Chapter 6 Learning Contracts/Agreements and Intellectual Capital 
Key points
This chapter discusses the role, value and purpose of learning contracts or agreements. It is in two sections. The first concentrates on a discussion of the notation of a learning contract. It concludes that, although their use is widespread, their form if not their usage is currently without much cohesion. This section closes with a discussion of how you can develop a personal learning agreement.

The second section deals with how these contracts release social and intellectual capital both for you and your employer. This discussion is based on the various forms of capital identified by Bourdieu and concludes by contextualizing learning agreements in the field of work based studies.

Section 1
Everyone appears to be a winner from WBL; the student, the university, and the corporate organisation.

(Gustavs and Clegg, 2005: 10)

Background
There is currently an emphasis on learning and employability as central drivers of economic growth and this is well-documented in the European Communication Making a European area of lifelong learning a reality (European Commission, 2001). The rationale is that organizational success is predicated on investment in human capital; individuals’ employment and their broader social status is dependent on continuous learning. The goal of autonomous learning as preparation for being-in-the-world-of-change has clear advantages for individuals and society. Tompkins and McGraw declare rather inspirationally that the challenge for academics is leading ‘students to the wisdom of their own minds and setting them free on their own learning’ (1998: 1172). In this context, the contract’s explicit function is to facilitate access for the student to resources and support from the university and an employer, to deliver an outcome that increases the cultural capital of both employer and employee (Garnett, 2000). Yet the very notion of combining education and the workplace is problematic. Tasker and Peckham (1994), Barnett (2000) and West (2006) claim that academic and industrial values are incommensurable and that it is only with mutual respect that collaboration can be fruitful. As Evans et al. describe, ‘the workplace is a site in which antagonistic relationships are expressed’ (2006: 6). 
The introduction of learning contracts was intended to reflect organizations’ obligations to enable students to flourish, to recognize non-traditional learning that has taken place and to offer specific, personalized learning routes for individuals to engage with the world of credentials. The intent was to encourage through certificated credentials the development of social capital in those who had been excluded from its accumulation. Indeed, learning contracts have been used in UK higher education since the 1970s, originally as a means of agreeing individually-negotiated programme components such as independent study modules and work experience modules (Gibbons and Phillips, 1979; Caffarella and Caffarella, 1986; Closson, 1996). Even in these earlier times there was a range of approaches including the structuring of entire programmes in the pioneering School of Independent Study at the University of East London.

Learning contracts
Essentially, a learning contract’s origins are drawn from the work of the American adult educationist and administrator, Malcolm Knowles (see Table 6.1). 
Knowles’ skill lay in putting the idea of self-direction into packaged forms of activity that could be taken up by educators and learners. He popularized these through various books and courses. His five-step model in his practice-based book, Using learning contracts (Knowles, 1986), is still pertinent today. It involves:

· Diagnosing learning needs

· Formulating learning needs

· Identifying human material resources for learning

· Choosing and implementing appropriate learning strategies, and
· Evaluating learning outcomes.

For Knowles, ‘contract learning is, in essence, an alternative way of structuring a learning experience: it replaces a content plan with a process plan’ (1986: 39). 

In the UK, pioneering work on learning contracts was undertaken by John Stephenson at the University of East London (see Table 6.1). Stephenson and Laycock (1993), in another practically-orientated text, marked the move from a pedagogical approach where the teacher is in complete control to one which emphasizes co-operation, autonomy and experiential learning. Their definition, taken from their important collection of practical examples, is seminal. They state:
Learning contracts are agreements negotiated between students and staff and, where appropriate, employers, regarding the type and amount of study to be undertaken and the type and amount of assessment or credit resulting from this study. 
(1993: 17)
They balance and emphasize the students’ needs and obligations in this process. For instance, they suggest that learning contracts help students like you reflect, collaborate and develop skills and confidence, own their studies, and recognize the roles of different stakeholders. In response, you need to be explicit about setting your learning goals and then justify them, turn them into a plan, and address issues such as the level of performance required.

Following these pioneers are many contributors. These include Anderson, Boud and Sampson (1996). They describe a learning contract as needing to contain clear learning objectives and assessment criteria for the programme’s expected standard, a process that is appropriate to the level of programme, and agreement about the types of evidence to be produced. Their definition builds on Knowles’ and describes a ‘learning contract’ as typically: 
…a formal written agreement between a learner and a supervisor which details what is to be learnt, the resources and strategies available to assist in learning it, what will be produced as evidence of the learning having occurred and how that product will be assessed. 
(1996: 163)
Lyons and Bement (2001) add the need to show that the programme is coherent from an individual’s perspective and has integrity and balance. They comment that the learning contract plays a central role in meeting quality criteria and quality assurance requirements within higher education. Osborne, Davies and Garnett (1998) describe this type of work based learning programme as being particularly valuable in more open curricula where the programme (or a significant part of it) is built around the experience, context and work focus or aspirations of the learner. 

Perhaps the most influential current figure involved in work on learning contracts is David Boud. Championing autonomy as a goal of education, he has supported the notion of negotiated and contracted learning as an individual-centred approach to learning, amongst others including group-centred and project-centred approaches. In a recent paper, David discusses the positive aspect of learning contracts which embrace the concept of negotiated learning. It is worth quoting at length his and Carol Costley’s thoughts:
In order to accommodate independent projects within conventional course structures, basic frameworks are established around what is termed a learning contract or learning agreement. These commonly take the form of open templates in which students propose goals and objectives, learning activities and assessment processes (Anderson et al., 1996). Plans are negotiated with a staff member and approved by a university panel or individual as being appropriate in content. The place of advising in this is threefold. First, to orient students to create an environment where they are comfortable with the idea and resources to identify projects and develop plans; second, to undertake one-to-one negotiation of the plan with the student; third, to assist the student in judging whether the plan is complete. The entire pool of supervisors (and other academics and practitioners) could provide a resource of expertise that students could draw upon for specific needs in the execution of any particular plan.

(Boud and Costley, 2007: 122)
Other contributors to the debate include Doncaster (2000), Stephenson and Saxton (2005) and Gibbs (2009). All describe how learning contracts are used in work based learning and suggest changes or modifications to the original work. 
One size does not fit all

Learning contracts for work based learning programmes can take various forms and, Anderson et al. argue, it would be ‘misleading to talk about a learning contract as if there were only one model to follow’ (1996: 222). In the workplace, learning contracts provide a means of formalizing what is otherwise often an informal and sometimes ad hoc process of learning. (See, for instance, Lee et al., 2004). Many organizations are already using personal development plans or equivalents as part of their employee and organizational development processes. Cunningham et al. (2004), Megginson (1994), and others support the use of learning contracts to formalize self-managed workplace learning and to focus employees on learning objectives that can be reported and reflected upon. The contracts often have no link to formally-accredited activity, although they offer a common language and structure to bring together organizational, professional (including CPD), personal and academic objectives and requirements. 
Garnett (2000) discusses organizational involvement in learning agreements for university-accredited work based learning programmes and indicates that, for the agreement to work properly, the employer needs to be an active partner. He also comments that the culture of the work organization will have a significant effect on the learning agreement and the resulting programme, which needs to be understood and managed by university staff. 
In summary, according to Lester (2007) there are three developments worth noting in the use of learning contracts for negotiated work based learning programmes:

· A trans-disciplinary approach, where prior as well as planned learning is included in the contract, facilitating a programme that is more coherent and developmental for the individual and, potentially, the work organization (Osborne et al., 1998; Doncaster, 2000; Lyons, 2007). 
· The extension of negotiated WBL to doctorate level (Costley and Stephenson, 2008) has resulted in a different focus to learning contracts which, while retaining the essential aspects described above, also become research and development proposals often based on professional activity. 
· An increasing use of technology to help learners put together learning contracts, most notably in the Learning through Work system (Stephenson and Saxton, 2005).
Not without their detractors

The literature on learning contracts is confused and definitions are varied. The early convention was the use of the term ‘contract’, more assertively in the form of ‘learning contract’ or ‘contracted learning’ as the methodological manifestation of the contestable notion of andragogy (Knowles, 1986). More recently, the term ‘agreement’ has been substituted and carries a less legal tone whilst maintaining the same formal framework. For instance, Stephenson and Laycock (1993) Anderson, Boud and Sampson (1996), Boud and Solomon, (2001), Rhodes and Shiel (2007), and Lester (2007) all use both terms interchangeably. 
Laycock and Stephenson (1993) address the semantics of learning contracts in the opening chapter of their seminal work by denying that they are contracts at all. Knowles recognizes the legalistic connotation of contract (1986: 38) and introduces a more generic term: ‘contractual learning’. However, in doing so he replaces the recognizable and assessable transmission of meaning that is ‘contract’ with an unknowable notion of knowledge acquisition. (It is unknowable, as how can you determine what will be learnt? For learning is a personal ontology.) This mechanical non-humanistic is emphasized when he declares, ‘in the world of the future we must define the mission of education as to produce competent people’ (1980: 18–19). These inconsistencies point towards an inappropriate use of the term ‘contract’ for autonomous, emancipatory learning.

Other definitions remove the centrality of the learner, with Anderson et al. stating that a learning agreement is a ‘negotiated agreement based upon both the learning needs of the individual undertaking the contract as well as the formal requirements of the course involved’ (1996: 4). For Moore, it is ‘important to enable the learner to construct their own learning in the workplace which meets their individual needs and those of the organisation’ (2007: 167). These last two definitions show greater transparency in the relationship of the parties to the contract, giving equal prominence to the complementary needs of university and employer. 
As originally conceived, the learning contract is intended to reflect institutions’ obligation to enable to the student to flourish but, as Doncaster argues, they are also used in ‘forwarding the interests of their organisation’ (2000). Nikolou-Walker and Garnett (2004) also support this view, arguing that the distinctive feature of work based learning is the relationship between an external organization and an educational institution. This is based on ‘satisfying the need of the external organization in return for revenue to the educational institution... in which learners have some contractual relationship with the external organization’ (2004: 292, my italics). These observations suggest that the recipient of the outcomes enjoys a disproportionate benefit and risks exploiting students. Moreover, in an educational context, the issue of academic honesty may be compromised when making presentations of outcomes to employers. Thorne and Wright suggest that ‘(H)onesty and openness is not always realistic in such programmes’ (2005: 398) and this determines relations between the parties and the outcomes.

Developing a learning agreement or contract
The following general principles are based on the precepts outlined by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA, 2007) for work based and placement learning. Each ought to be addressed in any learning agreement for which the university is responsible and together form the basis of a learning contract. They include:

· Awarding institutions are responsible for the academic standards of their awards and the quality of provision leading to them, and must have in place policies and procedures to ensure that their responsibilities, and those of their partners involved in work based and placement learning, are clearly identified and met. All partners providing work based and placement learning opportunities must be fully aware of their related and specific responsibilities, and learning opportunities provided by them should be appropriate.
· Awarding institutions must ensure that work based and placement learning partners are provided with appropriate and timely information prior to, throughout and following students’ work based and placement learning.
· Learning outcomes are clearly identified, contribute to the overall and coherent aims of their programme and are assessed appropriately. Awarding institutions must have effective policies and procedures for securing, monitoring, administering and reviewing work based and placement learning that are updated regularly.
· Students are informed of their specific responsibilities and entitlements relating to their work based and placement learning, and this information is made available in a timely manner to give support and guidance prior to, throughout and following their work based and placement learning.

To contextualize the QAA precepts into a learning agreement, it is useful to turn to Anderson et al. to reiterate their claim that there is ‘no one model of a learning contract suitable for all purposes’ (1996: 17). However, there is some benefit in utilizing the model broadly suitable for a range of educational settings, found in chapter 3 of Anderson et al. (1996). This seven step model is as follows:

Step 1 
Establish the relevant learning needs
These needs may take several forms. They might be:

· Stated needs – to increase my skills in marketing
· Real needs – to gain a better job to impress my partner

· Un-stated needs – to increase my self-esteem

· Delight needs – to be recognized beyond my current position in the firm, to surprise others with my accredited ability, or to redress previous educational slights, or
· Secret needs – to be the intellectual, scholar or person to which my own consciousness, or my social status, declares I should not aspire.

Of course, these needs must be tempered by what is possible for you, the student, to learn and, indeed, what you should learn – gang warfare might satisfy some of the above! To determine these learning needs, detailed personal consideration needs to be given to the purpose of the learning and then revealed to you. This might be done through literature search, workshops, course materials, research project outlines and discussion with those with a stake in your learning. These include the university, the employer and your family and friends. Such an holistic approach to identifying evident as well as latent learning needs will ensure support, focus and direction when structured learning begins.

This first stage is clearly the most important, for it sets up both the epistemological and ontological issues for you to address. Spending insufficient time at this stage leads to poorly-defined objects and learning outcomes, and ultimately to dissatisfaction. Remember: a learning agreement is, or ought to be, a negotiation. The more assured you are, the more likely it is that others can provide the experiences needed to reveal the learning and offer the necessary evidence to secure accreditation.

Step 2 
Refine the learning objectives 

This step follows naturally from Step 1, when the general needs of the learning programme are refined into realistic objectives. This realism is required not only of your ability and competency but of your resources, and these may be provided by the workplace. Moreover, the form and content of the objectives helps the university understand more fully its obligation to you and the process. Clear objectives lead to clear monitoring, more successful completion and happier, more fulfilled, learning. 

Objectives should reflect your perceived needs and be achievable in the time and with the resources available. Ambiguous objectives often arise from unarticulated needs and hence have some value in making these needs evident, but then the objectives need to be re-assessed to ensure that the overall aims of the learning contract are met; that is, the academic award is achieved. 

For example, a set of learning objectives might include:
· Understand the source of data used to formulate the company accounts

· Investigate how the company’s ethical policy was constructed and how it is implemented

· Prepare a report on my own teaching practice in respect of second language teaching in my class, or
· Make suggestions to the Board on how it might improve waste disposal. 

Step 3 
Identify resource and learning strategies

This is a critical stage. You, the learner, need to understand where information can be accessed, the requirements of the access and the effort involved. The information may range from company accounts to the most obscure academic journal. Decisions and iteration may need to be made to the learning contract when the actuality of the resource requirement is made evident. For instance:

· The accounting process may be considered confidential and a matter of commercial sensitivity

· The ethical policy was not created, but adopted, and has never been implemented (an interesting issue, but full of politics so better left alone)

· No-one else is willing to help, and the literature on the subject is currently inaccessible, and
· Suggestions to the Board need to go through ‘channels’ and it is by no means certain that they will arrive. 

This is not to say that in these circumstances the objectives necessarily need to be changed, but that further negotiation will need to take place. This will release resources for you to place the learning experience which, as we have suggested, can be achieved by involving stakeholders from the very start. According to Anderson et al. (1996), the best way is to develop a plan which includes what to look for, who to talk to, and how to locate data and priorities. This certainly seems efficient and sensible.

The approach to data collection and dealing with understanding issues will be confronted and resolved in different ways, depending on how you learn. Learning can be through experience and discovery, and through doing and reflecting, and includes learning by copying, by experiment, by problem solving and opportunity taking. If your individual learning style can be collaboratively discussed and resources provided to accommodate this style, the learning experience will prove more successful. However, your preference may prove impossible to accommodate and you must be prepared to investigate other learning styles to reach a compromise with the needs of the other parties to the contract.

Step 4 
Determine what is to be produced
This separate step needs to be integrated into the process from the beginning. The learning agreement will offer outcomes both in learning and in the forms of production which will provide evidence of the learning. It is important that what is achieved is sufficiently important to carry the evidence to assess the award’s academic learning outcomes and also satisfy the other parties to the agreement. Too much is unachievable; insufficient fails to win academic recognition. Tri-partite discussions are clearly best, remembering that the outcomes from all parties need not be congruent. That is, the major exercise for the employer may contain within it a small, ring-fenced piece of work that simultaneously satisfies the needs of both the university and your accredited learning. 

Written outcomes typically consist of a phrase beginning with an active verb, the object of the verb, indicating on what you are acting, and a phrase that indicates the context or provides a condition. For example:
Critically evaluate the new EU regulatory developments, especially in relation to X’s marketing practices. 

Step 5 
Determine the criteria of assessment

Determining the criteria requires a collaborative approach, where the pragmatic issues of the workplace are blended with the formal assessment criteria of the university. An overriding criterion in the workplace might be what works but, without the opportunity critically to discuss processes and to contextualize them in the relevant literature, for the university this may be inadequate. Of course, this is not necessarily true and, after enlightened discussion, relevant forms of assessment might be found which satisfy all parties. This is particularly pertinent where the learning contract centres on artistic endeavour, as aesthetic criteria are difficult readily to articulate. However, assessment strategies enable judgements to be made about whether and how the presented work complies with the pre-determined methods of making those judgements. In this sense, these need to be known beforehand and include discussions on the form of assessment; written or oral exams, self-assessment, written report, assessment of outcomes or the employer and university.

Step 6
Review the learning contract

Once all these activities have been undertaken, what is left may bear little resemblance to the contract’s original intention. The review process helps you to see the original needs in a structured format to decide if this is indeed something to which you want to commit. This is a time to reflect and engage with the learning contract to consider changes which, it may now be clear, have an impact on every aspect of the contract. 

Step 7 
Carry out the contract

Get on and do it! To be successful, clear objectives are required but also clearly defined lines of communication to the support services provided. These will be within the university and hopefully in the host organization, through mentors.

Step 8 
Self-assess and submit

You need to reach a state where you are comfortable with what has been achieved, and ensure that it is easy for the assessor to see clearly the achievement. This should not be made difficult; the onus is on you to present the experiential learning, in the desired format of the university, in an interesting and assessable way.

	Suggested content of a learning contract 

Student information section
Employer information section

University section

Learning outcomes

Authorizing signatures

Resources and methods

Documentation of learning


Section 2

Social/intellectual capital: the substance of the learning agreement

	A candidate was a voluntary member of a committee of her professional body. The committee was supportive of her research in a related area as it had the potential to provide real value for the membership in general and specific help with their remit. No financial support was given to the candidate but the committee provided access to some resources such as an on-line survey instrument and individuals offered help in the data analysis. Everything went well until it became clear that the candidate could benefit financially from the research by developing a commercial offer from the results. Ownership of the intellectual property became an issue for the committee and it was clear that this had to be sorted before the research went ahead. After some discussion and a visit by the candidate’s advisor, an intellectual property agreement was drawn up allowing both parties to use the results of the work with the others’ agreement, which would not be unreasonably withheld. Although it seemed at first to be unnecessarily formal to have such an agreement the result was an increased sense of ownership and commitment to the work from all sides. Everyone relaxed and looked forward to the results!


In the context of knowledge economies, there has been a blurring of the role played by the form of knowledge that depends on a binary distinction between creator and user, as the above example indicates. This is the central premise in Gibbons et al.’s (1994) notion of distinctive ‘mode 2’ knowledge. This is the form of knowledge which is produced and valued outside the university and which is not discipline-based. The significance of ‘mode 2’ knowledge is reflected in the growth of interest in the business literature in knowledge management (Quintas, 2002) and intellectual capital, for instance Edvinsson and Malone (1997), Stewart (2004), Ulrich (1998), Burton-Jones (1999) and Hislop (2005). The emergence of this perspective has created tensions in institutions which may have profited from decoupling these forms of knowledge. Amongst these are universities who may have seen their mission as pursuing knowledge for its own sake, but are now recognizing and actively embracing a more explicit economic role in the creation and transfer of knowledge. 
In this context, Garnett (2001) has argued that Stewart’s (2004) sectioning of intellectual capital into three distinct forms – human, structural and consumer – acts as a useful framework for the analysis of the ‘impact and value of university facilitated work based learning to organizations working in partnership with the university’ (2001: 78). Garnett argues that in the past universities have concentrated on human capital. This has the potential to be transformed through employment into organizations’ structural capital, and their changing missions and models mean that they share a responsibility to enhance the practicality of institutional learning. (Eraut calls this ‘ready-to-use’ - 2004: 248). He clearly points out that applying knowledge through and for work, rather than simply at work, ‘challenges the position of the university as the sole validator and evaluator of high level knowledge’ (2001: 79).

Bourdieu’s notion that cultural capital is institutionalized within educational qualifications and his discussion of the cost of transforming this capital into economic capital under certain circumstances are appealing. They tie in with the idea of intellectual capital and its application to work based studies developed by Nikolou-Walker and Garnett (2004). The forms of capital identified by Bourdieu are economic, cultural and social, each of which contributes to the field of the study of a specific aspect of social life. Within it are structures that maintain it such as institutions, authorities and activities through which individuals transact. This field is not fixed in time and space; by dynamic engagement with its populations it is changed by them and changes them in ways that reflect the weight of capital each brings to the engagement. The way this cultural capital is employed is greatly influenced by the habitus that has shaped the form of actions the individual can perform.

As Smith (2003) points out, whether habitus can be mediated through formal organizations as well as in the identity of individuals or not, it seems reasonable to accept that Bourdieu’s positioning of educational accreditation is consistent with the notion of cultural capital. This is because it depends on the perceived value of the award’s functionality rather than its content. Degrees from different institutions are ostensibly of equal standing, but are attributed different cultural, and ultimately economic, capital. 
Cultural capital has three forms; the embodied state, that is, in the form of long lasting dispositions of the mind and body; the objectified state, in the form of cultural goods (pictures, books, dictionaries, instrument, machines, and so on); and the institutionalized state. This type of objectification must be set apart because, as will be seen in the case of educational qualifications, it confers entirely original properties on the cultural capital which it presumes to guarantee (2004: 17). It is this third form of social capital that forms the basis of our analysis, linking the field of higher learning with the habitus of the agents which populate it.

Social capital, in Bourdieu’s approach, consists of all actual or potential resources linked to being part of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of acquaintance or recognition. It is a personal asset that provides tangible advantages to individuals, families or groups that are closely connected. The direct transmission of economic capital remains one of the principal means of reproduction, and the effect of social capital (‘knowing the Clearing admissions officer’ or the ‘old school/college/university network’) tends to moderate the effect of academic sanctions. 
Bourdieu is clear that the worth of educational qualifications never functions perfectly as currency. He sees the credentialization of education as a form of legitimate symbolic violence by powers: ‘they impose meanings and to impose them as legitimate by concealing the power relations which are the basis of its force, adds its own specifically symbolic force to those power relations’ (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1990: 4). Credentials thus give the illusion of fairness but, through the traditional modes of delivery and accreditation, as van Zanten suggests, give a ‘strong legal, political and pedagogical legitimation to the process of social reproduction’ (2005: 635). As Bourdieu and Passeron say, credentials ‘are never entirely separable from their holders: their value rises in proportion to the value of their bearer, especially in the least rigid areas of the social structure’ (2004: 29). This fixing of the market is performed by those who have inherited power and intend to retain it.

Compared with social capital, intellectual capital is more grounded in practice and relies less on the habitus of accredited learning than its functionality. As providers of educational awards, we create difficulties for ourselves in work based learning with these concepts of intellectual capital, which emerge from different but inter-related social practices.
For the most part, the literature relating to work based learning describes application of knowledge in the sense of workplace activity and adoption of workforce norms and identities (Garrick and Rhodes, 2000; Blaka and Filstad, 2007). It also acknowledges the concept of ‘tacit knowledge’, or what Nikolou-Walker (2007) terms ‘unconscious knowledge’, embodied in the learner mainly as specific or generic workplace skills. This concept leads to a perspective that, in a knowledge-based economy, knowledge is necessary to economic development in terms of human capital, intellectual capital or structural capital (Jessop, 2006). These ideas are developed in discussions concerning learning organizations (Nikolou-Walker, 2007).

Stewart (2004) argues that it is intellectual capital which is the true measure of the wealth of an organization in the new knowledge economy. The importance attached to the concept of intellectual capital is indicative of a revolutionary shift from the company as a place of production to a ‘place for thinking’. At one level this could be thinking to improve what is already being done, or at a deeper level to bring about a fundamental change in what is being done. The economic importance attached to knowledge and learning has impacted upon and challenged the role of the university (Barnett 2000), and the rise of the ‘corporate university’ is a measure of the extent to which higher education institutions are losing influence (Jarvis, 2001). Although Garnett (2001) has highlighted that university work based learning has the potential to directly contribute to the intellectual capital of organizations, the role of university courses in the ‘knowledge age’ is instead typically still seen as developing the individual for employment. 

Stewart (2004), and Edvinsson and Malone (1997) agree that intellectual capital is a combination of three components. These are:
Human capital – this originated in Becker’s work (1964; 1993) and is concerned with knowledge and capabilities of individuals and groups of workers. A key task for management is to reveal and capture the tacit knowledge that is in evidence in individual practice but defies traditional codification. In summary, it is knowledge contained within an organization which, when liberated, represents the company’s competitive advantage.
Structural capital – this is the means by which an organization captures, develops, codifies and shares knowledge so that it can be effectively applied. It is critical to intellectual capital, for it functions to create a structure that supports human capital and also recognizes the overall importance of customer capital.
Structural capital’s significance is outlined by Stewart (2004), who includes not only technologies and inventions, but strategy and culture, structures and systems, organizational routines and procedures. Central to structural capital’s value to the organization is the help it can give individuals to develop their personal knowledge, store and transmit the information derived from it and access information provided by others. 

Client capital – this is the system and process by which the organization taps the human and structural capital of clients’ organizations such as suppliers, partners and customers. It is of central importance to the company’s worth.
The relationship of these three forms of capital is explained by Harris, who suggests that ‘once an organisation becomes aligned and balanced in these three foundational components, it is able to create the best possible financial capital (value)’ (2000: 24). International Journal of Learning and Intellectual Capital carries useful articles on the value and form of organizational intellectual capital (www.inderscience.com/browse/index.php?journalID=86&year=2007&vol=4&issue=4).
Garnett (2005) argues that work based programmes offer the employer two opportunities. One is to develop an individual member of staff, and another, through the work based project, is to focus university critical thinking upon project work with potential to contribute to the intellectual capital of the organization. This is by developing the individual learner, but also by contributing to the development of the structural capital of the organization. Not all intellectual capital is automatically valuable to an organization; it is only valuable if it helps to deliver the organizational objectives. Once intellectual capital value drivers are identified, they can be utilized via a learning contract, first to make them manifest and second to engage them in the successful development of the organization. An appropriate approach is to make use of partnership agreements with organizations, and learning contracts with individuals, to negotiate and define learning pathways which integrate work based and academic learning.
Garnett (2001) states that work based learning offers the opportunity to create a process for recognizing, creating and applying knowledge through and for work rather than simply at work, and thus challenges the position of educational institutions as the sole evaluators of knowledge. For Garnett, as educationalists we need to explore how we codify the knowledge, both explicit and implicit, so it may be used effectively. He and Nikolou-Walker conclude that work based learning appears not only to be an imperative for individuals and their employers, but for universities as they ‘seek continued relevance and funding in the twenty-first century’ (2004: 297. This has some support from Hodkinson et al., who claim it is ‘possible to theorise and explain individual workers’ roles in workplace learning’ (2004). A discourse such as this, with the goal of developing intellectual capital, might be used to explore an individual’s learning in employment practices in a proposed new field. Our proposed new field is one of a mediating discourse between employment and education governed by the influence of learning contracts.
Summary
This chapter has discussed the role of learning contracts both as a way of identifying learner achievements to be codified in academic accreditations and awards, and in order for them to become more readily available to a company’s structural capital. In doing so the simplistic notion of a contract has been questioned, suggestions made on the form and context of the contract, and the issue of distinction of the university and the workplace has been investigated on the basis of intellectual capital.

Discussion questions

1. What advantages do learning contracts bring to learning?

2. Is it possible for the learner, university or employer to be exploited by learning contracts? If so, how? What might be done to ensure fairness?

3. Who holds the power in learning contracts? Is this appropriate and fair?

4. How do learning contracts differ from traditional lecture-based learning?

5. Could organizations such as unions benefit from learning contracts, or only individuals?

6. What are the social and educational implications of learning contracts, and can they work for all learning situations?
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