planning systems and implementing corporate
plans

* Create a forum for exchanging participants' ideas
and experiences in formulating an! implamenting
corporate plans.

Programme on Marketing Decisions: Advances in Data Analysis,
offered by the Indian Inatitute of Managemsnt, Ahmedabad

¥ To discuss same important mark eting decision arsas and
explore scientific and information based approaches to
the resolution of problems.

* o develop familiarity with the use of multivariate
techniques and approaches.

* To provide an cpportunity to participants to use aome
of the techniques and approaches on some real life
problems using the computer facility available at ghe
Ingtitute, :



a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
)
g)
h}

i)

)
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Exhibit - 2

DIMENSIONS OF PARTICIP'MTS PROFILE

Age

Educaticonal Background

Years, level and kind of experisnce on the Jjab
Comprehension and communication abilitissg

Work habitg

Decisgion making process

Company background and managemsnt culture
Expectations from the prograﬁme by the participants
Prajudiced and preconceived notions abaut the

effectiveness of case method of learning
:

Interference by the company during the programme.

*® % raes ney
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