Costs, Risks and the Unexpected, in the experience of Academics Creating and Using Experiential Learning Activities – Initial Results

Abstract

Experiential teaching and learning activities such as games, simulations and practical activities are increasingly popular in management education. Teaching that can bring students closer to the authentic experience of their intended career, develop active competence or that in some way activates them into ‘doing’ as part of the learning cycle are reported well on from employers, academics and students alike. Literature exists that critiques experiential learning on the balance of advantages to potential costs to students of having these experiences built into their education and assessment. However, there is little research on the risks and costs to academics. This paper is a report on early findings from a BAM MKE funded project into the risks and costs to academics of creating and using experiential activities. It covers 12 cases of use of digital, in-person and mixed activities and at a range of scale, from classes of 500 to individual learners and in a mix of institutional and corporate settings. 


Introduction

Experiential teaching and learning activities such as games, simulations and practical activities are increasingly popular in management education. “In its simplest form, experiential learning means learning from experience or learning by doing. Experiential education first immerses learners in an experience and then encourages reflection about the experience to develop new skills, new attitudes, or new ways of thinking” (Lewis and Williams, 1994). However, Chernikova et al. (2020) make the point that “real-life situations do not always provide enough practice opportunities… critical situations appear less frequently or require a lot of time before decisions lead to observable consequences”. Therefore, teaching and learning activities that can approximate to real-life in some way are desirable. This is where learning games and simulations come in. 

There are many different techniques that could be called ‘experiential’ but they share some key similarities – mostly being a representation of or involving performance of an activity related to ‘real life’ where the real is of high relevance to the student and their intentions for seeking education and practice with authentic problems helps the acquisition of important skills to support those intentions. The learner moves from passively receiving to actively engaging, creating and practicing (Bradford, 2018). Teaching that can bring students closer to the authentic experience of their intended career, develop active competence or that in some way activates them into ‘doing’ as part of the learning cycle are reported well on by employers, academics and students alike (O’Flynn et al., 2021; Bradford, 2019; Wurdinger and Allison, 2017; Tomkins and Ulus, 2016). For management undergraduates or postgraduates with no management experience, experiential techniques such as simulations solve “…the problem of providing decision-making experience without the risk of giving important responsibilities to people not yet properly prepared for them…” (Faria, 1987). It can be engaging not only for the inexperienced learner but also the post-experienced learner who might need the motivation of contextual learning or might have problems with returning to traditional classrooms or even being in them for the first time (Pekrun, et al., 2002). 


Throughout the literature on different categories of experiential teaching and learning activities, there is advice on what academics should do, but little insight into what they actually do or why. As pointed out by Reynolds (2009), “Ingenuity in creating experiential activities is more advanced than the ideas used to explain what happens in them.” Wurdinger  and Allison (2017) noted that “research on faculty perceptions of experiential learning is lacking”. Some have tried to explicitly gather the experience of lecturers using simulations in education. However Vos & Brennan (2010) found that respondents provided advice that was “essentially platitudes.” There is little on how they are creating these experiences, or what happens when their creations meet reality in the classroom. There is a lack of studies on the thought process, the actions taken, the lived experience of academics using these techniques. O’Flynn (2021) suggested that “As a result of the emphasis [the impact of games] on learning outcomes the teaching viewpoint has been widely neglected.”

There is a lack of critiques of the artisanal approach taken when an academic decides to create an experiential education technique, modify an existing one or somehow transfer one from a different context into their own. This is clearly work and effort and certainly not costless. Yet the innovating academic seems to be presumed to be a costless driving force. The subject area is marked by a lack of critique generally. There is no sign of in the literature of the use of games and simulations being subject to rigorous costs/benefits or risk analysis. The creation and use of experiential learning techniques involves creative effort and a convergence of personal experience, subject matter expertise, contingent inspiration, personal energy and material resources of the creator and their organisation, which is certainly not costless. “Unfortunately in simulation education, evaluations that yield information about the return on investment are scarce” (Maloney and Haines, 2016). 

The consequences of this situation of under-research of the motivations, actions, unexpected events, costs and risks to the academic of creating and sustaining experiential education are that the academic is open to uncontrolled risk; innovators have no simple way to access the experience of other academics working in a similar area. For example, responses of external stakeholders can have surprising impacts that can retard development; mistakes and waste of resources can recur; uncontrolled risks can lead to personal and psychological costs from stress and embarrassment; in turn, these problems can undermine support from the wider organisation for the acceptance of these techniques. Further, as the student experience of teaching and learning inevitably becomes the academic’s experience, anything that improves the student experience and increases their sense that they are in a useful and under-control situation is going to be good for the academic. 

Lack of research into the experience of experiential techniques can also affect the sustainability of these kinds of innovative practice – not just in terms of avoiding wasteful-consumption of resources, but sustainable as in creating practices that can persist in use beyond the creator – either through diffusion of the practice, or in being able to hand it over to a successor in the institution. Additionally, research into experiential learning and assessment has received new impetus with the advent of AIs where students are able to present written texts for assessment that are beyond their capacity to articulate. The written word was always a poor test of competency and even more so now. Demonstration of competence through action is far harder to corrupt. Action is at the heart of the techniques being analysed in this paper. Being able to bring this into course designs in a way that is easier, faster, less costly and lower risk is of obvious interest to management educators. among the activity types that serve as a warning to academics seeking to innovate in this way

This leads to a simple research question “What are the actions, unexpected events, costs and risks in using experiential teaching and learning techniques from the lived experience of academics?”

This paper is a report on early data from a BAM MKE-funded project into the lived activities, risks and costs to academics of creating and using experiential activities. It covers 12 cases of use of remote, in-person and digital or mixed-medium activities and at a range of scale, from classes of 500 postgraduates to individual expert learners and in a mix of institutional and corporate settings. It covers the entire development lifecycle from the ‘aha’ moment that precedes creation, through to completion and the debrief after use. It presents a process derived from lived experience – based on what academics actually do, instead of one based on what they should do. It presents a framework to represent the cases which can ultimately be used to help creators to predict the risks and costs likely to impact on their work.

Literature Review


This research takes the understanding of simulation in management education as “…a simplified and contrived situation that contains enough verisimilitude or illusion of reality (or sufficient correspondence to the phenomena it purports to represent)” (Keys & Wolfe, 1990) combined with “interaction with a real or virtual object, device, or person and the opportunity to alter the flow of this interaction with the decisions and actions made by learners… to engage novices in practices that are more or less proximal to the practices of a profession (Chernikova et al., 2020). The definition of game-based learning in the context of teaching and learning is divided between the electronic, e.g  Vlachopoulos and Makri (2017) “the use of game-based technology to deliver, support, and enhance teaching, learning, assessment, and evaluation” and the more general such as “the use of techniques to engage people, motivate their action, and promote learning and problem solving” (Manzano-Leon et al., 2021) leading to “the creation of learning activities that may use the whole game or entail a gaming element” (Lameras et al., 2016).


Games and simulations as an educational technique in management education emerged from military training systems, diffused through executive education from the 1950s onward into general management education via private sector businesses such as RAND Corporation and McKinseys to provide management training to their clients. Research into simulation and games in management education dates from the time of their emergence into higher education, i.e. McKenny (1962). Moving from computer-based simulation in a context of small-group education of practicing managers, the literature has mostly clustered around the advantages of utilising simulations in management education, suggestions, principles, and development models, with various proofs of their effectiveness.  A design for a simulation or ‘serious game’ design is concerned with content, the points of the discipline the simulation is based in and; process, how the related real-world mechanisms can be converted into the computer system or simulation/game structure (Stewart, 2004; Avramenko, 2012; Hussain and Coleman, 2015; Martin, 2016; Koivisto et al., 2018). Hussain and Coleman (2015) add a third phase, that of assessment of the students, including what to assess and how to assess whether students have achieved the intended learning outcomes, which in turn leads back to the design of the activity.

In the literature of games and simulations in management education, the research has evolved towards definite clusters of concerns.  For example, for Faria (2009), main research considerations in games and simulations in higher education are; correlates of simulation performance, the effectiveness of business simulation/games in strategic management courses, and what business games teach (i.e. deFreitas, 2006; Kiili, 2007; Mayer, 2012). Regular reviews carried out by Faria (1987, 2001, 2009) suggested that although there is some research on the practicalities of developing and using simulations, there is little on the lived experience of the academic and nothing on the costs and risks to the innovator of attempting this. There are critiques of experiential learning and literature on the potential costs to students of having these experiences built into their education and assessment, but little on costs and risks from an academic’s perspective. Systematic reviews e.g. Connolly et al. (2012), Chernikova et al. (2020), Manzano-Leon, et al. (2021), Subhash and Cudney (2018) and Zainuddina, Z et al (2020) show the literature continuing prioritising of the effects of experiential learning, games or simulations and ‘future research’ guidance calling for more of the same. Vlachopoulos and Makri (2017) metareview does explicitly highlight the “instructor’s role as facilitator and motivator” in this literature review and the way in which they “promote student interaction and help them overcome the lack of understanding of content curriculum and achieve better learning outcomes”. 


Keys & Wolfe (1990) stated that, “second to the quality of the simulation itself, the administration of a game is probably the most important factor associated with a game’s success.” They also identified  ‘administration by the instructor’ as a major gap in the literature around simulations. Fifteen years later the situation was unchanged. Arundell & Cioffi (2005) noted a research gap in practicalities of “preparing and implementing simulation in the classroom.” More recently, there have been attempts in the literature to obtain the perspectives of academics using experiential education techniques. However, these accounts have limitations. Much of it is autobiographical rather than analytical or comparative. For example, Lund Dean and Wright (2017) with their experience of integrating experiential learning activities and methods in large classes, identifying challenges with student training and performing, written instruction, noise and movement, debriefing, ‘punting’ – having plan B when things fail or students not engaging correctly, matters of physical space, organisational risk aversion, student welfare. Tomkins and Ulus (2016) brutally honest account discussed, “...fears of personal rejection, including vague fears of being thought unattractive, in looks and/or personality… if the sessions did not work, it would be a more personal failure, a more personal rejection.” McCollom, M. (1992) also presents a first-person critical account of boundary setting in experiential education, dealing with relations with wider school, legitimating practice in front of colleagues, responding to students challenges to their authority, how past relations set expectations. Reflective, first-person accounts like these are rare in the literature.

However, the more general ‘barriers to use’ and ‘roles of an instructor’ research still contributes some insight into the experience of academics, as barriers and roles are extracted from their experience. In terms of barriers, Lund Dean and Wright (2017) with their experience of integrating experiential learning activities and methods in large classes, identifying challenges with student training and performing, written instruction, noise and movement, debriefing, ‘punting’ – having plan B when things fail or students not engaging correctly, matters of physical space, organisational risk aversion, student welfare.  All these obstacles could apparently be surmounted through ‘belief’ in the philosophy of experiential learning. Jaaska and Aaltonen (2022) asked specifically “What are the benefits and challenges for teachers of applying GBL methods in project management education?” They used interview data from 22 experienced university teachers. Both physical and computer games were regarded as inspiring and engaging because emotions and excitement were involved. The “curiosity and experimental characteristics of using games in teaching” were considered “fascinating”. Their identified challenges were; timing of using games in the programme, convincing students about the GBL method, mutual trust needs between students and teacher, teacher confidence and competence, extra work to obtain, learn and teach the educational game, controlling or measuring learning fairly, pedagogical and technical problems.

In terms of roles, Hernández et al. (2010) identified roles of an instructor in simulations/games; facilitating the student learning process, mediate intra-group conflicts, help overcome problems in the course of the game, act as an academic, professional and personal role model, motivate students, encourage interaction within groups and train students in teamwork. Lameras, et al. (2016) gave very brief consideration of the teacher role in game activity, “The teacher inputs to the process in such a way as to allow game play to flow naturally” and that “game mechanics and overall game-play difficulty influences the type of role enacted by the teacher” Academics acting as motivators are necessary for engaging students in the learning process and the transfer of pre-existing experience to the game setting. However, the actual work that goes into this is rarely reported first-person. Advice tends to be based on what academics should rather than what they actually do.

A rare, strong critique of the experiential learning concept was developed in Wright et al. (2018), which relates to the work of creators and implementors of games and simulations. Noting that a core ethic of many professions is minimising harm to those served, they claimed that academics act as if ethical issues do not exist; are managed through common-sense and only involve rare negative instances. They identify particularly, activities requiring student self-disclosure and a move towards learning outcomes that are “emotionally challenging and resist being effectively learned by students solely through cognitively oriented methods such as lectures.” Pekrun et al. (2002) idenfity that ‘academic emotions’ experienced by students include enjoyment, hope, pride, relief, anger, anxiety, shame, hopelessness, and boredom. Denholm et al. (2012) speak of students “experiencing sense of personal accomplishment or failure for results obtained…  [with some degree of] emotional experience, be it conflict, time- pressure or whatever in order to place the participant in as close to a real life situation as possible.” Negative emotions are costly to students but also become work for the academic as shown in Lund Dean and Wright (2017) and Tomkins and Ulus (2016). 

The student experience is a fundamental part of the academic’s experience of creating and using experiential techniques, as the student performs the intended activities and so tests out the designs and their responses directed at the activity and learning from it will have consequences for the academic. It itself will be a critique. It will confirm the approach, stress test and expose its limitations, and encourage or dissuade the academic from trying this again. The attendant shift of power balances, where the student manages their own learning, rather than being told what to do and when to do it may be a barrier to learning for some and generally not be what the student has expected or signed up for and student concerns could be dismissed with a sweeping claim that this is (what the academic has decided) the ‘real world’. Bradford (2018) makes the point that, “For instructors who place great value on their teaching, using experiential methods can be highly attractive. In fact, it can be so seductive that faculty can ignore the potential shadow-side that raise ethical issues in using this form of pedagogy.” Ignoring the ‘shadow side’ could relate to the general rarity of critical literature or critique when academics write about their innovations or any analysis of cost and benefits. 

Interestingly, the largest contributor to literature on the use of experiential education and simulation in education is not management education, but medical education. Law is also another strong contributor. The classic professions of law and medicine, whose use of experiential education is far more intrinsic to access to the profession, could be a source of insight suitable also for management education. For example, after reviewing 182 papers on simulations in nursing education, Lavoie et al., (2018) identified the Kolb’s experiential learning theory as the most popular learning theory, just as it is in management education simulation research. It also raises similar questions, e.g Jeffries (2005) “what should be the desired outcomes of a simulation, what are the roles of teachers and how does the simulation design contribute to the learning experience?” Jeffries defined the roles of teachers as providing support, observing students and to be ‘confident’ about the simulation, which indicates a requirement for emotional labour. 

As in management education literature, there is little identification of the social, intellectual and physical resources required to develop a simulation. Through a systematic review, Zendejas et al., (2013) pointed out that even though researchers mentioned the term ‘cost-effectiveness’, however, there are no reported cost-effectiveness analyses. Lin et al. (2020) identify some cost issues; time, facility, personnel and equipment and studied the cost-effectiveness subject to probabilistic sensitivity analysis. In legal education Ellmann and Kruse (2015) note that there are few specific evaluations of costs and benefits in a experiential learning. They identify; designing the experience around benefits from complexity and verisimilitude, explicit instructions, feedback on student performance. Ways to present cost are suggested; cost per credit hour, contact hours per student, student engagement hours, faculty hours spent in teaching or preparation. 

Costs and risks in simulation literature are often conflated and obscured. For example, Auman (2011) claimed ‘The costs and benefits of this pedagogical change are examined’, but there were no actual costs shown. Costs seemed to be equated broadly with disadvantages, with a principal driver being students. Costs are seen to reside in grading workload with fast turn-around so that feedback can help them with the game, “coaching” for first time students, monitoring what is being said for accuracy (and correct any false information being presented), as well as making sure that students are adhering to their roles. Mozier at al. (2006) examined academics’ views on how best to overcome barriers through various support mechanisms. It was found that main challenges were tangible resources - finance, physical and technological infrastructure, materials and academic support services; Intangible resources such as personal creativity and time; technical problems; student reactions; loss of control by the academic instructor over student learning. In reviews, risk is rarely named, instead talk might be of ‘disadvantages’ or ‘unintended’ events or outcomes. These are mostly oriented towards the students, but some do consider those pertaining to the academic. In Mozier at al. (2006) risk, in the context of teaching with simulations and games is described as relating to the unintended negative outcomes that might arise from employing these. Bradford (2018) identified risks arising from ethical issues in experiential learning in general, but no specifically from work in games and simulations. 
Literature from general management training is similarly low on specifics when it comes to costs and risks. Bell et al. (2008) future research directions in simulations in corporate training does mention cost but more from how costs associated with developing simulations affect availability and delivery, rather than the full lifecycle starting from creation to debreif. Challenges involved managing development costs, leveraging higher levels of learner control, understanding individual differences, and shaping the unique social environment inherent in simulations. Their proposed research agenda was mostly around effectiveness of simulation, which is typical for the literature. However, the literature on corporate training did surface one more detailed framework – Tsang (1999), ‘Costs of institutional vocational training’ as shown in fig 1. However, it still lacks costs to the creator.
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A project life cycle can be a useful device for categorising the phases of the development of an artefact such as a game or simulation. Labuschagne and Brent (2005) concluded that it usually contains generating or initiation phase, pre-assessment phase, defining phase or evaluating phase, development and execution phase, validation phase, handover and post implementation review. Pinto and Slevin (1988) simplified the first few stages to conceptualisation and planning stages, then execution and termination stages.  In education contexts, through the content analysis, Stewart, Denholm and Blackwell (2016) summarised the life cycle of developing simulations from three cases:  “Initiation, development, in-use, on-completion”. Cha and Maytorena-Sanchez (2019) pointed out that different efforts and competences are needed at each phase in a project life cycle due to different needs being targeted. Actions, unexpected events, costs and risks in creation and use can be set against these and such a categorisation also allows for comparison between cases of creation and use.

Moizer et al. (2009) pointed out that simulation are more resource intensive during the development process, hence cost could be a barrier of developing simulations. Denholm (2016) pointed out that simulation is not the most cost effective method of teaching by any means. This further raises the question of what would happen if the cost exceeded the benefits of the simulation (Flower et al., 2016). Maloney and Haines (2016) show that the economic evaluation of the use of a finite resource should cover – “what is it that is being obtained, what do you need to give up to get it, and how does that compare to what you get with the next best alternative?”  For those enthusiastic for experiential learning techniques, there could be a lack of enthusiasm for the final question. Innovations and satisfaction could be threatened by a negative appraisal. The limits for economic evaluations in medical education are similar to those in management education - focused on qualitative research methods, complexity from a diverse range of stakeholders who may contribute or absorb costs and the sheer variation of techniques used in teaching, making the generalisability of findings difficult (Maloney and Haines, 2016). These could be reasons why this kind of analysis is so hard to find in the experiential, simulation and game literature.

Methodology
In order to answer the research question, a purposive sampling of academics was made in order to maximise the available number of cases studies of the creation and use of a simulation, game or other experiential teaching and learning activity, right from the start of the lifecycle. For all participants, after agreeing to participate, they were sent an introductory document featuring an explanation of the creation lifecycle (see table 1) to help them order their memories.
	Creation and Use Phase
	Abbreviated description of Phase

	Initiation Phase
	The events or activities that put your mind onto innovating with a game or simulation This also includes preparing or negotiating with the institution for its use, consideration of learning outcomes, thoughts about integration with the wider teaching & learning programme.

	Development Phase
	The actual creation of the game or simulation, including activities to put it into use. choices about its degree of ‘reality’, activities, speed, tolerance and the integration or materialisation of the design into its physical aspects.

	In-Use Phase
	Students perform the work of the game, simulation or experiential activity and the lecturer works around it to ensure that it functions as intended. The intended learning outcomes may be obtained.

	On-Completion Phase
	All activities that have been designed to take place after the use of the game or simulation to ensure that learning is completed, obtaining student feedback, preparing for further use.


Table 1.
Data on 12 cases of experiential education were gathered using a mix of guided email response and interview, depending on the preference of the participant.  There were two types of case – where they had created the game or where they had purchased or inherited it. As the sample emerged, it was clear that there were differences in scale and presentation also. As they recalled their experience in a systematic way, their mind was centred on three things of specific interest:

· Activities intrinsic to the nature of what you were doing, that were expected as part of the work
· Challenges that you were surprised by, that were unexpected and presented themselves in the course of the work. A ‘challenge’ is neither negative nor positive, it is simply an issue that presents itself in the course of performing the work, that requires response from you. It is a stimulus to action. 
· A cost is what is given up or lost either in performing the expected and intended activities, or in making a response to a challenge.

Participants were then presented with two instructions to help further structure their narratives:

· Please identify the work activities that you performed as a creator or user and costs associated with that activity, in each phase. ‘Cost’ can be a general category of cost, or specific in terms of time/money, or something other like stress or fatigue.
· Please identify as many examples as you can of challenges that you became aware of in each phase and costs associated with that challenge, if any.
Twelve cases were obtained as shown in table 2. 
	Case
	Type
	Create?
	Format
	Participants
	Purpose

	1
	Team Based
	Create
	Mixed Electronic in person/physical, delivered in class
	Classes of 24-40 PGT
	Teaching strategic/innovation management

	2
	Team Based
	Create
	Physical, LEGO based, delivered in class
	Classes of 30 PGT
	Teaching management of change

	3
	Team Based
	Adapt existing
	Electronic, delivered in class
	500 simultaneous PGT users
	Teaching Project Management

	4
	Individual user
	Adapt existing
	Electronic
	Individuals including schools
	Teaching Nuclear facility management

	5
	Team Based
	Create
	Physical, LEGO based, delivered in class
	Classes of  20 post-experience learners
	Teaching Lean

	6
	Team Based
	Purchase
	Electronic, delivered in class
	20-30 Executive Education learners
	Teaching strategic management

	7
	Team Based
	Create
	Mixed Electronic in person/physical, delivered in class
	Class of 150 PGT learners 
	Teaching Project Management

	8
	Team Based
	Create
	Mixed Electronic in person/physical, delivered in class
	Class of 30 MEng equivalent students
	Teaching strategic management

	9
	Team Based
	Create
	Electronic
	Entire cohort of 350 PGT students
	Icebreaker for welcome week – developing team and problem solving skills

	10
	Team Based
	Create
	Physical, delivered in class
	Classes of 30 UG and PGT
	Teaching Project Management

	11
	Individual user 
	Create
	Electronic
	Corporate training
	Teaching intellectual property management

	12
	Team Based
	Create
	Physical, delivered in class
	Class of 30-40 UG
	Teaching circular economy concepts


Table 2.

The cases were subjected to content analysis and categories emerged that were grounded in the data, rather than imposed from a theory or particular piece of literature. Some of the accounts were highly detailed and personal. Ethical issues were around disclosure and anonymising participants as although the intent was to create a neutral categorisation, the stories shared contained such rich descriptions and anecdotes that it might be possible to connect the account to the participant. Hence, all that is presented here is the categorisation of the cases to identify actions, unexpected events, risks and costs. 

Results

From the responses of participants it was clear that the instructions used were adequate to guide their recall. The inquiry resulted in a corpus of 8305 words describing the lifecycle of activities in development, unexpected events, costs and risks. As can be seen in table 2, experiential learning techniques were mostly used in team situations, in the teaching of activities that in organisations tend to be done in teams. Therefore it can be seen that educators were attempting through their simulations, to incorporate team based competencies and create an authentic experience of work in that context. This is to be expected, as the majority identity of classes were PGT students who mostly lacked working experience. Class sizes tended to be in the 20s-40s, which could be considered an average size class in most modern teaching situations.

The cases could be categorised as per the model in figure 1 below. The cases are arranged along axes of scale and presentation as these are main variables that unify all the cases – they are deployed in a large or small scale, where at the extremes of the scale, large is 500 (C1) people and small is 1 (C11). Scale creates distinctive challenges and sets the context. In the accounts involving creation, it comes at the very start of thinking about the deployment as it is one of the most readily apparent challenges facing the creator.  It is noted, according to Lund Dean and Wright (2017) “There is no agreement in the literature about the point at which a class becomes “large””.  They identify the tipping point  between small and large as the point where “students in the class limit the extent to which students can be physically or vocally active”. From the experience of the authors, this is 30. Hence this is taken as the mid-point on the scale axis. The other main axis of difference is presentation. ‘Presentation’ here is taken to refer to the way that the activity is deployed and its value is obtained. At the extremes the presentation of the technique and all interaction with it and value perceived is entirely electronic, or entirely physical. There are three cases that are a combination, with a slight bias one way or the other.
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Figure 1

The grouping of the cases into quadrants allows for comparison and further categorisation of findings, particularly distinctive risks and costs for each Quadrant, then what might be considered as Universal Risks and Costs for Experiential Techniques. Content analysis extracted and coded 366 items as in table 3, resulting in 58 separate codes/categories.


	
	Activity
	Unexpected Event
	Costs

	Initiation Items extracted
	66	
	15
	7

	Development Items extracted
	69
	26
	26

	In-Use Items extracted
	46
	44
	18

	On Completion Items extracted
	33
	7
	9


Table 3

Firstly, table 4 presents the categories of activity, unexpected event and cost emerging from the content analysis.

	Phase
	Activities
	Unexpected Event
	Costs

	initiation
	Seeking or using Relationships
Managing organisational stakeholders
Early Activity mechanics  
Learning /Pedagogy 
The personal past
Concerns +/- /dissatisfaction
Personal brand as educator
Investigating similar existing options
Inspiration/decision moment
Looking for money

	Seeking or using Relationships
Managing organisational stakeholders
Early Activity mechanics  
Learning /Pedagogy 
Concerns +/- /dissatisfaction
Investigating similar existing options
Inspiration/decision moment
Looking for money

	Direct development costs
Cost of materials
Paid cost of labour
Unpaid voluntary work (hidden cost)

	Development
	Balance with other work
Seeking or using Relationships
Managing organisational stakeholders
Resource search/location
Research 
The personal past
Activity mechanics
Piloting or prototyping
Decisions around verisimilitude
Delivery mechanisms or channels
Integration with wider programme
Decisions on assessment
Production of support materials
Learning /Pedagogy 
Concerns +/- /dissatisfaction
Inspiration/decision moment
Looking for money
Deadlines and time constraints

	Seeking or using Relationships
Managing organisational stakeholders
Resource search/location
Decisions around verisimilitude
Delivery mechanisms or channels
Integration with wider programme
Learning /Pedagogy 
Concerns +/- /dissatisfaction
Outright resistance, negative relationships

	Non-labour direct development costs
Cost of materials
Cost of licences
Paid cost of labour
Funding/investments
Unpaid voluntary work (hidden cost)
Costs of negative relationships
Meetings with others


	In-Use
	Physical issues in operation
+/- mental state of student or academic
Informational interactions with students
Direct facilitation work
Special operations or features of the activity
Distinct student work as part of the activity
Student behaviour +/-
Issues of time flow +/-
Training of others
Seeking or using Relationships
Managing organisational stakeholders
Resource search/location
Activity mechanics
Delivery mechanisms or channels
Integration with wider programme
Concerns +/- /dissatisfaction

	Physical issues in operation
+/- mental or emotional state of student or academic
Informational interactions with students
Direct facilitation work
Student behaviour +/-
Students performance inconsistent with instructions or planned activities
Lecturer performance inconsistent 
Emergency work to maintain operations
Issues of time flow +/-
Surprising or unexpected development, not a problem as such
Seeking or using Relationships
Resource problems
Integration with wider programme
Concerns +/- /dissatisfaction
Learning /Pedagogy 
Unexpected limitation discovered
Errors in the activity discovered

	Operational costs - rooms, facilitators, food
Paid cost of labour
Funding/investments
Unpaid voluntary work (hidden cost)
Costs of negative relationships
+/- mental or emotional state of student or academic


	On-Completion
	+/- mental or emotional state of student or academic
Informational interactions with students
Special operations or features of the activity
Student behaviour +/-
Students performance inconsistent with instructions or planned activities
Lecturer performance inconsistent 
Emergency work to maintain operations
Issues of time flow +/-
Seeking or using Relationships
Managing organisational stakeholders
Resource problems
Delivery mechanisms or channels
Integration with wider programme
Concerns +/- /dissatisfaction
Learning /Pedagogy 
Decisions on assessment
Resource search/location
Feedback from students or other important stakeholders
Changes made from feedback or experiences
Expansion of the activity to new places
Separate Debrief activity

	Students performance inconsistent with instructions or planned activities
+/- mental or emotional state of student or academic
Feedback from students or other important stakeholders
Changes made from feedback or experiences
Learning /Pedagogy
Student behaviour +/-
Lecturer performance inconsistent
Issues of time flow +/-
Separate Debrief activity
Unexpected limitation discovered

	Development costs
Paid cost of labour
Funding/investments
Unpaid voluntary work (hidden cost)
+/- mental or emotional state of student or academic



Table 4

In terms of the development lifecycle, it can be seen that the most coded activities were in development phase, the most unexpected events in in-use phase and the most costs in development. This is consistent with expectations, there is a lot of labour in development, along with a strong element of unpaid labour cost. Also, if the unexpected events are created by uncontrolled risks, they are going to become apparent only when the activity goes into use. It should be noted that this is not an imposed model from literature, this is grounded in participants responses from their recall, what was important to them in the development of their activities. It is not a process model, it is a model of experience. As notable by comparison with the literature, this is the basis for a model of what an academic actually does, rather than what they should do.

Discussion
O’Flynn (2021)’s comment that creation of experiential activities “shouldn’t be done by lecturers in an independent manner, lecturers create together and not in silos” was not borne out by the participants. Neither did Jaaska and Aaltonen (2022)’s ‘inspiring and engaging’ feelings. The particpants appeared to act alone, initially. Other people did not come into the story until development and then it was usually in a negative way, which somewhat confirms the idea that work in these activities in management education appears to have an artisanal quality to it, with academics drawing from their personal histories and concerned about their ‘personal brand’. In the planning phase, of the six categories of actions that could be considered initiators, only one category covered pedagogic matters, like learning outcomes.

Through the unexpected events, a categorisation of risks also becomes apparent, though not all unexpected events are risks. For example, in the planning phase, participants did not expect the ways in which the constraints of reality met their ideas, this is intrinsic when moving a concept from imagination into conceptual reality as more information is gained which challenges the initial moment of inspiration or intention. However, in the other phases, the potential for uncontrolled and unidentified risks to retard progress and effective use become apparent and can be planned for. In the development phase, ideas further meet reality, here moving from realm of conceptual reality into material reality, which includes tangible resources and people. Context is the concern at development stage. Risks can emerge from matters of integration with the wider programme and relationships with others in the organisation. The problem with planning for these is that they may not reveal their true nature until the academic’s innovation becomes someone else’s problem and people react to both the creation and the creator. Concerns with existing provisions are noted and those who are part of the existing provision might also be resistant. Consistent with Wright et al. (2018), there was no talk about ethics. Moizer et al. (2009) pointed out that simulations are more resource intensive during the development process, but in the data here it appeared to be at in-use phase. However, perhaps in development phase is where resource implications become apparent and therefore could become a barrier to further development.

In the ‘in-use’ phase risks arise from the meeting of the intention as now represented by the material of the experiential technique with reality as represented by the intended recipients of the technique. Even if the activity has been tested, the test is still a work of the creator and under their control. Now the technique is truly exposed and used by people without an automatic love of it. Moving to in-use inevitably means that more people have their hands on it and they are going to behave according to their interpretation of the instructions, their understanding of its purpose. Other pressures arise from time which is running at actual speed and other risks interact to eat time. The student may turn to any authority figure to improve their interpretation if they sense that they are not having the anticipated experience. This adds risk that the other assistant facilitators might give them clashing or useless information, causing uncertainty in the student. This forces the academic to act to correct both the student and facilitator. Students can find bugs and limitations that had previously been invisible due to the creators familiarity with the activity or having tacit work-arounds that the student does not have. Positively, this may flag up where improvements to instructions or operations could be made. Negatively, this can develop a bad attitude towards the activity and stress for the academic, and material for those who would resist the innovation, especially embarrassing if the academic has gone out on a limb for the activity. Desperate actions may be needed for emergencies in the mechanisms of the activity, resources or organisational context, leading to fatigue and inconsistent performance from the academic. This is Consistent with Tomkins and Ulus (2016) calling such innovating “a commitment, a gamble, one makes with one’s body and one’s self” and also Lund Dean and Wright (2017), Jaaska and Aaltonen (2022), Hernández et al. (2010), Lameras, et al. (2016), Mozier at al. (2006), Vlachopoulos and Makri (2017). 

In the ‘on completion’ phase risks are around debrief and whether student and academic performance is consistent with the intended debrief activity. Concerns emerge over the linkage with summative assessment and whether the learning has occurred, which is consistent with the literature. Time flow is also a problem here as time for the debrief or final activity can get compressed if the main activity has over-run due to uncontrolled risk or other emergent events. Underestimating marking load created by the associated assessment strategy is also another common experience. 

In terms of costs, it was difficult to obtain actual cash sums and those that were obtained bore little relation to each other. It seems that the challenges noted in the literature review from medicine in Maloney and Haines (2016). hold true here, diversity of techniques and variations in stakeholders, make it hard to generalise. For most of the participants, it was the first time that they had been asked to consider this, which would suggest that the lack of cost and benefits analysis in the literature is reflective of actual practice. For those who had purchased or modified existing systems, there was more cost information. This said, frequent categories of cost emerge from the analysis that are not apparent in the limited literature. For example, the amount of unpaid labour is apparent, the human cost of dealing with negative relationships as action reveals resistance. Also, innovations may start with an individual, but to become part of an organisation requires interaction with other people which will eventually lead to meetings. The cost of meetings in the development of experiential techniques is not considered in the literature. One participant was able to give a diarised number and attendance. Costs ramp up in the development stage. Material costs become apparent. Unsurprisingly, the search for funding also appears here. At In-use Operational costs become apparent, as commonly reported on in the literature - rooms, facilitators, food. The human costs of negative relationships persist and negative emotional states set in. No new categories of cost were revealed at ‘on-completion’.



Conclusion
This paper has presented initial findings in pursuit of the research question “What are the actions, unexpected events, costs and risks in using experiential teaching and learning techniques from the lived experience of academics?” The findings show that intended actions of creation move the academic along in a process of creation whereby reality is revealed in-use and unmanaged risks can manifest as unexpected events. The process from beginning to end and the unexpected events, some of which could be predictable, incur costs. These costs can be generally categorised, but finding precise financial data has been difficult. 

This research has begun to identify events that drive costs, which will hopefully reduce the ‘unknown unknowns’ that an academic looking to develop an experiential teaching and learning activity might discover themselves dealing with. It also centres the academic’s lived experience in creating and using experiential teaching and learning techniques, which is rare in the literature. In so doing, it has shown that the more general and anecdotal details in the ‘challenges’ and ‘roles of the instructor’ literature are mostly consistent with reality as experienced by the participants. This paper was a report on the early findings from data gathering. Further work will include a delphi where participants will rank the costs and likelihood of events or risks according to the original model presented in figure 1. A cross-case comparison will allow comparison by scale or presentational type allowing for identification of invariant constituents of the experience, but also costs or risks that could be distinctive to scale or type. Such a comparison appears to be new to the literature. 
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