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Abstract
UNDERSTANDING AND DEVELOPING ADAPTIVE LEADERSHIP DURING PRECOMMISSIONING by MAJ Joseph H. Albrecht., United States Army, 88 pages.
In complex operational environments marked by uncertainty, lethal threats, and long term
commitments, the Army’s junior officers shoulder a burden that requires critical thinking and a
willingness to exercise initiative and make decisions. In light of these requirements, the Army demands
junior officers demonstrate adaptive leadership. Developing adaptive leadership during precommissioning training has challenged the Army’s Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) program.
While the Army recognizes the importance of training and education to leader development, it historically
viewed education and training in dichotomous terms, a counterproductive approach to the design of
effective learning interventions during pre-commissioning. Moreover, the Army’s long held view that
pre-commissioning training should prepare cadets for immediate duty with troops created a tendency for
the ROTC to rely on ‘industrial-age’ approaches, lecture and rote learning, to junior officer development.
This paper argues that the Army’s ROTC programs adopt experienced-based approaches to leader
development to produce the adaptive leaders needed in today’s complex operational environment. It
posits that experienced-based approaches to leader development, such as the Adaptive Course Model and
small group instruction, achieve an effective balance between training and education through experiential
learning opportunities in the classroom. This paper explores the Army’s historical view of education and
training at the pre-commissioning level, the evolution of the Army’s desire for adaptive leaders, and the
nature of adaptability and adaptive leadership.
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You got to be able to think on your feet. You got to be flexible. I can’t stress that enough. That has
been our success 1
- 2nd Lt., Operation Iraqi Freedom, 2004

Introduction
The United States global security interests require that its Army remain persistently
engaged internationally for the foreseeable future. The complexity of today’s operational
environment and the hybrid nature of potential threats require an Army prepared to conduct full
spectrum operations. 2 To succeed in this highly competitive operational environment the Army
recognizes that every leader, especially its most junior officers, must be competent, confident,
and adaptive and demonstrate critical and innovative thought. Unfortunately for junior officers,
limited developmental time is available to acquire the Army’s desired leadership qualities. The
Army officers at the tip of the proverbial spear, those who face the greatest challenges in today’s
complex operating environment are arguably the least prepared to meet them. In spite of the
potential for poor junior officer performance under complex and unforgiving combat conditions,
observations of junior officer leadership seem to demonstrate otherwise.
Lieutenants in Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere have demonstrated adaptability,
innovativeness, and proficiency in assignments and missions beyond traditional branch-specific
skills and expected levels of responsibility. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates recognized this
reality. In his 2009 commencement address to the graduating cadets of the U.S. Military
Academy at West Point, Secretary Gates said, “In Iraq and Afghanistan, we rely on junior- and

1

Leonard Wong, “Developing Adaptive Leaders: The Crucible Experience of Operation Iraqi
Freedom” (Strategic Studies Institute monograph, U.S. Army War College, 2004), 20.
2

George W. Casey, Jr., “The Army of the 21st Century,” Army: 2009-10 Green Book 59, no. 10
(October 2009): 28.The Army Chief of Staff described hybrid threats as “dynamic combinations of
conventional, irregular, terrorist and criminal capabilities employed asymmetrically to counter” U.S. Army
strengths; Jack D. Kem, “Reflections from Dr Jack,” Combined Arms Center Blog, entry posted November
14, 2008, http://usacac.army.mil/blog/blogs/reflectionsfromfront/archive/2008/11/14/hybrid-warfare-thelooming-threat.aspx (accessed March 13, 2010). Dr. Kem, Director of the Land Power Studies Institute at
the Combined Arms Center, Fort Leavenworth, KS, provided a good discussion of hybrid warfare and
additional resources on hybrid threats in this blog post.
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mid-level combat leaders to make judgments – tactical, strategic, cultural, ethical – of the kind
that much more senior commanders would have made a generation ago.” 3 The proclamation of
junior officer success in combat is not merely strategic level rhetoric supporting the force at war.
In fact, in the post-9/11 era the adaptive and innovative performance of junior officers in combat
frequently gained the attention of military leaders, studies, and the media. 4
In his U.S. Army War College monograph, Lt. Col. Stephen Quinn explicitly praised the
performance, versatility, and initiative of two junior officers with whom he served in Iraq. The
colonel’s account of a chemical lieutenant’s ability to perform a diverse range of duties, from
Forward Operating Base Engineer to Field Artillery Battery Executive Officer in combat while
also performing the traditional duties associated with his branch and position, demonstrated the
capability of junior officers “to handle complex and ambiguous situations while learning along
the way.” 5 The earliest observations of leaders in Iraq and Afghanistan led some to question the
source of junior leader adaptability in combat. Following the first year of Army operations in
Iraq, Dr. Leonard Wong, a research professor at the U.S. Army War College Strategic Studies
Institute, argued that exposure to ambiguity, uncertainty, fluid operational requirements, and
complexity in post-war Iraq positively influenced junior officer development. After interviewing
over 50 junior officers (lieutenants and captains), Wong concluded that junior officers serving in

3

Robert M. Gates, “For Your Freedom and Mine” (Commencement speech by the U.S. Secretary
of Defense, graduation of the Class of 2009, U.S. Military Academy, West Point, NY, May 23, 2009).
http://www.usma.edu/Class/2009/GradSpeech09.asp (accessed February 6, 2010).
4

Recent articles and studies concerning adaptive junior officer experiences in combat include the
following: Jeffrey B. Van Sickle, “Stability Operations in Northern Iraq: Task Force Altun Kupri,” Infantry
(January-February 2005): 25-29; Greg Jaffe, “On Ground In Iraq, Capt. Ayers Writes His Own Playbook,”
Wall Street Journal, September 22, 2004; Donald E. Vandergriff, Raising the Bar (Washington, D.C.:
Center for Defense Information, 2006). Vandergriff’s study provided an account of Army Capt. Jordan
Becker’s combat experience during the Global War on Terror; Wong, “Developing Adaptive Leaders”
(2004).
5

Stephen M. Quinn, “Junior Officer Leader Development in an Era of Persistent Conflict”
(Strategic research project monograph, U.S. Army War College, 2008), 3-4.

2

post-war Iraq developed adaptive qualities from their operational experiences. These adaptive
qualities the Army considered essential to success in combat. Wong wrote,
Junior officers are developing adaptability – a competency that the Army recognized as
vital to future warfare, yet difficult to develop in a nondeployed Army. By being
confronted with complexity, unpredictability, and ambiguity, junior officers are learning
to adapt, to innovate, and to operate with minimal guidance.6
Wong’s assessment indicated that it was not the Army’s leader development system that
produced adaptive junior officers. Instead, junior officer proficiency and adaptive leadership
emerged predominately through hands-on, experience-based learning obtained during operational
deployments. 7 Wong therefore urged the Army to leverage the opportunity that combat
experience and a cohort of adaptive leaders offered the institutional Army as it continued its
transformation to meet future threats. 8
Today’s Army leadership policy and doctrine articulate the value of operational
leadership experience expressed by Dr. Wong’s work and the observations of mid- and seniorlevel officers. For example, the Army’s leadership regulation states that “leader development is
achieved through lifelong synthesis of knowledge, skills, and experiences [emphasis added]
gained through institutional training and education, organizational training, operational
experience, and self-development.” 9 While Army policy and doctrine recognize the importance of
operational experience, the Army also acknowledges that its current leader development process

6

Wong, “Developing Adaptive Leaders,” 3. Dr. Wong argued that the adaptability of junior
leaders was due predominately to on-the-job experience in Iraq. Combat experiences exposed junior
officers to diversity, responsibility, “complexity, unpredictability and ambiguity” that officers were not
previously prepared to face by institutional or unit-led training experiences, 15-16.
7

In terms of a balance between leader development pillars or within the Army’s training domains,
the predominant contributor to the development of adaptive junior leaders today is operational experience
or operational missions owing to combat deployments to Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere. Department of
the Army, Field Manual No. 7-0: Training for Full Spectrum Operations (2008), 3-8. Operational missions
are one of four areas that make up the operational training domain of the Army’s Training System; the
remaining areas are leader responsibilities, major training events, and unit training events.
8

Wong, “Developing Adaptive Leaders,” 20.

9

Department of the Army, Regulation No. 600-100: Army Leadership (2007), 4.

3

is out of balance. The Army’s Training and Doctrine Command’s recently published leader
development strategy states that the Army is “out of balance in building a bench of leaders not
only through operational experience but also through professional military education and
assignment in broadening experiences.”10 As a result, the Army’s newest leader development
strategy establishes imperatives to balance learning between the three pillars of leader
development (training, education, and experience) and to “prepare leaders for hybrid threats and
full spectrum operations through outcomes-based training and education.” 11 These imperatives
account for shifts in operational paradigms that influence the manner in which the Army must
prepare its officers to lead a full spectrum capable force. 12
Despite the observed adaptability of junior officers in today’s operational environment, it
is worth asking what changes, if any, should the Army make to improve its ability to produce
adaptive, innovative, and confident lieutenants capable of operating more effectively in today’s
“competitive learning environment.” 13 Moreover, given the Army’s recognition that it must
achieve balance in its leader development process it is also worth asking what changes, if any,
should the Army make in its officer education system to produce the adaptive junior officers it
needs. This monograph focuses on methodological changes to instruction at the earliest stage of

10

Department of the Army, A Leader Development Strategy for a 21st Century Army, 2.

11
Ibid., 10. The leader development imperatives established by the new leader development
strategy are as follows: (1) Encourage an equal commitment by the institution, by leaders, and by
individual members of the profession to life-long learning and development; (2) Balance our commitment
to the Training, Education, and Experience pillars of development; (3) Prepare leaders for hybrid threats
and full spectrum operations through outcomes-based training and education; (4) Achieve balance and
predictability in personnel policies and professional military education in support of ARFORGEN; (5)
Manage the Army’s military and civilian talent to benefit both the institution and the individual; (6) Prepare
our leaders by replicating the complexity of the operational environment in the classroom and at home
station; (7) Produce leaders who are mentors and who are committed to developing their subordinates; (8)
Prepare select leaders for responsibility at the national level.
12

Ibid., 3-6. The Army Leader Development Strategy outlines three necessary paradigm shifts in
leader development, accounting for 1) “The Effect of Increasing Complexity and Time,” 2) “The Effect of
Decentralization,” and 3) “The Need to Frame Ill-structured Problems.”
13

Ibid., 1.
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officer leader development, during pre-commissioning and the Reserve Officer Training Corps
(ROTC). 14 The central argument of this monograph is that adopting a more balanced approach to
junior leader development, mixing education and utilization of experience-based training
methodologies during pre-commissioning develop the most adaptable junior officers. This
monograph also challenges the Army’s historical belief that pre-commissioning instruction
should focus predominately upon industrial-age training methods. 15 Lastly, this monograph
supports the Army decision to establish balance in leader development between education,
training, and experience and to adopt outcomes-based training and education methods. These
represent the best means to prepare junior officers to face future threats and lead full spectrum
capable forces, improves the ability of junior officers to think, and instills a life-long desire for
learning.
Section one of this monograph is a literature review of post-World War II historical
works and studies that address Army junior officer development at the pre-commissioning level.
This section focuses on examining the Army’s historical view of education and training to assess
the relative importance and necessary interaction of each in the development of adaptive leaders.
This monograph proposes that a better understanding of the role that education and training
should play in leader development will help to better focus today’s learning programs and result
in more meaningful learning experiences for cadets. This section of the monograph also addresses
the emergence of adaptability as a desirable Army leadership quality.
Section two focuses on defining and describing adaptability and the concept of adaptive
leadership in terms of its underlying attributes and competencies, its component parts, and the
14

The pre-commissioning source predominantly studied to support this monograph was the Army
ROTC, which provides the largest number of commissioned officers to the active officer corps. Department
of the Army, “Legacy & Value,” Army ROTC, http://www.goarmy.com/rotc/legacy_and_value.jsp
(accessed April 2, 2010).
15

Donald E. Vandergriff, Raising the Bar (Washington, DC: Center for Defense Information,
2006), 29. Vandergriff described these methods as lecture and slide presentation oriented methods requiring
little involvement by students in the learning process.

5

cognitive processes associated with adaptive behavior. This monograph attempts to describe what
adaptive leadership is and what adaptive leadership is not. This section also touches upon the
shortcomings of competency-based approaches to learning curricula and attempts to identify
areas for effective learning interventions. The premise of this argument is that a better
understanding of adaptability and adaptive leadership helps to focus learning and achieve a better
balance in the Army’s approach to the development of adaptive junior officers.
Section three focuses on providing recommendations for junior officer development at
the pre-commissioning level to better support the Army’s need to produce adaptive junior
officers. This section explores the Adaptive Course Model for junior leader development and
associated techniques designed to develop the underlying cognitive and interpersonal processes
associated with adaptability and adaptive leadership.
The Army needs good leaders. Army Regulation No. 600-100: Army Leadership states
that the means by which the Army fulfills its strategic role and achieves its strategic missions are
its people, more specifically its leaders.16 The Army echoes this sentiment in its operational
capstone document as well. Field Manual No. 3-0 states,
Before an operation, combat power is unrealized potential. Through leadership, this
potential is transformed into action. . . . Confident, competent, and informed leadership
intensifies the effectiveness of all other elements of combat power by formulating sound
operational ideas and assuring discipline and motivation in the force. Good leaders are
the catalyst for success. 17
During this period of prolonged engagement, marked by ongoing conflicts in Afghanistan and
Iraq, the Army’s need for good leaders and effective programs to develop those leaders is evident.
Further, in a period where conflict against adaptive and evasive threats “devolved primarily into a
series of tactical engagements fought principally at squad and platoon levels,”18 the study of

16

Department of the Army, Regulation No. 600-100, 1.

17

Department of the Army, Field Manual No. 3-0: Full Spectrum Operations (2008), 4-2.

18

Robert H. Scales, “The Second Learning Revolution,” Military Review 36, no. 1 (2006): 37.

6

junior officer leader development is arguably of even greater importance today than other topics
that address issues further removed from the front lines of combat.

7

A Half Century Review of Junior Officer Development
The post World War II era was a period of increasing U.S. involvement in international
affairs, growing concerns over the Soviet threat, and rapid technological innovation. Leaders at
the time perceived it to be a challenging new environment, analogous to the situation the Army
finds itself in today. Then as now, the proper education and training of officers garnered
considerable attention. Despite a relatively consistent Army-wide perspective of the importance
of a broad education to junior leader development, pre-commissioning sources have been caught
in a long term tug-of-war between proponents calling for more education and those preferring a
greater focus on training. In light of the immediate operational requirements of the time, Korea,
Vietnam and a looming Soviet threat, pre-commissioning had to prepare cadets for duty with
troops and the possibility of large scale mobilization for war. As such, the preference for more
training during pre-commissioning traditionally held sway within the post- World War II Army.
Recent calls for adaptability in junior leaders, however, raised the question again of the
appropriate balance between education and training during a cadet’s pre-commissioning
experience. While the balance between education and training is often a matter of debate, the
outcome of effective officer leader development strategies remains unchanged. The goal remains
to train and educate junior officers to transcend the challenges and burdens faced in combat to
achieve mission success. This section reviews the evolution in the Army’s ongoing debate over
junior officer training versus education, and the recent challenges that led the Army to focus on
the need to develop adaptability in its junior officers.
Since the end of World War II, the Army alone commissioned no less than thirteen
boards and studies to investigate the professional development of its officer corps. 19 The first of

19

Kelly C. Jordan, “The Yin and Yang of Junior Officer Learning: The Historical Development of
the Army’s Institutional Education Program for Captains,” The Land Warfare Papers, no. 49 (monograph,
Association of the United States Army Institute of Land Warfare, 2004), 22.

8

these studies, the 1945 Gerow Board re-established the Army’s institutional officer education
system. 20 The Gerow Board directed the officer education system to provide for the education and
training of Army officers from commissioning to senior service schooling. 21 The 1949 Eddy
Board subsequently assessed the adequacy of that system. Like its predecessor, the report
centered on the training and educational needs of the Army’s mid- to senior-grade officers. The
Eddy Board drew two important conclusions concerning pre-commissioning education and
training. First, the board recognized the importance of undergraduate studies for career officer
development, but stopped short of requiring a baccalaureate degree for immediate service in the
Regular Army. 22 Second, the board concluded that pre-commissioning sources failed to
adequately prepare young officers for immediate service with troops.23 The Eddy Board,
however, seemed to accept that ROTC training programs inadequately prepared junior officers
for immediate duty with troops and made no recommendations for altering the ROTC precommissioning developmental practices to correct training deficiencies.24 Both of these

20

Gene M. Lyons and John W. Masland, Education and Military Leadership: A Study of the
ROTC (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1959), 55; Michael S. Neiberg, Making Citizen-Soldiers:
ROTC and the Ideology of American Military Service (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2000), 35;
John W. Yaeger, “Developing National Security Professionals,” Joint Forces Quarterly, no. 49 (2nd
Quarter 2008): 115.To meet manpower requirements associated with World War II, the Army significantly
reduced its attention to institutional officer education. In addition to closing the U.S. Army War College,
the Army accelerated officer education and training at the Command and General Staff College and
suspended ROTC programs in favor of other accelerated officer producing programs.
21

Jordan, “The Yin and Yang of Junior Officer Learning,” 22.

22

Department of the Army, Report of the Department of the Army Board on Educational Systems
for Officers, Board review prepared by Lt. Gen. Manton S. Eddy, 1949, 18-19. At the time of the report, the
Board stated that approximately 27 percent of the officer corps did not have an undergraduate degree.
Despite the recognition of its importance, the Board only recommended that ninety percent of the Army’s
officers be required to have an undergraduate degree. The understanding existed, however, that continued
service in the Army required one to eventually obtain a baccalaureate degree.
23

Jordan, “The Yin and Yang of Junior Officer Learning,” 6-7. Jordan identifies an increase in the
number of ROTC graduates entering active duty in 1948, through the Distinguished Military Graduate
program, as a contributor to the Army’s need to establish branch orientation courses for newly
commissioned officers in 1949.
24

Department of the Army, Report of the Department of the Army Board on Educational Systems
for Officers, 27-28. The board recognized the practical value of experience to leader development,
however, given the view that newly commissioned officers were not immediately prepared for troop duty

9

conclusions provide a glimpse into the Army’s half-century plus struggle to find an acceptable
balance between education and training.
That same year, the Service Academy Board queried the Army to determine the
feasibility of adopting a common, service immaterial ROTC curriculum, integrating some ROTC
courses with civilian courses, and relegating purely military ROTC courses to summer camps.
The Army rejected the feasibility of each proposal. The Army’s position rested on the argument
that cadets destined for reserve duty would not have the time or opportunity beyond
commissioning to establish a sound foundational knowledge and proficiency in military specific
skills. This coupled with the time constraints for summer camp required Army officers to conduct
military training on campus prior to commissioning. 25 Ultimately, the board did not recommend
the Army adopt any of these proposed curricular changes. Its decision, however, was not based
upon the Army’s argument concerning reserve duty and time. Instead the board’s decision cited
the need for well trained, branch-skilled regular officers for immediate active service in its
decision. 26 While the Service Academy Board’s suggestions seem to indicate a preference for
broad educational approaches during cadet leader development, this was not the case. In a period
when the fighting of World War II was still fresh in the collective memory, the Army believed
that the readiness of newly commissioned officers warranted training-centered approaches over
more liberal educational approaches in Army ROTC programs. In the post-Korean War period the
preference of Army leaders for training over education persisted.
After 1953, during a period when the Army grew accustomed to increased civil-military
interaction, a greater role in policy formation, expanding global and multinational commitments,

and immediate operational needs at an officer’s first units of assignment that precluded adequate
preparatory training and education, all newly commissioned officers were recommended to attend a basic
branch orientation course before arriving to their first unit of assignment, 24-27.
25

Lyons and Masland, Education and Military Leadership, 93-94.

26

Ibid., 94.
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and rapid technological innovation, the Army again directed a review of its officer education and
training programs. In 1958, the Williams Board, like the Eddy and Gerow Boards before it,
addressed pre-commissioning, but only briefly. This board’s coverage of pre-commissioning
studies and ROTC was greater than previous studies, though only to the extent needed for the
board to determine the scope and duration of training and education required for newly
commissioned officers. Echoing the previous boards, the 1958 review also found newly
commissioned officers inadequately prepared for immediate service with troops, and
recommended continuation of branch specific orientation training after commissioning. 27 Unlike
previous boards, the Williams Board discussed the appropriate balance between education and
training at various levels of the Army’s school system, setting a logical framework for the study.
To that end, the report defined both education and training, established a distinction between the
two, and officially delineated the Army’s preference for a greater training emphasis early in an
officer’s career and a greater emphasis on education later in one’s career. 28 As might be expected,
academics and many military writers did not universally accept the Army’s position.
John Masland and Lawrence Radway, in an important study from 1957, identified an
officer’s undergraduate education as a foundational precursor for strategic leadership.29 Pertinent
to this study, Masland and Radway identified the “ability to adapt to change” as one of several
essential qualities for a military strategic leader’s success. 30 For these authors a liberalized

27

Department of the Army, Report of the Department of the Army Officer Education and Training
Review Board, Board review prepared by Lt. Gen. Edward T. Williams, 1958, 21, 162-163. Unlike
previous reviews, the Williams Board frankly articulated the Army’s preference for training branch-specific
military skills prior to commissioning.
28

Ibid., 105.

29

John W. Masland and Lawrence I. Radway, Soldiers and Scholars: Military Education and
National Policy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957). This study’s emphasis was at the mid- to
senior-grade officer level and the development of future strategic level officers.
30

Ibid., 34-36, 45. While the scope of strategic leader’s responsibilities is greater than that of
junior officers, it is worth noting that several of the strategic leader qualities identified by the authors are
recognized today as necessary earlier in an officer’s career. Masland and Radway identified three
subcomponents of a senior leader’s ability to adapt that are now abilities expected at more junior levels of

11

undergraduate education played a key role in shaping a leader’s “future habits of mind, his
attitudes, and his intellectual curiosity.” 31 It also established within junior officers a genuine
interest in continued self-development essential for strategic leader success.32 In light of the
officer corps’ expanding civil-military interaction during the Cold War era and as leaders who
might later participate in policy formulation, the authors recognized value in expanding the use of
ROTC programs as a source for career officers. 33
Two years later, Masland and Gene M. Lyons published a study of military leader
development focused exclusively upon the ROTC program. While the authors’ conclusions
aligned with those of the earlier Masland and Radway study on military education writ large, this
study’s recommendations were specific to the challenges of leader development in the ROTC
program. In addition to recommendations that the Army clarify the ROTC’s Cold War purpose
and improve its ability to attract and retain prospective cadets, the authors, in a general sense,
recommended that the ROTC curriculum assume a more ‘professional’ orientation.34 Masland
and Lyons provided four propositions to professionalize the ROTC curriculum. First, the author’s
recommended ROTC programs limit initial instruction to technical matters of immediate value,
applicable soon after commissioning. Second, provide specialized instruction after
commissioning or upon one’s arrival to a unit of assignment. Third, focus specialized instruction
on general principles rather than facts and technical details of limited value. Lastly, ensure the
leadership: the ability to predict the velocity of change, the flexibility to adapt in response to the
unexpected, and the ability to identify and act on trends, 35.
31

Masland and Radway, Soldiers and Scholars, 509.

32

Ibid., 237-249 and 265-271. The authors identify areas for improvement within the military
academy’s curricula from pages 237-249, and recommendations for improvements to the ROTC from
pages 265-271. Masland and Radway recommended liberalization of academic programs (curriculum) and
methods of instruction for the academies and increased officer procurement from the ROTC owing in part
to the liberalized curricula at civilian universities and colleges.
33

Ibid., 267.

34

Lyons and Masland, Education and Military Leadership, 210, 237-239. Other recommendations
included provision of adequate funding to military-related campus facilities and scholarships, and end
compulsory military training.

12

ROTC curriculum instilled within cadets a desire for life-long learning and intellectual
curiosity. 35 These recommendations responded to specific criticisms of the ROTC related to on
campus training and poorly conducted officer-led instruction, in non-military topics, that
threatened the credibility of the Army as a viable career choice for the well educated. In terms of
training, the authors stated, “there is a need to drop ideas of training during the academic year
and concentrate on the objectives of career motivation and pre-professional education”
[emphasis is original]. 36 To that end, the authors recommended restricting, to the maximum
extent possible, military training to summer camps and post-commissioning training periods. This
would reserve more time during undergraduate studies for more intellectually broadening
subjects. 37 The authors also argued that limiting instruction by officers to areas of expertise, set in
military surroundings (labs, field exercises, etc.) would not only improve the integrity of the
officer corps, but improve cadet recruitment, retention, and enthusiasm for career-long service. 38
Masland and Lyons’ recommendation to remove training from campuses ran counter to the
Army’s previous board findings and were rejected. 39 A survey of other historical works and
studies of Army leader development provide a similarly dichotomous view of the relationship
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between training and education in officer development.40 Concurrently, however, a more
interactive, yin and yang view of officer leader development also emerged.
Despite the Army’s institutional preferences, many Army officers and academics
continued to stress the importance of more education (vice training) despite the wars that took
take place in Korea and Vietnam. The Chief of the Command and General Staff College (CGSC)
Instructor Training Section in 1952, Lt. Col. Bogen, argued for a more integrated view of the
relationship between training and education. Bogen stated,
There is a certain amount of education in all training and the training procedure is
designed to get maximum learning of skills. The educational procedure will include
training . . . However, the educational process must [also] include the posing of problems
to . . . develop the ability to make sound decisions. . . . The student must be educated to
be a problem solver. He cannot be trained to be one. We might go so far as to say that
mental anguish is an essential part of the educational process [emphasis is original]. 41
Likewise, Maj. Gen. Lionel C. McGarr, former commandant of the CGSC, emphatically
supported the importance of education. Addressing the CGSC faculty, the general stated, “Mere
teaching of known facts leads to intellectual bankruptcy. . . . Real education must develop the
individual as a whole – mentally, physically, morally, and psychologically – which calls for the
training of the head, the hand, and [emphasis is original] the soul!” 42 While one could argue that a
call for greater focus on education was the product of a largely peacetime oriented force, the
Army’s entanglement in the war in Southeast Asia did not dampen the regard of many for more
emphasis on education over training. 43 In the late 1960s, Richard de Neufville, a professor at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, called for cadet education to focus on “the development
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of officers with a broad interdisciplinary background commensurate with the new requirements
and opportunities of modern technology.” 44 Instead of focusing upon the instruction of facts and
specific skills that would over time lose relevance and become obsolete, the professor
recommended that academics provide future leaders with the “full set of military and humanistic
values” needed for an Army with a larger role in global affairs. 45 In a 1969 Defense study, a
committee of educators and military officers, recognized the capability of the Army’s branch
schools to prepare newly commissioned officers for service and believed that “much professional
training [could] be deferred to a time after commissioning.” 46
During this same period, when the Army in Vietnam faced a tenacious threat from the
North Vietnamese Army, the Viet Cong, and an active insurgency in South Vietnam, the Army
produced two studies of the officer educational system. The first of these studies, the 1966 Haines
Board provided the most extensive study on leader development to date. The board, however,
directed its detailed review primarily at the ability of the ROTC program to attract and retain
quality officer candidates. The Haines Board for example, observed that the provision of a
“greater intellectual challenge in the officer career schooling” would help to improve officer
procurement, retention, and overall career satisfaction. 47 The board’s unequivocal
recommendation for all officers to possess a baccalaureate degree upon commissioning was
recognition of the importance the Army identified with education at the junior officer level. 48 The
1971 Norris Board, like the Haines Board, was remarkably sparse in its discussion of pre-
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commissioning and the ROTC programs. 49 The Norris Board provided a discussion on teaching
theory and highlighted the importance of student-centered approaches to instruction that also
emphasized the importance placed on education by the Army. 50 In this discussion the board
identified the value of education to qualities such as problem-solving, innovation, judgment, and
adaptability. The board’s rationale for adopting a “New Theory of Teaching” stated,
The shift in emphasis is away from transmission of knowledge and technique – one of the
time-honored hallmarks of professional education – and toward greater stress on
problem-solving ability, innovation, and judgment. To this may be added the
communicative skills essential to effective functioning in a modern organizational
setting. The reasons for this shift are evident in the obsolescence of knowledge and
continual change wrought by technology, which places a premium on qualities of
adaptability, creativity, and a spirit of inquiry. The need is for persons who, rather than
responding to new conditions with a stock set of concepts and methods, instinctively
mistrust the standard way of perceiving and solving the problems, and formulate a
creative response through development of a totally new approach to the situation. These
qualities are to be valued in leaders at all echelons of society, but especially in Army
officers . . . 51
While the Norris Board called for greater emphasis on education and identified the importance of
adaptability, it did not state a preferred mix for education and training during pre-commissioning.
The board did, however, indicate that instruction at the junior officer level, the Basic Course,
should consist of a 75 to 25 percent ratio of instructor-centered (training) to student-centered
(education) approach to learning. 52 In this light, and in the absence of an unequivocal position
concerning a preference for education during pre-commissioning studies, one can assume that the
Army’s emphasis for cadet studies remained on training.
The end of the Vietnam War, observations of the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, and a renewed
focus on the Soviet threat to Europe reinforced the Army’s perception that training at the lowest
49
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levels was essential to its ability to overcome the challenge of a technologically equal and
numerically superior enemy. Based upon his wartime experiences, Gen. William DePuy,
TRADOC’s first commander, argued strongly in favor of training over education at the junior
officer level. 53 Understanding the debate contrasting education and training, Gen. DePuy believed
that junior officer development had become too academic and saw training at the junior officer
level as essential for success in combat, “a deadly come-as-you-are-affair.” 54 Gen. DePuy stated,
“officer training, particularly at the platoon level, had to prepare tank and [infantry] platoon
leaders, not generic officers [emphasis is original]. . . . Infantry and armor soldiers operate in the
‘dirty environment’ of terrain, smoke, night and enemy, a combination of variables difficult to
replicate with the precision possible in a laboratory. Close combat is messy.” 55 In this
environment, the Army commissioned the Review of Education and Training for Officers
(RETO) Study.
The RETO Study, whose underlying theme was a leader’s requirement to “think and
decide,” was the most extensive study since the Haines Board. 56 Unlike previous studies of
officer development, the 1978 RETO Study did not limit its discussion and recommendations
concerning a cadet’s formative years to issues pertaining to cadet recruiting, retention, and
scholarships. Even as the Army contended with a poor public image in the wake of Vietnam,
massive doctrinal reform, and transition to an all volunteer force, the RETO Study did not focus
the efforts of pre-commissioning recommendations in a manner inconsistent with the realities of
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the pre-commissioning environment. 57 Instead the study recognized that pre-commissioning and
undergraduate studies were, by their nature, educationally oriented and proposed
recommendations that fit within or around the construct of the existing, widely diverse precommissioning programs. 58 The RETO study therefore recommended several alternatives to
standardize the level of training and education cadets received prior to their arrival at basic
branch courses. These recommendations included the establishment of programs of instruction
similar to the Army’s Officer Candidate School program or the U.S. Marine Corps’ Platoon
Leader’s Course to provide consistent, standardized military training outside the college
environment. Additionally, the RETO study recommended the establishment of unambiguous
junior officer training standards delineated in Military Qualification Standards (MQS) appropriate
at each level of an officer’s early Army career. 59 Save the establishment of the MQS, these
measures paralleled some of the recommendations forwarded by the earlier Masland and Lyons
study and the 1949 Service Academy Board. These recommendations seemed to reconcile the
Army’s need for adequately trained junior officers with long standing calls for an educational
foundation that prepared junior officers for more than just their first assignment. Interestingly, of
these RETO Study recommendations, only the implementation and use of the MQS during pre57

Department of the Army, 1958 Williams Board report, 163. Earlier studies of cadet training and
education identified the Army’s desire to overcome the inability of pre-commissioning sources to produce
officers prepared for troop duty upon graduation. The Williams Board for example stated that “the longterm objective of the precommission training program should be the production of officers who are
prepared for immediate and effective assumption of troop duty.”
58

Department of the Army, A Review of Education and Training for Officers: Vol. 1, III-18 to19.

59

Ibid., IV-2, V-3 to 7; Department of the Army, A Review of Education and Training for
Officers: Volume 2 of 5, Career Progression, Board review prepared by Maj. Gen. Benjamin L. Harrison,
1978, Annex D. The stated purpose of MQS I, according to the 1978 Harrison Board report (RETO) was to
“establish the military skills, knowledge, and education which are required of an officer to embark upon a
successful career in the U.S. Army,” D-1-5. The MQS was divided into two component parts, required
military skills and knowledge, and professional military education. Military skills and knowledge consisted
of the common individual and collective skills required of all officers. Professional military education
provided the officer with the foundation upon which judgment, knowledge and conceptual skills were built
and support performance at higher levels. This component required a baccalaureate degree with studies that
touched upon “five fields of study: human behavior, written communication skills, military history,
national security policy, and management,” D-1-6.

18

commissioning persisted, indicating the Army’s preference for military training to remain on
campuses. Moreover, the Army’s establishment of extensive learning objectives and task lists to
guide officer leader development, typical of competency-based approaches to learning, shaped
leader development strategies to the present. 60
While the RETO study, like previous studies, identified the value in education and
training, the RETO study’s establishment of MQS I training and validation requirements prior to
junior officer advancement again emphasized a greater importance for training at the precommissioning level. Despite an apparent preference for training at the lowest levels, as in
previous eras, the dichotomous view of the relationship between education and training persisted
within the Army through at least the end of the Cold War. In 1983 for example, Colonel Huba
Wass de Czege argued that “the only way to develop an adaptive officer corps” was to develop an
officer education system “which emphasizes ‘how-to’ training based upon an education in the
theories and principles of warfighting.” 61 Conversely, in a later article, Gen. William Richardson
argued that “the best way to learn is to train.” 62 The general also argued that “if an event does not
[prepare the Army for war], we should not train it. We do not have time.”63 The 1985
Professional Development of Officers Study (PDOS), like the RETO Study before it, covered
pre-commissioning at length. However, unlike the RETO Study, the PDOS recommended the
Army step away from its historical preference for more training, even at the pre-commissioning
level.
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The PDOS, like the RETO Study, emphasized the importance of officer education and a
leader’s capability to think, but attempted to better define the relationship between the two forms
of learning. Despite past calls for better balance between officer education and training, the
PDOS analysis of the Army’s officer development system indicated that past efforts proved less
than successful. The PDOS therefore continued the call for more education. The study stated,
Major portions of the current resident schooling system are based on instructional and
training procedures that allocate the majority of time to teaching highly perishable data
and information and insufficient amounts of time to increasing cognitive ability, decision
making skills or in expanding an officers' frame of reference. . . . The time available must
focus on the things that make a difference. 64
The PDOS not only emphasized education, but recommended that the methodology used to
educate and train officers be changed to ensure effective implementation of leader development
programs. To correct this problem, and better focus instructional efforts, the PDOS established a
philosophy for officer education and training, something it recognized as absent from previous
studies of officer development.65 The PDOS identified several interrelated, underlying factors that
formed the theoretical basis for an effective officer development system: individual motivation,
adult learning cycle, education, training, commander’s intent, frames of reference, decision
making, and cognitive complexity. 66 Figure 1 below depicts the PDOS theoretical basis or
framework for leader development.
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Figure 1. Combining Theory, Roles and Development Periods into a Professional Development
Framework (Adapted from the Professional Development of Officers Study, 1985) 67

The PDOS provided the Army’s first attempt to nest the concepts of training, education, and
experience to effectively develop the Army’s officers. This study also established, for the first
time, the development of adaptive leaders as an important goal and challenge to the Army’s
leader development system. 68
In terms of pre-commissioning training and education, the PDOS recommended the use
of small group instruction to provide cadets the best means for gaining detailed understanding of
subject matter. 69 The PDOS also expected that cadets would receive “as broad-based an education
as possible so as to acquire those cognitive skills necessary for progressive development of
decision making skills through a military career. In conjunction with the broad-based education,
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military skills training . . . should be as experiential as possible.” 70 The PDOS also recognized
two important weaknesses in existing junior officer development programs. The first weakness
existed within the newly established MQS system and the other in officers’ basic educational
skills. In terms of the MQS, the study determined that the 64 MQS I tasks required for cadet
training and certification was excessive. 71 In terms of basic educational skills, the study found
that at least 25 percent of newly commissioned officers demonstrated weakness in reading,
writing, and math (three R’s). 72 To remedy these shortcomings, the study recommended the Army
shorten the MQS I list to 25 critical tasks to improve the quality of instruction in the remaining
tasks. The study also recommended the establishment of improved screening measures to ensure
only qualified candidates were admitted into officer producing programs. 73 The PDOS provided
the most comprehensive and holistic study of junior officer development requirements to date. In
fact, its emphasis on education at the pre-commissioning level was a shift from previous studies
that were more concerned with recruitment, retention, and training.
The importance of training to the Army’s ability to accomplish its mandate was, as it is
today, an undeniable fact. Gen. Carl E. Vouno, then Army Chief of Staff, highlighted that reality
on the eve of Operation Desert Storm when he wrote that training was “the decisive factor in the
outcome of battle and the ultimate determinant of the fate of the nation . . . for it is training that
prepares soldiers, units and leaders to fight and win in combat.” 74 The Army’s central focus on
tough and realistic training for war, technological innovation, and the development of highly
70
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skilled and capable leaders was critical in rebuilding the dispirited post-Vietnam Army. The
Army’s operational success in Operation Just Cause in 1989 and its lightning quick success
during Operation Desert Storm in 1991 provided ample proof of the advantages of a well trained
Army. 75
Following the First Gulf War, as the scope of junior officer responsibilities increased and
the complexity of operational requirements expanded, academics and military writers challenged
the effectiveness of the post-Vietnam Army’s training-focused leader development strategies. The
Army’s operational successes and failures in Somalia from 1992-1993 and the former Yugoslav
Republics since 1995 are two operational examples that encouraged continued discussion over the
proper emphasis for leader development strategies within the Army. As the PDOS might indicate,
however, the debate over education and training grew to emphasize a more integrated view of the
relationship between education and training, although the view that officer development
comprised two separate endeavors (training and education) persisted.
Following the PDOS, the call for adaptability began to take root and the best means for
developing adaptive leaders drifted away from the historically dichotomous view of the
relationship between education and training. The 1997 Officer Personnel Management System
(OPMS) XXI Study, like the PDOS, recognized the importance of adaptability, the interactive
nature of training and education, and the importance of experience. 76 While the study’s overall
orientation reflected the Army’s tendency to favor training over education, its recommendations
addressed each of the three pillars of leader development. For example, the study argued the
importance of grounding junior officers in the Army’s “muddy boots culture” and sustaining
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training philosophies based on proven models.77 While the theme of grounding leaders in the
Army’s “muddy boots culture” was consistent, the study also recommended that institutional
systems, once primarily focused on training warfighting skills, expand curricular focus “to
include the development of moral judgment and advanced cognitive skills revolving around
analysis and creativity.” 78 In terms of experience, the study cited an Army After Next report that
stated that the development of effective leaders with superior intuition and cognitive flexibility
was essential to meet the future demands of a complex, lethal and dispersed battle field. To gain
the needed experience, the study argued that officers required more operational time in units. 79
The OPMS XXI Study recognized the importance of the three pillars of leader development;
however, like other studies it focused reform beyond the pre-commissioning level, leaving the
question of an appropriate balance during pre-commissioning unanswered.
In addition to continued calls for greater emphasis on officer education and broadening
experiences beyond military training, academics also recognized the importance for leader
adaptability. Richard Kohn, a professor of history at the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill, argued that participation in broadening experiences, use of exchange programs, even during
ROTC, and graduate school were essential to officer development. 80 Professor Kohn, like many
academics before him noted the importance of an educational focus on social sciences and softer
subjects such as “history, international relations, strategic studies, and similar subjects” over more
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technological subjects.81 Kohn believed that a focus toward softer subjects better prepared
officers for the disparate missions of the future, enhanced critically skills, and developed in
officers an ability “to distinguish explicitly between intellectual rigor and hogwash.” 82 That same
year, during the Professional Military Conference for the 21st Century Warrior, Harry Thie, a
researcher at the Rand Institute, discussed desired officer qualities in terms of what a leader does
and who a leader is. In terms of what a leader does, Dr. Thie believed that training and education
effectively developed many competencies associated with good leadership. However, in terms of
who a leader is, Thie believed that enduring character traits were “not easily changed later in
life.” 83 As such enduring character traits were not easily developed through training and
education “except at the margin.” 84 Among Dr. Thie’s five enduring character traits was
adaptability. 85
Recent studies often cited the 2003 Army Training and Leader Development Panel
(ATLDP) Officer Study and Dr. Leonard Wong’s 2004 study of junior officers in post-war Iraq as
points of departure concerning the Army’s growing emphasis on adaptive leadership. Past studies
identified the need for leader adaptability, however, the Army’s ability to ignore that requirement
has disappeared in the post-9/11 operational environment. The ATLDP Officer Study identified
two requisite “metacompetencies” to serve as roadmaps for leader development and operational
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success in ambiguous operating environments: self-awareness and adaptability. 86 Concerning
these two metacompetencies, the ATLDP Officer Study stated,
Army leaders should focus on developing the ‘enduring competencies’ of self-awareness
and adaptability. . . . Adaptability is the ability to recognize changes to the environment;
assess that environment to determine what is new and what to learn to be effective; and
the learning process that follows . . . all to standard and with feedback. Self-awareness
and adaptability are symbiotic; one without the other is useless. . . . Adaptability without
self-awareness is irrationally changing for change sake, not understanding the
relationship between abilities, duties, and the environment. 87
The ATLDP Officer Study emphasized the importance of these enduring leader competencies
throughout its discussion of officer education. 88 Despite the Army’s continued emphasis on leader
development, the ATLDP Officer Study found that the “Army training and leader development
programs [did] not develop self-aware and adaptive leaders.” 89 The study’s recommendations
attempted to remedy this shortfall, but like previous studies it reserved its discussion of training
and educational requirements and recommendations to post-commissioning. 90 For example, the
study recommended the establishment of a three-phased officer basic course to better prepare
newly commissioned officers for service. 91 Despite the absence of discussion concerning pre-
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commissioning training and education, the study’s conclusions, in addition to the realities of
combat noted in Wong’s study of junior officer leadership in Iraq, significantly increased the
level of attention directed toward the development of adaptability in the Army’s junior officers.
Much of the recent literature and studies of leader development have centered on the
development of adaptive leaders and organizations. 92 Like most of the Army’s previous studies,
many of these writings have shared a relatively common appreciation for the importance of
training and have placed greater emphasis on the importance of experience in the development of
adaptability. The U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences (ARI)
sponsored two such studies. Elaine D. Pulakos and her colleagues conducted the first study in
1999, Rose A. Mueller-Hanson and her fellow researchers conducted the second study in 2005. In
the 1999 study of Adaptability in the Workplace, Pulakos identified six dimensions of adaptive
performance. 93 Based upon case study analysis, the Pulakos study found that an individual’s
propensity for adaptability could be identified and adaptive performance trained. 94 While the
Pulakos study did not identify the specific underlying “knowledge, skills, abilities and other
characteristics” predictive of adaptive performance, the study recommended that doing so could
facilitate the selection of individuals whose adaptive propensities matched the adaptive
BOLC II. Interestingly, after only four years, the three phase initial entry training and education program
was returned to its traditional two phase approach in early 2010, when BOLC II instruction was cancelled.
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requirements of specific occupations or tasks. 95 In terms of training adaptive performance, the
Pulakos study did not identify specific developmental methodologies that would result in
adaptability. Instead, the Pulakos study, which focused primarily on defining adaptability, simply
argued that a “potentially effective way to train employees to adapt is to expose them to situations
. . . that require adaptation.” 96
Building upon the Pulakos study, Mueller-Hanson and colleagues reduced Pulakos’ six
dimensions of adaptability to three overarching types of adaptability: mental adaptability,
interpersonal adaptability, and physical adaptability. 97 Unlike previous studies of leader
development, the 2005 Mueller-Hanson Study focused specifically on approaches to developing
adaptive leadership. Mueller-Hanson and her associates identified two universally applicable
principles for developing adaptable leaders. The first was the importance of experience. The
second principle was the importance of “an iterative process of practice, feedback, and
practice.” 98 The study then discussed the application of these principles within the Army’s three
training domains: the institutional, operational, and self-development domains. Within the
institutional domain, the Mueller-Hanson Study recognized value in the Army’s ‘crawl-walk-run’
methodology, citing the importance of grounding future experiences in subject matter
knowledge. 99 Within the operational domain, Mueller-Hanson and her colleagues observed that
while most leaders learned from on-the-job experiences, real world or training experiences did
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not necessarily result in the development of adaptive behaviors. 100 To get the most from
experiences, whether in training or otherwise, the study found that leaders had to experience
adaptability. The study further argued that after-action-reviews (AAR) improved leader
recognition and understanding of lessons from personal experiences. 101 Recognizing the potential
flaws in the AAR and learning process, Mueller-Hanson also recommended establishing a
command climate that fostered open communication and shared critical evaluation of strengths
and weaknesses. 102 In terms of the self-development domain, the Mueller-Hanson Study argued
that leaders needed to actively encourage and reward subordinates’ efforts to pursue self
development goals. 103 In terms specific to the development of adaptability in junior leaders,
Mueller-Hanson and her associates stated,
Adaptive performance is a complex construct and could not be expected to be easily
mastered through a single course or a few training exercises. Developing adaptive
performance will likely require a substantial investment in an integrated training system
from ‘cradle to grave.’ Junior level officers need to be exposed to adaptability training
right from the start of their training through classroom and field exercises, during the
early part of their careers through operational experiences and feedback mechanisms, and
continuing throughout their careers through ongoing professional development. Selfdevelopment activities should occur continuously, and officers should be held
accountable for both their development efforts and their adaptive performance . . . 104
In this study, and an article for Special Warfare Magazine, Mueller-Hanson and associates
aligned various attributes, skills, and characteristics of adaptability along a trainability continuum.
In Mueller-Hanson’s Special Warfare Magazine article, the researcher and co-authors
evaluated six character dimensions that indicated an individual’s likelihood to perform in an
adaptive manner: intelligence, trainability, judgment, influence ability, physical fitness, and
motivation. These adaptive character dimensions were in turn composed of a longer list of
100
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components that made up the “whole man” and fell along a spectrum of adaptive characteristics
from stable, less trainable attributes at one end of the spectrum to malleable, more trainable
attributes at the other. 105 Figure 2 below illustrates the continuum of adaptability characteristics.

Figure 2. Training Potential of Adaptability Characteristics 106

Known for its ability to prepare special operations personnel to confront ambiguity,
uncertainty, and for independent operations in complex operational environments, the John F.
Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School cadre emphasized the importance of the candidate
selection process to ensure a higher degree of success and adaptability among special operations
forces. However, given the manpower requirements of the active force, the Army as a whole has
not had the luxury of using a similarly rigorous screening process. While selection identified
candidates most likely to adapt, the training phase of the Special Forces Qualification Course
focused on training principles that promoted a leader’s inherent adaptability. The article
articulated the following training principles,
•
•

Providing a foundation of job-relevant knowledge.
Developing adaptability-related skills such as communication, negotiation, influence,
decision-making and problem-solving.
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•
•

Providing opportunities for students to build experience through repeated practice and
feedback.
Developing self-awareness through feedback from multiple sources.107

More stringent cadet selection processes might improve the Army’s ability to develop adaptive
leadership in selected, adaptability prone officers, however, a more relevant approach must
instead allocate the time and resources needed to institute the Special Forces training principles
earlier in an officer’s career. 108
Like the Mueller-Hanson ARI Study, a study conducted by the Institute for Defense
Analysis (IDA) focused on the development of adaptability. The IDA Study argued that the
classic training methodologies based upon training plan execution ignored individual, as well as
unit or staff, adaptive training requirements and failed to train for adaptability. 109 The IDA
researchers, however, stated that adaptive training events should not replace learning associated
with traditional training in tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs), the use of tasks,
conditions, and standards, nor replace planning. The study merely recommended that training in
today’s operational environment go beyond traditional approaches.110 As such, the IDA Study
recommended the need for experiential activities, an encouraging command climate, the effective
use of AARs, and recognized that “learning adaptability by itself [was] inadequate.” 111 Specific
to junior leader development, the IDA Study recommended that junior officers, leaders with little
107
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experience and intuition, develop a large range of mission experience early in a military career. 112
In situations where linear, analytic decision making process proved inadequate to junior officers,
the study also concluded that “the development of cognitive readiness, specifically intuition skills
in parallel with critical/creative thinking skills, promise[d] to prepare leaders at all levels to adjust
to the uncertainties and complexities associated with future war.” 113 While Army studies in the
post-9/11 era, like previous formal studies focused on the importance of training and operational
experience in leader development, the debate over an effective balance between education,
training, and experience continued.
Continuing the call for greater education in officer development, Dr. James J. Carafano
and Alane Kochems of the Heritage Foundation argued for the growing importance of graduate
level education early in the careers of every officer. The authors believed that graduate level
education provided officers operating in dispersed locations with the critical thinking and
decision making skills needed in today’s complex, unpredictable, and ambiguous operational
environment. 114 Maj. Gen. (retired) Robert H. Scales, on the other hand, argued for an
understanding of the interactive relationship between education and training in the development
of junior leaders. Likening the need for a contemporary learning revolution to the DePuy-led
revolution in training and education in the post-Vietnam War era, Maj. Gen. Scales stated that
today’s officer leader development system required a blend of training and education methods to
produce junior leaders capable of both following orders and thinking on their feet. Maj. Gen.
Scales wrote,
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The distinction between training and education has become blurred, so much so that the
two often are combined in several important aspects. Training prepared a young Soldier
to deal with expected situations on the battlefield. Education prepares him to deal with
uncertainty. On the modern battlefield, a Soldiers knows that to survive he must be able
to use his weapons and follow his leaders’ orders. But he is also expected to demonstrate
resourcefulness, initiative, creativity, and inventiveness, all demanded by a battlefield
where confronting the unexpected and new is routine.115
In Raising the Bar, Donald Vandergriff, a retired Army major and former professor of military
science, provided a similar position on the interactive nature of education and training in junior
officer development. Vandergriff stated, “It is a common Army cultural error to use the word
‘training’ to substitute for education. Both mean something different in regards to cognitive
development and the subsequent reinforcement of that development. Both concepts must support
one another in the creation of adaptive leaders.”116 Unlike previous studies, Vandergriff’s study
focused entirely on the creation of adaptive junior leaders and addressed the importance of
beginning educational reform ‘where it all begins,’ during pre-commissioning. 117 Like the IDA
Study, Vandergriff discussed the Army’s need to move away from linear and mechanical
approaches to junior officer development toward experienced-based approaches that accounted
for the complexity of learning, challenged decision making abilities, and took advantage of the
interactive nature of training, education, and experience. 118
During this same period other studies of junior leader development and adaptability
argued for a greater emphasis on training and experience over institutional education. For
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example, Col. Todd McCaffrey’s 2007 monograph studied the development of junior officer
intuition, or ‘gut-feel,’ arguing intuition’s importance to junior leader adaptability. 119 Utilizing the
research of Dr. Gary Klein, Dr. Robin Hogarth, and others in the field of intuition or naturalistic
decision making, Col. McCaffrey believed that junior officer training opportunities needed to
focus on developing the leader’s “repository of tacit knowledge and contextually accurate
expertise.” 120 Col. McCaffrey also stated,
It seems logical that if [Army leaders] can improve the rate at which junior officers
develop both domain-specific tacit expertise and the confidence to rely on the intuition
that knowledge provides, these officers could begin to more rapidly apply their conscious
faculties toward developing agile and adaptive solutions to challenging military
problems, a critical capability in today’s [volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous]
environment. 121
Like the ARI and IDA studies of adaptability, Col. McCaffrey recognized the importance of
experience, a positive command climate, and accurate, timely feedback in the development of
junior officer intuition.122 The colonel’s study also argued that while institutional learning
opportunities provided junior officers with a foundation of knowledge and training, it was the
operational force that provided the best opportunity to develop leaders with intuitive decision
making abilities through experience. 123
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In a recent article Maj. Gen. Robert Scales noted that the U.S. Army, like the British
Army of World War I, was culturally biased toward “action rather than reflection.” 124 Given the
Army’s involvement in Iraq and Afghanistan and the need for officers prepared to function in
competitive environments against lethal enemies, the Army’s preoccupation with subjects other
than education was understandable. However, the leader development approaches prescribed by
recent military studies, approaches that emphasized the acquisition of experience through
training, also devoted significant effort to the description of the cognitive processes associated
with learning and developing adaptive behaviors. While many Army leaders emphasized the
importance of training and experience in the operational domain, recent studies indicated that the
Army as a whole developed an appreciation for the importance of an interactive approach to
learning. This approach required training and experience supported by an effective education.
TRADOC’s senior noncommissioned officer (NCO), Cmd. Sgt. Maj. David M. Bruner, supported
such a view in an NCO Journal article. TRADOC’s senior NCO argued for equipping Soldiers
with the appropriate level of training and education needed to effectively react in both familiar
and unfamiliar circumstances. Drawing a distinction between adaptive behavior and reactive
behavior, Bruner wrote, “the only factor that enables us to adapt [emphasis is original], that is, to
pick and choose which habitual (and thus more natural and automatic) mental process to follow
and which to override is education. Training and drills enable us to react. Education enables us to
adapt.” 125 In a 2009 article for Army Magazine, retired colonels Gregory Fontenot and Kevin
Benson stated that education was the “sine qua non” [emphasis is original] of an officer corps
that must lead a general purpose and full spectrum capable force. 126 If Army efforts to develop
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adaptive leadership likewise focused only on training and operational experience without the
requisite education it risks developing the type of leaders Maj. Gen. Scales warned of, leaders
whose adaptive behavior reflects change for the sake of change.
Over the last 60 years, studies of the Army’s officer education and training system
consistently focused on learning and leader development periods occurring after commissioning.
During the earliest studies, assessments of the ROTC focused primarily on the means for
attracting and retaining cadets for career-long service. In terms of education and training, earlier
studies recognized, and over time later studies accepted, that pre-commissioning sources were not
sufficiently capable of preparing cadets for immediate assignment with troops. As such, the
earliest studies established the need for post-commissioning orientation courses to bridge gaps in
leader development to adequately prepare junior officers for troop duty. Later, Cold War era
studies provided more extensive reviews of the Army’s institutional officer development
programs to include pre-commissioning and the ROTC. The more extensive reviews, the RETO
and PDOS for example, often recommended changes beyond cadet procurement and retention
such as the establishment of the MQS, which placed the emphasis of pre-commissioning leader
development squarely on training basic military skills.
The historical literature and studies also indicated that the Army has traditionally held
officer education and training in high esteem, deeming both as necessary in the professional
development of officers. Despite the emphasis on education in officer leader development, studies
indicated that the Army viewed education of greater importance for officers at the mid- to seniorgrade levels where strategic leaders must understand ‘how to think’ versus ‘what to think.’
Conversely, academics consistently emphasized the importance of liberalized education programs
the notion of a strategic corporal or lieutenant. They recognized the strategic impact of junior leaders, but
appeared to view the association of a “strategic” title with junior leadership as an opportunity for confusion
in junior leader understanding of appropriate roles and responsibilities at the junior leader level. The
colonels’ argument for greater emphasis on education in theory and history was focused primarily at midgrade officer level and above.
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for officer development, but argued more forcefully for a greater emphasis on education during
pre-commissioning for similar reasons, to better prepare officers for career-long service. The
Army focused leader development programs during pre-commissioning and immediately
afterward, on training military skills needed to prepare junior officers for immediate duty with
Soldiers. The Army’s acceptance that pre-commissioning leader development was inadequate to
prepare junior officers for immediate service with troops, the establishment of the MQS, and the
reduced time available during ROTC for leader development shaped the focus of ROTC
programs more toward training than education. As the time available for training in ROTC
programs decreased over time, the remaining opportunities for leader development naturally
focused on skills training associated with the MQS validation. While a solid foundation in Army
doctrine, tactics, basic principles was and continues to be essential, the methodologies used to
train and develop cadets during pre-commissioning were often criticized by academics and
military leaders as ineffective.
The call for adaptability in officers began in the mid 1980s, and reached its current level
of interest within the Army as a result of ongoing operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. Concurrent
with its growing interests in leader adaptability, the Army developed a better appreciation for the
interactive nature of education, training, and experience, and the importance of each to effective
leader development programs. The Army’s most recent leader development strategy recognized
the need for synergy between education, training, and experience for the successful development
of adaptive junior leaders. The second section will explore adaptability further and examine the
nature of the cognitive processes associated with the observed behaviors the Army has termed
adaptive leadership.
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Understanding Adaptive Leadership
The Army’s current leadership regulations, doctrine, and policy recognize the
requirement for adaptable leaders at every level. Likewise, academic literature and independent
studies of military leadership and analyses of the Army’s training and educational systems
highlight the Army’s need for adaptive leaders. The phrase “adaptive leadership,” like the term
“pentathlete,” is now a representative catch-all for the professional Army leadership ideal. 127
Adaptive leadership is a moniker for a potentially long list of qualities, attributes, and
competencies that make defining the prototypical Army leader for today’s complex operational
environment challenging. Unfortunately, long lists of leadership attributes and competencies
challenge the Army’s ability to effectively focus training and education to produce the adaptive
leaders it needs, especially adaptive junior officers. 128 The intent of this section is not to generate
a long list of training requirements or foundational subjects for study. Rather it is to gain an
appreciation of adaptive leadership. This section of the monograph attempts to define
adaptability, identify the common attributes, competencies and behaviors associated with
adaptive leadership, and discuss the underlying processes that result in observed adaptive
leadership to better understand how to better focus the Army’s scarce training and educational
resources to develop adaptive officers. To that end, this section reviews Army policy, doctrine,
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and other academic works on adaptability and adaptive leadership to gain an appreciation for
adaptability and adaptive leadership that will provide direction in the development of meaningful
learning experiences that support the development of adaptive junior officers.
Before discussing adaptive leadership, it is important to first define adaptability. The
Army’s leadership doctrine, Field Manual No. 6-22 defines adaptability as “an effective change
in behavior in response to an altered situation” and a tool for dealing with environmental and
operational challenges. 129 Alternatively, the Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines adaptable from
two perspectives. The first definition implies versatility where someone or something is “able to
do many different kinds of things,” and the other definition implies flexibility where someone or
something is “capable of being readily changed.” 130 Each of these definitions share a similar
theme – change; however, the non-doctrinal definitions suggest that adaptability and perhaps
adaptive leadership may reflect, contrary to the Army’s definition, something more than just a
leader’s ability to recognize and react to environmental change. A review of the literature and
various studies that addressed adaptability and adaptive leadership helps narrow the appropriate
scope of attributes, competencies, and behaviors associated with the Army’s ideal conception of
applied leader adaptability.
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As previously noted, descriptions of adaptability and adaptive leadership tend to produce
substantial lists of attributes and competencies that define the ideal Army leader. In his
monograph detailing the development of adaptive leaders in the “crucible of Iraq,” Dr. Wong
understood adaptability to be “the [emphasis added] leadership ability that the Army has been
seeking for many years, yet has struggled to capture.”131 Among the list of observed behaviors
identified by Wong were agility, awareness, confidence, creativity, ethical behavior, flexibility,
good judgment, innovativeness, versatility, willingness to experiment and lead with minimal
guidance, and comfort with the unknown, to name just a few. Other authors similarly identified
long lists of adaptive leader qualities that included requirements such as self-awareness,
intuitiveness, and the ability to be multi-skilled problem solvers, prudent risk takers, and Joint,
interagency, intergovernmental and multinational (JIIM) operable in complex and ambiguous
situations across the spectrum of conflict. 132 In his 2007 thesis, Maj. Haynes equated adaptive
leadership to pentathlete leadership, however, in doing so the list of attributes, competencies, and
behaviors that defined adaptive leadership blurred with the equally daunting list of
metacompetencies and competencies that defined a pentathlete leader.133 The author’s final
framework describing pentathlete competencies, which encompassed and simplified a range of
competencies from various studies, was itself overly cumbersome and arguably not any better in
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defining pentathlete leadership than the Army’s simpler framework. 134 Despite the Army’s rather
simple definition of adaptability, its description of adaptive leadership provided, like other
studies, an equally long list of attributes, competencies, and behaviors. 135 Despite tendencies to
describe adaptive leadership with lengthy lists of leader qualities, the Army’s understanding of
adaptive leadership does not stray far from its definition of adaptability, a leader’s reaction to
change. As such, the qualities that define adaptability encompass the Army’s view of adaptive
leadership, as opposed to qualities that describe versatility and other complex human behaviors.
In general attempts to focus learning should be cautious of approaches that produce long lists of
educational and training requirements, approaches that could prove to be less than ideal for the
development of junior officer adaptability, especially during pre-commissioning.
Just as Wong and others cautioned against the problems associated with long lists of
attributes, competencies, and behaviors, Dr. George Reed and colleagues extended a similar note
of caution against the attractiveness of competency-based approaches to leader development.
Reed and his co-authors argued that this approach derived its attractiveness from the underlying
assumption that simplifying, cataloguing, or controlling abstract professional qualities facilitated
the military’s ability to train and replicate desired abstract qualities in its leaders. 136 This, Reed
and his associates contend, was a questionable process. Reed stated that competency-based
approaches had “weak predictive value” for success and encouraged “normative stratification
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between levels of professional military education rather than the desired integration.” 137 In other
words, competency mapping encouraged distinction between those competencies, skills, and
knowledge areas acceptable for learning at higher levels and those acceptable at lower levels
within the military. Reed and his colleagues argued instead for learning approaches that centered
on problem solving and improving social judgment and knowledge. 138 Recent studies recognized
the traps associated with long lists of attributes, competencies, and behaviors and developed more
parsimonious descriptions of adaptability.
Based upon Reed’s article, it could be argued that viewing adaptive leadership in broad
terms, encompassing a wide range of attributes and competencies is counterproductive to junior
officer development. A narrower, more holistic understanding of adaptability and adaptive
leadership may prove more effective in the development of learning approaches given the limited
time available to produce adaptive junior officers. The 2005 ARI and IDA studies, as well as the
Army’s leadership doctrine provided a more parsimonious view of adaptability by categorizing
the qualities used to describe adaptive behaviors. As previously discussed, the 2005 MuellerHanson ARI Study identified adaptability as a multi-dimensional behavior composed of three
overarching types of adaptability: mental, interpersonal and physical. Similarly, the IDA Study
identified cognitive and interpersonal aspects of adaptability, but it did not identify a separate
physical component to adaptability. 139 Interestingly, physical adaptability, defined in terms of
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individual responses to weather conditions, physically strenuous or demanding activities, and
changing job-related strength requirements was not fully explored by either study. 140
The Mueller-Hanson Study defined mental adaptability as individual thought responses to
new situations or obstacles and one’s ability to overcome challenges or improve effectiveness.
This included responses to emergency or crisis situations, changes in work situations, learning
new skills, and creative problem solving. The study further defined mental adaptability in terms
of general cognitive, problem solving, decision making, and meta-cognitive abilities. 141 The IDA
Study identified similar cognitive components to adaptability. This study argued that higher
cognitive functions consisted of intuition and critical and creative thinking skills. The study
defined intuition, “as ‘the way we translate our experience into action. . . . Because our
experience enables us to recognize what we do, we can therefore make decisions rapidly and
without conscious awareness or effort. We don’t have to deliberately think through issues in order
to arrive at good decisions.’” 142 The IDA study also noted that while concerns existed regarding
the fallibility of intuition and intuitive decision making owing to a leader’s lack of experience, the
military had not taken steps to develop intuitive decision making skills within commanders. This
was identified as the case despite the Army’s acknowledgement that most leaders frequently used
intuitive decision making in lieu of analytical decision making processes.143 The IDA Study also
recognized that while leaders used intuition frequently, there were times when critical and
creative thinking were preferred or required. The study argued that these more analytical forms of
thought were crucial to the success of the Army and prevented the application of ‘cookie-cutter’
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solutions when approaching new problems. 144 The IDA Study argued that critical and creative
thinking were aspects of a good thinking process, and provided the following relationship
between them,
Creative thinking is involved with the creation or generation of ideas, processes,
experiences, or objects; critical thinking is concerned with their evaluation. Creative
thinking involves creating something new or original. It involves the skills of flexibility,
originality, fluency, elaboration, brainstorming, modification, imagery, and associative
thinking. Critical and creative thinking are interrelated and complementary aspects of
thinking. Almost all of the thinking that we undertake contains some critical and some
creative aspects. 145
Citing a study by Daniel Kahneman, the IDA Study argued that the mind’s two cognitive
processes, intuitive (automatic) and critical thinking (controlled), were interdependent thinking
processes and concluded that it was in the military’s best interest to develop each.146
The relational skills function, the IDA Study’s one counterpart to the cognitive skills
function, consisted of self awareness and social skills. This study described a leader’s self
awareness in terms of one’s own self consciousness and one’s consciousness relative to others.
The study stated that self-aware leaders were better able to recognize personal strengths,
weaknesses, and how personal feelings affected not only themselves, but teams as well.
Conversely, the IDA Study stated that leaders that lacked self awareness were unable to adjust to
changing circumstances owing to self perceptions of powerlessness or a lack of personal control
over the environment or circumstances. 147 The final component of the IDA Study’s components
of relational adaptability was social skill. The study defined social skills as those skills needed for
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individuals to effectively operate as a team. 148 Similarly, the Mueller-Hanson Study’s description
of interpersonal adaptability focused on individual changes in actions and communication to
improve relationships, to include intercultural interactions. This study also subdivided
interpersonal adaptability into two parts, one’s communication skills and self and other
awareness. 149
Like both the ARI and IDA Studies, Army leadership doctrine characterizes adaptability
as multi-dimensional. The Army however, only identifies two components parts and does not
provide a simple, overarching theme to either component. Leadership doctrine describes the first
component of adaptability as “the ability of a leader to indentify the essential elements critical for
performance in each new situation.” Doctrine describes the second component as “the ability of a
leader to change his practices or his unit by quickly capitalizing on strengths and minimizing
weaknesses.” 150 Although the Army’s identified components are less clear than those either the
ARI or IDA studies provide, the Army’s components of adaptability suggest that the Army also
recognizes cognitive, interpersonal, and physical (action-oriented) elements to adaptability. While
the specific naming or grouping of the components may have differed between each of the
studies, the surveyed works consistently identified adaptability as a multi-dimensional behavior
and grouped various supporting attributes or competencies under two or three overarching
categories. Figure 3 below captures a hybrid representation of the Mueller-Hanson and IDA
Study’s components of adaptability.
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Figure 3. Hybrid Model of Domains of Adaptability
(Adapted from Mueller-Hanson et al., 2005, and Tillson et al., 2005) 151

In the works surveyed, the authors and researchers identify adaptability as a complex,
multi-dimensional leader behavior consisting of multiple component parts. The simplification of
adaptability to just a few component parts seemed to support the Army’s ability to focus leader
develop methods at the pre-commissioning level, however, Reed’s warning concerning
competency-based approaches included the use of groupings, categories, and the like. 152 Reed did
however, suggest learning approaches that focused on the development of cognitive and social
interactions, which paralleled the findings of both the ARI and IDA studies. While each of the
studies described adaptation primarily in terms of the unobserved cognitive processes that
preceded or coincided with observed interpersonal or physical adaptability, neither study defined
the underlying processes that resulted in the outward manifestation of adaptive leader
behaviors. 153 Instead, the studies merely differentiated between the deliberate and intuitive
decision making processes, or attempted to place cognitive adaptability along a spectrum of time,
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between shorter (intuitive) periods of thought and longer (deliberate or analytic) periods of
thought. 154 Interestingly, a holistic view of adaptability and an understanding of its underlying
cognitive processes provide a better understanding of adaptive behavior and a better means for
focusing learning approaches to develop adaptability in junior leaders.
The Vandergriff study, unlike the ARI or IDA studies, associated a specific thinking
process with adaptive leadership. According to Vandergriff, adaptive leaders understood the
importance of time and instinctive responses and therefore utilized rapid or intuitive decision
making processes like that outlined by John Boyd’s Theory of Decision Making, more commonly
referred to as the ‘OODA loop.’ 155 In Raising the Bar, Vandergriff stated that “adaptive leaders
understand and use the ‘OODA loop,’ which stands for ‘observation-orientation-decisionaction.’” 156 Commonly understood as a simple decision making process for “getting inside the
enemy’s decision cycle,” Vandergriff emphasized that the ‘OODA loop’ was not a process, but a
guide for adaptive leaders. 157 Instead, Vandergriff believed that to produce effective decision
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makers, the act of decision making must be emphasized, not the underlying process. 158 While the
processes themselves were not the emphasis of learning in the classroom, they provided, as
Vandergriff pointed out, a useful guide to understanding how leaders thought and how leaders
learned. For the purposes of this monograph, the identification of adaptability’s underlying
cognitive processes provided insight to a general process for adaptability and a means to better
focus methods of instruction to develop adaptive officers. While Vandergriff associated intuitive
decision making with adaptive leadership, Army doctrine and other leader development studies
also addressed decision making and the other underlying cognitive processes identified by ARI
and IDA studies as essential to adaptive leadership.
Army Field Manual No. 6-0 for example, addresses both intuitive and analytical decision
making in its manual on mission command. 159 Doctrine describes the analytic decision making as
a time-consuming, critical thinking process for selecting favorable courses of action that lead to
mission success. Further, doctrine states that analytic decision making involves the commander
and staff’s use of a formally defined process, the Military Decision Making Process, to develop,
analyze, and compare alternative courses of action that support selection of an optimal solution
for execution. 160 Of note, Vandergriff and others argued that the Army’s analytical decision
making process did not define the cognitive processes associated with adaptability. 161 Doctrine
identifies the intuitive decision making process, on the other hand, as a faster leader driven
process that relies heavily upon the leader’s assessment of environmental context. Intuitive
decision making also seeks satisfactory solutions without using deliberate comparisons of various
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alternatives. 162 While doctrine describes intuitive and analytical decision making, its treatment of
both does not provide an adequate basis for understanding a leader’s underlying adaptive
cognitive processes.
In Gut Feel: Developing Intuition in Army Junior Officers, Col. Todd McCaffrey studied
two decision making models, Dr. Robin Hogarth’s framework describing intuition and Dr.
Klein’s Recognition-Primed Decision Model. According to McCaffrey, both the Hogarth and
Klein decision making models provided insight to understanding the underlying cognitive
processes that defined a leader’s decision making. McCaffrey argued that understanding one’s
own cognitive processes fostered greater self-awareness in junior leaders. Moreover, a leader’s
understanding of intuitive thought processes supported the development of learning programs
designed to develop junior leader intuition and judgment.163 In Educating Intuition, Hogarth
argued, like the IDA Study, that the mind consisted of two distinct cognitive systems. The first
system, the tacit system was nearly automatic and operated at the “preconscious or subconscious”
level. The second system, the conscious or deliberate system operated at the conscious level. 164
Hogarth also described these cognitive processes as integrated, one being inseparable from the
other. 165 The primary difference between the two systems, according to Hogarth, was that while
the tacit system consumed little conscious attention, the deliberate system required one’s active
attention. 166 McCaffrey stated that the tacit system, which operated “on the basis of tacit
knowledge, [was] contextually sensitive, and provide[d] rapid approximate responses, typically
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without conscious awareness.” 167 As such, Hogarth argued the tacit system was associated with
intuition, which McCaffrey called the mind’s default cognitive process. 168 The deliberate system,
on the other hand, was the mind’s governing cognitive process and was associated with analytical
or critical and creative thinking. 169 Moreover, Hogarth assumed that one’s conscious attention
was a finite resource to be used sparingly. Hogarth therefore believed that intuition provided a
mechanism whereby scarce conscious attention could be saved for processes that required more
analysis or a decision. 170 Recognizing the inherent speed of intuitive decision making, McCaffrey
also understood the value in developing a leader’s judgment and ability to recognize when to use
deliberate thought, even in tactical settings. As such, McCaffrey argued the importance of
targeting intuitive decision making as a developmental objective. 171 Hogarth provided a
framework for understanding the manner in which the tacit system, intuition, interacted with the
mind’s other complex system of thought, the deliberate system. Hogarth’s framework is shown in
appendix 1 below.
A second decision making model explored by Col. McCaffrey was Dr. Klein’s
Recognition-Primed Decision (RPD) Model. 172 Like the Hogarth model, McCaffrey identified the
RPD Model as valuable in focusing learning interventions that prepared junior leaders for today’s
complex operational environment. Unlike previous studies, Klein’s study analyzed decision
making in the field. Based upon observations of leaders in naturalistic settings, Klein’s RPD
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Model explained how experienced leaders made decisions under naturalistic conditions.173
Klein’s study argued that Naturalistic Decision Making (NDM) was “the way people actually
make decisions,” especially when circumstances were not suited for ‘rational choice’ or analytical
decision making strategies that involved a comparison of various options. 174 Based upon his
findings, Klein’s argument identified the cognitive process of recognition as essential to decision
making by experienced leaders. McCaffrey described recognition as the “cognitive ability to tie
current cues to past experiences.” 175 According to Klein, NDM was more effectively used by
experienced leaders under the stress of limited time and information, changing environmental
conditions, and uncertainty owing to the range of an experienced leaders tacit knowledge. 176
Countering the argument that rational choice methods better served inexperienced officers, Klein
also noted that inexperienced decision makers were just as likely to make errors in applying
rational choice strategies as with NDM. As such, Klein argued that through the study of
experienced leader decision making, “decision requirements” could be identified and used to
target learning interventions to develop intuitive decision making abilities in others. 177 Like
Hogarth’s intuitive response framework, Klein’s RPD Model identified a framework describing
the interaction of the intuitive and analytical cognitive processes; however, Klein’s RPD Model
provided greater detail of intuition’s underlying processes. Klein’s model described the role that
recognition and experience played in naturalistic decision making, intuition’s interaction with
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analytical thought processes, and the mental process associated with course of action
development and mental simulation. Klein’s RPD Model is shown in appendix 2 below.
Like intuitive decision making processes, the ARI and IDA studies also defined critical
and creative thinking processes as essential to leader adaptability. Moreover, just as studies of
intuition identified models that described intuition’s underlying processes, studies of critical
thinking also identified models to facilitate understanding of its underlying cognitive process and
to support the design of educational methods to promote critical thinking in leaders. In an ARI
Study of critical thinking, Sharon Fischer and her colleagues provided the following definition of
critical thinking,
Critical thinking is a time-limited mode of controlled, deliberate, processing that is
purposeful, stimulus-driven, and context-bound. Integral to [critical thinking] are checks
on the process and products of thinking, which make it a fundamentally meta-cognitive
process. Its function is to serve other cognitive tasks such as decision making and
problem solving [emphasis is original]. 178
Based upon an analysis of other critical thinking models, the Fischer Study proposed a unique
model of critical thinking that assumed critical thought is a highly stimulus-bound process. 179 As
a result, the study recognized critical thinking as a process driven by contextual conditions and a
requirement to complete an identified meta-task. The study described contextual conditions as
stimuli that required logical reasoning or analysis as the result of inconsistencies, gaps or changes
in information. The study also provided the caveat that deliberate thought processes required the
presence of sufficient time to think. As noted, the study also stated that to engage leaders in
critical thought one of four meta-tasks had to exist: the requirement to understand, make a
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judgment, make a decision, or solve a complex problem. 180 The study also identified several
predisposing or moderating factors that affected critical thinking. Predisposing factors for
example, described the likelihood that a leader would initiate critical thinking, while moderating
variables indicated how, or how well, a leader conducted critical thought. 181 Contrary to
traditional views of the deliberate thinking process, the Fischer Study also argued that critical
thinking occurred over short periods of time (5-30 minutes) and suggested that longer periods of
critical thought were in fact a series of critical thinking events strung together by a meta-cognitive
monitoring process. 182
The Fischer Study’s critical thinking model, like intuitive decision making models,
consisted of two interactive cognitive processes or systems. Figure 4 below depicts the Fischer
Study’s critical thinking model.

Figure 4. Process Model for Critical Thinking
(Adapted from Fischer, Spiker, and Riedel, Critical Thinking Training For Army Officers, 2009) 183
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The first of these systems was automatic and the second deliberate. The Fischer Study
characterized the automatic system (System 1) as a rapid, relatively effortless thought process.
The deliberate system (System 2), on the other hand, was a “slow, controlled, serial processing
that [was] effortful, rule-governed yet flexible in its application.” 184 The Fischer Study, like the
studies on intuition, described the two cognitive systems as interactive and parallel in the actions
they performed. The Fischer Study also indicated that while the automatic process was
continuous and unstoppable, it was regulated by the deliberate process. Fischer and colleagues
also argued that the automatic system did not handle recursive meta-cognition and typically
derived only one solution to a problem. As a result, the study stated that the automatic system was
prone to ‘jump to conclusions.’ This was especially true if the decision maker faced novel or
complex situations that required innovative solutions.185 The deliberate system, on the other hand,
was designed to conduct examinations in detail, performed logical reasoning, and manipulated
large numbers of variables well. 186 Interestingly, the study noted that “how well the two systems
interact[ed] probably contribute[d] as much, or more, to the quality of observable and measurable
performance… as the effectiveness of each system alone.” 187 In terms of leader development, the
study found that higher levels of experience, which the study equated to education, related
positively to observations of higher levels of critical thought. 188 Lastly, the study recommended
that to develop critical thinking skills required educational programs to highlight inconsistencies
in course content and sensitize students to inconsistent material during coursework. 189
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Studies, doctrine, and academic literature defined adaptability and adaptive leadership in
similar ways. Studies that viewed adaptability in a relatively narrow sense centered on an
individuals’ ability to lead or direct personal or organizational change. Army writers generally
displayed a tendency to use adaptability and adaptive leadership as ‘catch-all’ phrases that
described the ideal Army leader. Looking strictly in terms of definitions, studies and Army
doctrine provided no definition for adaptive leadership, although recent doctrine defines
pentathlete leadership, which some writers used interchangeably with adaptive leadership. 190 The
phrase pentathlete leader, however, suggested a greater range of leader qualities than did adaptive
leadership. While the pentathlete leader described an adaptive and innovative leader, it also
encompassed the leader who was multi-skilled, versatile, and more experienced. It seemed that a
pentathlete better described the type of adaptive leadership developed over longer periods of
service and adaptability across a greater range of duties and levels of responsibility. None the
less, studies indicated that an adaptive leader was someone who was self-aware, capable of
operating in complex and uncertain environments, and capable of changing to environmental
requirements within the context of prescribed Army values, ethics, and commander’s intent.
Army leadership doctrine and studies consistently confined the scope of adaptability and
adaptive leadership to a narrow range of abilities and observed behaviors. Moreover, these two
sources consistently categorized adaptability to several component parts that encompassed or
explained observable adaptive leader behaviors. While the number of categories varied from one
study to another, three overarching component parts describing observable and unobservable
adaptive leader behaviors emerged: mental, physical, and interpersonal adaptability. The first
component, mental adaptability, described a leader’s unobservable personal ability to adapt. The
later components described a leader’s observable ability to adapt. Unfortunately, narrowing
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adaptability in scope and categorizing its parts provided no better guarantee than merely
generating long lists of descriptive traits in the design of meaningful learning approaches to
effective leader development.
While describing, defining, and categorizing adaptive leadership has been used to
identify trainable qualities, competency-based approaches, as Reed argued, provided no guarantee
for the successful development of abstract qualities in leaders such as adaptability. Competencybased approaches also lent themselves to the design of training and education programs that
piecemealed leader development. A better approach to developing complex, adaptive human
behaviors seemed to stem from a holistic appreciation for adaptability and a balanced application
of training, education, and experience during learning interventions as described by Vandergriff.
The ARI and IDA studies identified the underlying cognitive processes associated with adaptive
behavior; however, neither described an overall process for adaptability that included both its
observable and unobservable elements. Integrating various observable and unobservable
behaviors from the studies surveyed by this monograph, a process describing adaptive leader
behavior could include the following “steps”:
•

Learning: acquisition and comprehension of knowledge; basis of tacit knowledge. 191

•

Application: rote application of learned skills (physical or cognitive); performance
as learned or previously experienced.192
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•

Recognition: awareness of change, complexity, or ambiguity; surprise is another
term that describes awareness of unexpected outcomes in otherwise familiar
actions. 193

•

Reflection: analytical and synthetic cognitive processes described by critical and
creative thinking or problem solving designed to identify suitable courses of action or
understanding following recognition; reflection also includes mental simulation. 194

•

Selection: involves the selection of suitable and effective course of action or
understanding; suitability and effectiveness are judged against Army values, ethics,
and adherence to commander’s intent; decision making. 195

•

Communication: communication of a selected course of action to one’s unit or
peers; communication encompasses the description and directing of action or change.

•

Leading: leading or influencing others along a chosen course of action relevant to
environmental and operational context.196

•

Assessing: involves the assessment of actions performed or ongoing; assessment and
evaluation include self-reflection and meta-cognitive processes that inform intuition,
judgment, and tacit knowledge for future experiences. 197
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The elaboration of a process for adaptability seems to provide a clear linkage between the
cognitive, interpersonal, and physical functions associated with adaptive behavior. Figure 5 below
illustrates the above described process for adaptability.

Figure 5. Process Describing Adaptive Leader Behavior

Because the interpersonal and physical components of adaptability are outward manifestations of
the cognitive component of adaptability, a focus on the development of cognitive adaptability
would benefit the development of adaptive junior officers. Given Mueller-Hanson’s assessment
that cognitive abilities were less trainable than domain specific knowledge or interpersonal skills
necessitates that meaningful learning interventions begin early in an officer’s career, ideally
during pre-commissioning. 198
In order to develop adaptive leadership, leader development strategies must also promote
meaningful learning and methods that achieve a good balance between the three pillars of leader
development, especially at the junior officer level. As the ATLDP and the Army’s recent leader
development strategy noted, the Army’s past leader development strategies have unfortunately
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fallen short. 199 Rote learning and memorization, necessary components for leader development,
provide leaders with foundational knowledge and basic comprehension that support the basic
application of cognitive and physical skills. Rote learning and the application of checklist driven
skills alone, however, are of little value to officers leading and directing Soldiers in complex
environments against a thinking enemy. If adaptive leadership is the desired outcome of the
officer leader development system, then learning must be meaningful. Unlike rote learning,
meaningful learning requires the interaction of education, training, and experience. Education
provides the leader with foundational knowledge. Classroom or laboratory experiences provide
opportunities to apply skills, exercise intuitive and analytical cognitive processes, and assess
outcomes. Field training provides the opportunity for further practice and a means to validate
learning. During a meaningful learning process, application is not checklist-driven or robot-like,
it is adaptive or innovative. Likewise, application in meaningful learning approaches is
characterized by the requirement to assess context and essential environmental cues, and to
synthesize cues with relevant skills to produce contextually relevant responses.200 Lastly,
meaningful learning is necessarily followed by the leader’s evaluation of one’s own actions and
decision making to inform judgment and intuition that supports future decision making
experiences.
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Thinking is an active process. . . . To produce good military adaptive thinkers one must train a
performance – a thinking performance – in much the same way that one trains any skilled, wellrehearsed, and extensively practiced behavior to enable expert performance.
- Army Research Institute 201

Developing Adaptive Leaders
The development of adaptive leadership must account for the complexity of the desired
behavior. Adaptability is a multifaceted and complex human behavior describing not only one’s
observed ability to adjust interpersonal and physical behaviors to environmental change, but
one’s unobserved ability to recognize, mentally process, and respond to that change (mental
adaptability). Leader development strategies must therefore incorporate all three pillars of the
leader development model (education, training, and experience) to develop adaptability in junior
officers. Several studies, including the ATLDP Study, indicated that the Army’s approach to
leader development was not effectively producing adaptive leaders. This was due in part to the
Army’s tendency to use what Vandergriff identified as industrialized approaches to leader
development, approaches that utilized lecture style presentation, memorization, and rote learning
methods to impart upon students basic information. 202 While these methodologies proved
successful in preparing Army leaders for combat on linear, contiguous battlefields against known
threats its effectiveness in developing adaptive junior officers for today’s complex operational
environment and future threats is questionable at best. 203
While rote forms of learning are valuable for providing basic knowledge and imparting a
basic level of comprehension to students they do not guarantee students achieve higher levels of
thought. 204 Moreover, rote learning does not integrate all three pillars of leader development
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leaving the learning experience flat, forgetful, and thus less meaningful to the development of
adaptive leaders. During pre-commissioning, when military instructors must compete with
civilian undergraduate course work for a cadet’s time and military curriculum requires training of
a large numbers of tasks and practical military skills, the default method of instruction is often
mere presentation of information to cadets. 205 This method of instruction is least likely to develop
adaptive leadership in young cadets and junior officers. Unfortunately, the Army’s historical
tendency has been to use rote learning and training methods during pre-commissioning where it
prepares young officers who lead Soldiers on the front lines of complex, ambiguous, and
uncertain modern battlefields.
There is nothing inherently rote about learning derived from training, and for military
purposes there is nothing inherently meaningful about learning that is obtained through education.
While the Army and its leaders historically define education and training in dichotomous terms,
this approach is counterproductive to the development of effective learning interventions at the
lowest levels of leader development. The Army’s recent leader development strategy recognizes
the importance of moving away from dichotomous views of education and training. 206 Moreover,
it recognizes an imperative for the Army to move toward an understanding that education,
training, and experience are complementary and interactive components of effective, meaningful
approaches to learning and leader development.207
Understanding adaptive behavior as a complex, integrated, and holistic process, one that
involves both cognitive and observed physical and interpersonal behaviors provides a focus for
effective learning interventions. Further, the understanding of the underlying cognitive processes
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that drive observed adaptive behaviors points to three areas to focus learning interventions. The
first area of focus is the development of the leader’s tacit knowledge. While essentially similar to
current approaches involving instruction on history, operational case studies, military science, or
topics related to the social sciences, meaningful learning requires active participation during
presentation. Memorization of information should not be the sole focus of study or the desired
outcome of instruction. While these topics provide a base of knowledge that supports
understanding and application, meaningful learning ensures that presented information informs
the leader’s ability to recognize anomalies, change, and frame a leader’s intuition as well. The
second area of focus is the development of a leader’s analytical decision making abilities. The
development of analytical decision making increases by providing cadets with the opportunity to
think critically and creatively, to solve complex or novel problems, and experience decision
making. These experiences in turn develop a leader’s intuition, judgment, and build confidence in
personal decision making abilities. The final area to focus learning interventions is the effective
assessment or evaluation a leader’s adaptive processes. As previously indicated, the focus of
assessments or evaluations (after-action reviews) must be a leader’s thinking and decision making
process. Effective after-action reviews not only require leaders understand their decision making
processes, it develops meta-cognitive abilities and interpersonal interaction and communication.
If the Army is to develop adaptive leaders, the approaches it uses to train and educate adaptive
junior officers should address these three areas of intervention. 208 Vandergriff’s Adaptive Course
Model and small group instruction provide two possible methods to achieve focus in these three
areas through emphasis on experienced-based learning. Both methodologies, if applied at the
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junior officer level appear to be effective in the development of not only cognitive adaptability,
but interpersonal and physical adaptability as well, even in campus settings.209
Donald Vandergriff designed the Adaptive Course Model (ACM) to outline a new
approach and cultural perspective toward the development of adaptive Army leaders. 210 At the
heart of Vandergriff’s ACM is the belief that leader development must focus on creating adaptive
leaders and that the process must begin early in an officer’s career.211 Vandergriff outlines four
major elements in the development of adaptive leaders. The first element of program designed to
develop adaptive leaders is the ACM itself, which Vandergriff believes requires change in the
Army’s cultural perspective toward learning. The second element is the ACM program of
instruction, third is a cadre of qualified instructors, and lastly an effective leader evaluation
system. 212
Vandergriff describes the ACM as a no-cost adjustment to the Army’s current
institutional leader development programs. Like current methodologies, the ACM utilizes
methods of instruction that focus primarily upon the actions of teachers, students, and the
resources already present in pre-commissioning environments – primarily the classroom,
imagination, and the willingness of both the students and teachers to support a positive learning
environment. 213 Unlike current leader development processes, the ACM shifts the focus of leader
training and education from tactical and technical procedures and processes to the development of
adaptability and its underlying cognitive processes. Vandergriff recommends that the current
leader development paradigm change by

209

Foster, “No ´Approved Solutions’ in Asymmetric Warfare,” 29. Maj. Foster’s article provides
positive feedback from cadets of their learning experience using the Adaptive Leader Model, which is
synonymous with Vandergriff’s Adaptive Course Model.
210

Vandergriff, Raising the Bar, 79-80.

211

Ibid., 79, 83.

212

Ibid., 79.

213

Ibid., 80.

63

. . . introducing cognitive development through the experiential learning process in the
beginning of an aspiring leader’s professional development. The challenge is achieving a
balance between cognitive development and task proficiency, but it can be done when
they are viewed in concert and not as separate approaches to leader development. . . .
Accomplishing this change will stand in contrast to established beliefs regarding
‘teaching the basics’ through rote memorization of the technical aspect of the profession
known as ‘task-training.’ The new leader development paradigm starts with developing
the leader – the hard part – first, and then the technician later, once the leader knows how
to think. 214
The goal of Vandergriff’s ACM is to improve the leader’s ability to make quick and effective
decisions and develop a leader’s ability to make sense of and identify opportunities in new
situations. Additional goals include improving a leader’s comfort with changing situations while
continuing to promote a leader’s ability to develop superior tactical and technical competence.215
To achieve these objectives, the ACM requires a culture of learning that allows students to
“experience the emotional trauma of failing with a safe, face-saving environment” and requires
students to seek and “find answers for themselves and build intuition – a necessary trait of
adaptive leaders.” 216
The ACM program of instruction also supports these objectives through four experiencebased curricular pillars. 217 The first pillar is the case study learning method, the second is tactical
decision games (TDGs), the third is free play force-on-force exercises, and the last is feedback
through the leader evaluation system. 218 Each of these pillars centers on the use of practical
scenarios, both tactical and non-tactical, which provide students numerous opportunities to
participate in and learn from simulated decision making experiences. According to Vandergriff,
exposure to different decision making experiences supports the development of intuition, decision
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making, meta-cognition, communication skills, and builds character. 219 While Vandergriff also
believes that scenarios must test cadet leadership abilities, the author also recognizes that the
development of adaptability is evolutionary. As such scenarios must not present cadets with
problems they are not capable of solving or managing. 220 Vandergriff’s ACM program of
instruction also emphasizes the integration of training to reinforce the leadership and decision
making education received in the classroom. According to Vandergriff, the learning was manifest
in the leader’s ability to effectively “assimilate the education with their training and apply both
through their personal actions. Learning is the measurement of whether the adaptive leader is
ready to practice in the real environment what has been preached in the classroom.” 221
Just as the Norris Board in 1971 recommended student-centered approaches to teaching,
Vandergriff recommends small group lecture and exercises, both student-centered approaches, to
support adaptive leader development and ACM instruction. Vandergriff believes small group
instruction and the Socratic Method are effective means of eliciting from students their decision
making and problem solving rationale. The key to effective student-centered approaches, open
discussion and dialogue, are effective student-teacher interactions and a supportive learning
environment.
Vandergriff articulates the importance of the Army’s support for a cultural shift in leader
development approaches and equally emphasizes the importance of quality teachers of
adaptability. According to Vandergriff, the Army must select good teachers to shoulder the
burden of developing adaptive leaders. Vandergriff argues that teachers of adaptability must be
tactically competent and possess the leadership, imagination, and patience needed to “teach,
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facilitate, mentor and evaluate [emphasis is original] adaptability” in others. 222 Vandergriff also
states that while the ACM approach to leader development presents theory following a practical
classroom experience, teachers must resist the desire to provide students with answers or focus
too much on task proficiency. 223 Through scenario delivery tools such as case study examination,
tactical decision games, free play force-on-force, and simulations instructors support the junior
leader’s ability to build a repertoire of decision making and leadership experiences. These
experiences establish a solid educational foundation that ensures junior leaders are capable of
making decisions under stressful, time-constrained conditions and increasingly aware of personal
thinking processes as well. 224
The final aspect of Vandergriff’s ACM requires evaluation of junior leader decision
making. The leadership evaluation system (LES) uses two criteria to judge the success of student
leader decision making. First, the timeliness of decisions and second, the leader’s justification for
decisions made. The LES also provides mechanisms, such as essay-based performance
evaluations, for constructive feedback and guidance following each performance and periodically
during formal counseling. Beyond mere evaluation of cadet performance, the LES provides a
mechanism for exercising then evaluating a cadet’s communication skills, understanding of
domain specific knowledge, judgment, and decision making. 225 According to Vandergriff, each
aspect of the ACM reinforces the cadet’s willingness to make decisions and gain understanding
and awareness of personal cognitive and meta-cognitive processes, each contributing to the
development of adaptive leadership.
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To develop adaptive junior officers the Army’s leader development strategy and leader
development imperatives must apply during every leader’s pre-commissioning experience.226
This requires leader development at the pre-commissioning level achieve balance between all
three pillars of leader development, prepare leaders for hybrid threats using outcomes-based
training and education and relevant operational scenarios, and incorporate complexity within the
classroom. 227 The Adaptive Course Model and use of small group instruction in ROTC
classrooms provides one avenue for achieving the Army’s leader development imperatives at the
junior officer level. Other changes can also be made to support the Army’s ability to fulfill its
leader development imperatives.
Achieving balance between the three pillars of leader development requires that Army
leaders maintain a holistic view of the relationship between training, education, and experience.
To do this requires Army doctrine better articulate the interactive and interconnected nature of the
Army’s pillars of leader development. Army doctrine must also reflect the imperatives
established in the Army’s most recent leader development strategy. This would help to fulfill FM
No. 7-0’s own articulation of the likely need to adjust education and training to meet today’s
operational requirements.228 One possible means to capture an integrated view of training,
education, and experience in doctrine is to change the title of FM No. 7-0: Training Full
Spectrum Operations to read “Developing a Full Spectrum Capable Force.” Another option is to
require doctrine to move away from singularly focused doctrinal descriptions of training and
education. The Army’s dichotomous view of the relationship between education and training only
perpetuates the view that training is a lower form of learning, best suited for junior leaders, while
education is a higher form of learning reserved for mid- to senior-grade leaders. Rather than
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identify training primarily with motor skills development and education primarily with cognitive
skills development, the important integration of each to developing cognitive and motor skills
must be emphasized. 229 Education provides the foundation of understanding and comprehension
that supports the application of learned material and skills in either academic or operationally
practical settings. Training, essentially hands-on education provides students with the opportunity
to practice skills learned in the classroom or through the observation of others. Training and
education are viable and necessary forms of instruction at all levels within the Army’s leader
development system.
Adopting a balanced approach to leader development with the appropriate application of
education, training, and experience must occur during pre-commissioning as well as in the
operational force. The Army’s current emphasis on task proficiency during cadet leader
development, coupled with the view that education is reserved for more senior level officers,
undermines the Army’s ability to produce the adaptive junior officers it needs. This not only
reinforces academia’s poor assessment of ROTC military instruction, it also risks producing a
perception early in an officer’s career that higher education and meaningful learning is the
purview of civilian academic institutions. The Army’s institutional leader development programs
must ensure that meaningful learning, provided by competent and adaptive-minded officers,
occurs in the ROTC classroom. A greater emphasis on meaningful over rote learning and
memorization of tactical and technical military skills requires cadet leader development strategies
to adopt new, adaptive learning paradigms. Adaptive leader development paradigms must
emphasize experienced-based approaches to cadet development, emphasize the development of
leader decision making and cognitive abilities, build character, and develop within cadets a lifelong desire to learn. Several means to support change in the cadet leader development paradigm
are to alter the cadet evaluation process, reduce emphasis on the ROTC summer training and
229
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evaluation period, and adopt Vandergriff’s Adaptive Course Model and program of instruction
for classroom instruction on campuses.
Cadet leaders and cadre use Cadet Assessment Reports to evaluate the performance of
cadets in various leadership roles. The ROTC uses two assessment reports to assess leader
development, the ‘Blue Card’ and the ‘Yellow Card.’ Both of these cards are good tools for
leaders to assess peers and oneself, however, both Cadet Assessment Reports are, like the ROTC
curricula, task and performance oriented. Used by cadre and cadet evaluators, the ‘Blue Card,’
Cadet Command Form 156-4A-R: Leadership Assessment Report, is well developed and well
suited to evaluate cadet leader attributes and competencies as outlined in Army leadership
doctrine. 230 Despite this reflection of leadership doctrine, the ‘Blue Card’ does not capture
adaptability’s analytical or metacognitive qualities well. Within part I, item number 3 of the
report form, the area titled “Intellectual Capacity,” critical and creative thinking and cadet selfawareness are not addressed. The ‘Blue Card’ should highlight these two areas, both key elements
of adaptability, for assessment and evaluation. The Cadet Assessment Report for self evaluation
must also be updated to assess adaptability.
The ‘Yellow Card,’ Cadet Command Form No. 156-2-R: Cadet Self Assessment Report is
necessarily sparse in directions to allow cadets ample room to annotate personal observations and
personal assessments of performance. The ‘Yellow Card’ does not however require cadets to
evaluate personal decision making or cognitive processes associated with their performances. In
addition to requiring cadets to “Describe the Situation, assigned Task, the Action taken, and the
Results,” the ‘Yellow Card’ should require cadets to reflect upon and articulate decision making
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and cognitive processes associated with their actions in writing. 231 Changes that reinforce the
importance of a cadet leader’s cognitive ability and decision making skills are likely the easiest of
changes needed to shift the ROTC learning program to a more adaptive learning paradigm.
The Leader Development and Assessment Course (LDAC), a five-week long leader
development exercise that takes place between a cadet’s junior and senior year of undergraduate
schooling, places significant emphasis on a cadet’s performance of tasks and drills. 232 The
emphasis on cadet task performance and proficiency during LDAC contributes significantly to a
cadet’s branch assignment and promotes development approaches focused the memorization of
technical military information. 233 Reducing the weight of cadet performance during LDAC,
relative to on-campus evaluation, and reducing emphasis on task proficiency would facilitate a
shift in the ROTC leader development paradigm. Instead of centering cadet evaluations on taskproficiency, cadet evaluations during LDAC should focus on the cadet’s cognitive and decision
making abilities. LDAC would then serve as a capstone developmental experience, building upon
the work completed at universities and colleges. Cadet Command’s elimination of platoon-level
operations, decreasing squad level operations, and focusing on squad and team-level decision
making and problem solving exercises during LDAC is one possible method for reducing
emphasis on merely memorizing tasks. Given the necessity for a common point of evaluation
supportive of cadet accession and branch assignments, LDAC would continue to provide a venue
for cadet leader evaluations, however the focus of evaluations would shift to adaptive behaviors
such as decision making abilities, critical and creative thinking, and meta-cognitive processes.
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The final means to shift ROTC’s leader development paradigm is to adopt an Adaptive
Course Model (ACM)-like approach to classroom instruction. Implementation of the ACM would
prove the most difficult of the three recommendations provided thus far to shift the ROTC leader
development paradigm. While the cost of adopting ACM may be minimal, save the time needed
to adjust the ROTC curriculum and develop scenarios for classroom use, the most difficult aspect
of adopting the ACM is shifting the Army’s cultural preference for more training at the precommissioning level. Adopting ACM requires the Army to integrate small group instruction
techniques into ROTC teaching methodologies, shift the preferred means of in-class instruction
from lecture and rote memorization to experience-based learning, and requires better
development and preparation of adaptive leader cadre for the ROTC program.
Reducing the use of lecture during in class ROTC instruction is essential to maximizing
the effective use of time available to develop adaptability in cadets. In order to gain the most from
time available with students, classroom learning must focus on key concepts and theory relevant
to decision making and opportunities for higher levels of thought. Small group instruction, which
encourages active participatory learning, provides the most effective use of limited face-to-face
time between cadets and ROTC instructors. Stephen D. Brookfield, a professor at the University
of St. Thomas, provides the following purpose for discussion-based teaching methods, like small
group instruction,
The overarching purpose of discussion is to help learners to explore their experiences so
that they become more critical thinkers…; that is, to help them to become contextually
aware, to develop reflective skepticism, to be able to unearth and analyze the assumptions
informing their values, beliefs, and actions, and to explore alternative ways of thinking
and acting. 234
The use of small group instruction during the ACM helps to achieve the purposes outlined by
Brookfield. The professor also points out that discussion exposes students to a diversity of
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perspectives, requires recognition of others perspectives and externalization of personal
assumptions and beliefs that shape decisions and thinking, and introduces students to “elements
of complexity and ambiguity.” 235 As previously noted, small group instruction is a studentcentered approach and therefore places the burden of learning on the student. To support the
ROTC program’s shift to small group instruction and its use of discussion over lecture, the Army
must amend its leader development regulation, AR No. 350-1, to reflect small group instruction as
the preferred method of instruction at the pre-commissioning level. 236 Further, Cadet Command
must adjust the format and content of its ROTC program of instruction for each year of a cadet’s
enrollment to reflect a preference for small group instruction whenever possible. Adopting a
student-centered, small group instruction format of instruction will also assist the Army in
achieving its first and sixth leader development imperatives. 237
To develop the requisite experience in cadets to support adaptive leadership, the ROTC
must adopt an experience-based or outcomes-based training and education (OBT&E) program.
Adopting a leader development program that builds experience concurrent with tactical and
technical knowledge and comprehension will complete the mechanical transition of institutional
level learning at the pre-commissioning level. At the heart of an effective approach to adaptive
leader development is the successful interaction of education, training, and experience.
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Experienced-based training or OBT&E provides the opportunity for all three pillars of leader
development to be integrated in an effective holistic learning program. The ROTC must adopt
such a program of instruction, one that is based on the use of case studies and tactical decision
making scenarios, use of effective discussion and feedback, and use of well trained teacherscoaches.
The use of case studies and tactical decision making scenarios requires cadets to apply
learned cognitive, motor, and interpersonal skills to solve problems. Moreover, the use of
practical exercises requires cadets to think, develop solutions or courses of action, make decisions
and communicate decisions and thinking to peers. The use of experienced-based learning under
the constraints of time also allows for iterative decision making opportunities and develops a
cadet’s ability to think and make decisions under pressure. To effectively develop adaptive
leaders comfortable with decision making in complex, uncertain, and time constrained
environments, the ROTC must adopt learning approaches that require cadets to develop these
skills from the earliest opportunity. Immediately after scenarios, cadets participate in discussion
to assess their actions, decisions, and thought processes. This allows the cadets to develop metacognitive abilities by thinking about personal critical, creative, and intuitive thinking processes. It
also allows the cadet to assimilate the experiences, thinking, and solutions provided by peers and
exposes personal cognitive and decision making strengths, weaknesses, and biases. Through
teacher facilitated discussion, cadets develop an understanding of doctrine and the tactical and
technical military concepts relevant to the scenario and the lesson plan. Further, it is only after the
completion of scenarios, discussion, and feedback that instructors provide cadets with supporting
doctrine, concepts, and theory, in other words, the ‘right answer.’ Moreover, the use of training is
not seen as a means for instruction, it is an opportunity for hands-on practice and demonstration
of the cadet’s ability to incorporate education and practically apply knowledge in a meaningful
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and adaptive manner. 238 While this learning process seems backwards, use of the ACM learning
process requires cadets to operate in complex, uncertain, ambiguous situations. This not only
fulfills the Army’s third and sixth leader development imperatives, it allows cadets to build a
repertoire of decision making and thinking experiences that encourage and facilitate future
decision making, the development of judgment and intuition, and builds confidence. 239 To
facilitate the shift, the Army must require Cadet Command to adopt the Adaptive Course Model,
or similar methodologies, and adjust the ROTC curriculum to support adaptive learning
approaches. Course content must remain relevant to the Army’s operational requirements and
should include military science, history, leadership, ethics/values, and other military-related
topics. Emphasis however must shift to the use of scenarios and decision making exercises in the
ROTC classroom to ground material in concrete experiences. This requires Cadet Command to
develop decision making exercises and student-teacher learning packets that support in-class
conduct of exercises. Cadet Command would also need to support ROTC unit expenditures to
acquire or develop materials that support the conduct of scenarios and the execution of
experienced-based learning.
Well trained teachers are the final aspect of an effective adaptive leader development
program in the ROTC classroom. The teacher of adaptability must be competent, innovative, and
patient to develop adaptability in cadets. Only through effective teachers will an adaptive learning
program succeed. 240 Only those teachers who are able and willing to effectively employ small
group instruction and create learning environments that nurture experimentation, adaptive and
innovative decision making, and provide relevant and meaningful feedback should be employed.
To develop and attract these leaders, the Army must reward officers who seek or are given

238

Vandergriff, Raising the Bar, 85-86.

239

Foster, “No ´Approved Solutions’ in Asymmetric Warfare,” 28.

240

Vandergriff, Raising the Bar, 90.

74

appointments as ROTC instructors. Just as West Point requires its instructors to possess an
advanced degree before teaching at the academy, the Army should allot the time and resources
needed to enable ROTC instructors to complete, or make significant progress toward completion
of advanced degrees. For example, officers assigned to teach at a ROTC unit should receive at
least six-months to preposition at an assigned ROTC unit to work toward the completion of an
advanced degree. Additionally, Cadet Command must ensure that instructor training provided to
ROTC instructors outlines and demonstrates experienced-based learning models to ensure that
adaptive leader development approaches are understood and adapted to fit the leadership style of
the instructor. Lastly, the Army should allow officers in all grades to serve as instructors in the
ROTC classroom. This allows officers with valuable combat experience or educational
credentials to support the development of future generations of adaptive leaders while considering
separation or pending future operational assignments. Utilizing this approach not only benefits
cadets, it benefits officer instructors, and the Army as well.
The development of adaptive leaders requires the Army to adapt its current institutions
and learning paradigms to meet future challenges. The Army’s current leader development
strategy reflects the Army’s understanding and willingness to change. The Army must therefore
ensure that change occurs at the pre-commissioning level as well as the operational Army. If the
Army desires adaptive leader skills and qualities in its young officers, than those skills and
qualities that have been identified as difficult to learn must be presented to and instilled in young
leaders from the time of initial affiliation with Army service. The development of adaptability
and tactically proficient junior officers are not mutually exclusive goals and the use of
experienced-based training such as the Adaptive Course Model during ROTC prepares newly
commissioned officers to adapt in today’s complex operational environment.
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Conclusion
Adaptability, like leadership, is a complex human behavior and difficult to define and
understand, let alone replicate. The Army’s difficulty in developing adaptive leaders is therefore
not an unexpected challenge. In fact, the discussion concerning the development of the ideal
Army leader best suited for the rigors of combat is age old. The Army has long recognized the
importance of officer education, realistic training, and lifelong experience in the development of
effective leaders. Traditionally the discussion concerning officer leader development has centered
on the appropriate mix of education and training. This discussion, and the manner in which
education and training are understood, leads naturally to a zero sum gain argument. The
competitive view of the relationship between education and training, however, is
counterproductive to the Army’s aim to develop adaptive leaders. Rather than debate whether
more training should come at the expense of education, or vice versa, the focus of debate should
be the degree of interaction between each of the three pillars of leader development.
The relationship between education and training is better viewed as an interactive yin and
yang, a balance between two essential elements in the development of adaptive Army leaders.
This is especially true for its junior leaders with little time available to prepare them for combat.
Leadership and training doctrine articulate the importance of education and training and the role
that each plays in the development of adaptive leaders. The Army’s most recent leader
development strategy recognizes the importance of achieving an effective balance between
education, training, and experience to effectively develop adaptive leaders. However, the Army’s
tendency to view learning at the lowest levels, such as pre-commissioning, in a step-by-step
fashion leads ROTC instruction to focus largely on rote learning and memorization of checklist
driven tasks, procedures, and skills. For example, the Army’s recent leader development strategy
declares the importance of developing cadet proficiency in weapons and equipment used during a
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leader’s first unit of assignment. 241 Interestingly, however, the leader development strategy’s
model of attributes and skills accrued over time does not include the development of cognitive
skills during pre-commissioning. 242 The institutional Army’s inherent tendency to focus on rote
learning methods, at the expense of meaningful learning must be overcome.
While recognizing that skills training and indoctrination through rote learning are both
important to junior leader development, these forms of learning cannot come at the expense of
education and meaningful learning. Lecture and podium delivered lessons can no longer be the
mainstay of instruction in the ROTC classroom. For meaningful learning to take place a better
balance between education, training, and experience must be achieved. Developing technically
and tactically competent junior officers and developing adaptive, self-aware, and intellectually
proficient decision makers are not mutually exclusive learning objectives. Thinking, specifically
higher cognitive functions, is a foundational leader requirement. To effectively develop higher
cognitive functions, the methods of instruction used during ROTC programs must focus on
developing adaptability. While leaders are young and officers’ minds are receptive to change and
new ideas, adaptability focused learning methods will develop within officers self-awareness and
an ability to think, improve decision making and communication skills, foster better interaction
between young officers and leaders, and instill in cadets a desire for lifelong learning.
Implementing more meaningful learning methods at the earliest point in an Army officer’s career
will impress upon young leaders the importance of their contribution to the team and support the
development of the adaptive leaders the Army needs.
Maj. Gen. (retired) Scales called for the Army to undergo a ‘second learning revolution’
to better prepare the Army’s young leaders to combat adaptive threats in today’s complex
operational environment. If the Army is going to be successful in developing the adaptive leaders
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it needs to fight and win against future threats in uncertain, ambiguous, and changing operational
environments, it must ensure that the second learning revolution is adaptability focused. This is
especially true during the ROTC pre-commissioning process, the Army’s largest potential
provider of young adaptive junior officers.
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Appendix 1 – Hogarth’s Model of Intuition
In his 2001 study of intuition, Dr. Robin Hogarth developed a model that describes the
interaction of the mind’s tacit and deliberate cognitive systems. Figure A-1 below illustrates
Hogarth’s framework.

Figure A-1. The Deliberate and Tacit Systems (adapted from Hogarth, 2001) 243

Dr. Hogarth provides three scenarios to demonstrate the process inherent in the intuitive
response framework: recording without conscious thought, taking action automatically, and
taking action deliberately. In the first scenario, the mind processes external stimulus (something
seen, heard, or smelled) or internal stimulus (thinking) through the preconscious screen (PCS)
(box 1), determines that no action or attention is required (box 2), and stores the stimulus in long
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term memory (box 4) for later use. 244 This sequence of events demonstrates the development of
tacit knowledge or the recording memories for later use. In the second scenario, “taking action
immediately,” the mind determines, through the PCS, that received stimulus requires some
immediate action. Immediate actions encompass one’s responses to fear, survival instincts, or
learned automatic responses that no longer require active, conscious thought, like catching a ball
or performing immediate action on a jammed weapon. Hogarth considers these actions intuitive.
Intuitive thought bypasses conscious thought and results in action, and reflection only occurs after
completed actions (boxes 1, 2, 5, and 6). 245 In the final scenario, “taking action deliberately,” the
mind determines, through the PCS, that received stimulus requires conscious decision or is too
ambiguous or complex for the tacit system to handle. In this case the deliberate system, which
Hogarth states “rarely shuts down completely and often performs a monitoring function,”
overrides the tacit system. 246 During this sequence, analytical cognitive processes such as critical
thinking or problem solving take place before decisions are made and actions taken (boxes 1, 2, 3,
5, 6). Hogarth also describes a feedback mechanism that allows leaders to learn from decisions
and actions taken. Hogarth’s model provides a good example of the interaction between both the
intuitive and the analytical cognitive processes and provides a good tool for gaining an
appreciation for adaptive leadership.
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Appendix 2 – Klein’s Recognition-Primed Decision Model
In his 1997 study of Naturalistic Decision Making, Dr. Gary Klein developed a model
that describes the mind’s intuitive decision making process. Klein developed his model from
observations of experienced leaders’ decision making. Like Hogarth’s framework, Klein’s model
also depicts the interaction of the automatic or intuitive cognitive processes with the mind’s
deliberate thinking processes. 247 Figure A-2 below illustrates a hybrid of Klein’s RecognitionPrimed Decision (RPD) Model.

Figure A-2. Integrated Version of Recognition-Primed Decision Model
(Adapted from McCaffrey, Gut Feeling: Developing Intuition in Army Junior Officers, 2007) 248

Like the Hogarth model, the Klein model provided three possible scenarios for a leader’s
response to the environment. In the simplest scenario, the leader gained an appreciation for a
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given situation, formed expectancies about possible outcomes, identified relevant cues to shape
possible actions, determined plausible goals, selected an appropriate, typical action based upon
the circumstances and then executed the task. 249 In a scenario requiring a difficult decision, owing
to uncertainty or an anomaly, a scenario requiring the leader to conduct analytical thought, the
leader constructed alternative stories to explain the situation and then analyzed the consistency
and plausibility of the stories prior to taking action.250 McCaffrey described story-building as
“weaving elements from [a] number [of] discrete experiential patterns into a new integrated
pattern that accounts for the variety and complexity of the features present in the seemingly novel
decision situation.” 251 The last scenario Klein described took place after the leader selected a
course of action. Here the leader developed a series of mental simulations, or wargames, to
evaluate weaknesses, identify opportunities, and improve the chosen course of action. 252 The
process of mental simulations, or “progressive deepening,” would take place as necessary “until
the decision maker arrives at… a satisfactory response… the first feasible, although probably not
optimal, solution to a problem.” 253 The identification and development of one satisfactory course
of action, versus a selection process, was a feature common to both Klein’s RPD Model and
Hogarth’s intuitive response framework. Like Hogarth’s model, Klein’s RPD Model provides a
good example of the interaction between the intuitive and analytical cognitive processes, provides
insight to the value of experience in forming mental cues, and provides a good tool for gaining an
appreciation for adaptive leadership.
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