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Abstract

The military devotes sigficant resources and time in the development of officers
through education. Recently, there has been a great deal of emphasis placed on military
|l nter medi ate Service Schools (1SS’”s) to enhan
cognitive compexity in order to solve the kinds of problems they may face after graduation. The
military environment in which these mahreer officer students will serve is highly complex and
requires a significant ability to generate solutions to unique and comablems. One
hallmark of a developmental adult educational experience is the advancement of the student to
higher levels of cognitive complexity.

The purpose of this research was to determine if there was a relationship between the
cognitive complexityof faculty, students, and expectations for student graduates, at a military
Intermediate Service School. Along with the simultaneous measure of cognitive complexity, via
a survey administration of the LEP instrument, the researcher also developedguetimi
translating learning objectives from Blooms taxonomy into a corresponding Perry position. This
translation method was used to translate the college learning objectives into an expected Perry
position for graduates of the college. The study alsluded demographic data to look for
significant results regarding a number of independent variables. For faculty only these included
teaching department, years of teaching experience, age, and military status. For both populations
the variables studiedcluded education level, gender, combat experience and combat trauma,
branch of service, commissioning source, and years of active duty service.

The study found that the mean cognitive complexity of entering students (CCI = 360)
was lower than the cognit complexity required of graduates (CCI = 407). However, the
faculty mean cognitive complexity (CCIl = 398) was not significantly different from a student
graduate. The faculty results indicated that there were no statistically significant relations
between the independent variables studied and the measured cognitive complexity. For students

there was a statistically significant relation between measured cognitive complexity and gender.
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CHAPTER1-I nt roducti on

Overview

Modern military probéms are complex. In the recent past the world was largely divided
into two ideological areas of infuence f er red t o by Samuel Huntingt
paradi gm” ( FBu Rormenhyght Sormiet Unlod &nd its allies could be counted on to
supportand advanc€ommunist idelogy. Their ideology was well publicized and had a global
following. On the other side stood the United States and its allies suppathugratic ieals
in direct oppositiorio the Soviets. [@ar battle lines were dravoth geographically and
ideologically Most of the senior leadeirs our military today entered durirtbis time of clarity
in national security purposes. Not unlike the World War Il generation before thgmattie

clearly definecenemy. World War lWwas characterizedby its frequently stated outcome of

unconditional surrender of the enemies of t
clear enemy was the USSR and the goal was containment of the anéig ideology
(Gaddis, 2011) Containment also meant fighting in the various proxy wars that arose from 1947
to the demise of the USSR in 19@¥alker, 1993. The clear and simple dichotorfgund in
nation state wargrovided aless complex underpinnirfgr problem solvingdCardon & Lenard,
2010;TRADOC Pamphlet525-500 Commander ' s Appreciation anc
But in 199, the Soviet Union wasuddenlygone and the United States began to realize the
world had become more complétew York Times, 1991)In his 1993 Natinal Security
Strategy President Clinton stated, “Today’'s ¢
than ever bef or e.ldthe(mddern eratde p®hlems ferthe militedyao® )
as clearly laid ouas they were in the Cold Waraeand are often characterized as increasing in
complexityand uncertainty (The Army Human Dimension Strategy, 20EADOC Pamphlet
5255500 Commander’' s Appreci at;Zulat, MalndMarlCa Bhpai gn [
& Vowels, C., 2008.

In the malern environment the answers to the problems faced by the United States are
clouded by shifting elementgithin the Contemporary Operational Environment or COE
Military strategists now seée actors antheiractions dividing and combining rapidiynd een
the character of warfare shifting rapidly back and forth in hybrid warkoérhan, 2009) This

createsa shifting mosaic of possible problem inputs and response actions. Solutions to



intractable military and security problems seem clouded and mtyisors to the Army have
indicated doubt in the ability of the Army to operate effectively in an environment with these
complex problemgSprenger, 2014). Two resehers at the Army War Collegdaim officer
students rank below society as a wholéhgir measured opennessi@w ideagSprenger,
2014). Many in theDepartment of Defendeavechargednilitary problem solvers ttakestefs
to improve atthe task of solving thessomplex modern military problem& he Army recently
published pamphlet, The U. S. Ar myt :OpMrnatiinn ga GCoomcpd pe x Wo't
Pamphlet 528-1, 2014)is an attempt to address thig the documentg t at es, “ The Arr
cannot predict who it will fight, where it will fight,nal with what coalition it will fight (p. iii).
Our postcold war Army is echoing the strategic and security uncertainty of our times.
Officers who lead ailors, soldiers,airmen and Marines are facing a wide range of
complex problemsChanges in th€ostCold Warbattle environment erewidely popularized
in the miltary through writings like The Strategic Corporal: Leadership in Teee Block
War’ (Krulak, 1999). In this seminal articldarine CorpsGeneraKrulak desribes the
battlefield of the 21st century this way, "The rapid difdnsof technology, the growth of a
multitude of transnational factors, and the consequences of increasing globalization and
economic interdependence, have coalesced to create national security challenges remarkable for
their complexity."(Krulak, 1999,p.18) General Krulak stresdehat the Marines must prepare
the lowest levels of tactical leadership to be ready to make correct decissmhgetoew more
complex problems. Since that article was published in 1999 there have been a great number of
calls for increasing the capacity of modern military leaders to gain facility in solving complex
problems. More recently the Any has begun drafting a strategy regagdint he “ Hu man
Di mensi om™yofoft teheA future. | t s paaedleaders “ Fi r st
for known battlefield conditions, it must now
(The Army Human Dimension Strateg®015 pii). This change in the complexity of problems
officers face has intensified the drive for militanyermediate service schools to raise the

cognitive complexity(CC) of their graduates.

Background

Simple methods for solving problems are less valuable in a complex environment
(TRADOC Pamphlet525-500 Commander’' s Appreciat;ion and C



Foster, 2009) Whenworking to solveproblemsthat have been seen, and solved, before
reasonable ttook for methods for finding problem solutions that worked befdrkis process is
not unlike a mathematicianhw works toreturn a math problerto a state where it matches a
previously solved problem thus proving that a solution exists for the current proBlem.
reverting to previousolutionsis not always possibl@ithe modern environmeniodern

problems display interactive qualitidae b the ability of human beings to adapt rapidly and
continuouslychange the nature of the problem (US Army Doctrine Reference Publica@ion 5
The operations process, 201¥)each problem is unique to a single set of circumstances then it
is less easonhle to look for a solution using methods that look backward to previous solutions
for a similarvarietyof problem.

One way to look for problem solutions is through the usesof mpl e | i near or
type of methodologySix-stepproblemsolving model, 2008;US Army Field Manual FM @®:
Commander and staff organizaion and operatia@$4) The methodology wrks as follows.

First a problem is recognized exist. A process isegin to lookfor an answertroughdetailed
studythatexactly estabsihesthe parameters armbundarie®f the problem. Once the problem
is well defined a set of solutions canpmestulated These possible solutions aveighedfor
likelihood of success when evaluated against a desired outcome or end state. A lhasbrit so
is selectedrom the possible proposed solutioriBhe best fit solution is put into actiohe
results of the actions aused a afeedback mechanism tietermine if there is aeed forfurther
action. The flow of problem solving is clear antelar and can be neatly divided up into
methodologicabteps.

The Army has a legacy problem solving method tblidws thislinearapproach
Known as MDMP othe Military Decision Making Process, this linear approach works well
whenextendedime is avdable and the problems at hand are tractable -w& t b cdrur ed”
“ t a (@enklin, 2006 US Army School of Advanced Military Studies, 2010Dr. Jeff Conklin
describes sealled tame problems witihe followingsix attributes.

1. Tame problems are weléfined and can be clearly described in a stable problem
statement.

2. Atame problem has a clear end state so you know when the solution has worked and

the problem isolved The problenhas a definite, cleatopping point.



3. A solution to a tame pblem is available It is definable as the right solutiorAll that
is needed is for theroblem solvers$o figure out he solution.

4. The tame problem fits inaategoryof very similar or equivalent problems that are
solvable and were solvedjsingsimilar methods.

5. Solutions for these problems are testalfi¢theact i ons t akemhedon’ t wc
solution isdiscarded and new actions are tried on the same problem.

6. The possible answers to the problem are finite angréidem solving tea can list
out thosefinite possibilities and choose from them what appears to be the best solution.

During the Cold War there were many of these typearagproblems to solveThe US
Army devoted a great deal of time ams$ourceso write and refinete MDMP in doctrinal
manualghat listed out the steps of problem solvingxplicit detail (Offenhauer & Osborne,
2007). Thesdinear processesere then meticulously followed in exercise after exerdigeng
which military staffs would be msented wih a scenario andxpected t@espond to the problem
by painstakinglyfollowing the MDMPexactly as writterin order b develop an optimal solution.
Staffs and commandevgereevaluated and graded on their proficiency with these procedures
and careers wermade or broken by how well the members of the staff could implement the
MDMP to produce a clear written order for subordinate units to follow

In the modem era the Army desires to understand and solve complex prokBrages &
Stanley, 2013). é&hiorleadershavedirected thencorporaion of new methodse.g. theArmy
Design Methodologyinto military problem solvingloctrine Grome, Crandall, Rasmussen, &
Wolters, 2012US Army Doctrine Publication (ADP)-8: The operations process, 2012 he
Army prides itself on itability to be dearning organizatiofWilliams, 2009)and after years of
war in Iraq and Afghanistan thererecognition thaMDMP is notalwaysthe optinal tool for
problems encountered thertn particularthe circumstancesgeneat ed wh ¢ keldé
problems seen in conflicts todaye sometimes inefficiently solved bear methods like
MDMP (Conklin, 2006 Rittel & Webber, 1973TRADOC Pamphlet525-5 00 Commander ' s
Appreciation and Campaign Design, 2D0@ wicked problem viaes from the tame because the
features of the problesho n * t ¢ o nsix teatures listed ptetiausly for tame problems.

Thesix characteristics of a wicked problem as defined by Conklin (Cor#did6,2009)are:



1. The problem is not fully undeeostd until a solution is offered. Once a solution is
examined or implemented it exposes new aspects of the problem not seen before. There is no
definitive final statement of exactly what the problem is.

2. There is no stopping point for the problemst&s there is no definitive final
statement for the problerthere is no final definitive answer either. The problem solving
process continues indefinitely until you run out of time or resources, but not necessarily when
you have found an optimal solutio

3. The solution is not the right one or the wrong, @rie something in the middle.

There areonly goodenoughsolutiors, or notgoodenough solutions.

4. Each wicked problem imiqueen o t wo wi cked probl ems are a
use a fomer solution for a later problem. Each solution must be custom made for the unique
problem.

5. Solutions for these&icked problemsmust be tested in order to learn more about the
problem. Testing of solutiormnbe expensive anthayhave consequencésatarebe long
lasting andpotentiallycreate new problems.

6. Thee are a wide number of possibilities to try as solutions and no conclusive
alternative solutions. Judgement is required to select which solutions to try.

This description of the ditult problems military professionals must address in the-post
cold war world has an implieguestion If these are the security problems military officers must
solve, who are these officers and how can we educate them for this chHallemge * so st ar t t
answer that by taking a look at the students and faculty of CGSC.

CGSC Studets

Separate from the nature of contempogagblems andhe need for new procesges
solve themthere is also eequirementor peoplewho areable to solvavickedproblems. This
study will explore thisneedby looking at he military officer studentgshemselvesnd the faculty
who teach themStudents who enter military intermediate service schools have some common
attributes that lead to a number of expectations regatbeir entry level of cognitive
development and their performance at the colldgest, intermediate service schools are
graduate schookincethe students have all completed @ ¢ h edegoee ass minimum

requirement prior to commissioniag a miitary officer (Shea, 2010) As a result the



expectation fostudens enteing the colleges that they havéhe necessary mental faculties and
skills needed to completegraduate level education.

Second, these students axpected to be ready for gi@ate level writing and reading.
They are tested upon entry to meagheer readingskills, and are given a diagnostic essay to
assess theirriting prdiciency. Those who appear to be lagging are provided with oppadsinit
to take voluntary remediatioprograns concomitant with their ongoing dailyork.

Third, as stated abovéhese officers armid-career and so are expected to be dedicated
to a continuing military careerAs a salaried professiahofficerthey are receiving the
equivalent of a flly paid one yeascholarship opportunity. Military intermediate service
schools are accredited by civilian associations to affon the abilityto conferma st er ’ s
degrees either from completion of the college curriculum aloresan the case of thrmy
CGSC with some additional thesis and research work added wwotleeurriculum(Command
and General Staff College, 2015)

Fourth, although there is some screening prior to selection to attend thenoricioetar
version of the coursehere willlikely be aspectrum of cognitiveomplexityleves among
students attending CGSC. Some wilvoall suited to graduate worlyhile others possibly less
so.

Finally, as midcareer officers most students will be in theid-thirtiesand
consequently waing through numerousxtracurriculaissues common to this age randse.
some ways they are similar to adults returning to higher education as adults seeking promotion,
intellectual enrichment, and career enrichment (Kasworm, Polson, & Fishback, 2aa8ay.
will have immediate family with them to take care of, some have aging parents torcarelf
many are still working through marital issues associated with periodicskpayationsiue to
operational deployments. Some may even lp@attraumaticstressssues to work through as
well (Clark, 2014; Shea, 2018purlin, 2014.

In sum,these attributesiake theCGSC studendistinct from the undergraduate
populationghat arerequentlythefocus of researchers adult educatiomnd provide a spedli
significance to this study Other studies have been done using-o@ceer military officers to
assess relationships between cognitive complexity and cred@égk, 2008)at the Joint and
Combined Warfighting School, and $tudy measures of creaty and tolerance for ambiguity
(McClary, 2009)at the Army School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS). This study will



expand on these studies to lookathstudents and faculty with respectthe cognitive
complexity of each groupAdditionally, the college hasxpectation$or thecognitive
complexity ofits graduatesvhich areconveyed by course learning objectiyBtooms, 1956)
These learning objectives will be used to establish the cognitive complexity expected of

graduating officers.

CGSC Faculty

The student population has unique characteristics from the typical college student body
andlikewisethe faculty has unique properties. The CGSC faculty is comprised of a mix of
civilian and active duty military members. The school strives fiaiculty mixture of roughly
60% civilian and 40% military but these percentages will vary based on external {Betansof
academics self study reppPl014) Some factors that result in changes would include budgeting
factorsor the need foactive dity facultyofficers to be deployed to the field to support military
operations.

The militaryfaculty aregenerally officers at the @ (Major orLieutenantCommander)
or O-5 (Lieutenant Colonel or Commanderade. They are assigned to the collegenly t
respective services (Army, Navy, and so fotth)each for a periodf two to three years before
accepting orders to a new military posting. In some cases they maydianteered for an
assignment to CGSGapersonapreference and in other cashey may have been assigned
CGSC based on theeeds of the Armgr their parent service and not by choidéost will have
amast er ’omariva @f notthey are required to begin pursuit of a masters degrek)
some may have doctorates dnatterminal degreg®ean of academics self study rep@@14)
They will typically haveabout 12 or more years of military service. The military faculty at
CGSC will be largely US Army with a few joint service officers frdm Navy, Air Force, or
Marine Corpsserving in small numbe(®ean of academics self study rep@@14)

The civilian facultymembersare hired tdeach under Title 10 federebntracts for
periods of service currently capped at two years. These contracts are renewablarasd at t
have been authorized to extend for up to five years and in some periods of downsizing for as
short as one yedDean of academics self study rep@@14) The civilian instructors are
generally retired military officers who have chosen to continwaftliate with the military

through employment by the Armglthough there are a small number of faculty who have not



served and were hired directly from academiaey are required to haveleastana st er ' s
degree andreselectedor hire by the teehing departmentsase ortheir experience and

gualifications to teach the curriculum supported by their depart(Desin of academics self

study report2014)

There are five teaching departments in@mnmand and General Staff School (CGSS)
within CGSC that teach the Command and General Staff Officers Course (CGSOC). They are as
follows (Dean of academics self study rep@@14)

1. Department of Joininteragencyand Multinational Operations (DJIMO)
Department oArmy Tactics (DTAC)
Depatment of Logistics and Resource Operations (DLRO)

Department of Military History (DMH)

a k~ 0N

Department of Command and Leadership (DCL)

Faculty from all 5 departments are organized into 12 person feaiay today
teaching in the classrooms. Eactcteag team is comprised of four DJIMO instructors, four
DTAC instructors, two DLRO instructors, and one instructor from each of the two remaining
departments, DMH and DCL. Each teaching team is responsible for a 64 person section of
students that is furdr divided into 16 person staff groups. Thus, each staff group is taught by
the same DJIMO and DTAC instructor, while the DLRO instructor divides his teaching between
two staff groups, and the DMH and DCL instructors teach all 64 students.

Theoretical Underpinning

Cognitive complexity underpins thinking in depth which in turn is the foundation necessary for
solving the complex problems encumbering the graduate of a military Intermediate Service

School (ISS).Adult education has envisioned the need fartado be ready for solving

problems in new environments. E-doordinuous Li nde ma
change- and since environments are never static, new situations are forever arising, and each

new situation confronted make fresh dengagon intelligence. Knowledge and fact are
relative to situat i dMoulsplethéotisis havetudiedcomplekity @f 6 | p . 1
thinking andproposed ideas abotlte progression of thinking from rudimentary to high levels of
sophistication irthinking (Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 199as~vorm, Polson, &

Fishback, 2002Kegan, 1994King & Kitchener, 199, Perry, 199; Piaget, 195p Each has



seen cognitive complexity from a differing point of view relevant to the era in whichwitodg
and the subjects whom they studiedariidevelopech setodi scr et e st ages ofr

development in the cognitive processes of adults.

Cognitive Complexity Theory

William G. Perry, Jr. is #oundational thinker in the field of cognitie®mplexity(Perry,

1999). Perryand a team of Harvard researchewaducedinterviews of students at Harvard
University and Radcliffe University during the period 1954 to 1968e purpose of the

interviews was to research, organize, and describe tbteplogical changes of college

students as they progressed through their college experigstgg open interviews without

rigid formats or questions Perry and his team of judges interviewed undergraduate college
students as they progressed througlr fineshman to senior year. From the analysis of the

resulting interview documentation Perry found that students progressing through college changed
epistemologically as they were exposed to college education. Ultimately he developed a set of
nine Perry psitions to describe the epistemological beliefs of the stu@@atsy, 1999)

Ot her theori st s hav dhabeunodified his pire Perrgtionr y’ s wo
model to fit results they observed with other subjects. For exampl@eime n6s Ways of
Knowing: The Development of Self, Voice, and MMdry Belenkyand othergBelenky,

Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarulel997) focused on interviewing women and found that their

development was recognizably different from the Perry motiels study organized o me n’ s
developmental stages into five categories. Robert Kdgaelopedis concept of Orders of
Consciousness to describe the development of adults into a six tiered scheme of development

(Kegan,1994)

Measuring CognitiveComplexity
The instrumenthosen to measure cognitive complexdythis researcls the Learning
Environment Preferencesr LEP, instrument. The LEP was developed by William S. Moeare a
part of his dissertation research in 1987 (Moore, 2000 original use of the instrumienwas
to measure theognitivecomplexity of the thinking of undergraduate students. Duis to
relatively low cost and reliability the uses of the LEP have expanded beyond undergraduate

populations.Theinstrument has been in wide use for mgears andhas been used in a variety



of settings and in numerous previous stud@ark, 2008 Collins, 2005; Fishback, 1997; Lavis,
2005.

Thei nstrument operationalizes Perry’s scheme
measureable level of cognitive complexatf a subject’'s thinking. T
guestions subdivided into 5 domains in thikowing areas:

1. Course Conteriew of Learning

2. Role of the Instructor

3. Role of the StudefReers

4. Classroom Atmosphe¥ectivities

5. EvaluatiorProcedires

In each domain the subject is asked to prosidengthof preferencdor 13 statements
using alLikert scale to shw weak or strong preference¥hese Likert preferences are not
actually used in scoring the LEButratherare used to clarify the sjdet s thinking andhis or
her individualpreferences After working with thel3 clarifying statemergthe subject will
indicate a top three ranking of th8 statements each domain.lIt is those three top
preferences that are used to determinethgjse ct ' s Perry position.

After scoring the LEP yields a Cognitive Complexity Index (C&€re that equates to a
stageor positionwithin the Perry Scheme of intellectual development. The LEP measures
within a narrower band thaneHhull spectrundescribed by Pertys  t. hrkeorigigal Perry
schemeancluded Ytotal stages or positiorf®erry, 1999) The CCI scores range from 200 to 500
which correspond with Perry stages 2 to stagBérry position 1 was not included as this
position was thetical in nature and not seenRne r rigihas researchMoore, 199). Perry
positions above 5 are best determined Vatigthy and expensivgualitative methodsrhich are
more sophisticated than the LEP (Moore, 2000)is limit of the LEP to posion 5 is called the
“Ceil i ng Eff e canimpobtantoMmeratian wizen workingwith a population
that includes posgraduate students and faculty (Moore, 1991)

Developmental Teaching
The officergraduates o€EGSC are going to encounter compproblems that they must
solve. Therefore, the mission of the school is not just to provide students with more professional
knowledge butlsot o devel op t h eDeantofacddemid¢selfstudyraporh ki ng (

1C



2014) There are multiple perspectwen teaching (Pratt, 1998) but the most salient to this

research islevelopmental teachingDevelopmental teachime e ks t o I mprove t he
thinking process (Pratt, 1998). Developmental teaching desires to change the cognitive

frameworks of the rner in the direction of increasingly sophisticated thought (Kegan, 2009;

Taylor, Marienau, & Fiddler, 2000). The challenge for faculty at CGSC is to provide challenges

with support (Sanford, 962 that will result in an increase in the sophisticatiothought. In

order to do this the faculty must be of sufficiently high developmental level to observe both the

level where the students astarting from and the level where thaculty intends to take them
(Pratt, 1998) . Ofteher £&eul ecgmptelsendanotht g e d d yi
sides of the bridge and taking students acfess Figure 1). This is accomplished through

chall enging a student’ s c ingthemioteflestandshammé kno wi
their epistemologyaward greater sophistication (Draevernson, 2009).

Faculty must

Beginning be able to see Graduating
Student both ends of Student
Cognitive the “bridge” Cognitive
Complexity Complexity

Figure 1.1. Bridge lllustration

| 10 Months of CGSC >
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Problem Statement
The defense of our Constitution and our

nai on’s military forces. profésgonamilitary forcesimustn t  wii
operate is a complex one that often poses difficult problems for our moft@grsto solve. As

a consequence mihreer military officers are given the oppanty to attend an education that

can prepare them to solve problems fraught with ambiguityldficulty, requiring complex
thinking for them to be successful.he education these officers receive must be facilitated by a
faculty with a cognitive complety greater than the goal for graduates (and greater than the
student cognitive complexity as they enter the school) in order to enable the faculty to bridge

students to higher levels of cognitive complexity.

PurposeStatement
The purpose of this researisto examine théaculty and students at amtermediate
service shool and to measure the cognitive complexity of lgpthups An analysis of the
resulting measured levels odgnitivecomplexity will be examined to determine ttiéference
bewweenmeasuredfaculty levels ananeasuredgtudent évels of complexity of thinking and how
they vary with demographic factoradditionally the analysis will be advanced by looking at the
expectations of cognitive complexityr student graduates pablished bythe intermediate

service shoollearning objectives

Research Questions
This study will be guided by the following research questions that use data collected from
an instrument applied to both faculty and students at CGSC to learn more abelaitreships
between measured cognitive compleX{®C) for groups. Demographic data will also be

collected to look for relationshipamongsecondary characteristics of the faculty and students.

Research Quegin Onei Faculty and Students Cognitive Compléi
Is there a difference in the measdiievel of faculty and student cognitive complexity as

measured using the Learning Environment Preferences instrument?

12
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Research Question Twib Faculty and Expectations foCognitive Complexity
Is there aifference inthe level of faculty cognitive complexity as measured using the
Learning Environment Preferences instruneemd the expected level of Gbown by the

published learning objectives?

Research Question Threie StudentCognitive Complexityand Expectationgor
Cognitive Complexity
Is there aifference in the level of student cognitive complexity as measured using the
Learning Environment Preferences instrument and the expected leogrofive complexity

shown by the published learning objectives?

Resarch Question Fouri DemographicRelationships(faculty only)
How does measured CC differ across demographic categories for faculty?
Is there aifference among faculty measured CC (dependent variable) across
independent variablese@chingdepartment, gars ofCGSC teachingxperience, military status

andage? N.B. Military status has two possible conditions: active duty or civilian.

Research Question Five DemographicRelationships(students and faculty)
How does measured CC differ across demogdcagategoriegor both students and
faculty? Is there a difference in measured CC (dependent variable) across independent variables
(education level, gender, combat experience, branch of service, commissioning source, and years

of active duty servicé)

Design of the Study

This study is norexperimental (Campbell & Stanley, 1963) in that variables are not
manipulated to create effects that can be observed in the changes created (or lack of change) on
other measurable variableg.he design is a comparisoftwo groups (students and faculty)
within a commorcollegeenvironmentandis primarily a quantitative study. In this design no
treatments are applied to the populations. The goal of this research desiploiatorybecause
there isvery little information previoushgathered among these grouipshe area of cognitive
complexity The researcher believes there is value in looking aelagonshipsamong the
measurable results from applying an instrument to both groups (Stebbins, 2001). ngxipéori
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relationshipsetween the level of cognitive complexity in two populations, the faculty and their
students at the Army Command and General Staff Cofteyguncoverunusual characteristics
that can only beevealed through measurementAdditiondly the expectations of cognitive
complexity of the graduates will be determirmdtranslating the learning objeats, which the
collegestatsi n t er ms of Bihtoan expectatiomd Reoynpositign. This
expectation of graduates will beaasin conjunction with theesults of the.EP testing to draw

additionalmeaningfrom the findings.

Procedure

The researcher will offer the Learning Environment Preference instrument to the full
population of CGSC students and faculfyhe timing of theadministration of the LEP is
important. The faculty have a relatively slow work period in the summer prior to the
commencement of teaching in the first week of August. The ideal time to administer the LEP
would be after most faculty return from summacations to attend mandatory training, but prior
to the commencement of daily classes. Tasthe latter weeks of July. For the student body
in the few weeks prior to the start of core curriculum classes there is also a relatively light
workload entaihg checkingin to the school, and taking orientation classes, and completing
diagnostic tests. As new students they are not yet exposed to the effects of developmental
teaching at CGSC. This is the optimum time for LEP administration to gauge whexetstaic
at the start of their education, at the point where the instructors will first see them
epistemologically. This time is also in the latter weeks of July.

The LEP will be offered vian-house DoD providedoftware(Inquisite softwareysed
for admnistering various survey instruments throughout the school year. The software will be
used to provide informed consent information to voluntary participants followed by collection of
LEP data. Once the data is recorded it will be downloaded for sduyitigeCenter for the
Study of Intellectual Development.

Once the LEP data is collected and scored it will also be necessary to determine the Perry
level that a graduate of CGSC is expected to obfHire college develops expectations for its
graduatesn the form of Learning Objectives. There #grgteenupper level Terminal Learning
Objectives (TLOs) each with a series of subordinate Enabling Learning Objectives (ELOs). The

thirteenTLOs andeightyEL Os ar e wr i tten usi ng 5Blo@pmsss Taxo
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the learning objective levelSpecifically, each TLO and ELO includes a learning level the
instructors and students are responsible for achievihg.researcher will translate the Blooms
learningobjective leved into an equivalent expeation in Perry position. This analysis will
further enhance thealueof the study by allowing for comparisookthe expectations of

graduates to the measured cognitive complexity of faculty and students

Population

There are two populations that bl exploredas part of this studyThe total population
of student is 1307 but includes all studentbe US officers out of that total afg193 students
These students are madreer military officers and they are Army officers thegrepre-
sekctedby the Army for attendance based on their prior service performance and other factors.
They generally are in the-8, O-4, and G5 rank with the predominance beingdO All officers
must have obtained a bachel oyhawcomdpiegddegees o be
at the masters level bigher.

At CGSC the students are educated by five departments and therefore the cuaiallum
instructioncan be divided into fiveroad subjecareas. There are other topics that are taught
from time totime that do not fit into these five departments exactly but these tend to be
ephemerabr havesmall amounts of conte(g.g. space operationsA prominentdivide among
faculty is the split between those currently serving on active (dity aretempoarily assigned
by the Department of Defensand those civilians who voluntarily teach as a matter of
professional employmenind often remain for a decade or long€he total faculty was 315.

The composition of the faculty will vary from year to yeartlae Armyhasneed for active duty
officers to stay in the field as an operating foarereturns them from the field to generating
forceassignmentiike teaching. Théaculty ratio iscurrently in the neighborhood of 60%

civilian and 40% active dytmilitary (Dean of academics self study report, 2014).

Significance
Fewstudies have investigated thditary officer studentpopulation. A great deal of
research workising the LERhas historically centered on undergraduate student development
These e oftenthe traditional civilian, fulitime, single, males of early studies by Perry and

others, and later studies of broader demograpbid still primarily civilian and mostly
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undergraduate. There is a need for other groups to be saurdiadparticulargraduate students
tend to baunder examine@@Gardner, 2009)

The study and understanding of ouifitary officer studenpopulation is highly
significant in a number of ways. It is this group of people that are entrusted to be the primary
decisian makers in complex situations that protect our way of life, form of government (via the
Constitution), and our homeland. These peopldéaagely veterans afombat in twaecent
wars, wars that have lasted longer than any in the history of our n&iiloce wewill entrust so
much to military offices it behooves us to build the best possible educational experiences for
them in order to develop the kind of thinking skihey must have to defend the nation.

This study willdeviate from the more commdwocus oncivilian undergraduate university
settings to a graduate level military intermediate service schdbis studybreaks new igpund
in investigating an undestudiedpopulation and may be the beginning for further work in this

area.

Limitation s

This study is unique in that not often are studies done that examine both the faculty and
students simultaneouslyithin a single collegenvironment. This study may inspire more
research in the future in thesea. Within the confines of this studgtb are the following
limitations:

1. There are limitations regarding the range of the LEP as an instrument for measuring
cognitive complexity. The LEP yields a Cognitive Complexity Inffe€l) score in the range
200 to 500 that correlate to Perry Riosis 2 through 5.

2. The Department of Defense requirements are changing regarding the use of DoD
personnel for studies such as this one. In the past it was not unusual for leadership to be directly
involved in encouraging support for studiesto %t aside time in an academic calendar for
paperand pencil administration of a stushstrument. Recent new regulations limit access and
mandate no chain of command activity that may be seen as coercive. Consequently the response
rates may be reducedtims and future studiesn military environmentss it is important for

DoD subjects to feel free tefuse to be the subject of a study.
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3. This study is exploratory and is not longitudinilinvolves a*snapshot in time
measurement of the studsmnd facultyand does not look at changes over timd@other study
of a longitudinal design may also be valuable.

4 . The basis for translation of Bloom's T
corresponding Perry Position expectation wergeslio the limitations of qualitative research.
The researcher has developed a table of correlat®ri ng t he behaviors descr
work and correlated them to behaviors expected by Perry position.

5. The environment at CGSC is uniqencethe results are limited in terms of

generalizabilityto other institutions

Definition of Terms

Adult Development- comprises the changes that occur across a spectrum of attributes
that characterize adults. In the context of this research the foouslesszelopment of cognitive
complexity among adult learners (Hoare, 2006).

Army Learning Concept —is a new model for educating people in the Army. Formerly
learning was done separately in the field from that which was done in schools. Learning
envirorments were mostly passive, instructor led, with rigid structures and duration. The Army
Learning Concept envisions learner centered instruction, available where and when needed
t hroughout the | earner’s career amimgsi ng modern
environment is intended to become patrticipatory and getiile facilitators encouraging critical
thinking and problem solving(TRADOC Pamphlet 528-2: The U.S. Army Learning Concept
for 2015,20117).

Cognitive Complexity (CC) - is the ability d adults to think in sophisticated ways and
to make meaning of information in ever more intricate ways. For this study cognitive
complexity will be measured in terms of Perry position (Perry, 1970: Kegan 1994).

Cognitive Development is associated with branch of psychology that studies the
changing developmental capacity of adults. It is the process by which a person gains more
complex ways of thinking starting from infancy and continuing through adulthood (Stedman,
2012).

Constructivism - is the une@rstanding that human beings make sense of the world by
construction of their own meaning of reality. When experiencing the world in the cognitive,
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emotional, interpersonal and intrapersonal events and inputs the person puts these stimuli
together to maka personal meaning from them (Drageverson, 2012)

Developmentalism- is the concept that adults can change in their views and how they
construct their reality, becoming more complex in their thinking. Under the correct conditions
(either accidental antentionally set up) adults will develop toward more sophisticated thinking.
(Drago-Severson, 2012)

DevelopmentalTeaching- is teaching to facilitatéhe change in mental frameworks
used by adults when they think about and solve problddeselopmetal teachingcenters on
emergence of increasingly complex and sophisticated thought through development of.thinking
It results in irreversible changes in worldview rather that the accumulation of more pieces of
information(Hoare, 2006Pratt, 1998

Field Grade (or Field Grade Officer)— Defined as an officer in the grades c#i®@r O
5. Atthispoinit n an officer’s career he or she is exp
(Company Grade) junior officer leadership roles and points of view, dogamizational level
leader role (DA Pamphlet 668 2014).

Holding Environment - is the set of conditions surrounding a learning activity that is
intended to allow learners to feel safe and accepted so that they may experience personal growth.
It hasthree functions, first to accept the person where they are developmentally, second it must
allow for the person to let go of their current developmental level to stretch to a new one, and
finally it must support the person at the new more sophisticatedogenental level (Drago
Severenson, 2012).

Intermediate Service Schoo(ISS)- Joint professional military education occurs along
a continuunof schools The ISS (also called termediate Level Collegéntermediate Service
College, Intermediatievel Sevice College, Intermediate Level School, or Military Education
Level 4 producéris an institution foeducatng mid-career officersnormally at the @4 level
(Majors and Lieutenant Commander3)here are four ISStheArmy Command and General
Staff Colege (CGSCJalso abbreviated USACGSAir Command and Staff College (ACSC),
College of Naval Command and St&dNCS) and the Marine Corps Command and Staff
College( MCCSC) . They are charged with developing
creat ve t h o u g HOfficgyprotessersmaiildasy”’educationpolicy, 2015, p AA-4).
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Professional - as a descriptor is referring to the person who is routinely engaged in
dealing with solutions for problems of great significance including problemsevho
consequences may involve life and death, whose work in the profession is conferred and
observed by an external authority, and who is called upon to make autonomous decisions in
unique circumstance&fgyris & Schoén, 1974; Hughes, 1963¢hon, 1987).

Professional Competencerelates to how professionals think and apply knowledge as
opposed to a reference to what the professional knows (knowledge) (Schon, 1987).

Reflective Practice- is the application of the profession with more than application of
simple heuristic or linear decision making tools. The professional in reflective primcticeat
problems from multiple points of view, is open to new information, and is capable of questioning
their own assumptions and reframing a problem to improvectiena taken to solve that
problem (Schon, 1987).

Student Developmenti s descri bed as “the ways that a
increases his or her developmental capabilities as a result of enrollment in an institution of higher
educati 0en2009) Gar dn

Terminal Learning Objectives (TLOs)—-“ The main objective of a
performance required of the student to demons
(TRADOC Pamphlet 3500-3: Staff and Faculty Developme2013, p 65).At CGSC the
terminal learning objective is expressed udhgoms taxonomyor cognitive learning
expectations

Transformational Learning —is use of education to stimulate the emergence of
increased cognitive, emotional, interpersonal, and intrapdrsapacities that will allow adults
to manage complexity in life and work (Draeverson, 2009).

Wicked Problems- are problems that defy simple, linear problem solving due to the
complex nature and internally sedferential changing nature of the plerin (Conklin, 2006
Rittel, 1972;Rittel & Webber, 1978

Summary

The military needs officers who can solve the complex problems of the contemporary
world. This is so important that the military will pay for rudreer officers to spend almost a
full year at an intermediate service school with the expectation that the officer will see a
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significant gain in problem solving abilityThese professionals need to think in sophisticated
ways to solve problems with significant elements of ambiguity and urdgrta
Thisresearctwill examine how the Army CGSC is defining what cognitive complexity it
anticipatsin a graduate of the school. Timditary and theschool state the need in broad terms
via vision and mission statements. More specific to C&3he explicit delineation of attributes
via a set of | earni ng aodBloentstakomoeis possiblesto ng Perr
translate these learning objectives into a form that can be measured as a Perry position.
Constructivist theoristKegan, 1994; Drag&evernson 2012) believe that the
complexity or sophistication of thinking is an ongoing process and can be influenced by
education. Learners given appropriate challenges with su@aortord, 1962)vill develop
greater and greater cagwe complexity and will rise upwardn the Perry position scheme.
This rise is predicated on receiving education designed to raise the student cognitive complexity
(Pratt, 1998%0 the curriculum and expectations of graduates are naturally goingtto be a
differing levels with students below and expectations above. Similaeyaculty in order to
teach a curriculum designed to lift studentsmapst be able toomprehendhe goals or
expectations and so the cognitive complexity of faculty shoulddsesr than both the students
and the expected level of sophistication of a graduate.
This research measures the cognitive complexity of both the students and faculty to see
what the relationships are with respect to cognitive complexity. Conclusidrizewdtawn from
the data measure®ther relationships usindemographic factors will also be examined for

significance.
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CHAPTER2-Li t erature Revi ew

Introduction

The career of a military officer is one of professional service. They are essential to the
secuity of our nation and the preservation of our way of life. Professionalism demands certain
foundational characteristicsCertainly there is an expectation of extensive knowledge within
their field of practice. Usually this knowledge is demonstratadertification processes and
gualifications after extensive schooling. Professionals are dedicated to a specified code of moral
and ethical conduct, in the case of a military offittert code i#mbodied in the Uniform Code
of Military Justiceandin centuries of military history and traditionThere are rules and
institutions that allow professionals to internally certify members of the profession and regulate
their behavior. The professional is a lifelong leamko strives to improve practice thrgh
education at various points in their carEERADOC Pamphlet 528-2: The U.S. Army
Learning Concept for 2015, 2011Because of these properties professionals are trusted in
society and given a high degree of authority and autonomy in practicerdialteof expertise
(US Army Center for the Army Profession and Ethic, 2014)

Environment and Expectations The Needs of the Military Professioal

The military recognizes the necessity for its members to be intellectually up to the
challenge of solvingamplex problems. The literature of military professional journals is replete
with referencesegardingthe complexity of the contemporary operational environment
(Davison, 2008; de Czege, 2009; Bam&Ryan, 2009; Banach, 200Gardon & Leonard,

2010. Concomitant with the exposition of complex environments is a common theme of
preparing people to work withiiatcomplexity. TheArmy has recognized that you can
conduct training for situations that are expected. Situations with known components and
surrounding factors are drilleicito sailors, soldiers, airmen, and Marirtleough training so that
reflexesand heuristic problersolving carnbe applied with great spe€dacharakis & Van Der
Werff, 2012) This works well for putting out a fire aboard ship combating a chemical attack,
but how do you ensure best performance in situations that defy the certainty of training? For
example you can traiamilitary team toefficiently break down a door, enter and clear a house.
But you c¢ an’ealwithritha complexily ef areating a pieaceful atmospaereng
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three four, or five opposing cultures that have nepegviously livedtogethemwithin one district
(or worse,who have been in conflict for centurjed~or thatsituationyou need leadersivo can
adaptto complex ambiguousand volatile situationsYou need leaders who think creatively to
develop aeasonablyood solutionbut is not amndeal solutionif an ideal solution everxests
(Clark, 2008; McClary, 2009)Often what is needed &solution that isudficient instead of
perfect. Where do leaders come from that are agile, adaptable and able to think ef a good
enough solution for complex problems?

The leaders the military desires are forged at the intermediate service schotE\¢ES)
As an officer reaches roughly the halfway point in a military career she or he will often have the
option of attending an ISS. The Department of Defense affatple institutions for mie
career training. This study will focus on the Army fudd@mmand and General Staff College
(CGSC)at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

Like the rest of the militaryCGSC in intent and curriculunoonsiders intellectual
development through educatiaprimary goal. Thestrategic priorities ofhe college as
delineaed in itson-line website stateswill, “ Educate and train our st
successful graduates can lead teams and solve complex problems in ambiguous environments in
accordance with CGBSEGE&SCiissiamvisionyprinciptes & pbilosopys ”  (
2015 p. 4).

Critical thinking skills are included as part of the curriculum provided to students in the
first weels of classes. Students dive into theoryand practical applicatioof Richard Paul
and Linda EldefPaul & Elder, 2@4) andwork on metacognitie analysis of their own thinking.
Students are encouraged to pid practical use theight* E | e meThdught amd the nine
“Uni ver sal | nt asddsceibed by Bdul &Eidém thedr guidd Isobk This is the
beginningof their ten montldevelopmentatducation intended to grow the studenthi@ability
to think in depth.

After this initial exposure to critical thinking the faculty will continue to develop
students. Developmental teaching (Pratt, 1998), with aroeyard the raising of the cognitive
complexity of students, is one of the missions of the faculty as they educate students to solve
problems in a complex and uncertain security environment (TRADOC Pamphlat®GZke

Army Capstone Concept, 2009).
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Military Publication of Need

The Army of the near futemwill needto besignificantlydifferent TRADOC Pamphlet
5253-1: The United States Army Operating Concept:Win in a Complex \\@xd).

Specifically, there is an emphasis on developing leadéhgvthe Armywho have
characteristics, driven by changes in éneironment, whiclare different from the leaders of the
past. The differenceme delineatedh the official writing that the Army produces through its
primary divsion responsible for traing oldiers and the officers who lead them. Looking at
some of the recent publicatiofiem Training and Doctrine Commai@RADOC)is
illuminatingand can be best illustrated sharting with the older publicationsé moving to the
more recent.

Army doctrine provides the foundation for describing the character of an Army leader
and has been consistent in its description. The older verskM 6f22 which wagpublished in
October 200g@US Army Field Manual FM &2: Armyleadership: Competertpnfidert, and
agile, 2006 describes intellectual characteChapter 6, titled Leader Intelligence, is highly
descriptive and relevant. A leader is to be mentally agile. margalagility characteristics
demonstrated in numerous ways. The leader is dalegtauncertain and changing conditions.
He or $1e has to be capable of seeing multiple points of @iesvcompetentlgelecing from the
range of possible solutions that may be developlig.or $ie is a thinker who can see the future
effects that redtifrom action taken to solve problem%his isreferredto in FM 622 as
“thinking tdndtbidgrhd esre (g f®ideVhileshinking critically and
creatively theArmy leader must also use methdHat allow him or her tthink methodicly, to
choo® courses of actigrandto considerthe consequences. Finally, the leader must be able to
learn from others anilom his or her owrsuccesses and failures, showing the willingness to
improvise when faced with complex situations that appehate no clear solutions.

In the most recently revised leadership doctrine publication of August @6d2called
ADRP 622 (ADRP stands for Army DoctrirfReferencd?ublication) the description of leaders
in Chapter 5s very similar(US Army Doctrine Bference Publication (ADRP}®&2: Army
leadership2012). Leaders are charged with keepthgir minds open to multiple ideas and
possible solutions, not closing their thinking prior to reaching an optimal solutayorédlem.

The problemshey are diected tosolve are describgasbeing“complex,ills t r uct ur ed”

nature. Leaders must use critical thinking to visualize creative solutions for these problems.
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In July of 200%he leader of the Combined Arms Center and Commandant of CGSC (Lt.
Gen. Wlliam B. Caldwell) testified before the House Armed Services committee regarding the
purpose of Professional ,9MdhbsSCGSE arga pirdobitkeat i on (P
overall PME system which includese-commissioning educatiofat the military aademy or
ROTC), Basic Officereducatiorreceived prior to the ISS level and Senior Service School
educati on r e c scanrcaralerdl ywars after ISS5Géneral Ealdivell testified that
primary purpose athe PME is to produce leadewhohavebeen imbued with the skill sets to
allow them to produce solutions when they encounter situations never encobefered As he
put it,

“So that when you are confronted with something that is never thought of before,

it is extremely complex and diffitt) and is a real challenge, ybave got those skill sets

inherently built into you, that allows you to process and assimilate and add some order

out of this chaos. Ingesting in Our Military Leaders: The Role of Professional Military

Education in OfficeDevelopment2009, p.2%
He envisiomdan educati onal process that teaches off
(Investing in Our Military Leaders: The Role of Professional Military Education in Officer
Development2009, p.24¥o0 that they areapable of the mental flexibility necessary to solve
unique problems.

In 2009 the Army published TRADOC Pamphlet528 “ The Ar my Capstone
(TRADOC Pamphlet 528-0: The Army Capstone Concept, 208@)owed in 2010 by
TRADOC Pamphlet528-1 The United St ates ATRABOCOGamphleat i ng
5253-1: The United States Army Operating Concept, 20T4ese two documents provide
basis for what the Armgxpecs from its leaders. At numerous points the discussion turns to the
needforeaders with “flexibility of thought”, “ad:
ability to work in enviroments with great uncertaintyzor example the introduction to
Pamphlet528-0 st ates “The training and ealelopthed i on of
mindset and requisite knowledge, skills, and abilities required to operate effectively under
conditions of unc gp.it) Zhecléayimphicaton ictimantrdughxedudatyon ”

and learning the military leader develops thalaites reded for success in the Army.
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Using the Capstone Concept as asfs action the Army published TRADOC
Pamphlet 5288-2 in January 2011. This pamphiigied, "The U.S. Army Learning Concept for
2 0 1, prdjects more of the Army expectatios for leader¢dTRADOC Pamphlet 528-2: The
U.S. Army Learning Concept for 2015, 201T)he Army Learning ConcepALC)
encompasses a wide range of changes the Army anticipates making to keep the institution ahead
of its competition. Among these are cgan to curriculum, delivery methods and hiring of
personneltoteachan emphasis on the *“ Guide o.het he Si de
overall model of learning in the Army waseviouslydeveloped largely for a relatively static
enemy (most recelytthe Soviet Union). Officers spent time in information lectures at
institutional schools like CGSC examining the likely actions of the known enemy and preparing
plans and orders to allow an appropriate respombe.new ALCencourageshanges focused
uponproducing Soldiers and leaders whanb o d y t h € CehturynSoldier 2 1
Competencies (see diagram beléigure2.1 from TRADOC Pamphlet 52B-2). Among the
desiredcompetencies, wo ar e connected to Cognitivee" Compl
and “Critical Thinking and Problem Solving”.
of |l earning” that will wuse educati olhesdé o i mpr o
characteristics are needed now becaeaddrs are expectedwmrk in conditions wheréhe
enemies are not statioot all information is availablegreat uncertainty exists, and where the
details of problems encountered are intricately linked and complex. Professional Military
Education (or PME) is a way that themy sees to improve the ability of its officers to make
good decisions and act on them quickly in these environmémtke conclusion of the ALC it
sums up by saying, “The objective is achievab
Soldiersind e ar ni n(@. 383 mmyery tecent white paper the commanding general of
the US Army Combined Arms Cent@rhere CGSC is locatgavrote in the preface to his white
paper on the human di mension of t hencataintyy, “To
than at any time since the ending of the Cold War ( US A,p)mBinally,2h® Ardy has
become so thoroughly committed to education as the way to prepare officers for a complex
future that in 2015 the Army has begun a process to coasoiitd schools, spread across the
united states, into one consolidated unified university systém Army University White Paper:
Educating Leaders to Win in a Complex Wo@015). This new system will be called The
Army University. The Army has staten a white paper the purpose of The Army University
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when it declares, “Preparing | eaders for this
e d u c a fThe@my Univdrsity White Paper: Educating Leaders to Win in a Complex World
2015, p. ii).

21st Century Soldier Competencies

Character andccountability
Comprehensivéitness

Adaptability andinitiative

Lifelong learner (includes digital literacy)
Teamwork ancollaboration
Communication anéngagement (oral,
written, negotiation)

Critical thinking andproblemsolving
Cultural and joint, interagency,
intergovernmental, and multinational
competence

i Tacical and technical competence (full
spectrum apable)

= —a -4 -_a_-a_-°2

E |

Figure 2.1. Competencies List from TRADOC Pamphlet 5258-2

CGSC Publicationsaand Curriculum

The publishing of expectations for graduates of C&8€a long historyIn thejournal
Military Review an articleppearsn 1946discussing the seven primary processes tsed
instruction in vihat was then called the Army Command and General Staff School (CGSS).
Included in the article are expectationsdfficer graduates Oneexampleof an expectation is
an exfhicit desire for students that demonstrisgependent thinking'To stimulate independent
thinking which will enable the student after he is in the field, to build on the foundation received
at this school.(Wuertenberger, 194%. 66) There was aexpetation of the value of the
seminar method of teaching guide students to thirdboutmultiple solutiondor a given
problem "This device is of particular value when there may be a number of satisfactory, though
varying, solutions to a certain staff ptem." (Wuertenberger, 1964, 66) This aspecof the
expectedccharacteristics of graduates related to CC have not changed a greatedeizhe

In more recent publications surrounding the expectations of graduates there is still an

emphasis on quaikes wherecognitive complexity in thinkingis at a premium.Looking at the
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publi shed CGSC webpage titled, “Mission, Visi

graduate of CGSC is defin@uterms related to cognitive complexity. Below are a few
guotations fronthe missiorstatemenof the school andharacteristics given for CGSC
graduateghttp://usacgsc.army.mil/organizations/cace/cgsc/migsion

We must educate our graduafer the uncertainty they will surely encountertheust
know how to think and apply critical reasoning and creative thinkimgmplex

ambiguous situations.

USACGSC seeks to produce: successful graduates leading teams to solve complex

problems throuigout the spectrum of operations.

Educate and train our students to ensure successful graduates can lead teams and solve
complex problems in ambiguous environments in accordance with CGSC learning

outcomes.

The last statement references the learningasaes of CGSC as a guide to understanding the
graduate of the school. What are these learning outcomes, how are they defined, and how can
they be translated intm form that can be used in comparison to the measured cognitive
complexity of actual studemtand faculty? The answers begin with examining the objectives

themselves.

Bl oomés Taxonomy of Educational
At CGSC the method used to define dognitivecharacteristic desired from instruction

arespecifiedin a set of Terminal Learning @gtives (TLOs). For this study it will be
important to examine the TLOs ande&ieninethe relationship between Perry Positions and
TLOs. Because the TLOs are the clearest definition of what the graduate of CGSC will achieve
it is possible to compared¢hmeasured Perry Position of graduates to the expected levels from
TLOs by translating TLOs, written with Blooms taxonomy, into Perry posit{@usge &
Brinkman, 2010; Horii, 2007#ofer & Pintrich, 1997]rish, 1999;Ryan, 1984; Wood,1993)it

will also be important to compare the measured faculty Perry positions with the expectations of
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the graduate as theory shethat the faculty must be ablet¢omprehend cognitive complexity
at a high enough level to understand the level they are developing stiodectieevg Drago
Severnson, 2012; Kegan, 19%%att, 1998)

When building curriculum a great deal of time and effort are expended in the process of
defining these TLOs with as much precision as possible because these objectives express the
expectatios of the Army for the graduate of the institutiofo gain precision across curriculum
the college uses primarily tl@gnitivedomain educational objectives expressed by Benjamin
Bloomin his 1956 form(Bloom, 1956). Although Lorin Andersorand David Kathwohllater
modified his taxonomyAnderson & Krathwohl, 2001FGSC has continued to use the older
1956 form. Each learning objective at the college is required to specify the expected behavior
based on one of the six levelsaoignitivebehavior fromBloom. Bloom is explicit in the
description of the taxonomy that the taxonomy
include the simpler behaviofs( Bl o o m,  1Sfudefbts build uthrdughdhe levels
similarly to growing in stageis a mannesimilarto the theory of William Perry fazognitive
complexity. Bloom intends that increasing the learning objective level is concerned with raising
or bridging students from a lower order of thinking to more sophisticated levels.

Bloom organizeddarningobjectivesinto six levels:

1. Knowledge- the basiability to recall specific and isolatable bits of information. At
this level students can list dates, name plamregersons, etc.

2. Comprehension the beginning of understanding this inbés describing information
without actually connecting the information to other information. It is still largely the ability to
repeat information given to the student.

3. Application— After learning pinciples, ideastheoriesyules ofprocedures thstudent
can be remembeéhemand usehem Application level cognitiomsksthe student to employ the
facts or procedures into a process more sophisticated than repeating back facts or describing an
object or idea.

4. Analysis- The student now should ladle to see the elements of communication and
break it down looking for facts, assumptions, and hypotheses. He can see how parts of concepts

are related to one another and draw conclusions regarding the parts and the whole.
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5. Synthesis- This entailgputting together the elements and parts of all the previous
levels in order to produce a new whole idea or produce a new process with clarity and
organization. The student is designing or devising from her experience and prior learning.

6. Evaluation- At the highest learning the student can make quantitative and qualitative
judgments about how well material satisfeegernally or internally derived criteria. The
objective is to assess the value of the material learfied.student caweigh the evidece and
find truth or fallacies.

After defining the objectives it will be necessary to translate them from Blooms

taxonomy into a more useful form that relates them to the Perry positions we can measure.

Professional Developmerand Donald Schon

Military officers are professionals. Professi@naktcording to Everett Hughes, are those
in occupations that have great knowledge and skill in mattgmoabuncedmportance to
society as a whol@Hughes, 1963) Doctors are clearly in this category and averthe
responsibilityand trust tanake decisions influencing the life or death of patieritsexchange
for the great responsibility that doctors hdliky are given latitude within society to have
extensive autonomy in the practice of mediciBeciety demands thahéy develop processes
and institutions that certify their practice and internally regulate their members within the
profession, establishing rules and regulations to control the practitioners. In a parallel context
military officers arealso given the authority to hold the power of life and death over other human

beings. On the battlefieldr in the planningstaftn of fi cer’ s diagnosi s

observed will lead to decisions that affect the lives of combatants and ciatianisattlefield,

and could potentially injure or kill millions of people (in the case of nuclear conflicts). Like

doctors the military profession has been granted great autonomy to function within its own

established guidelines'he Uniform Code of Militay Justice is, for example, is a separate legal

system established purely to regulate the conduct of military personnel. Like dodlicasy

professionals are expected to firdb no harr in the sense that they must create conditions

established bydditical leaders in ways that minimize harm and the potential for future conflict.
As professionals the military officer negui®fessionakchool for development.

Research indicates thatgpledevelop through educatigiegan, 1994King & Kitchener,

1994). Studies of professional competence connect higher trading (thinking that is
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needed for solving the complex problems presented to profes3iwmitalsievelopmental
learning(Hoare, 20062011). In the modern military environment officers widice what

Ronald Heifetz termed adaptive challenges where the problem to be solved is unclear and there
are no currently knowsolutions for the problem (Heifetz, 1994).

Donald Schon researched and wrote extensively on the need for professionaédap dev
through education (Schon 1974, 198987 1991). Schontheorized that professional work is
distinctly different. For some less challenging probl@nadessionalsvere employing
“knowing in action” or the | achmggedstpsolvevconsci ou
problems that reoccur in the profess{@thén 1983, 1987)For simple problems that works
well, however professionals are expected to waekond the simple and soleeo mp | e x or
structured” problems as well

When working with iltstructured problems professionals work like artight® are
engaged in creative expressiddchoncalled this artistigractice reflection in actio(Gchon
1983, 1987) Reflection in action entails more than the rote application of known techniques to
create a solution. It involves the person reflecting on what effects are occurring as the
professional is applying treatments to partially solve problems. From tgsing reflection the
professional makes judgments and adjustments. The procesdiieaied often the
professional will have trouble articulating exactly how they are working out the solotibthe
result is a new set of actions that may be highly unique for solving a problem. The process is
akin to a painter engaged in making aestagnt through his use of paint and brugbther
studies have bearonducted usingheasures of creativity as it relates to professional military
officers (Clark, 2008; McClary 2009) but creativity measurements will not be a focus for this
research.

Theprofessional problem solver is not educated purely in terms of rational thinking and
techniques. The education is tailoredntdudethe realm of creativity. As such professional
education must take on the character of coaching of stu@aitén 19831987) The faculty
becomes less of a teacher of technigle@ebut dso an observer of the student response to
problems posed. There is some level of demonstration of basic knowledge but the learner is
then coached to solve problemdheir own uniquefashion. The coach recognizes where the
student has developed in their ability to creatively solve cases and coaches for further depth,

essentially seeing a student plateaued at one level of CC and working to set up an appropriate
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level of challenge tonove the student further alonghe coach must be able¢omprehend
both the student’s current | evel of devel opme
student to achiev@Pratt, 1998) In the context of this study it means that a faculty memiilér
need to be at a Perppsition level above the student let@lbe able to raise the student to a
higher level ofcognitive complexity

Coaches in professional education must reflect on refleati@ction to be effective.
For the faculty to devep professionals requires them not only to be proficient in refleation
action but to reflect on both their practice (teaching) and the reflection in action of their students
(staff planning). An effective faculty coach will see how students are €umaty at solving staff
planning processes and reflect to recognize what needs to be developed to more sophisticated
levels. In terms of Perry Positions the faculty must recognize if individual students are operating
at low levels and design and adjustrauium and teaching to suit the studefitbss, 1994)
Schoncalls this the development of Reflective Practicum as the way to help students to become
proficient on thai own in reflectiorin-action(Schén,1987).

Given that the Army needs officers wban meet the need for professionals that have the
requisite talent for solving Hétructured problems the intermediate service school is a pathway to
forge these officers. They will need to be coached to obtain the artistry of a professional. They
will also need to think with a high level of cognitive complexity. What does theory tell us about

cognitive complexity?

Cognitive Complexity

Cognitivecomplexityunderpins thinking in depth which in turn is the foundation
necessary for solving the complex pievhs encumbering the graduate of a military Intermediate
Service School (ISS). RAeorists have examined complexity of thinking and postulated the
progression of thinking frorfower levelsto higher levels of sophisticadn in thinking (Belenky,
Clinchy, Gddberger, & Tarule, 1997; Kegan, 1994; King & Kitchener, 1994; Perry, 1999;
Piaget, 1955) Each has seen cognitive complexity from a differing point of view relevant to the
era in which they wrote and the subjects whom they studied. dégstoped eithea continuum
of progression in thinking sophistication or a more discrete set of siages“ poafi t i ons”

development in the cognitive processes of adults.
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Perry

A prestigious and foundational theorist of cognitive complexity is WillarRerry, Jr.
(Perry, 1999) Perry began by conducting interviews of students at Harvard Univarsity
Radcliffe Universityduring the period 1954 to 1963. Using open interviews withgia
formats or questions Perry and his teafrfudgesinterviewed undergraduatollege students as
they progressed through their freshman to senior yEae.sample size was relatively small
encompassin@40 total students and most of the students were men (only two full reports from
women). From the analysis of the resultingimtew documentation Perry found that students
progressing through college changed epistemologically as they were exposed to college
education. The goal of his research was to organize and describe the changes.

Perry developed a model of the changeamplexity of how students thought about
knowledge from the earliest college experiences to the final experiences. His model describes
the viewpoints of students along a scale of positions from 1 through 9. In each higher position
the student has changkdw they understand where knowledge comes from and their
sophistication in cognitive complexityt hi s st udy wi | | rely heavil
nine positions described below.

Perrypositionsl and 2 are similar in their adherence to Dualifpe people in these
positions tend to view their world as divided (see figure 2) in tWRasition 1 is the most basic
level of student knowing. At this level the person is convinced that the world is very simply
divided between that which is absolutklyown and that which is currently unknown. There is
no room for gray areas and the student at this level will talk about the world in terms Perry
describes -rgstwé Auve@obsusyan oppos-wongo twhoerd gd” .0f
This position 6 Basic Duality was not actually recorded in any of the college freshmen studied
by Perry but he included it as a logical bookend to his linear progression of positions. It would
result in a person wholly dependent for knowledge from authorities alon®ketlience the
goal and no independent thinking or knowing. At this position the individual will not even

recognize the existence of multiple points of view or perspectives. They see the world in a cold
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bipolarity where you are either with them in beireg and obeying authority or you are lost and

wrong.

Figure 2.2. Perry Model Dualism

Position 2 was the lowest level noted in college freshmen. In position 2 the person is still
dualistic in thinking It recognizes that there are others who may have a wrong answer that will
eventually be corrected. Knowledge is still divided between absolute truth and absolute falsity
and those who might say otherwise wiled to be educated in what is correguthaity figures
still have correct answers for learners and can be expected to tell you the one right answer to
your questions after maybe some academic discussions of points of viewillthatshown to be
wrong. The position 2 person is still confidéime right answer is out there and often expresses
resentment at being asked to listen to other points of view when she feels they must be wrong.

This stress of resentment eventually gives way to position 3.
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At position 3 the student has moved out of stifigalistic thoughto a world more like
shown in kgure2.3. They begin to recognize that there are multiple points of view on
knowledge. In some cases more than one answer may satisfy the problem posed. The person is
willing to concede that authorigseare in disagreement regarding knowledge. Perry calls this the
beginningsof Multiplicity. There may be more than one right answer to a problem so the world
is more complex and uncertain than theg peeviously imagined. Even so at this early stage

there is still hope that knowledge may one day be collapsed by authorities with more

information.
w * *
w * b ¢
w e -

Figure 2.3. Perry Model Multiplicity

In Perry Position 4 the student believes that all the positions takenultiple authorities
j ust shows t hjadgmeytbetween tha infermatioan grevided to you. sbme
ways this is a very confusing and depressing time in intellectual development as the student
throws uphis hands and sayf all opinions ae equally validhenno one has a better opinion
than anyone else. The learner purposely steps away from judging what may ber rmarg be
less true as a result of the context surrounding the problem. Eveyone has a right to their opinion
on the matteat hand.

At Position 5 the studesees a divided world of authorities and believes that in some
areas absolute knowledge and answers do not exist. Perry contrasts fields of knowledge like
Physics (with a known correct answer) and Englishh(ahade®f nuance and opinion). The
personbrings context anghidgmentinto the discussion and some solutions she individually
judges as more correct in the context as she sees Ri¢gsge2.4). Within the universe of
possible answers and knowledge the leaselecta number of answekghich are of greatest
validity by their own judgment. This is the world of rel@§vaccording to Perry. The context
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of the problem allows for some evaluation of solutioms.a study of the students at the Army

War College, where strategic thinkers are developed, the reseadelserfbestrategic leaderas
peoplewho can recognize the need for seeing multiple competing ideas and are able to change
their mind to select the best ideas (Gerras & Wong, 2013). This weehd ® require a Perry

level of at least 5 or higher.

Figure 2.4. Perry Model Relativity

Perry positions above position 5 are concerned with what Perry calls Commitment. In
the positions 6 through the individual gains stronger commitment to selection of truth within
context and their own internal compass (see figure 5). The point of view of the learner becomes
personal and may result in either positive or negative consequences theatveeymmitted to
support The person becomes challenged and decides what they truly beli¢vemselves and

not necessarily what they are directed to believe by authorities.

b ¢
*
}:3 *
*
* *
3%
* * *

Figure 2.5. Perry Model Commitment
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King and Kitchener

More support for a stepped development scheme for cognitive complexity comes from
the work of Patricia King and Karen Kitchener as explained in their book Developing Reflective
JudgmentKing & Kitchener, 1993 Their Reflective ddgment Mvdel (RIJM) was developed
from interviewsof over1700 peopleising the Reflective Judgment Interview. People were
interviewed ina wide age rangedm as young as fourteendtder than sixtyfive. The data
from the interviews were examined feaitterns of response to solvingstructured problems.

King and Kitchenefound that how people view what can be known about problems will shape
how they frame problemand thence how theyork at solving problems.

King and Kitchener were specificaljxamining the way subjects approached problems
that met their definitions for Hstructured problems. They list the following characteristics of
these problems iBeveloping Reflective Judgement: Understanding and Promoting Intellectual
Growth and Criti@l Thinking in Adolescents and Aduligh the following three characteristics:

1. Cannot be described with a high degree of certainty.

2. Cannot be resolved with a high degree of certainty.

3. Experts often disagree about the best solution, even Wwagmdblem can be
considered solved.

Usingthe results of the Reflective Judgement Interviews King and Kitchener were able to

develop the subjects into seven groups of epistemological assumptions based on how they
described the justification for solutiotwsill -structuredoroblems. The found their data

supported a sequentiality to the epistemological assumptions showing that individuals were
progressing up the stages linearly and were able to understand previous stages but may not be
ableto see higher ages. As subjects develop they begin to recognize a new epistemology and
jump to higher |l evels in a growth “spurt” as
problems. It is possible for instructors to teach at levels above studestsourage rgwth,

but without adequate support this teaching may leatlgentrustration.

The seven stages of the Reflective Judgement Model can be collapsed-nto Pre
Reflective, QuasReflective and Reflective thinking. In the FReflective (stages 2, 3)the
learner is thinkingvith absolute and concresssumptiongbout knowledge. In Stage 1 they
believe there is only one truth and that it can be knmwith certainty. The truth they know is

also very personal, it requires no external justificationdbased in experience. There is no
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recognition of alternate points of viedy stage 2 the person may accept external information
that comes from authorities but there is still only one correct truth and somewhere there is an
authority that knows it. 8liefs are judged to be true if an authority has said it is true. Finally in
stage 3 the person acknowledges that not all things knowabhtet&reown but still clings to the
belief that there is one truth. At some point in the future the truth wilhbern if it is not clear
right now. Until that ultimate truth is known everything is just hidden or authorities are
guessing.

In QuasiReflective thinking there are two stages, 4 and 5. In stage 4 knowledge is seen
as uncertain but each individual megamine what is asserted by sources and choose evidence
that supports a personal position. Knowledge is seen as a personal truth and varies based on the
evidence available and selected. By stage 5 knowledge is still judged personally but also
contextually There may be enough evidence that supports an alternate view by others that they
can justify withalternate choices of evidence. Everyone is making an interpretation of the
evidence that may be known.

In the final two stages 6 and 7 the epistemologisalimptions are Reflective thinking.

In stage 6 the person constructs knowledge based on using a wide variety of sources, evidence
and even opinion. There is recognition that more than one solution may be adequate-for an ill
structured problem and som&y be more satisfactory than others. The person evaluates how
sure they are of a particular solution based
you can achieve and is as good as it gets. In stage 7 there is recognitiongblatitmes to il-

structured problems ar€‘best fit and must be constantly reevaluated in the light of new

information or new perspectives. The evidence itself must be separately evaluated for relevance
and likelihood of truth. The best answers are thlogeare justified by weighing the evidence

against the problem, comparing multiple solutions and consequences of outcomes if applied, and
risks of error in the data or the application of solutions to develop the most plausible solution to

problems.

Belerky, etal.
Another model of developmestiggests thahodels developed hyen, who only
examinednen may be missing an alternate perspective that would be seen if women studied

women Using this as the foundational thougrdéhky, Clinchy, Goldbergegnd Tarule
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conducted a study with onlyomenas subjecta nd publ i shed Women’s Ways
Development of Self, Voice, and Mifd997) In contrast to other studies the researchers
interviewed 135 women, 90 who were students in academic pragrégts who were at public
centers for people seeking parenting information. Using the resulting data from interviews
Belenky et. al. determined that they could identify five epistemologatalgorieshat defined
the way women construct knowledge. Besmthese ways did not completely line up with
previous theory they concluded that women have a definitive way of making meaning separate
from men and that has implications for the structures of education which are historically
developed by men and for edtion of men.These same four researchietter expanded on
their original study to extending it to include issues of race, social class and cultural aspects
(Goldberger, Tarule, Clinchy, & Belenky, 1996).

The first category was designated Silence.nWp of this view saw knowledge not as a
positive for them but as a negativEhey were silent because when they spoke they were often
hurt by being told they were wrong, speaking out meant painful experiences. These women were
very concrete thinkers withelief that absolute truth was going to be told to them by authorities
and that’'s how they know about the world and
terms of gooebad, wirtlose with little conception of gray areas. Women then were siteht
had little confidence in themselvestheir own ability to think for themselvesimilar to
Perry’s position 1 which were actually not ob
development was rare among the women Belenky studied.

The secod category is Received Knowledgéhese women are receivers of knowledge
from listening to others, peers and authorities, for what is tfTitiey believe authority figures
will have the answers they neetlhey still lack the development of personal apns and
generally understand the worlddligh what they are told. The self is described through others
views and they rely for self confidence on what others say they think of them. They are still
relatively silent and still dualistic in perspectivebifurcating the world into right or wrong, and
believing there is one right answer. They are receivers of facts.

The third category is Subjective Knowledge. It is at this stage that a woman begins to

have an i nner voice”wran‘dg Wbte gfi enes| itrog b’el akeoiet il
grounded in first hand experiences that she or others have experienced. She recognizes that there

are multiple ways of seeirtge world and feels that her truth resides in her understanding of it
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even though itnay not match that which is given by others. This stage Belenky notes is closest
to the Perry Position of Multiplicity. Sometimes this realization and ability to trust the self
comes from a crisis in life where the males or authorities let the womanatashe sees that
she must develop her own self confidence and her own points of view. She is gaining a voice.
The fourthcategory is Procedural Knowledge. A woman at this level has developed her
personal inner voice and can exercise it as a sepatiagearcconnected voice. In the sense of
separate voice shetsughminded adver sarial in thinking and p
challenging truth to make a truth that she understands. She keeps herself and her feelings
separate from the understargliof the world. In connected voice the approach to knowledge is
formed with the input of what others think.
knowledge from the perspective of another person in an empathic way. Feelings and intuition
are \alid parts of her understandiagd she suspends judgement in order to understand the

context of another’s point of view.

The final or fifth category is constructed knowledge. At this highest level the women
recognized all knowledge as constructed bypwson. The context and situation are central to
understanding what is truth rather than purely rational analysis. They are not troubled by
complexity or ambiguity but are attentive to others and feel a sense of caring and passion for
knowledge. They gure to contribute the empowerment and improvement of others in a
connected way.

There are multiple theorists who have created ways to explain the cognitive complexity
of adult learners. Perry developed nine postions, King and Kitchener extendeaht®eting i
seven stages of the Reflective Judgement Model. Belenky and her associates added another facet
to our understanding by studying women’'s ways
suggest that adults develop on pathways to greater levetgoitive complexity but the

guestion that follows is how are they developed? For that we turn to adult development theory.

Adult Development
As noted above there are a range of theorists that have formed a number of ways to view
the development of atts. The students and faculty at CGSC are in some ways divergent from
the adults that are often studied in terms of adult development theory. These peop#dthave
selectednto a career field of professional military service (or in the case of soraby puvrilian
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faculty members at least in the profession of educating military officers). Consequently they are
all engaged in the profession of arms and the education they receive reflects adult education in
foundation with the addition of professionavé®pment. Looking at the large field of theorists

in how adults develop there are those who have more broad application to adults in general (e.g.
Malcom Knowles and andragogy) and those who look more specifically at the education of those

in a professn (e.g. Eleanor DragBeverson anbonald Stion).

Knowles

In the long history of education mosttbefocus was placed on the education of
children. In more modern times it was recognized that being educated once as a child was no
longer sufficient tdast for a whole life; people were living longand new information was
accreting faster. A person would need new skills and information throughout a lifetime
(Knowles,1980). As educators wrestled with education of older (now in adulthood) learners
they became aware that the underlying assumptions kaoners as children did nexactly
match those of adts. Ideas aboutdallt educatiorbegan developing to address the needs of
adult learners In 1926 Eduard Lindemeadeveloped several assumptiai®ut adult learners
and separated education between conventional education and adult education (Lindeman, 1926).
The ideas were further developasl scholars conductedditionalresearch othe education of
adults.

Malcom Knowles is known for introdutg the concept of andragogy in the United States
in 1967 (Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 2012). Knowles developed his concept initially around
four basic assumptions regarding adult learners. He later fleshed them out into six assumptions
to describe adulearnersas distinguishable from childrethroughout a series of books
(Knowles, 1973, 1980, 1984; Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 20riam & Bierema, 2014
Knowles eventually came to the conclusion that assumptions for children versus adults did not
necessarily separate the resultiagching between the two groups. He recognized that in certain
circumstances the adults may respond better to pedagogical teaching and in some cases children
would be able to respond wédl andragogical teaching.

The frst assumptiomehind teaching adults is their need to understand what the benefit is
for them to learn. For children in school it may be enough to know that sometime in the future

they will need to use math but for an adult they need to know the eseaof the math they are
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learning. Adults are not as willing to learn withautecognitiorof the future use of the content.

The adult learner needs to know why they need to learn the material they are working to master.
Adult educators are adjureg Knowles to explain to an adult learner early in the education
process how they will use the knowledge that is gained.

An adult is responsible for herself and her own life in a way that a child vghwds still
dependent on adult® second assumptionifadult learners then is they will want to have some
responsibility for choosing what to learn. Some adults may resist being placed in a situation
where the curriculum is presas a faitaccomplwi t hout their 1 nput. Adu
withthe r f e aan dnhd vdllchdose to leave the education process if they are not responsible
for what they are learningn contrast, hildren do not have the option to leave their early
educatiorexperiences

Adults, unlike most children, have manydavaried life experiencesThe third
assumption is that adults will be able to employ these experiences as part of the learning and
developing processBy virtue of being older the adult hhada great many experiences that
they can draw fronor use a a scaffoldingto understand what is being taugind possibly to
enable others to learn from thexperience They make analogigsom their experiences. They
can see relevant factors and contexts not available to children. If a group of aceiligis b
educated the combined experiences create a fertile learning environment for the facilitator to
draw from as part of the education process.

For adults the learning thegquireis disconnected from time of lifend is more
connected to a readinesdéarn A child learns in school while a chjldut the adult learns
throughout a lifetime at the point where overall life circumstances demand learning. Readiness
to learn is associated with the necessity for learning to meet a need at that poirtt in &nta” s | i f ¢
and not for a vague amdexactfuture need. It may be necessary for the adult educator to
explain the need for the learning to provide a circumstantial need for learning. Noneth&less
assumed that aadult will need to learn at manyeagoints in life.

The fifth assumption is that children’”s cu
subjects to be taugHiut for adultst is different. Rather than predetermined subjects a better
organizational principléor adult educatiofs to teach inareas relevant to tasks or problems that
the adult will need to understan@he material taught should be explicitly related to a problem

that the adult will need to solve in some way.
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The final assumption for educating adults is the sourceotivation. For childen the
motivations were seen to be mardernalthan internal in the sense that they were receiving
education that was directed for them to ohtaliney must succeesequentiallyin a curriculum
provided via various assessmepts continue to advance in school. Adults may be less
interested in advancemantschoolas a motivationandless influenced by othexternal
motivators Knowles assertethat alultsrespond better to a learning situation if they are
internally motivaed. Later gudies of intrinsic versus extsic motivationfor adults show
varying results for adult motivatiogfsanson & Harackiewizc, 2000Knowles believed thdhe
most compelling motivators, howevevrere internal, not external.

These six assuntipns regarding adult learners have implications for many areas of
teaching and developing adult learners. Knowles explainsehelting is a multifaceted activity
and many of the ways and applications of teaching for developing adults are affected by th
assumptions chosen (either pedagogical or andragogical)d 8askee circumstances there may
be a case for choosing eitlsat of assumptionand for development purposes the
circumstances may lead to adult development not only by teacher faciliatatso byfellow
students.Resarch byCollins (Collins, 2005) demonstrated that adult students in a cohort taught
classwill demonstratesvidenceof cognitive growth from the challenges supplied by fellow
students.This same idea was demonstrated-ishback (Fishback, 1997) in her doctoral

dissertatiorand in other literature (Kloss, 1994)

Kegan

Robert Kegan has devel oped a mwhklkeHavesi mi | ar
significant implications irdescribing cognitive complexity. Kegan isusited within the field of
adult developmentHe postulated an evolutionary process of development in the growth of an
individual to make meaning of her world (Kegan, 1982). The intent of his constructive
developmental model was primarily to describedounselors the ongoing process of more and
more sophisticated meaning making as a person matures. Later Kegan expanded that foundation
into a set ofevelsdescribed as Orders of Consciousness (Kegan, 1994). There are six levels to
the scheme that dedme changes as an individual develops pausing at mental plateaus or resting
places at higher and higher orders of consciousness. At each plateau the person is incorporates

all the previous attributes of t hjectopthaecedi ng
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order of consciousness. The six stages are numbered 0 through 5 and are named; the integrative
stage, the impulsive stage, the imperial stage, the interpersonal stage, the institutional stage, and
the interindividual stage. Ateachsucees ve st age the previous stag
seen in its fullness by the individual who is evolving and has advanced to the new stage.

To advance Kegan explains that it is not enough to just be chedldrygthe problems
that occuras a persmages. Certainly there is some correlation between growing older and more
experienced and rising in order of consciousness. But it is also possible for individuals to
plateau and when challenged by a new problem to retreat and maintain in the leaet they
already comfortable in. Kegan says that people grow best when confronted with challenges
while simultaneously offered adequate support. The converse environment that has challenges
wit hout supportoXieganahdaeabmad )y nessanddbistrigionofdef ens i
consciousness. This is consistent with the work by Sa(&andford, 1962pn challenge and
support br learners. Kegan believekallenges to the individual can and will allow them to
bridge the gaps between orders of consciogiss s . He calls this a proce
(“how | am”) becomes gradually a part (“how I
Kegan talks about adults whoeent er schooling environments bei

mi nds i n anher e ordersof cognscomwgness. Given a challenging and supportive

environment people will grow in orders of consciousness.

Drago-Severnson

The work of Eleanor Drag8evernsoriDragoSevernson, 2012009 points the way to
developingprofessonal faculty leadersas theyin turn design and implement programdead
students and junidaculty. Her theory applies equally well to the developingnid-career
military officers who will leadheir ownjunior personnel DrageSevernson envisiorssmodel
of adultdevelopment that she analogizes to the rings of a tree with the leader of development at
the center antbur expanding ringsadiating outward from the leader. The goal of the model is
to provideappropriatdevels of challenge witsuitablesupport for tesechallengsin what is
described as a “ hol di nghisé oongisterd witmienconstruétivcr t h e
developmental theorfKegan, 1994)hat posits a need for adults to receive challenges with
support for there to bgrowth. The challenge and support necessity can be found in multiple

places in developmedttliterature. Initially described by Nevitt Sanford (Sanford 1962, Sanford
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1966) in the 1960 s it is echobaedtlearnmsintiodsng di s c
Stephen Brookfield (Brookfield, 2006) and Susan Gardner (Gardner, 2009).
DragoSeverson’s devel opmental model begins wi
developing other leaders in the very center of the model. The leader must preparesdxiensi
advance to lead the development of others. Much of this model is reliant on atfzatisty
volitional inthe purposeof developng other adults.At the center of the model is the developer
of other leaders. Surrounding that developer/leaggthafour connected rings.
The first ring represents five core elements for setting a foundation for development.
This foundation is a holding environment in which the adult learner aBkfet/grow. The
core elements are care, respect, te@taboration, and intentionalityThese core elements are
working together to create the holding environment. Care is the demonstration that the leader
values the person andfecusedon the welbeing of the person. If adults are not cared for and
feel without value then a holding environment is not created and growth is less certain.
Respect is the next core element. To respect the learner is to accept them where they are
currently in their development. In a holding environment it is importattitidividuals are
comfortable with thinking beyond thesxperiences to examine varying perspectives. Until the
person knows that their own perspective is respected they may be less inclined to accept the
views of others. Drag8everson recognized thaten if a learner is not ready to accept the
validity of another’s point of view if they a
temporarilyeven though hey are not ready to “buy” that id
perspectives aopportunity is provided for growth.
For growth to occur there should also be established trust. People are vulnerable when
they “rent” stateimerasgshataan dnd wik de eritiqued by the leader. Trust must
be established between studerd &ader to allow for a holding environment where risks can be
taken to allow development to occur. As a developer of adults leaders should be willing to be
vulnerable themselves and to make sure their actions match their words.
Collaboration is all abduvorking jointly in teams of adult learners. The establishment
of teams of learners allows for development as there is a wider source of experiences and
perspectives available to each member of the group. As a part of collaboration there should be

time, whichis part ofplanning, for individuals to reflect on ideas before collaborating and also
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time for postcollaboration reflection. It is in these times that the learner can solidify the benefits
of group collaboration for herself.

The final core elemnt is intentionality. The groups that are gathered to develop must be
coalesced with specific intention for growth. This manifests itself in putting people together in
ways that the developer selects to maximize the likelihood of grolitis. affects many aspects
of the holding environment including the structures of groups, facilitation, assignments, course
design, group activities, etc. All elements of the education process should be directed
intentionally toward a central purpose.

One primary purpge of setting up the holding environment is to create conditions for
development upwards among four levels of sophisticati@mognitive complexitydefined by
DragoSeverson as four ways of knowing. These ways of knowing are similar to other stage
theores of development and tkaalongside Perry positions and paratked final four of
Kegan erders of consciousness. The four defined by D@&&werson are the instrumental way
of knowing, the socializing way of knowing, the salfthoring way of knowingand the seif
transforming way of knowing.

For adults within thenistrumentalvay of knowing the person thinks within the realm of
rules and right answers. Similar to Perry position of dualistic thinkers the instrumental knower
wantsto be told the bawdaries of expectationd)e rules they must follow to know they are
working hard and achieving succeasd maybe how to avoid punishment. They tend to believe
in one correct poinof view and seek to know this truth. These thinkers are unlikely to
genealize concepts from one sphere of thought into another.

The socializing way of knowing thinks more broadly about the way they may appear to
others and the value they are providing to others. They are sophisticated enough to reflect on
their own internaviews of goals and to see other points of view regarding those goals. They
may orient their reflection on what others think about them and define their thinking by the value
judgement of others. It is not enough to know and define truth for themskluesthey need
affirmation from other points of view.

The selfauthoring way of knowing is the beginning of making a judgment for oneself on
what is of value and interest. The person has seen other points of view and is establishing a
personal set of waes that he or she is going to use to judge validity of external inputs. Criticism

is evaluated against an internal set of consistent standards and accegjectemon this basis.
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The individual is able to accept conflicting points of view and actirih feelings about the
same topic. The person wants to rest upon her internal feeling of competence and validity based
on internal standards.

The highst level in the fouways of knowing is the setfansforming level. Here the

personisabletowe t he ot her people’s thinking, evalua
volitional changes to their way of thinking after reflection on multiple points of view. This is a

person who desires and seeks out conflicting information in order to see tleepidhare and

develop the optimal understanding. This person is not adverse to conflict and sees it as a normal
experience in the process of growth.

DragecSever son’s model of development foll ows
are believedd make meaning of what they are taught and experience within the context of

current life conditions. The inddual, if provided the correct conditions, is expected to rise in

levels of cognitive complexity as they grow. The important part for the atetrwho desires to

see development of students is to provide the correct conditions. The rest of the rings in Drag
Severson’s model for | eader development rel at
encompassgxactical applications of ring orte put into practice the five core elements. For

example she discusses the need to listen with sensitivity, to use your own language thoughtfully,
and to build up relationships with learners. Ring three is about the shaping of the environment
around tle learning.Ring three includes setting norms of behavior, providisgespace where

people can talk without threat of being humiliated for having a different point of view, and

caring for basic physical needs of learners. This ringiatsaduces th fourPillar Practices that

are developed extensively inDra§oe v e r s o n’ deadingAdalt LeamingSupporting

Adult Development in Our School§hese pillar practices are teaming, placing people in

leadership roles, collegial inquiry, and meirigfcoaching. The final ring, ring four, are the

final touches or as Drag®everson calls them, nuances that enhance the development. She
describes the minor things that may make a big difference in the holding environment when you

are in the room withelarners. For example welcoming people, extending personal connections

to them, and being transparent and clear about timing and schedules.

s mo d e the needs of developeny leadnarsl ieadérs. n

DragoSe ver son
She further extends hernnking into the way of knowing, not of the student but of the teachin

profession (Drag&®everson, 2011). In the center of her model was the person doing the
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developing of others but she makes the point that it is also relevant to examine the leweh at whi

the developer hersagt hi nki ng. I n Kegan’s constructive ¢
i's at one | e veredmprehendsdn bbgect thelowerdegedffom whence they

came. But t hey omtamprelieethedenetsabdvethetr awn levele €his

has significant implications for faculty charged with developing students who may be more
sophisticated knowers than the faculty themselves. BSagerson suggests that further

research is needed to examine liow a c Wwagsrof ksowing will influence their ability to

provide an adequate holding environment with appropriate challenges andsuldpowing

that it is theoretically possible to develop adults through education is the start of the process.

What are the detailsf teachingwith an eye toward facilitatinthis development to occur?

Developmental Teachingand Bridging

There are multiple ways in which the education of CGSC students may be viewed and
accomplished Because of the need for stutieto be problem seérs in a complex military
environment there is a need for students to get more doiteomediate Service SchodsS)
education than justnincreasedody ofinformation. Daniel Pratt espoused ferspectives
regarding theeducation of adlts (Pratt 1998). InP r a trahsmission perspective the objective
of the educator is to provide the student an opportunity to increase her body of information and
to be able to repduce that information at need. Increasing the accumulated professional
knowledye of military officer students is dainly oneportionof the goal ofCGSC(CGSC 3560
1 Catalog, 2015; CGSC Missip¥ision, Principles & Philosophy015. Pratt also relates the
perspectie that education can be gopaenticeship where the student meeuraged to learn
through application and practice. Once again the curriculum at CGSC has elements of
application and practice in the form of small group and large group practical exercises and war
simulation exercises.n the context of this researtie most e | e v a n tpergpéctivRanat t ' s
teachingn useat CGSC iglevelopmental teaching.

Developmental teachingas at its heart a desired change in the cognitive frameworks of
t he | ear n@natt, 5998) Mhe gokliofrdgvelopmental teawdis for students to
changen the direction ofncreasingly complex thougkiKegan, 2009Taylor, Marienau, &
Fiddler, 2000. Teachers must provide a challenge to the students that gentlpnts them

with a dissonant situation that will require themreevaluate their corpts and thinking. Itis in
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thereevaluatiorof their positionthat the student has an opportunity to grow (Dr&guernson,

2009). By being challenged the student must either change their thinking to a more sophisticated
level a possibly retreat from growth and ignore the inconsistencies (Pert§).198is change

is sometimes referred to as transformational learning in that it is a fundamental epistemological
change in how the student views their world (Kegan, 28009 Mezirow, 1991, 1994, 1996,

2000.

For developmentalearning to occur requires somecessary componerdsthe learning
environment. The teacher who has a goal for raising the epistemological sophistication of the
student will first need to know the studeh s cur r ent wa ySeverfisonk20@®wi n g
Kegan, 2009 The teacher desires to bridge the student from a lower level to a higher level of
thinking (Pratt, 1998Kegan 2009 Building bridges between the way the student currently
thinks and theaew more sophisticated way rexgs the faculty member to comprehehd way
the student knows. Kegan pointed out that in swajbjEct balance those things we can take a
perspective on are things seen as an object, and those things we cannot sdkiygs ave are
subject to (Dragésevernson, 2009; Kegat®94 2009. In the case of a typical micareer
officer this may take the form of shifting viewpoints from toenpany gradgnior officer)
perspective (€l to O-3) to the field grade officesr organizational level leader perspective40
to O-5) (DA Pamphlet 6068, 2014 Thef acul ty member must be abl e
of thinking as an object to be observed and, in developmental teaching, to be raised. It is this
need forfacultya “ see” that results in the need for
above both the student and the expectation of CC for the graduate of the school.

For an educator to have success at bridging students they must ncdrophkehend
where he student is cognitivelyut alsowhere they want to take the student. The faculty
member must ushis understanding to create amvironment where the student can make it to
the higher level. She must form a safe environment to accept the risdgihgrand also the
challenge that pushes the student across the bridge (PrattKE2g$h 200 They must
challenge the studéstcurrent way of knowing and present the challenge in understandable
terms for the student. This must be done gently atidemough support so the student is able
to become a more sophisticated thinker without retreating or rejecting the eduoabiter

words aholding environment must be develog@tagoSevernson, 2012).
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Measuring Cognitive Complexityand Moore

Us ng the Perry scheme as a vehicle for mea
resulted in three distinct approaches. Perry began his work, as noted above, by conducting
interviews and analyzing them. Sdutallgw s i nt er
investigators to ask questions aimed at drawing out the level of cognitive complexity of the
student (Moore, 1991; Perry 1999). This unstructured phenomenological approach is very
thorough and informative and well suited to the initial taskod e vel opi ng Perry’' s
however it does have sormpeoblems. Long, unstructured interviews require significant labor to
interpret and the interviewers and interpreters need to spend large amounts of time to coordinate
the data for development of eetiry based on the data. This level of effort is required to develop
original theory but for future investigators there needs to be a more accessible method to develop
a measure of cognitive complexity. New methods were needed that were not as complex or
costly.

An alternative approach to the unstructured Piegrviewwas developed using a

“pr od-askimeasure basedonanopended essay prompt ( Moor e,
the subjects not interviewed but rather is evaluatedwaitten respnses Early work used
writing that included sentence completion stems and-semgtured essay questiofMoore,
1989) Later the Measure difitellectualDevelopmentor MID, wascreated and tested
(Knefelkamp, Widick, & Parker, 1978; Moore, 1987, 298 For the MID thestudents were
reflecting onpersonal selevaluations regarding classroom learning environments. Like the
original Perry interviews these essays were evaluated by a rater who subjectively scored the
writing. The MIDratersrequireextensive training for the purpose of gaining reliable results
among rater¢Moore, 1989) The process is still complex, expensive, gaithing interrater
reliability is difficult to achieve for research levels of reliability (Moore, 1989
William Moore set out to develop an instrument that would use a recogtaitibn
measure that would be objective in the sense that the rating or scoring would be based on a
“col | ect i-ohaice,cldsehdedegpr ef erence items” (Moor e,
instrument is the Learning Environment Preferences or LEP .sdlbject is given a set of 13
statements to rate on a Likert scale regardin
environment . ” welellevelapel framtyeats esmes andestensive analysis of
thecues used by MID raters when determining Perry position from the MID g38agse,
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1991) The statements are divided into 5 broad domains for a total of 65 statements to rate.
Within each of the 5 domains the subjesntks the top threghoicesand it is these top 3 ranked
statements that are used to score the subject in terms of Perry position. The LEP scoring results
in a Cognitive Complexity Index or CCI score tlatresponds$o a Perry position.

The LEP haveenvalidated to show that it accurately measurestumitivecomplexity
of subjects within the Perry positions 2 through 5. Moore published his validationJourel
of College Student DevelopmémiNovember of 1989 (Moore, 1989) where he provided
evidence of LEP construct validity, i.e. that the LEP is measuring what it purports to measure.
He compared the results of the MID to the LEP for a sample=o7Rb people from various
educational institutions including small, medium, and large size pedileges, state
universities, community colleges, and othetde also examined the internal consistency of the
items within the LEP using Cronbach’s Al pha
concluded that the correlation between the MID aed fBP was strong enough to provide

confirmation that the two instruments are measuring the same construct (Moore, 1989).

Blooms Taxonomy and Perry Positions

As noted previously CGS@efinesthe graduate of the institution through the use of
learning objetives. These learning objectives are characterized and designed around 88loom
taxonomy (Bloom, 1956). In total there are 13 Terminal Learning Objectives (TLOS) (see table
2.1). These TLOs are further refined into 80 subordinate objectives labelaiéhBrhaarning
Objectives (ELOs) (see table 2.2). The exact content of the objectives is not under analysis for
this research. What is under consideration is the level of learning specified for the TLOs and
ELOs and how these equate to the Perry positiqnectation for the CGSC graduate.

When building curriculum a great deal of time and effort are expended in the process of
defining these TLOs with as much precision as possible because these objectives express the
expectations of the Army for the grata of the institution. To gain precision across the body of
school curriculum the college uses primarily the cognitive domain educational objectives
expressed by Benjamin Bloom (Bloom, 1956). Each learning objective at the college is required
to speciy the expected behavior based on one of the six levels of cognitive behavior from
Bloom. Bloom is explicit in the description of the taxonomy that the taxonomy is hierarchical
and therefore complex behaviors include the mastery of previous simplerdyssh&iudents
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build up through the levels, growing in stages in a manner similar to the stage theory of William
Perry for Cognitive Complexity. Bloom intends that increasing the learning objective level is
concerned with raising or bridging studentsira lower order of thinking to more sophisticated
levels.

Wor k has been done to demonstrate | inkages
Perry position of students. One study (Ryan, 1984) examined the criteria students expressed
regarding how they chego study text materials by 90 undergraduates at the University of Texas
at San Antonio. The researcher was specifically looking at student interview responses to see if
those students he categorized as at a Perry dualist level would express theifarikeowing
when they had understood text materials varied significantly from students he classified as Perry
reletivists and when they expressed how tteepgnized comprehension of texts. He found that
there was a connection and those at the lowet [glualists) did tend to define their
understanding in terms that matched Bl oom’ s K
the higher level (relativist) were more likely to express text comprehension criteria in Blooms
levels of Comprehension or Afication. Although not a study done to directly develop a
correlation of Bloom to Perry it did indicate some connection existslitional discussion of
the need for clearer understanding of the relationships initially developed by Ryan were
expressedby Barbara Hofer and Paul Pintrich (Hofer & Pintrich, 199Fhey reflect on how
epistenological beliefs are connected to thinking and reasoning.

Further literature made cleandspecific connections of Bloom to Perry. Donald Woods
(Woods, 1993) proded an eglicit table that directly expresses his understanding of Bloom to

Perry. Il n his work he notes a strong connec
Bl ooms Knowledge | evel, Perry positiRemy 3 wi't
position 4 with Blooms Analysis, and finally Perry positions 5 to 9 with Evaluation and
Synthesis.Woods made a very simple table however with little supporting explanations. Other
literature points to the direct relationship between the seleati@arning objective level

(Bloom) to the eventual growth by students in Perry positiomg®& Brinkman, 2010; Horii,

2007, Irish, 1999 Kloss, 1994. Like Woods above Burge & Brinkman developed a table

rel ating Bl oom’ s Ta x$cala mheitalle cordams d gyeat tlealmord e Per
detail. Burge and Brinkman explain their association of Bloom and Perry with respeut to

the selection of Bloom objective level for courseware production will aid the cognitive
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development of students aockate Perry level growth. Specifically they want to create
environments where students who are at the dualist level will be challenged to develop and
examine multiple solutions to realize there i
oppotunity for the student to gain in higher order thinking skills. Similarly Robert Irish (Irish,
1999) looks at the use of Blooms objectives in the context of engineering school writing
assignmentand concludes that setting higher Blooms objectives leagimeer students to grow
from simply doing some calculations and accepting the first simple solution as the right answer.
He also affirng that the selection of highetd®dms objectives in problem assignments relates to
student growth in Perry leveln a similar way Horii(Horii, 2007) in the context of teaching

more effectively, discusses the connection between the selection of higher level Blooms
objectives with the development of higher Perry positions among students. Blooms level then is
associateavith Perry position.

ConnectngBl oomés Taxonomy and Perry Po:

In Table 2.1 the researcher has laid out each of the thirteen CGSC Terminal Learning
Objectives by their individual Bl oom”s Taxono
primarily weighted toward the synthesis and analysis level with ten of thirteen in these two
levels. This is the starting point for relatirige Blooms levels specified for CGSC graduates to
the expected Perry position of graduat&ontinung the analysisn Table 2.2he researcher has
takenexcerptdrom Perry (Perry, 1999)escribingthe preferred tasks of learners at each Perry
position and juxtaposed themwithet as ks expected to be perfor mec
learing objective level liste(Bloom, 1956) There is a robust association between the tWe
researcher has had this association independently verified by two CGSC professors who work
extensively with Bloomsaxonomyandwho teach faculty developmeat CGSC It is this
associabn that can be used to establish how the selection of learning objectives can be
guantified in a numerical relationship to the expected Perry level of studentgevachieving
t hose Bl oom’ s Fodly, iea Table 2:3he researoher lshsilas numerical
correspondence between a given Perry position
findingschapter(Chapter 4Xo numerically determine the expected Perry position for CGSC

officer graduates.
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Table 2.1. Terminal Learning Objectives (TLOs)

TLO Evaluation Synthesis Analysis Application Comprehensior Knowledge
1 X
2 X
3 X
4 X
5 X
6 X
7 X
8 X
9 X
10 X
11 X
12 X
13
TOTALS 0 5 5 2 1 0

Table 2.2. Rationale for Connecting Bloom Level to Perry Position

Perry Preferred Tasks

Perry Position

Bloom LeveP

Position 1:

Committing to information to memory.
Working hard. Seeing an array of discret
items to know (the correct responses, as
assigned by authority but not by himself).
No question has more than one answer.
Wants to hear the facts not theory.
Position 2

Revolts against heterogeneity, wants knc
things from only one perspective.

Wants concrete facts not the hemming ai
hawing of pofessors. Tell him the one
true answer and stop there.

Opposition to the complexity of multiple
points of view.

Takes a stand against the vague chaos
multiplicity.

Definitions of words and concepts.
Learning to identify parts.

1 Basic Duality

2 Dualism
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Knowledge— The basic ability to recall
specfic and isolatable bits of information.
At this level students can list dates, name
places, or persons, etc.

Comprehensin— The beginning of
understanding this includes describing
information without actually connecting the
information to other information. It is still
largely the ability to repeat information
given to the student.



Position 3

Uncertainty has become unagable in
some areas. Awareness that definite
answers may be unavailable even to
authorities.

There is still an absolute truth that is the
domain of authorities but may not be yet
known.

There is a beginning of thinking about the
per son’ s ometathaudhts.n k
Conceiving as an act of looking at variou:
possibilities, combinations, and orderings
are tried out intellectually.

Ready to compare and contrast.

Position 4

Everyone has a right to his own opinion i
authorities themselves are ambiguous or
right answer.

Multiplicity in points of view are now
accepted

Good at analysis. Learning to think in
abstractions.

3 Early
Multiplicity

4 Late
Multiplicity

Position 5

Radicalnew perception of knowledge as
created in context and also relative.
Dualism is relegated to a very special ca:
situation.

Can evaluate, conclude, support own
analysis. Can synthesize.

5to 9 Relativism

Application— After learning principles,
ideas, theories, rules of pextures the
student can remember them and use then
new situations. Application level cognition
asks the student to employ the facts or
procedures into a process more sophistica
than repeating back facts or describing an
object or idea.

Analysis- The student nowheuld be able
to see the elements of communication anc
break it down looking for facts, assumptior
and hypotheses. He can see how parts o
concepts are related to one another and d
conclusions regarding the parts and the
whole.

Synthesis- This entails putting together the
elements and parts of all the previous leve
in order to produce a new whole idea or
produce a new process with clarity and
organization. The student is designing or
devising from her experience and prior
learning.

Evaluation— At the highest learninghe
student can make quantitative and
qualitative judgments about how well
material satisfies externally or internally
derived criteria. The objective is to assess
the value of the material learned. The
student can weigh the evidence and find
truth or falacies.

4Perry preferred tasks are taken frorms of Ethical and Intellectual Development in the
College Yearsby William Perry, 1999° Bloom Level taken fronTaxonomy of Educational
Objectives: Book 1, Cognitive Domaloy Benjiman Bloom, 1956.

Table 2.3. Translating Perry Position to Numerical Weight

LEP Score Perry Position Bl oom’ s Tax on ¢ Numerical Weight
200 2 Knowledge, Comprehension 2
300 3 Application 3
400 4 Analysis 4
500 5 Synthesis, Ealuation 5
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Summary

This literature review demonstrated many key ideas regarding expectations, theory, and
teaching in the area of teaching military officers at the-painht of their careers. Expectations
were expressed in detail from both the pointiefv of Army publications and from the
perspective of actual cognitive outcomes. {dateer military officers who attend CGSC are
expected to develop cognitively in order to meetrthie | i heseds yor selving complex,ll
structured, wicked problemkat they will face in the latter half of their careers.

Multiple models were examined regarding the development of cognitive complexity. The
most important model for this study is the Perry Scheme developed from studies of students
across their colleggears. Also discusseuderethe Reflective Judgment Model and the gender
speci fic model detailed in Women’s Ways of
analyzing the cognitive complexity of subjects of the study.

Next theliteraturereview sheved how environments for growth are created and how
adults develop. Malcolm Knowles developed the concept of Andragogy to explain how adults
learn and Drag&evernson operationalized the model with practical wagsttblish

environments for adult leamig . Kegan’s model of orders of
understanding to the concept of developmental teaching and the use of bubgings also
confirmed by Pratt Teachers must see their students where they are and help to bridge them to
higher kvels of cognitive complexity.

Lastly an analysis was condudt® connecBlooms learning objectives into equivalent
Perry positions. This is necessary to allow the researcher to view the relative Perry levels
between the two groups under study (stuslamid faculty) with the expectations for graduates of

the college.
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CHAPTER3-Met hodol ogy

Introduction

This researclvasquantitative in character. To maximize the opportunity to gather
information and remain within DoD guidelines that prol@eny perceptin of coercion of
participation the data asgathered anonymously using electronic survey means. Measurements
weremade using the Learning Environment Preference instrument as provided via an electronic
survey format. The instrumentssent to the stuaie body and faculty departments of CGSC

and responded to via Inquisite softwafiée participation of all subjectgaspurely voluntary.

Problem Statement

The defense of our Constitution and our na
nat i diaryfrcesn The environment within which our professional military forces must
operate is a complex one that often poses difficult problems for our military officers to solve. As
a consequence mihreer military officers are given the opportunityattend an education that
can prepare them to solve problems fraught with ambiguity and difficulty, requiring complex
thinking for them to be successful. The education these officers reedlivéor afaculty with a
cognitive complexity greater than teicent cognitive complexity as they enter the school, and
also greater than thendgoal for graduatesThis enables thieridgingof students to higher
levels of cognitive complexitthrough educatio(DragoSevernson, 2009,2012; Kegan, 2009;
Pratt, 199).

Purpose Statement
The purpose of this reseanslasto examine the faculty and students atraarmediate
service shool and to measure the cognitive complexity of both groups. An analysis of the
resulting measured levels of cognitive complexigsexamined to determine the difference
between measured faculty levels and measured student levels of complexity of thinking and how
they vary with demographic factors. Additionally the analysisadvanced by looking at the
expectations of cognitive conglity for student graduates as published by the intermediate

service school learning objectives.
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Research Questions
This study vasguided by the following research questions that use data collected from an
instrument applied to both faculty and stutdest CGSC to learn more about te&ationships
between measured cognitive complexity (CC)tha twogroups. Demographic dataasalso

collected to look for relationships among secondary characteristics of the faculty and students.

Research Question Gri Faculty and Students Ggnitive Complexity
Is there a difference in the measured level of faculty and student cognitive complexity as

measured using the Learning Environment Preferences instrument?

Research Question Twib Faculty and Expectations foCognitive Complexity
Is there a difference in the level of faculty cognitive complexity as measured using the
Learning Environment Preferences instrument and the expected level of CC shown by the

published learning objectives?

Research Question Threie StudentCognitive Complexityand Expectations for
Cognitive Complexity
Is there a difference in tHevel of student cognitive complexity as measured using the
Learning Environment Preferences instrument and the expected level of cognitive complexity

shown bythe published learning objectives?

Research Question Folir Demographic Relationships (faculty only)
How does measured CC differ across demographic categories for faculty?
Is there a difference among faculty measured CC (dependent variable) across
independent variables (teaching department, years of CGSC teaching experience, military status,
and ag¥? N.B. Military statusrefers to either active duty military or civilian. A high percentage

of the civilian faculty are also retired military.

ResearchQuestion Fivei Demographic Relationships (students and faculty)
How does measured CC differ across demographic categories for both students and

faculty? Is there a difference in measured CC (dependent variable) across independent variables
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(education leel, gender, combat experience, branch of service, commissioning sourgeaas

of active duty service)?

Design of the Study

This study is norexperimental (Campbell & Stanley, 1963) in that variables are not
manipulated to create effects that can b&eoled in the changes created (or lack of change) on
other measurable variables. The desigs acomparison of two groups (students and faculty)
within a common environment and is a quantitative study. In this design no treatrasats
applied to the ppulations. The goal of this research desigisexploratory in the sense that
therehas been very little informatigoreviously gatherecegardinghese groups in the area of
cognitive complexityandthe researcher belieg¢herewasvalue in looking athehow the
measurable results from applying an instrument to both greapkl be relatedStebbins,
2001). Exploringhow theCognitive Complexity Index@Cl) results were relateloetween the
level of cognitive complexity in two populations, the facwdhd their students at the Army
Command and General Staff Collegevealedunusual characteristics thaiudd only be seen by
a measurement. Additionally the expectations of cognitive complexity of the gradaates w
determined and used in comparison wiité results of the testing to draw additional significance
from the findings.

Population

The student population consists of approximatelyeB@hing team groupghich have
approximately 64 students in each teafe total student population pubkstby CGSC was
1,307 (AppendixG). Not all studentsvereUS military officers so the populatido be studied
wasdecreased by anywhere from 2 to 3 students per staff graupocivilian students and
international military officer studentsI'he resulting ppulation surveyed was 1193 hese
studentsveremid-career military officers andf they are Army officerstheywerepre-selected
by the Army for attendance based on their prior service performance and other factors. They
generallywerein the O3, O-4, and G5 rank with the predominance beingdO All officers
must have obtained a bachel or deomgletegimaseerst o be

level or aboveas well
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The faculty numbers around 315 tgpa@lople but the norteaching faculty wex
eliminatedfrom the studyeaving 244 faculty included in the surveft CGSC the students are
educated by five departments and therefore the curriculum can be divided somewhat neatly into
five areas. There are other topics that are taught from titireedhat do not fit into these five
departments exactly but these tend to be ephemeral. The facultyaredargelygroupednto
five departments with occasiorfakulty outliers for special topic®.g.space operationsThe
facultywasdivided between those currently serving on active duty wieweassigned by the
Department of Defense and those civilians who voluntarily teach as a matter of professional
employment. The composition of the faculty will vary from year to year as the Army has need
for active duty officers to stay in the field as an operating fancesturns them from the field to
generatindgorce duties like teaching. CGSQrrentlyhas a faculty ratio in theeighborhood of
60% civilian and 40% active dutyMany of the civilian faulty have prior military service.

The faculty are assigned to departments but are further assembled into 12 person teaching
teams. Each team is assigned to teach 64 students in four 16 person staff groups. The faculty are
habitually assigned among tGé students largely by the amount of curriculum they teach. So
for example the History instructor will teach the same curriculum 4 times, once to each staff
group, to cover all 64 students. Thepartment of Joint and Interagency Operati@HNIO)
facuty members teach 4 times as much material and therefore teach only one group of 16

students.

Procedure

The researcher offedthe opportunity to complete thieearning Environment Preference
instrument to the CGSC students and facuBgcausehis study was concerned with those
faculty members who are currently teaching students the researcher removedtteching
members. A listing of all faculty-mail addresses was generated for each of the five teaching
departments. The researcherdhaarried these lists to managers of the departments and asked
them to eliminate the-mail addresses of any faculty member that was not currently teaching
students (either through patrticipation on one of the 19 teaching teams, or in other routine
teachingsituations). This resulted in a pared down list-ofials to use for invitations for
faculty members to participate in the research. From the original 315 facuhi kst there

remained a total of 244mail addresses to be invited to completeliB® through a survey.
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Since 244 is not a large population to gain information from, and because survey return rates
may be low if the faculty were engaged in teaching at the time of survey the researcher decided
to invite all244 available faculty membets participate.

Most survey preparation guides assume that populations are very large and require some
method of limiting costs and time through either probability sample selections or nonprobability
methods (Dillman, Smyth & Christian, 2014; Frankel\&allen, 2006). Costs for scoring the
LEP are significantly lower than that of previous instruments like the Measure of Intellectual
Development (MID) and the researcher chose to pay the cost of $1 per instrument to have the
instrument scored. In this @i was best to use nonprobability sampling and obtain the highest
number of participants possible.

Based on principles of surveying gleaned from multiple sources (Beins, 2009; Dillman,
Smyth & Christian, 2014; Fink, 2009; Frankel & Wallen, 2006; R&t&ue, 2007) a survey was
produced. The survey consisted of two major parts, the first questions concerning demographic
data regarding the independent variables and the second part consisting of,ttiteeLEP
dependent variabl&) electronic form. N.Bthe demographic information gathered differed
slightly between the faculty survey and the student survey as there were a few more independent
variables to examine for the faculty. The faculty survey is reproduced in Appendix F. The
student survey will ot be reproduced in an appendix because it closely mirrored the faculty
survey in form and content.

Because of Department of Defense requirements that the participants not feel any
coercion or pressure to participate in research surveys no incemttivdse offered, even
though they are a recommended part of some surveys methods (Dillman, Smyth & Christian,
2014). The survey was conducted by sending out an invitatiomiaile One followup
invitation email was also sent. No other contact was enaih the faculty invitees. A similar
process was used for inviting students to participate.

The timing of the survefor facultywas important. There was a timing issue related to
the use of the Inquisite software which was scheduled to be replétbesl new contract with a
new software company. The researcher desired to use the Inquisite software with which CGSC
technicians were proficient and comfortable, and avoid the potential for problems as the new
survey software was implemented after J@§2 Another timing issue involved the teaching

calendar.The initial estimate for start time of the survey was unknown (i.e. the survey may have
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been delayed until the teaching year had beglihg teaching calendar for CGSC tends to focus
very heavilyon one department for certain periods after which that department steps off the
teaching platform. That faculty department will then grade assessments and begins training on
curriculum materials for the next period in which they will be heavily engageghching.
Because of this inherent unevenness in the teaching load surveying the faculty to complete a
somewhat lengthy survey like the LEP may have led to very uneven response rates between
departments. The faculty departments who would be spendtm@fatime teaching during the
survey period would have very little time to respond and would probably have low reply rates.
The faculty have a relatively slow work period in the summer prior to the commencement of
teaching in the first week of August.h&@ ideal time to administer the LEP was after most of the
faculty return from summer vacations to attend mandatory training, but prior to the
commencement of daily classeBhe best opportunity for maximizing response then is the
summer period just prido the beginning of teaching students. This, plus a few other factors
that will be covered in the student portion of this chapter, led the researcher to implement the
LEP survey from 21 to 30 July 2015.

For the purposes of conducting multiple researdjects through an academic year the
CGSC Quality Assurance Office (QAO) develops and maintains a list ofrttesl @ddresses of
all the students. The researcher arranged with the CGSC QAO to-swilirvitations to the
incoming students of class A¥5/16. Timing was important because the researcher wanted to
send the invitations and collect data when the students were at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas
preparing for classes to begin, but had not yet received any foundational instruction in areas like
critical thinking, or problem solving. Just as with the faculty there was also a timing issue
related to the use of the Inquisite software which was scheduled to be replaced by a new contract
with a new software company. The researcher desired to use tisténgoftware with which
technicians were proficient and comfortable, and avoid the potential for problems as the new
survey software was implemented after July 2015. Additionally, the students would be less busy
before classes began on 11 August 2088rveying students who were not engaged in classes
had the potential to raise response rates from what they would be after 11 August. These factors
led to a survey time period of 21 to 30 July 2015, which was simultaneous to the timing of the

faculty suney.
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The researcher seningail invitations to 1193 students requesting their participation in
the survey. Like the faculty they were sent one follgnemail but no other contact was made.
No incentives were offered to encourage participation.

Once he datavasrecorded it vasdownloadedrom Inquisite and forwarded to the
Center for the Study of Intellectual Developmémtscoring. Each participant in the survey

receivel anindividual CCl score

Instrumentation

To measure the cognitive complexdlthe subjects of the study the researclutise
LEP instrument (seAppendix C). The LEP was originally created by William Moore as part of
his dissertation reseatradk ‘' dlbj eothisves’t smeods U racs
collection d forcedchoice,closeeé nded preference i tMoaoise” ( Moor e,
developed the LEP from the cues used by a prior essay measurement of Perry position, the
Measure of Intellectual Development (MINloore, 198 AVidick & Knefelkamp 1974) After
examining years of testing using the MID Moore created the LEP from an analysis of the most
frequent cueshiat graders for the MiDsed inevaluaing essay responses. His initial pool
contained 134 items which were narrowed down to 65 items in five dofoaitne present
version of the LEP.

The LEP is intended to reflect the same in
“epi stemology with respect to |l earning and re
for a precise measure of the subjegcs ¢ o g ni t iToensuceohenlpEP measuteywhat it
says it will measure the construct validity between the MID and LEP was extensively studied.
Moore tested to see if ,“1) the LEP seems to
correspnd to the four Perry positions two through five; 2) the LEP seems to be measuring a
phenomenon which displays a hierarchical, or
The data reported by Moore indiedtthat the instrument is valid

LEP reliahlity was also tested by Moore for internal consistency anerédsst reliability
Cronbach’”s coefficient alpha was used as a me
ranged in value from .63 to . 68 ascalchlatediby ar | y t
Perry position and ranged in value from .72 to .84 (Moore, 2000). These outcomes are consistent
with a reliable instrument. The testest reliability was verified by a one week student done
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with 30 students and showed a correlatiorB6fsuggesting stability over time (Moore, 2000,
p.10). Taken is sum these studies of the LEP indicate reliability and validity of the instrument in
measuring Perry position as compared to the extensively used MID essays.

Subjects accomplish the LEP bytially ranking their preferences on a Likert scale to
each of the 13 questions contained in each of five domains. These Likert scale preferences are
not used for they actual computation of the resultant CCI score. After the preferences are made
the sulect chooses and rank orders his or her top three items of the 13 in a given domain. These
top three rankings, 15 total items, are then forwarded to the Center for the Study of Intellectual
Development (CSID) for scoring. The CSID returns an individ@l €eore ranging from 200

to 500 for each subject via a spreadsheet file.

Data Analysis

The LEPinformation providd by participantsvasdownloaded from thénquisitesurvey
software into an Excel spreadsheet for analysis. A sample spreidustiéeen provided by the
Center for the Study of Intellectual Development #ralcollected datavasreturned to thenfor
scoring. Each subjectceival a CCl score from the LEP that equates toemsuredPerry
position. Once the data from the LB@scollected and scorestatistical software asused to
analyzethe resulting data. The data wasecked for normality and application of descriptive
statistics. To answer research questions one through three rdgug@mmary statistifor
faculty and stdent data.Then a comparisowasdeveloped to draw conclusions regarding these
three questions.

The datecollected for CCI resultenh discrete numerical data that is on an interval scale
(Levine, Stephan, Krehbiel & Berenson, 2005he demographic da wascategorical data that
is ona nominal scale. The datasexamined for normal distribution bythographic category.
It wasdetermined thaton-parametric statisticaereapplicablefor use with the data sedsie to
the nonanormality of the CCl dat. An analysis \esdone to test the hypotheses in research
guestions four and five. Contingency tafileo way cross classificationhd other statistical

graphic representationsaneused to examine the data for patterns within variables.

Dependent andndependent Variables
In this research the measured @@isthe dependent variable thaasexamined for

effects from the independent variables. The independent vanedlethe demographic
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categorical variables collected prior to the subject conmgi¢he LEP. For thefaculty there
werefour faculty specific independent variables: teaching department, years of CGSC teaching
experience, military status, and age. For loghstudents and faculty therereesix independent
variables: education levalender, combat experience, branch of service, commissioning source,
and years of active duty service.

The datavasexamined using tests for significant differences adransvia
breakdowns of demographic groups and using the appropriate comparibal ifeeg Kruskat
Wallis) to make the comparisons with independent variables.

Faculty
The CGSC faculty can be broadly divided between those that are principally non
teaching faculty (which includes administrators, curriculum developers, etc.) and toseeth
regularly in the classroom teaching. Because this study was concerned with those faculty
members who are currently teaching students the researcher removedthachorg members.
The faculty at CGSC is unique in comparison to other institsitidhe civilian portion
of the faculty is predominantly made up of retired military memberause they have the

background needduly the college when it is making its hiringaigons The faculty was

divided into four age groups on the surveyrepresem g 30’ s, 40’ s tolobk0’ s an

for effects of age on cognitive complexitidecause of requirements for accreditation, CGSC
teachers will have a minimum of a mastdegree level of educatioMany others are hired

with terminal degreesna a few pursue terminal degrees while continuously teaching. Gender
information was requested from both faculty and students with the understanding that there were
very few female faculty members. Of the original 244 faculty invited to participatelbmere

female (4.5%). Because so many of the civilian faculty are retired militagny, but not al

will have some amount of combat deployments. The active duty faculty will often have combat
deployment experience in recent conflicts. The choicermaate to separate the group into those
with no deployments to those with some (1 to 5) to those with a heavy amount of deployments
(more than 6). Of those who have combat experiences some were in situations where traumatic
events occurred. Previous steslion the effects of combat on the classroom have been done at
CGSC (Clark, 2014; Shea, 2010; Spurlin, 2014) and so the faculty were asked to indicate if they
felt they had experienced trauma in combat one, or more than one Mifitary officers come
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from relatively small number of commissioning sources including military academies, the
Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC), or Officer Candidate School (&€ 8)e

demographic survey requested commission source information as well

Students

The CGSCStudent population for the class arriving in academic year-2016 (AY
15/16) consisted of a total of 1307 students. However not all students are United States military
officers. The class includea number of foreign military officers and a few USilcan students
from agencies of the federal government outside the military branghesclassvas78.6%
Army officers and 12.4% other services. The remaining\@¥einternational officers or
civilians. This research develedfindings related to # US military officer population and
excluded the other groupBecause of the requirement to have a bachelors degree for military
commissioning all student officers have at least this level of education. Many others work on a
masters degree while sérg and a few get the opportunity for a terminal degtaehis class
the exact numbers for degrees were not published but a good estimate Bb&bdwatchelors,
66% masters, and 9% terminal degreése US Officers come from three primary sources of
commissioning. In this clagkebreakdown was 13.7% military academies, 54% Reserve
Officer Training Corps (ROTC), and 26.1% from Officer Candidate School (O@yppendix
G there is a demographic breakdown produced by CGSC for AY 15/16 with furthes.de

Expected Cognitive Complexity

The CGSC develops its goals for curriculum
taxonomy (Bloom, 1956) and these goals define the expectation for the college graduates. In
Chapter 2 the researcher developed a schememafwidting the Terminal Learning Objectives
(TLO) described in Blooms levels, into an equivalent Perry Position level. Using the
information from Tables.2 and 23 it is possible to develop an overall Perry level expectation
for graduates. TableBsummarizes the weighted calculation for an overall expected Perry level
expressed as a CCl score. The resulting weighted average Perry position expected for graduates
is 4.07 which is the equivalent of a CClI score of 40is this score of 407 that wille used for

determining the answers to research questions 2 and 3.
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Table 3.1. Weighted Calculation of TLO to CCI

TLO Evaluation Synthesis Analysis Application Comprehensior Knowledge

1 1
2 1
3
4
5 1
6 1
7
8
9 1
10
11 1
12
13 1
colurn 0 5 5 2 1 0
Weight 5 4 3 2 1
Column
Total
X 25 20 6 2 0
Weight
TOTAL 53
Average 53/13= 4.07

Protection of Human Rights

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) process for permission to conduct research using
human subjects was completed through two institutions, Kansas State University (KSU) and the
U.S. Army Command and General Staff College (CGSC). KSérnted the research to be
“ Eempt research under the criteria set forth in Federal Policy for the protection of human
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subjects.The research is assigned Proposal Number 7838milar conclusiorwas reached by
thelRB at CGSC based on the charactersstf the study.Both IRB approval letters are
included as appendices to this document.

The researched used the CGSC Quality Assurance Office (QAQFSCto assist in
translating the pencil and paper version of the LEP into dmersurvey format This method
of delivery has been used before (using the website SurveyMonkey.comasdeemed
appropriate by the owner of the LEP, Dr. William Moore. The software used to distribute the
LEP to the subjects is entirely anonymougsing an email list, invitations to participate were
sentto students and to facultysubjects were directed to the Inquisite website where they
competed the surveylhe software i notidentify the email address with the data collected
but rather assigrd a unique nunerical code to each participanthe data returned from the
Inquisite software included the necessary answers to score the LEP in addition all the
demographic data. The survey was anonymous and no data recorded identifying information by
individual was povided by the Inquisite software results. The researcher eliminated all but the
essential scoring information and sent the results to Dr. William Moore at the Center for the
Study of Intellectual Development (CSID) in Olympia, Washington.

Summary

This study usd the Learning Environment Preferences instrument to make a
measurement of the cognitive complexity of two groups, faculty and students, at CGSC. The
CCl scoresvereconverted to Perry position for the groups. The expectaftorrtbe college
graduate nominally expressed using Blooms Taxonomgstranslated into an expected Perry
position The resulting dataasused to answer research questions 1, 2 and 3. The
demographic dataasthen used to delve deeper into #ifectson the dependentariable of
CClI scores with respect to the demographic breakdowns in order to answer research questions 4
and 5.
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CHAPTER4-Fi ndi ngs

Overview

The data collecteffom the electronic surveyadthe datanalyzedrom the Army
Command and General Staff Colle@5SQ curriculum materialgre presented in this chapter.
Initially, a determination of the overall cognitive complexity for CGSC gradwedss
established using the principles developed in Chapt@h2.demographics of the two
populations under study livbe described in detail to include the collection of education level,
gender, combat deployments and trauma indications, branch of service, commissioning source,
and years of active duty service. In addition for the faculty population data collechedimgg
teaching department, years of teaching experience at CGSC, military status, and age will be
examined. Following the demographic examinatiorLéerning Environment Preferences
(LEP) Cognitive Complexity Index (CCHcores will be presentehd firdings regarding the
associations between the dependent and independent variablesdis|plaged

DemographicFindings
This study examined twgroupsat theArmy Command and General Staff College
(CGSC) the faculty and the student§he demographicsf each group are discusssgparately.

Faculty
Completion of a survey with demographic questiamgl a 65 question LEB alarge
commitment of effort for the ptcipant and yet only two faculty membewntho began the
survey failed to continue androplete all the informationOf the 244 survey invitations sent
there were 14 responses of which 112 g¢1112)werecompletedandscored. Therefore the

overall response rate for the survey was 112/244 = 45.9%.

Teaching Department

Because of the timingf the survey prior to the start of the school ysafaculty
department was teaching at the time of the surviéye iesponse ratestill variedsomewhat
among teaching departmentshis researcher has no explanation why these response rates

varied fran a highof 62% down to a low of 33%.Here is a breakdown by department:
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DJIMO 71 invitations sent, 44 responded, 62.0% response rate.

DMH 25 invitations sent, 14 responded, 56.0% response rate.

DCL 23 invitations sent, 12 responded, 52.2% response rate.

DLRO 43 invitations sent, 15 responded, 34.9% response rate.

DTAC 82 invitations sent, 27 responded, 32.9% response rate.

In terms of the percentage of those responding from each department the breakdown
looks like this:

DJIMO contributed 44 or 39.3% the total survey responses.

DMH contributed 14 or 12.5% of the total survey responses.

DCL contributed 12 or 10.7% of the total survey responses.

DLRO contributed 15 or 13.4% of the total survey responses.

DTAC contributed 27 or 24.1% of the total survegponses.

Overall the strongest contributor to the survey was the DJIMO departmerahwitih
three times thaumber of responses compared tthe three smallestepartments.
Consequently the greatest contribution to CCI results has come fronmé¢hilepartmentalmost
40%).

Years of Teaching Experience at CGSC

This demographic was chosen to look for differences related to the amount of teaching
time as it relates t o. Thehgealidtaee ithereys ashatnmCEIr * s
sares as faculty beconmoreproficient in teaching the curriculum over time. Thfaeulty
experience levels were chosen based on the typical life cycle of teaching at CG®8@:tors
stationed at CGSC as antive duty militaryposting typically staywboutthree yearslthough
some will stay longerThese active duty instructorsould be expected to contribute a
preponderance of the results for thist tranche of 0 to 3 years surveyéethe results show that
100% of respondents in this tranche waecgve duty military faculty with no civilians in this
category. Civilians who are newand in their first 5 years of teaching at CG80uld be
expected taontribute largely to theecond tranche of 3 to 5 year instructdrsactual fact
100% of the 30 5 year group respondents were also active duty military with no civilian
representation.At the 5 year point all instructors are sent to a refresher and recertification
course developed by CGSC to allow seasoned instructors to review underlyinggeach

principles used by the collegend to cdbborate on teaching techniquekhis 5 year milestone
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of experience was chosen as the break point f
would be expected to contribute the majority of respoimsttee over 5 years group. That is
what the results showed. |l Aesponderg werecivilian faculty membes except for one military
faculty member.
The response rates were highest from the over 5 year instructors with 74.1% of the total
and 20.5% fro the 0 to 3 year group. The 3 to 5 year group was small at 5.3% but this is

expected because this group would be a smaller population than the other two.

Military Status
The survey invitations were sent to 83 active duty instructors and 161 cimdimadgtors
(34% active duty, 66% civilian). This proportion is representative of the of&calty ratio
near 40/60 active duty to civilian (Dean of Academics Self Study Report, 2018 response
rates were 31 age duty (27.%6 of the totalrespones) and 81 Civilians{2.3% of the total
responss). The civilian faculty therefore, contributed at higher amount than their representation

in the overall faculty

Age

Thefaculty wasdivided into four age groupsn the survey e pr esenti ng 30 s,
and 60 and older. The initial numbers returned had only 2 faculty menepersing that they
werei n their 30"s which made this a statistical
For analysis the instructors were grouped into three gra®i@s”’ s gand 04 0’, 60’ s anc
This resulted in response rates of 34 (13.9%), 54 (22.1%), and 24 (9.8%) from the 244 invited to
participate. The percent of total respondents within the age grouping8vias 3 % f or 30’ s
40" s, 48. 2% iandt h2eli.r4% 0i'n the 60's and ol der .

Education Level

Because of requirements for accreditati@®SC teachers will have a minimum of a
masters degree level of education. Many others are hired with terminal degrees, and a few
pursue terminal degrees whdentinuouslyteaching. The survey invitation responses came

from 86(76.8%)instructors with masters degrees anq2&2%)with terminal degrees.
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Gender

Gender information was requested from both faculty and students with the understanding
that thee were very few female faculty members. Of the original 244 faculty invited to
participate only11 were female (4.5%). The survey results came from 3 faculty females (1.2%)
which is too small of a response rate to glean any significance from theAdagaresult no

information regarding CClI scores as they vary by gender will be examined for the faculty.

Combat Deployments

The results show that there were very few respondaatise duty or civilian faculty)
with 6 or more deploymentsifly 3 of 112 or 2.7%). The majority fell into the 1to 5
deployment tranche (80 or 71.4%) and zero deployments (29 or 25.9%).

Combat Trauma
Of the 112 respondents 8%Xperienced &raumaticevent(33%) 10 indicating only once
(8.9%) and 27 indicating more @m oneevent(24.1%)

Branch of Service

The faculty iscomposedf mostly Army; or retired Armypersonnel The responses
reflected that characteristi©Of the 112 survey respondents only 2 indicated they had never been
commissioned officers (1.8%)here were 94 responses who iraded they were serving or had
served in the Army (83.9%). The other responses came from the other services in small numbers

and one respondent left the service question blank.

Commissioning Source

Among the faculty respomdts there were six who had not received a commission from
these sources avhowere never commissioned. All other respondents indicated a commission
from the typical sources. There were 16 from military academie®3%)473 from ROTC
(65.2%) and 1%rom OCS (7.0%).

Years of Active Duty Service
The number of years served by members of the faculty was relative unvarying. Only 5
had never served or had served for less than 10 years. The majority served 20 or more years,

whichis typical of militaryofficers pursuing anilitary retirement. Thse serving more than 20
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years comprisef3 (83%) of respondentd.he remaining 13 (11.6%) respondents had served

between 10 and 20 years.

Students
The student response rate to the surveyM8sesponsesOf the initial 188 respondents
24 had to be eliminated because the student did not complete the full LEFefTh64 scored
LEPs which is a 13.7%esponse ratom the initial 1193 invitations to participate

Education Level

Becausef therequirement to have a bachelors degree for military commissioning all
student officers have at least this level of education. Many others work on a masters degree
while serving and a fewet the opportunity for a terminal degree. Within the students
responding 70 (42.7% ) had a bachelor degree, 83 (50.6% ) had a masters degre€5.afe6i Y11

had terminal degrees.

Gender
Although there are relatively fewer female officer students (180 of 1307 total for class
AY 15/16)(13.8%) the response rate wasnparatively high. There were 351(3%)female

respondents and 1%Z98.7%)male respondents.

Combat Deployments

Theranges chosen for indication of combat deployments turned out to be less
discriminating than the researcher had anticipated. Thereonbréour students with six or
more deployments and 10 with none. Consequently therelw8rstudents (91.5%) of
respondents that fell into the one category of 1 to 5 deployments. As a group the respondents
were too homogeneous in this respect to drsoate any significant informationAs a result no
information regarding CClI scores as they vary by combat deployments will be examined for the

students.

Combat Trauma

Even though the students had similar numbers of deployments their exparignce
traumatic events was quite varied. As noted beforeipus studies on the effects of combat on
the classroom have been done at CGSC (Clark, 2014; Shea, 2010; Spurlin, 2@ djudents
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indicated significant percentages had eigeed trauma icombat one, or more than one, time.
Of the B4 respondentalmost half (76)ndicated they had been in a traumatic eyé6t3%), 11
indicating only onc€6.7%), and 65ndicating more than one incider®9.6%).

Branch of Service
Thestudent body as alwle is78.6% Army officers]12.4%officers from other services,
and 9% civilians and foreign officer3.he survey respondents were 150 Army (91.5%), and 14

other services (8.5%).

Commissioning Source

Military officers come from relatively small mber of commissioning sources including
military academies, the Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC), or Officer Candidate School
(OCS). Among thetudentrespondents there wet& who had not received a commission from
these sources. All other respontieindicated a commission from thwajor three sources.
There were 21 from military academies (22)390 from ROTC (54.96) and36 from OCS
(22.0%).

Years of Active Duty Service
The number of years served $tydent respondents varied to some extéhere were 31
students with 10 or less years (18.%), 122 with 10 to 20 years (74.4%), and 11 with more than 20

years of service (6.7%).

LEP Scores

Although there were originally 188 student responses to the survey 24 of the surveys
were incomplete in@ne way that made it impossible to score them. For the faculty surveys
114 surveys were returned anald were unscorable.The CCI scores and corresponding

demographic inform@n are available in AppendésH andl.
Research Question 1

Faculty LEP Sores
Figures 4.1 and 2.show the distribution for the faculty LEP scor&sual inspection

shows that the CCI scoresencentrated toward the higher end of the scalas results in a
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negative skewnessl(93) andaleptokurtic distribution%.86). The CCI scores fail the
AndersonDarling test for normality (P<.05) and this is confirmed by the LEP probability plot
which shows the data deviagjfrom normality.

Summary for CCI
Cohort = Faculty
Anderson-Darling Normality Test
A-Squared 354
P-Vale < 0.005
Mean 358.00
StDev 3933
Variance 1546.68
Skewness  -1.93834
Kurtosis 555024
N 112
Minimasm 200.00
Ist Quarile 386,25
— Median 407.00
1] 241 28 320 380 40 4] Iod Quartle 42275
Maximum 450.00
. - R - | 55% Confidence Interval for Mean
390.64 405.36
95% Confidence Interval for Median
400.45 410.85
95% Confidence Intervals 55% Confidence Interval for StDev
v | | .77 45.28
Madizn
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Figure 4.1. Faculty LEP Distribution
Probability Plot of CCI
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Figure 4.2. Faculty LEP Probability Plot

Student LEP Scores
Figures 4.3 and 4.show the distribution for the student LEP scores. The CCI
distribution for student scores are closer to a nothsaiibutionthan were the faculty scorbsit

they alsdfail the AndersorDarling test for normality (P<.05)This is confirmed by the
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probability plot as well.Unlike the facultyCCIl scoreghe studentscores are not as heavily
clustered toward the high end and the resulting distributioroisly slightly negativein
skewness-0.47) and aplatykurtic (-0.17).

Summary for CCI
Cohort = Student
Anderson-Darling Mormality Test
A-Equared 051
P-Wzhe 0.020
Mean 360,12
StDev 48.99
Variance 2359.84
Skewness 0485383
Kurtosis -0.11300%
N 154
Minimasm 213.00
ﬂ 1st Quartile 327.00
Medizn 357.00
200 240 280 ] 380 L] 241 3rd Queartile 196,75
Maxinum 456,00
. 95% Confidence Interval for Mean
352,57 35768
'95% Confidence Interval for Median
357.00 373.04
95% Confidence Intervals 5% Confidence Interval for StDev
Mmmn L | 44,20 54,35
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Figure 4.3. Student LEP Distribution
Probability Plot of CCI
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Figure 4.4. Student LEP Probability Plot
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Tests for CCI Differences Between Faculty and Students

The same LEP instrument was administered to both groups in the study using an
electronic survey tacquirethe raw data for scoring. The descriptivatisticsare shown in
Table 41. The mean values betwetre faculty and students wer88and 360 respectivelya
39 point difference on a scale from 200 to 500. A Kruskallis test was done to determine if
this 3 point difference was statistically signifita The test results are shown in Tabl2.

With a P<<.05 the teshews there is a strong reason for establishing statistical significance.
The difference between student and faculty CCI sdersstistically significant with the faculty
scoringsignificantly higher than students on the LEP measure of cognitive complexity.

Table 4.1. Descriptive Statistics for Faculty and Students CCI Scores

Cohort N Mean SE Mean StDev
Faculty 112 398.00 3.72 39.33
Student 164 360.12 3.83 48.99
Cohort Minimum Q1 Median Q3 Maximum
Faculty 200.00 386.25 407.00 422.75 450.00
Student 213.00 327.00 367.00 396.75 456.00

Table 4.2. Kruskal-Wallis Test of Faculty CCI versus Student CCI

Cohort N Median Ave Rank z
Faculty 112 407.0 179.1 6.99
Student 164 367.0 110.8 -6.99
Overall 276 138.5

H=48.84 DF=1 P =0.000
H=48.85 DF=1 P =0.000 (adjusted for ties)
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Research Question 2

Tests for CCI DifferencesBetween Faculty and Expected CCI

Using the Terminal Learning Objectives (TLOSs) the researcher determined that the
curriculumexpectation for a graduate of CGSQGhie equivalent of 407 on the CCI scoring scale.
Table 43 showsthe results of One Sampletesting to determine if the faculty CCl mean score
of 398 is different in a statistically significant amount from the 407 expectation for student
graduates. The P values of 0.017 and 0.009 are both less than .05 eaté thait a score of 407
is statstically significantly different from the faculty mean score of 39®is difference,
however, has little practical significance. The two values can be viewed through an Effects Size
calculation to determine practical significance (Fraenkel & Walle@62Devine, Stephan,

Krehbiel & Berenson, 2005Cal cul at i ng iCEghatgon lyisldsa valueaof.22%
whi ch Cohen def i neide(@dendd88)s mal |l ” Effect S

samiq —F & C (1)

Table 4.3. T-Test of Faculty CCI versus Expected CCI

Test of mu = 407 vs not = 40

Variable N Mean StDev SE Mean 95% CI T P

CCl 112 398.00 39.33 3.72 (390.64, 405.36) -2.42 0.017

Test of mu = 407 vs < 407

Variable N Mean StDev SE Mean 95% Upper Bound T P

CCl 112 398.00 39.33 3.72 404.16 -2.42 0.009
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Research Questior8

Tests for CCI Differences Between Students and Expected CCI

The graduate expectation is a CCI score of 407 and the mean score from the student LEP
results wer860. In Tablet.4 the results are shown for a One Sample T test to determine if the
stucent CCI at 360 is different in a statistically significant amount from the 407 expectation for
student graduates. The P \alf 0.000 is strong evidens®licaing that the students are
starting at a CCl score that is appreciably below the level teapiscted at graduation.

Table 4.4. T-Test of Student CCI versus Expected CCI
Test of mu = 407 vs < 407

Variable N Mean StDev SE Mean 95% Upper Bound T P

CCl 164 360.12  48.99 3.83 366.45 -12.25 0.000

Research Questions 4 and 5

Overview

For each of the examined groups an analysis was done to look for significant findings
within the demographic groups. Each demographic was examined through the lens of Perry
Positions as described by the documentatiahdbcompanied the CCI scoring provide by the
Center for the Study of Intellectual Devel opm
the Learning Environment Pr edCeéscoeenareosganiz&ic or e R
into convenient score rgas to provide a method for categorical analysis of the data. The bins
are shown in Table.@and are spaced roughly in 43 point increments. There is a seventh
category in the documentation provided by CSIDHerryposition5 however none of the
faculty or student CClI scores were in this category (highest faculty CCI score 450, highest
student CClscore456)N. B. f or the statistical analysis t

which corresponds to the six bins or Perry positions used in Table 4
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Table 4.5. Translating CCI Score into Perry Position

Sig:e Nfr;nber Perry Position Faculty Count Student Count

200240 1 2

241-284 2 Transition 2 to 3

285328 3 3 5 31
329372 4 Transiton 3 to 4 12 51
373416 5 4 55 53
417-460 6 Transition 4 t0 5 37 18

Faculty

For each of the eleven demographic areas that were included for faculty the researcher
will provide a test of statistical significancé contingency table of the data colied with the
CCl scores aggregated into Perry position bins as defined by thei€&IRilable in Appendix
D. The analyses wercomputed using SPSS softwarerSon21 and Minitab Version 16
Because of the relatively small group of participants {12)the Chi Square test wasta valid
statistic for thecontingency table data. Theseremany cells thatontairedless than 5 entries

which is insufficient for a conclusive Chi Square statistic.

Teaching Department

Table 4.6. Teaching Department KruskalWallis Test

TeachingDept N Median Ave Rank Z
DCL 13 4130 64.4 0.4
DJIMO 42 4035 53.2 -0.84
DLRO 15 400.0 53.5 -0.38
DMH 14 4075 54.3 -0.28
DTAC 28 407.0 60.6 0.76
Overall 112 56.5

H=1.86 DF=4 P =064
H=185DF =4 P =0/64 (adjusted for ties)
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The KruskalWallis test looking for a statistically significant difference in the CCI scores
among the five teaching departments had a P value much larger than .05 (P>>.05). There is
therefore strongndication thalooking across théaculty across departmeni® one department
has significantly higher or lower scores than the members of other departifieatsighest
average score was in the Department of Command and Lead@€hipat 408.8 and the
lowest was the Department of Military History (DMH) at 378.The contingency table
(Appendix D)shows that faculty scores do cluster largely into the top two levels of Perry

position.

Years of Teaching Experience at CGSC

Table 4.7. Teaching Experience KruskaiWallis Test

YrsTeaching N Median Ave Rank Z
0-3 Years 23 404.0 51.7 -0.80
5 or More Years 83 407.0 56.8 0.17
More than 3 Years but Less than 5 Years 6 4170 70.8 1.11
Overall 112 56.5

H=168 DF=2 P=0.431
H=1.68 DF =2 P = ™31 (adjusted for ties)

This demographic was chosen to look for differences related to the amount of teaching
time as it relates to the faculntC@€scoresaber ' s CC
faculty become proficient in teaching the curriculum over tiffiee KruskalWallis test shows a
P valuegreaterthan .05 (P=.016) indicating no satistical significance in the different CCI
scores depending adhenumber of years teltg experiencef aninstructor. The relationship
is not linear in the sense that as more years are gained the CCI scores are higher. The highest
scores ar@otseen in the group with the greatest teaching experience, those above(Mgaars
= 398.2),but rather in the 3 to 5 year category (Mean = 415.8). Thoséwatl3 yearseaching
had the lowest score average (Mean = 392.5).
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Military Status

Table 4.8. Military Status Kurskal -Wallis Test

MilitaryStatus N Median Ave Rank z
Active Duty 31 404.0 56.5 -0.01
Civilian 81 407.0 56.5 0.01
Overall 112 56.5

H=0.00 DF=1 P =0.995
H=0.00 DF =1 P = 0.99%adjusted for ties)

Thereis nostatistically significant diffenece between the CCI scores of military faculty
and civilian faculty. The Krusalallis test has a P value mugteater tha .05 (P=.995
indicating strong evidence fesstablishinghere is ncstatistical significance Thecivilian
faculty CCl scoresdd amean score d897.8 which is very close to the military mean score of
398.4

Age

The faculty were dividetch thesurvey nt o f our age groups repres
and 60 and older. Thaurveyresulth ad only 2 f acul $whichmedeldhssas i n
statistically very small group compared to the other groups. For analysis the instructaes were

grouped by age inthitr e e gr oups: 30"s and 40, 50's, 60"

Table 4.9. Age Goups Kruskal-Wallis Test

Age N Median Ave Rank 4

I amin my 30s40s 34 404.0 53.5 -0.65
| amin my 50s 54 407.0 58.8 0.74
I amin my 60sor older 24 4055 55.5 -0.17
Overall 112 56.5

H=059DF=2 P =043
H=0.60 DF =2 P = (r43 (adjusted for ties)
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In the cae of age versus the CCI bitieere doesotappear to be a statistically
significant change in CClI with age grous=.743. Thescores are relatively flat with means

by age group going from 33! 401.4, to 394.8.

Education Level

Table 4.10. Education Level Kurskal-Wallis Test

EducationLevel N Median Ave Rank Z
Doctorate or other Terminal Degree 27 417.0 63.4 1.28
Master 85 404.0 54.3 -1.28
Overall 112 56.5

H=1.63DF=1 P =®02
H=1.63 DF =1 P =0.202adjusted for ties)

The level of education appears to makesignificantdifference in measured cognitive
complexity of the faculty. The KruskaVallis test yidds a P valu¢P = .202)thatindicates that
faculty with terminal degrees are not significantly different from those with master degtees.
mean scores wekepoints different with terminal degree holdershegthan masters degree
holders (402.0 versu396.7).

Gender

Table 4.11. Gender Kruskal-Wallis Test

Gender N Median Ave Rank Z
Not Answered 1 407 57.5 0.03
Female 3 413.0 58.7 0.12
Male 108 407.0 56.4 -0.12
Overall 112 56.0

H=0.aL DF =2 P =0993
H=0.0L DF = 2P = 0993 (adjusted for ties)

* NOTE * One or more small samples

Gender information was requested from facelgn though ofhe original 244 faculty
invited to participate only 11 were female (4.5%). The surgsults caméack with responses
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from only 3 faculty females (1.2%) which is too small of a response rateake any valid
conclusions from the dataAs notedin Table 411 one faculty respondent neglected to report

gender information.

Combat Deployrants

Table 4.12. Combat Deployments KruskatWallis Test

CombatDeployments N Median Ave Rank Z
1-5 80 405.0 55.6 -0.44
6+ 3 422.0 73.5 092
None 29 407.0 57.1 0.11
Overall 112 56.5

H=0.89 DF=2 P =0.642
H=0.89 DF =2 P = ®42 (adjusted for ties)

* NOTE * One or more small samples

The data regarding CCI bins versus combat deployments {gowerful due tohe very
small number of faculty with six or more deploymentfie majority (71.4%) of faculty have
between one and 5 deployments, a very high percentalge . KruskalWallis test indicatedhat

there is no statistical significance to the number of combat deployments to cognitive complexity.

Combat Trauma

Table 4.13. Combat Trauma Kruskal-Wallis Test

CombatTrauma N Median Ave Rank Z
Not Answered 29 407.0 57.1 0.11
No 46 401.5 48.9 -2.06
Yes, more than once. 26 412.0 69.8 2.38
Yes, only once. 11 4100 55.2 -0.14
Overall 112 56.5

H=6.86 DF=3 P =0.076
H =6.87 DF =3P = 0.076(adjusted for ties)
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The KruskalWallis test was done using the available faculty who provided information
regarding traumatic eventisey experienced when deged The blank® Not Answer ed”
surveyscame fromfaculty whohad no combat deployment®fthose whaesponded there
appears to be ngignificantconnection between having experienced traumatic events in combat
ard the CCl scores (B .076). Notably @mparing means of those with no trauma to the mean
of all those with some traumatic experiences there is a 21 point diffesgthce higher mean

occurring in subjects with combat trauma experiei(88%.7 versus 408.5).

Branch of Service

Table 4.14. Service Branch KurskalWallis Test

ServiceBranch N Median Ave Rank Z
Not Answered 1 353.0 13.5 -1.33
Air Force 3 403.0 60.8 0.23
Army 94 407.0 58.0 1.12
Marine 6 388.5 35.2 -1.65
Navy 8 410.5 58.6 0.19
Overall 112 565

H=4.63 DF =4 P =0.327
H=4.63 DF =4 P = 0327 (adjusted for ties)

* NOTE * One or more small samples

There did not appear to be statistically significant differences in the cognitive complexity

scoresdased on the facultpyembets branch of service (P.327).
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Commissioning Source

Table 4.15. Commissioning Source KruskaiWallis Test

CommissioningSource N Median Ave Rank Z

An Academy 16 415.0 64.1 1.01
oCs 19 404.0 53.9 -0.38
Other 4 393.5 52.8 -024
ROTC 73 407.0 55.7 -0.35
Overall 112 56.5

H=1.10 DF =3 P = 0777
H=1.10DF =3 P = 0777 (adjusted for ties)

* NOTE * One or more small samples
Military officers cane from relatively small number of commissioning sources including

military academies, the Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC), or Officer Candidate School
(OCS). Among the faculty respondents there vi@sewho had not received a commission

from thesesourcesor were never commissioned. All other respondents indicated a commission
from the typical sourcesThe KruskalWallis test indicated no statistically significant results for

commissioning source and CCI sc@pe=.777).

Years of Active Dty Service

Table 4.16. Years of Active Duty Service KruskatWallis Test

YearsofActiveDutyService N Median Ave Rank Z
1to 10 Years 3 408.0 56.8 0.05
20 or More Years 93 407.0 57.8 130
| havenever served on active duty. 2 350.0 12.5 -1.93
More than 10 Years but less than 20 Year 13 404.0 50.0 -0.72
Overall 111 560

H=4.45 DF = 4P = 0349
H =4.45 DF = 4P = 0348 (adjusted for ties)

* NOTE * One or more small samples
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Thefaculty is largely comprised of (83%) of people with 20 or more years of active duty
service. One respondenéft this entry blank and was not used in the Krudkallis test. The
KruskalWallis test shows no significant connection between the nuofhears a faculty
member served in the military and the CCI cognitive complexity s¢Bres349).

Students
For each of the seven demographic areas that were included for the students surveyed the
researcher will provide a test of statistical significa A contingency table of the data collected
with the CCI scores aggregated into Perry position bins as defined by thesG&Hilable in
Appendix E The analyses were computed using SPSS softenson21 and Minitab Version
16. Because of theelatively small group of participants £1164) the Chi Square test is not
likely to be valid in the case of the contingency table data. There are many cells that will contain

less than 5 entries which is insufficient for a conclusive Chi Square statistic

Education Level

Table 4.17. Education Level Kruskal-Wallis Test

EducationLevel N Median Ave Rank Z
Bachelor 69 367.0 83.6 0.24
Doctorate or other Terminal Degree 11 372.0 86.5 0.29
Master 84 368.0 81.1 -0.39
Overall 164 82.5

H=019 DF=2 P=0.910
H =019 DF =2 P =®10 (adjusted for ties)

Because of the requirement to have a bachelors degree for military commissioning all
student officers have at least this level dfieation. Many others work on a masters degree
while serving and a few get the opportunity for a terminal degfée KruskalWallis test
showed no connection &.910 between education level and CCl score. Téssilt is
consistent with faculty re#ts which also showed noonnection betwee@Cl score and

educational level
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Gender

Table 4.18. Gender Kruskal-Wallis Test

Gender N Median Ave Rank z
Female 36 325.5 59.4 -3.30
Male 128 3715 89.0 3.30
Overall 164 82.5

H=1091 DF=1 P =®01
H=10.91 DF =1 P = ®01 (adjusted for ties)

Response by gender was interesting. Although there are relatively fewer female officer
students (180 of 1307 total for class AY 15/(183.8%) the respoesrate was comparatively
high as compared to male students. The Krugkallis test showed connection between
gender and CCI level (£.001).

Combat Deployments

The ranges chosen for indication of combat deployments turned betless
discriminating than the researcher had anticipated. There were only four students with six or
more deployments and 10 with none. Consequently there were 150 students (91.5%) of
respondents that fell into tlsinglecategory of 1 to 5 deploymtm As a group the respondents

were too homogeneous in this respect to discatimny significant information from this study.

Combat Trauma

Table 4.19. Combat Trauma Kurskal-Wallis Test

CombatTauma N Median Ave Rank  Z

No 75 363.0 71.2 -1.46
Yes, more than once. 65 370.0 81.5 1.22

Yes, only once. 12 359.0 82.2 0.46

Overall 152 76.5

H=2.13 DF=2 P=0.344
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H=2.13 DF =2 P = 844 (adjusted for ties)

152 cases we used; 12 cases contained missing values

There is some evidence in prior studies that combat trauma has an effect on CGSC
studentgClark, 2014; Shea, 2010; Spurlin, 201Zhe KruskalWallis P value of344indicates
that whatever effects combaturaa is having on CGSC students it does not appear to be

affecting their CCI scoremeasured bthe LEP.
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Branch of Servie

Table 4.20. Service Branch Kruskal-Wallis Test

ServiceBranch N Median Ave Rank Z

Air Force 9 348.0 58.7 -1.55
Army 150 369.0 84.2 1.50
Coast Guard 367.0 81.0 -0.03
Marine 337.0 53.3 -0.88
Navy 369.0 91.8 0.28
Overall 164 82.5
H=3.29DF=4 P =®11

H=3.29 DF =4 P = (®11 (adjusted dr ties)

* NOTE * One or more small samples

There was no connection found between service branch and CCl seofL[p.

Students from the Army and the other Joint services appear to score at similar levels of CCI.

Commissioning Source

Table 4.21. Commissioning Source KruskaiWallis Test

CommissioningSource N Median Ave Rank Z
An Academy 20 370.5 89.5 0.70
oCs 40 362.0 78.3 -0.65
Other 14 321.5 60.6 -1.81
ROTC 90 370.0 86.2 1.11
Overall 164 82.5
H=429DF=3 P=[®32

H=4.29 DF =3 P = @32 (adjusted for ties)

Regardless of military commissioning source the CCI scores appear to show no

statistically significant difference (#.232).
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Years of Active Duty Seice

Table 4.22. Years of Active Duty Service KruskatWallis Test

YearsofActiveDutyService N Median Ave Rank  Z

20 or More Years 11 333.0 58.5 -1.73
More than 10 Years but less than 20 Years 123 369.0 85.3 1.31
Zero to 10 Years 30 365.0 79.8 -0.35
Overall 164 82.5

H=3.33DF=2 P =089
H=3.33 DF =2 P =89 (adjusted for ties)

The number of years served by student respondents vaadditiedextent. The
KruskalWallis test showed #t the different number of years served did not have a significant
effect o the resulting CCI scores é2.189.

Summary of Research Findings

This chapter detailed information about the information obtained through the use of a
survey instrument used toltect demographic data and measure cognitive complexity using the
Learning Environment Preferences instrument. The two groups studied were the fasulty (N
244) and the studenisl = 1193) of a military intermediate service school, the Army Command
andGeneral Staff College, at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. The surveyed population
demograplts were laid out in detail. Of the groups invited to participate the response rate was
very high for faculty (n= 112)(45.9%) but much more modest for students (164) (13.8%).

The collected survey data was sent out for scoring to develop an individual CCI score for
each participant. Also the learning objectives of the school were studied and translated into an
expected CCI level for graduates of the institutiising statistical testing the faculty and
students were compared against both ediclr and the school expectation looking for
statistically significant difference. The test results indicated that the CCI of the students was
below that of the faculty arthe level expected at graduation. Howeteere was not a
practicallysignificant difference in the faculty CCIl score and the expected student graduate

Score.
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The data was further tested to answer questions regarding the changes in CClI that might
conrectto demographicategories There were interesting resulisterms ofthe lack of
statisticalsignificarce in most casesFor the facultyno statistically significant results were
found for any of théendependent variabledzor the students the grnétatistically significant

connection®ccurredbetweerthe CCl scoresandgender
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CHAPTER5-Summar yYDiasmcdissi on

Overview

The purpose of this research was to determine if there was a relationship between the
cognitive complexity of faculty, students, aexpectations for students at a single military
intermediate service school. Along with the simultaneous measure of cognitive complaxity
a survey administration of the LEP instrument, the researcher also developed a technique for
translating learningbjectives from Blooms taxonomy into a corresponding Perry position. This
translation method was used to translate the college learning objectivas expected Perry
position for graduates of the collegéhe study also included demographic datatk lfor
significant results regamy a number of independent variables. This chapter proaides
discussion of the findinggndthe implications of these findings. Sonmipy recommendations
are made based evhat the findings are indicatingnd somepportunities for future research

are discussed

Discussion of Findings
OQur nation’s military is charged with defe
interests. There is ample evidence that our military forces will be called up to do this in highly
complex operating environments. Endemic to the environment where US military forces will
operate are problems that defy simple solutions and simple problem solving. Many of the
problems will exhibit characteristics of wicked orstructured problems thaequire problem
solvers to think and act in ways that will tax their cognitive abilities. To ensure our officers are
ready for this challengéhey are sent to intermediate service schools to practice thinking in new
and complex ways. For this to happ#or officers to be challenged and supported in adult
development, will demand a faculty who can understand both the developmental level of their
students and the level at which the education hopes to develop in the student. One way to
examine whethermaintermediate service school is up to the task is too look at the cognitive
complexity of the entering students, the resident faculty, andetsieed lgel for graduatesThe
education these officers receive must be facilitated by a faculty with aigegromplexitylevel

greater than the goal for graduates (and greater than the student cognitive complexity as they
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enter the school) in order to enable the faculty to bridge students to higher levels of cognitive

complexity.

Research Question OnieFaculty and Student€£ognitive Complexity

Is there a difference in the measured level of faculty and student cognitive complexity as
measured using the Learning Environment Preferences instrument?

This question imoteworthy inthe context of constructivisheory and developmental
teaching perspectivesDevelopmental teaching has as its goal the desire to improve the
student’s thinking process (Pratt, 1998).
frameworks of the learner in the directioniméreasingly sophisticated thought (Kegan, 2009;
Taylor, Marienau, & Fiddler, 2000). Thaskfor faculty at CGSC is to provide challenges with
support (Sanford, 1962) that will result in an increase in the sophistication of thought. In order
to do thisthe faculty must be d sufficiently high developmental level to observe both the level
where the students are starting from, and the level where the faculty intends to take them (Pratt,
1998). In this development of students, often called r i d the facgty is charged with
comprehendindgpoth sides of the bridge and taking students across. Thisasplished

through challengingst udent ' s current ways of Kknowing
change their epistemology toward greater sdjgaiion (DrageSevernson, 2009). In the

context of this research there should be a notably different level of cognitive complexity between
faculty and students for the faculty to adequately facilitate developriiéetresearch founithe

mean facultyCCl score was 398 and the mean student score was 360. Statistical tests indicate
that this 39 point difference in CCl is statistically significamhe faculty isesquippedo work on

the development dhestudentpopulation ast entersCGSC. The measurents were made
specifically prior to the beginning of classes so that the student measurements would reflect the

cognitive complexity at the start of instruction.

Research Question Twib Faculty and Expectations foCognitive Complexity
Is there aifference in the level of faculty cognitive complexity as measured using the
Learning Environment Preferences instrument and the expected level of CC shown by the
published learning objectives?
The CGSC publishes the developmental outcomes fdetiraonth education process as
a set of 13 Terminal Learning Objectives (TLOs). These TLO#hareulmination of a
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significant amount of discussion and application of guidance from various military sources.
They represent a lot of work and thought abouettgectations for graduates of the college.
The TLOs are written using the taxonomy developed by Benjamin Bloom in(B8%6n,
1956) For this research both Bloom s taxonomy
development were studied extensively andtigh a correlation of the tasks expected of students
at the Bloom s taxonomy | evels and the tasks
TLOs were translated from Bloom learning objectives into Perry Positions. These were then
further employd to derive an expected Perry Position for graduates of CGSC. This was done to
allow an examination of the measured student and faculty CCI scores with the expectations for
graduates.
The resulting score correlating to the expectation for graduatesiaknt to a CCl
score of 407. The mean value of CCI score of the CGSC faculty is 398. Statistical testing shows
that there is atatisticallysignificant difference between the mean faculty leveltard
expectation for graduatesiowever, a calculatn looking at Effect Size indicates thalthough
there isa statistically significant difference in 398 from 407, in fact the difference has little
practical significance and the two means are
229 whichCohen defined as(Cohen”1988)al | » effect si ze
The rough equivalency of the graduation expectation for students, and the mean cognitive
complexity score for facultyaises a question regardihgw readythefaculty are to educate
students to thaeeded cognitive complexitgr graduation Bridging theory Pratt, 1998; Kegan
2009 would suggest that faculty would need to ba &igher level thaboth the student and the
developmental goal.
The best case scenario would have seen a statissagiyicant difference with the
faculty CCI much greater than the CCI of 40ihe findings indicate that some faculty are at a
higher level than thstudentgraduateand can comprehend where the student is upon arrival
and can comprehend the let@which they will facilitatedevelopmenof the student. Another
way of looking at this iso examine th€Cl scores of facultgndsee thab2 members of the
faculty are above the 407 level (46.4%0)f 60 members of the faculty are bel(®8.6%). It
may beparticularly difficult for faculty at the lavest levels of CCI td) comprehendhe
developmental curriculun2) comprehendvhere the incoming students are currentlygag)

comprehendhow to deelop them talevel of cognitive complexityhigher tharther own.
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DonaldSchén(Schon, 1983, 1987Yescribed professional education as not only
challenges and support but also as development in artistry in the application of professional
knowledge to new and unique problems. Tdas be viewed as atmosphee of coaching the
professional focontinuingdevelopment.If a low cognitive complexity faculty member is given
student developmental goals well above his own level thetashéo develop the student may
beproblematioDrago-Severnson, 2002012; Kegyan, 2009; Pratt, 1998).

Research Question Threie StudentCognitive Complexity ad Expectations for
Cognitive Complexity

Is there a difference in the level of student cognitive complexity as measured using the
Learning Environment Preferences instrumertt the expected level of cognitive complexity
shown by the published learning objectives?

The students in this study were measured as they were arriving at CGSC andtpeor to
beginning of anylevelopmental teachingAs such they represent ttebularasafor faculty to
work with in developmentf the student for 10 months.h& students would need development
through education. The results of the CCl measurement showed that the students arrive at CGSC
with an average CCI of 368,47 point differene andwell below the graduation expectation of
407. Statistical testing confirmed that a mean score of 360 is statically significantly below 407
(137 were at 407 or below, 83.5%nd 27 were above 407, 16.5%hisresult of the research
shows that incoing students are in need of dey@ment to achieve the goals indicated by the
college curriculum.

Within the group ofstudents who responded to the sunddywere at low Perry positions
falling in the Position 2 or Transition from 2 to 3 range. Th& 786 of the respondentdf this
percentage is representative of all the US officer studtewtsuld imply that in every staff group
of 16 students there would be at least one student at very low development (.067 x 16 = 1.07).
Likewise looking at tle highest scoring students, thaséhetransition 4 to Jroup there were
18 students o.1%. Extrapolating this to a staff group would mean that they have roligi@y
studentg.11x 16 =1.76 with avery high cognitive complexity, already above 40CI. So it
is possible to have a very large range of students within one classiidosposes ahallenge

for the instructor. Other research has touched upon the potential value of developmental

95



diversity where the highest performing studesastributedto the development of the lower
performing students (Collins, 2005; Fishback, 1997).

Research Question Fouir Demographic Relationships (faculty only)

How does measured CC differ across demographic categories for faculty?

Is there a diffeence among faculty measured CC (dependent variable) across
independent variables (teaching department, years of CGSC teaching experience, military status,
and age)

The faculty CCI distribution was skewed toward the higher end of the 200 to 500 range
of CCl scores measured by the LEP. This was not an unexpected outcome since tharéculty
all educated to at least a masters degree level and 23.2% of them have obtained terminal degrees.

The teaching departments were not significantly different im €l levels for faculty.

This isinterestingsinceat least one department respondentseheery large percentagé8.6%
with terminal degrege Department of Military History (DMHas compared to 25% for the next
highest which was théepartment of Joinnteragency ad Multinatioral OperationgDJIMO).
The highest mean CCI scores were in the Department of Command andshgafi@CL) with a
mean of 408.8 The lowest mean CCI scores were in DMH with a mean score of 378.1.
Overall no department istatistically significantly higherin their averageognitive complexity
levelin relation to the othalepartments

There was no statistically significant difference found between the cognitive complexity
of the military faculty versus the civilian fa¢yl The civilian faculty respondents contairal
(32.1%)terminal degrees compared to ofl{3.26) amongthe military faculty. Even with a
much higher percentage of terminal degrees the mean score for civilian fawaty £ 397.9)
was not found to bdifferent from the military facultyrfean = 398.4). Since many of the
faculty are retired military officers the total group maytbe homogeneous display
significant differences, even with the addition of a terminal degree.

No statistical significace was found with respect to age or teaching experience in the
faculty. The range of age is large wathirespondents in their 3@nd 40sand 24 respondents
indicating they are age 60 or older. With such a wide range in age the mean values between ag

groups wee only 7 points from each other with the highest mean for faculty in their 50s.
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For teaching experiendbere was a oddprogression of CCas thehighestmean CCI
was for teachens the 3 to 5 year tranche at 415Bhe lower CCl means wetkeO to 3 years
tranche aB92.5 andhose instructors with 5 or more yeatsaverage CCI of 398.2I'he unusual
nature of this is difficult to explain. Notably, the survey participants for both the 0 to 3 group,
and the 3 to 5 group, were 100% actigy faculty. More research would be needed to
determine why no civilian faculty participated in the range from 0 to under Slyaiatamay be

due to the recent rediiens inhiring of faculty due to Defense Department budget issues.

Research Qustion Fivei Demographic Relationships (students and faculty)

How does measured CC differ across demographic categories for both students and
faculty? Is there a difference in measured CC (dependent variable) across independent variables
(education levelgender, combat experienammbat traumabranch of service, commissioning
source, ad years of active duty service)?

The findings of CClI across the demographic communities for students who responded to
the survey were vergonsistentn terms of statistial significance. lonly oneof the six
independent variables (seven if you separate combat traumatic experiences from the number of
deployments) were there any findings of statistically significant differences in CCl sddres.
male student CCI scoregerestatisticallysignificantly higher than the females as measured by
the LEP. The mean score for males was 366.5, anth®females it wa837.3. Also of note,
the female officers responded in much greater numbers than did the male affiagoscentage
of the surveyed groupThis is consistent with other research (Moore & Tarnai, 2002; Smith,
2008) showing that women reply to surveys in greater numbers than do men.

Previous qualitative resear¢tas showrhat students are affected by thearume
traumatic experiencé€lark, 2014 Shea201Q Spurlin,2014. The CCI is a measure of
cognitive complexity and it appears from these results that although military students may be
affected in some areas by combat experigntdses not seem toave had any statistically
significant effect on this group of survey responderitgr was there a significant effect from
education, service branch, commissioning source, or years of active duty service.

There was natatistically significant change CCI for faculty or students regarding
level ofeducation For studentsthe addition of a degree above a bachelors degree did not

statistically significantly change the mean CCI from students with only a bachelors degree.
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faculty thesame was trutor those with a masters degree as comparéubte with terminal
degrees. The mean CCawonly slightly higher for faculty with a terminal degtgefrom
396.7 to 402.

Implications

Thefindings confirm that arriving studentisat responded tté surveyare at a average
level of cognitive complexity below the standard set by the school for a graduate of the college.
Some studentsnter the collegevell below the average CCI score and have relatively simple
epistemological assumptions as thayee schooling at CGSCTheseconditiors then implythat
some amount of improvementrnsededandis valuable for the future of the student and for the
military. The school has a mission to improve critical thinking of students so that they will be
moreeffective problem solvers in a complex operating environmé€&hé fact that some student
enter the collegwith relatively simpleepistemological views means tlia¢y are in need of
development to reach the hay levels expected at graduation

Anotherimplication of thestudentscorescomes from théack of statistical significance
that resulted from the measure of educational lef/#ie studentsEven thougtall the students
arecollege graduateand51.2%completedmasters degreeprior to arrivalthere was no
difference in cognitive complexity when looked at by educational level. The CGSC is accredited
to grant a masters degrieemilitary arts and science (MMAS)It is anunexpectedesultthat
achieving a masters level educatpmior to enty at CGSCdid not appear to challenge students
in a way that would raisteir cognitive complexity.

Thedata shows thdaculty areon average sufficientlgbove thdevel of students in CCl
to concludethatthey will be able to facilitate challengesdaprovide for student support to
develop students in general. What is not so obvioagjisestion of whethéhatsamefaculty
can develop students to a level expected by the learning objectives. In an earlier chapter Figure
1.1 showed the ten month§school at CGSdlustrated as students crossiadpridge. The
students begin at the left with an average CCI of 360. The school desires that they cross the
bridge and arrive at the far side with a CCI of 407. The faculty showdgrolicallyabove he
bridgewith a cognitive complexity weabove 407 so that theyan perceivéhe studers at
arrivaland guide them to where they need to be at the end of ten months. On average the CGSC
faculty isstandingat the higherCC endof the bridge, but theyranotat a CCwell above the
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level of student graduatesThe implication is that faculty epistemological sophistication may
needimprovementor the goals as currdptset may need to be moderated

The statistical significance seen for students dédkéht gender implies that the
measurement instrument questions may be interpreted differently by male and female officers.
Using measurement instruments designed to test for Perry Scheme measurements may not be
precisely revealing the cognitive complexitiwomen (Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, &
Tarule, 1997; Collins, 2005; Fishback, 1997). Gender related epistemology differences have
been studied (Magolda, 1992) in the past and differences have been found. Further research is

needed to explain this nds

Recommendations for Policy

In this research there were findingslicating that the some of the faculty may not be
well equipped to achieve the learning levels demanded by the institution. The 60 members that
had CCI scores below 407, and in pafacdhose at the lowest levels may find the curriculum
challenging to facilitate effectively. The college may need to look into how to helipwbst
scoringfaculty to achieve the learning outcomes desir@he way may beotteach them how to
effectivdy use the developmental diversity in their classrooms to raise the cognitive complexity
of all students. Bgarding how faculty improves in cognitigcemplexityis less clear This
research showed thagitherfaculty age, nor years of teaching expereenereclearly
connected to an increased cognitive complexitigere appears to be some change related to the
achievement of a terminal degréet it is not large. CGSC leadership could consider asking
managers to encourage faculty to pursue doctor#itesay even be important to establish quotas
for doctoral completion to verify management is adequately addressing this developmental path.

The researcindicatedthat active duty faculty weneot statistically significantly lower in
CCl score than theivilian faculty. Thisis a positive finding since the faculty has a high
percentage of active duty faculty. Longer term research would show if this is a continuing truth
or if this snapshot in time Buniquecircumstance

It wasan encouragingleteminationthatstudents are not negatively impacted
cognitive complexitypy their recent combat deployments or by experiences of traumatic events
during combat. This idoes noimply such events are not having any effect, only that they do
not seem tde having an effect related to CCI as testedrfdinis research.
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Finally, there may be some consideration for using cognitive complexity as a prerequisite
measure for student admission to CGSdt i#f not desired to make cognitive complexity a
scre@ing criteria thennstead the students could be tested after they have completdditiuey
Education Level 4NMEL 4) minimumrequirements Based on the outcome of testmgy the
portion of students scoring at the highest levels could be retainteftast portion of the
courseand the rest would graduate. For the highest performers that rémaaiarriculum could
focus on highly challenging subjects and delivery methods to maximize growth of the top
students.This is already partly institutecbw in the removal of a very small number of students

into the “Scholars Program” but could be more

Recommendations for Future Research

As a measure of the faculty and students for only one academic class at CGSC this study
is just an exploratory start point.ohgitudinal studieseed to be conducted learn more about
changes in students and in faculty over time. Eossiblestudy would be to use the LEP or
another instrument to look at cognitive complexity or critibadking over the 10 month span of
CGSC to vefy that studentsreincreasing in cognitive complexityAdditionally, a very long
termdatabase could be collected over a decade or more using the same instrument for multiple
academic years. For studeritss would yield greater understandiofjchanges over time. For
faculty, it could be used for trends to provide for the best talent managethentld also help
in theinstitution of a mentoring program where faculty with high cognitive complexitydcoul
mentor new faculty or those with lower levels convenient time to make measurements may
be at the 5year recertification classes that are required of all fac@tyer shorter term studies
could be done to see if testing for cognitive complexitydmgsconnection with final student
grade point averageg#nother study is suggested by the lack of digant effect on student
cognitive complexityfrom attainng a masters degree. Because CGSC hasemeditednasters
program it would be interestirtg see if that program is raising the measured cognitive
complexityin a significant wayor those students who proceed through that progr&mally,
the creator of the LEP, Dr. William Moore, suggests that collecting MBTI data (an instrument
that CGSCadministers to students already) may have interestiegactionswith LEP results
(Moore,2000).
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With regard to the gender differencesearch suggests that measurements of women
using measurement instruments developed by males with testing of maliesl i(for example
those that look for Perry Scherpesitiong may not be accurately explaining the cognitive
complexity of womenBelenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 199¢llins, 2005 Fishback,
1997. Gender related patterns have been studveb@da, 1992) and provide a foundation for
future researcthat could balone to examine the gender cognitive attributésvould be
interesting to do a studysing different instrumentsr usingqualitative methoddo see ifthe
results of this resear@re repeated.

Another valuable study would be eise a similar instrumemd the LEP but adchixed
method studyechniquedo see if high CC faculty generate higlCC graduates, or if students
will rate high CC faculty as more challenging and effe¢gagehers It would be interesting to
see if facultycan recogniz¢éhose students witlow CC in a group oif they are blind tostudent
CC and therefore less likely to be developmental teaclesamilar study could be done in the
area of the abiltyo€EGSC i nstructors to cope with “develo
that each staff group may contain a very wide range of student cognitive complexityafelels
how developmental diversity affects cognitive complexity

A study could be done twvaluate new students not only in the area of cognitive
complexity but also in terms of readiness to Id&toare, 2006) Prescreeningia test and/or
interviews would be valuable tools to see if studangsready to accept the challenges posed by
CGSC. There is literature that discusses expecting students to operate at higher levels, well
above where they currently are, resuitfrustration rather thastudentgrowth (King &

Kitchner, 1994).Similarly a study could be done oregscreeing faculty grior to hiring looking
for a minimum CC or crtal thinkingminimum/Ievel.

There may be value in research regarding the teaching models in use by CGSC.
Currentycurri culum is built around Kolb’s work on
written to conform to an experiential learning modeli) that is designed to address the four
primary learning styles in this moddh contrastSchonhas described education for
professionals as closer to coaghan artist for better artistry. In this eafe artistry is the
application of professional knowledg8d¢hon, 1983, 1987)Research could be conducted on
whether the students and faculty would benefit from greater use of other teaching models and

methods maybe ones that emphasis artistry ovevkiedge transmissionFor example
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experiments could be designed aroletting students choose what to leaather than leaving
all curriculum choices with curriculum developers. The use of peer to peer teaching could be an
area for study as wellThere may bevalue inresearcing the use of case study methods to create
opportunity for situated learning through sophisticated simulations of real world staff work.
Research could be done on testing and selection of students into leaonipg gith allow, all
high and a mixed group of CCl levétssee if differences appear in longitudinal growth of the
groups.

Research could be done to determirmesfdent students are comparable to the army
distance learning students. It would be interestingditiese students in a longitudinal sttaly
see if their growth in cognitive complexity is similar to thathaf tnresident students at Fort
Leavenworth.

Finally, as the Army University becomes a larger presence in civilian academic circles,
more reseah could be envisioned to look for comparisons between CGSC students and faculty

as compared to civilian students and faculty.

Summary

The world is a dangerous place. The United States fagegtima@ats. A short list
includes cyber war, nucleachemical or biological weapons proliferation, climate change,
international crimes like drug or human trafficking, and global terrorist organizatioresme
just a few. Some of thesthreatswill pose very complex, interactive,-ditructured problems fo
our military forces to work within. Some will not have any clear solutions, just temporary states
of lower significance or priority. In this complex world timditary needs complex thinkers to
address these threats.

The Army as a learning organizatiasintent upon developintifelong learners, not just
among officer students, but throughout the army. New endeavors are in the works sending a
powerful message to the cidh academic community that themy is committed to cutting
edge education atldevels. This year th&rmy stood up the Army University with a mission to

increase academic rigor, create greater oppo
of t h e The ArmycUnivetsity White Paper: Educating Leaders to Win ioma@ex
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World, 2015. All of this is being done because of a need for our military members to be
superior leaders and problem solvers as far down the chain of command as possible.

The AAmy Command and General Stafli@ge isa key player in the ne&rmy
Universitybecause it isharged with educating michreer officers to achieve the kind of mental
agility and cognitive complexity Thegaduwmtds t o so
of CGSC will travelfar afield and be the backbone of mitigaefforts to defend the Constitution
of the United Stateagainst its multiple threats. The education provided at CGSC is a key
component of national security.

The need for excellent graduates from CGSC stimulates fundamental research, like this
disseraition and others. By looking at students, faculty, and institutional goals for education the
college is strengthened. This research has contributed by measuring cognitive complexity as a
way to seek i mprovement i n t aseetsdoesolangthe ment of
complex problems we face, the education of our military pedfie. research provided the
spark for continuing study by offering possibilities for future research that would benefit CGSC.
Through this research work tkellege isstronger and has the opportunity to be an improved

contribubr to our national security
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receipt of this approval leter.
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illustrated below:

This survey has been approved by CGSC Quality Assurance Office
and the survey control number is 15-07-068.
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Office when data collection for your project is complete. This report can be found at:
http://cgsc.leavenworth.army.mil/QAQO/download/End_Of Data_Collection_Report.doc.

5. Should you have questions concerning the above, please contact Dr. Maria Clark in the CGSC

Quality Assurance Office, room 4521 Lewis & Clark.
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LEARNING ENVIRONMENT PREFERENCES

This survey asks you to describe what you believe to be the most significant issues in
your IDEAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT. Your opinions are important to us as we
study how students think about teaching and learning issues. We ask, therefore, that
you take this task seriously and give your responses some thought. We appreciate your
cooperation in sharing what you find most important in a learning environment.

The survey consists of five sections, each representing a different aspect of
learning environments. In each section, you are presented with a list of specific
statements about that particular area. Try not to focus on a specific class or classes as
you think about these items; focus on their significance in an ideal learning environment
for you.

We ask that you do two things for each section of the instrument:

1. Please rate each item of the section (using the 1-4 scale provided below)
in terms of its significance or importance to your learning.

2. Review the list for your top-rated items (those you rated 4, or 3 if you have
no items rated 4) and rank the three most important items to you as you think
about your ideal learning environment by writing the item numbers on the
appropriate spaces at the bottom of the answer sheet.

Please mark your answers on the separate answer sheet provided, and be sure to
indicate both your ratings of individual items and your ranking of the top 3 items in each
section. It is very important that you indicate your top three choices for each question
area by writing the ITEM NUMBER in the spaces provided (1st choice, 2nd choice, 3rd
choice).

Rating Scale:

1 2 3 4
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very
significant significant significant significant

Before you begin, you may be asked to provide us with some background information.
This information will be used to examine group differences; your name or social security
number may be used at some point in the future if a follow-up survey is required. ALL
RESPONSES WILL BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL. Again, thank you very much for
sharing with us your ideas about learning.
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DOMAIN ONE:
COURSE CONTENT/VIEW OF LEARNING

MY IDEAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT WOULD:

1. Emphasize basic facts and definitions.

2. Focus more on having the right answers than on discussing methods or how to solve
problems.

3. Insure that | get all the course knowledge from the professor.

4. Provide me with an opportunity to learn methods and solve problems.

5. Allow me a chance to think and reason, applying facts to support my opinions.

6. Emphasize learning simply for the sake of learning or gaining new expertise.

7. Let me decide for myself whether issues discussed in class are right or wrong, based
on my own interpretations and ideas.

8. Stress the practical applications of the material.

9. Focus on the socio-psycho, cultural and historical implications and ramifications of
the subject matter.

10. Serve primarily as a catalyst for research and learning on my own, integrating the
knowledge gained into my thinking.

11. Stress learning and thinking on my own, not being spoonfed learning by the
instructor.

12. Provide me with appropriate learning situations for thinking about and seeking
personal truths.

13. Emphasize a good positive relationship among the students and between the
students and teacher.

PLEASE BE SURE TO REVIEW THE ABOVE LIST AND MARK YOUR THREE MOST
SIGNIFICANT ITEMS (BY ITEM NUMBER) IN THE LINES PROVIDED ON THE
ANSWER SHEET.

Rating Scale:

1 2 3 4
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very
significant significant significant significant



DOMAIN TWO:
ROLE OF INSTRUCTOR

IN MY IDEAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT, THE TEACHER WOULD:

1. Teach me all the facts and information | am supposed to learn.

2. Use up-to-date textbooks and materials and teach from them, not ignore them.

3. Give clear directions and guidance for all course activities and assignments.

4. Have only a minimal role in the class, turning much of the control of course content
and class discussions over to the students.

5. Be not just an instructor, but more an explainer, entertainer and friend.

6. Recognize that learning is mutual--individual class members contribute fully to the
teaching and learning in the class.

7. Provide a model for conceptualizing living and learning rather than solving problems.
8. Utilize his/her expertise to provide me with a critique of my work.

9. Demonstrate a way to think about the subject matter and then help me explore the
issues and come to my own conclusions.

10. Offer extensive comments and reactions about my performance in class (papers,
exams, etc.).

11. Challenge students to present their own ideas, argue with positions taken, and
demand evidence for their beliefs.

12. Put a lot of effort into the class, making it interesting and worthwhile.

13. Present arguments on course issues based on his/her expertise to stimulate active
debate among class members.

PLEASE BE SURE TO REVIEW THE ABOVE LIST AND MARK YOUR THREE MOST
SIGNIFICANT ITEMS (BY ITEM NUMBER) IN THE LINES PROVIDED ON THE
ANSWER SHEET.

Rating Scale:

1 2 3 4
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very
significant significant significant significant
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DOMAIN THREE:
ROLE OF STUDENT/PEERS

IN MY IDEAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT, AS A STUDENT | WOULD:

1. Study and memorize the subject matter--the teacher is there to teach it.

2. Take good notes on what's presented in class and reproduce that information on the
tests.

3. Enjoy having my friends in the class, but other than that classmates don't add much
to what | would get from a class.

4. Hope to develop my ability to reason and judge based on standards defined by the
subject.

5. Prefer to do independent research allowing me to produce my own ideas and
arguments.

6. Expect to be challenged to work hard in the class.

7. Prefer that my classmates be concerned with increasing their awareness of
themselves to others in relation to the world.

8. Anticipate that my classmates would contribute significantly to the course learning
through their own expertise in the content.

9. Want opportunities to think on my own, making connections between the issues
discussed in class and other areas I'm studying.

10. Take some leadership, along with my classmates, in deciding how the class will be
run.

11. Participate actively with my peers in class discussions and ask as many questions
as necessary to fully understand the topic.

12. Expect to take learning seriously and be personally motivated to learn the subject.
13. Want to learn methods and procedures related to the subject--learn how to learn.

PLEASE BE SURE TO REVIEW THE ABOVE LIST AND MARK YOUR THREE MOST
SIGNIFICANT ITEMS (BY ITEM NUMBER) IN THE LINES PROVIDED ON THE
ANSWER SHEET.

Rating Scale:

1 2 3 4
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very
significant significant significant significant



DOMAIN FOUR:
CLASSROOM ATMOSPHERE/ACTIVITIES

IN MY IDEAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT, THE CLASSROOM ATMOSPHERE AND
ACTIVITIES WOULD:

1. Be organized and well-structured--there should be clear expectations set (like a
structured syllabus that's followed).

2. Consist of lectures (with a chance to ask questions) because | can get all the facts |
need to know more efficiently that way.

3. Include specific, detailed instructions for all activities and assignments.

4. Focus on step-by-step procedures so that if you did the procedure correctly each
time, your answer would be correct.

5. Provide opportunities for me to pull together connections among various subject
areas and then construct an adequate argument.

6. Be only loosely structured, with the students themselves taking most of the
responsibility for what structure there is.

7. Include research papers, since they demand that | consult sources and then offer my
own interpretation and thinking.

8. Have enough variety in content areas and learning experiences to keep me
interested.

9. Be practiced and internalized but be balanced by group experimentation, intuition,
comprehension, and imagination.

10. Consist of a seminar format, providing an exchange of ideas so that | can critique
my own perspectives on the subject matter.

11. Emphasize discussions of personal answers based on relevant evidence rather
than just right and wrong answers.

12. Be an intellectual dialogue and debate among a small group of peers motivated to
learn for the sake of learning.

13. Include lots of projects and assignments with practical, everyday applications.

PLEASE BE SURE TO REVIEW THE ABOVE LIST AND MARK YOUR THREE MOST
SIGNIFICANT ITEMS (BY ITEM NUMBER) IN THE LINES PROVIDED ON THE
ANSWER SHEET.

Rating Scale:

1 2 3 4
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very
significant significant significant significant
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DOMAIN FIVE:
EVALUATION PROCEDURES

EVALUATION PROCEDURES IN MY IDEAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT WOULD:

1. Include straightforward, not "tricky," tests, covering only what has been taught and
nothing else.

2. Be up to the teacher, since s/he knows the material best.

3. Consist of objective-style tests because they have clear-cut right or wrong answers.
4. Be based on how much students have improved in the class and on how hard they
have worked in class.

5. Provide an opportunity for me to judge my own work along with the teacher and learn
from the critique at the same time.

6. Not include grades, since there aren't really any objective standards teachers can
use to evaluate students' thinking.

7. Include grading by a prearranged point system (homework, participation, tests, etc.),
since | think it seems the most fair.

8. Represent a synthesis of internal and external opportunities for judgment and
learning enhancing the quality of the class.

9. Consist of thoughtful criticism of my work by someone with appropriate expertise.
10.Emphasize essay exams, papers, etc. rather than objective-style tests so that | can
show how much I've learned.

11.Allow students to demonstrate that they can think on their own and make
connections not made in class.

12.Include judgments of the quality of my oral and written work as a way to enhance my
learning in the class.

13.Emphasize independent thinking by each student, but include some focus on the
quality of one's arguments and evidence.

PLEASE BE SURE TO REVIEW THE ABOVE LIST AND MARK YOUR THREE MOST
SIGNIFICANT ITEMS (BY ITEM NUMBER) IN THE LINES PROVIDED ON THE
ANSWER SHEET.

Rating Scale:

1 2 3 4
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very
significant significant significant significant
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LEARNING ENVIRONMENT PREFERENCES ANSWER SHEET

STUDENT CODE NUMBER:

Rating Scale: 1 2 3 4
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very
significant significant significant significant

For each domain, record your rating of each item (using the rating scale described above) on the
lines by the appropriate item numbers.

DOMAINS

Course Content/ Role of Role of Classroom Evaluation

View of Learning Instructor Student/Peers Atmosphere Procedures
1. 1. 1. 1. 1.

2, 2, 2,_ 2,_ 2,_
3._ 3._ 3._ 3._ 3._
4. 4. 4. 4 _ 4.
5_ 5_ 5__ 5 5__
6. 6. 6. 6. 6.
7. 7. 7. 7. 7.
8._ 8._ 8._ 8._ 8_
9._ 9_ 9_ 9._ 9_
0. 0. 0. 0. 0.
M"m._ M. M"M._ M. M"m._
2. 12. 12. 12._ 2.
13. 13. 13. 13. 13.

Now record your TOP THREE CHOICES for each domain area by writing the ITEM NUMBERS, not your
ratings, of these choices in the spaces provided below. (For example, if you consider item # 2 the most
significant issue for your own learning related to the domain of “Role of Instructor,” write “2” next to “qst
under that domain below.)

COURSE ROLE OF ROLE OF CLASSROOM EVALUATION
CONTENT INSTRUCTOR STUDENT/PEERS ATMOSPHERE PROCEDURES
ST 18T 18T 1T 18T

2ND__ 2ND__ 2ND__ 2ND__ 2ND

3RD___ 3RD___ 3RD___ 3RD__ 3RD

© 1987, William S. Moore 7

Center for the Study of Intellectual Development



Appendix D - Faculty Contingency Tables

Tabulated statistics: Bin, | am a member of:

Rows: Bin Columns: | am a member of:
DCL DJIMO DLRO DMH DTAC All

1 0 0 0 1 0 1
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.893 0.000 0.893
0.116 0.375 0.134 0.125 0.250 1.000
0.1161 0.3750 0.1339 6.1250 0.2500 *

2 0 1 0 1 0 2
0.000 0.893 0.000 0.893 0.000 1.786
0.232 0.750 0.268 0.250 0.500 2.000
0.2321 0.0833 0.2679 2.2500 0.5000 *

3 0 2 1 1 1 5
0.000 1.786 0.893 0.893 0.893 4.464
0.580 1.875 0.670 0.625 1.250 5.000
0.5804 0.0083 0.1630 0.2250 0.0500 *

4 1 4 2 2 3 12
0.893 3.571 1.786 1.786 2.679 10.714
1.393 4.500 1.607 1.500 3.000 12.000

0.1108 0.0556 0.0960 0.1667 0.0000 *

5 7 24 7 3 14 55
6.250 21.429 6.250 2.679 12.500 49.107
6.384 20.625 7.366 6.875 13.750 55.000
0.0595 0. 5523 0.0182 2.1841 0.0045 *

6 5 1 5 6 10 37
4.464 9.821 4.464 5.357 8.929 33.036
4.295 13.875 4.955 4.625 9.250 37.000
0.1158 0.5957 0.0004 0.4088 0.0608

All 13 42 15 14 28 112
11.607 37.500 13.393 12.500 25.000 100.000
13.000 42.000 15.000 14.000 28.000 112.000
*

* * * * *

Cell Contents: ~ Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, number of years teaching

Rows: Bin Columns: number of years teaching

0- 3 Years

1 1 0
0.893
0.205
3.0749

2 0 2
0.000
0.411
0.4107

0.000
1.027
1.0268

4 3 9
2.679
2.464
0.1165

5 14 38
12.500
11.295
0.6480

6 5 29
4.464
7.598

0.8885

All 23 83
20.536
23.000

*

More than 3
5or More Years but
Years Lessthan  All

0 1
0.000 0.000 0.893
0.741 0.054 1.000
0.7411 0.0536 *

0 2
1.786 0.000 1.786
1.482 0.107 2.000
0.1809 0.1071 *

5 0 5
4.464 0.000 4.464
3.705 0.268 5.000
0.4523 0.2679 *

0 12
8.036 0.000 10.714
8.893 0.643 12.000
0.0013 0.6429 *

3 55
33.929 2.679 49.107
40.759 2.946 55.000

0.1867 0.0010 *

3 37
25.893 2.679 33.036
27.420 1.982 37.000
0.0911 0.52 27 *

6 112
74.107 5.357 100.000
83.000 6.000 112.000
* *

*

Cell Contents: Count

% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, What is your military status?

Rows: Bin Columns: What is your military status?

Active
Duty Civilian  All

1 1 0 1
0.893 0.000 0.893
0.277 0.723 1.000
1.8897 0.7232 *

2 0 2 2
0.000 1.786 1.786
0.554 1.446 2.000
0.5536 0.2119 *

3 0 5 5
0.000 4.464 4.464
1.384 3.616 5.000
1.3839 0.5297 *

4 3 9 12
2.679 8.036 10.714
3.321 8.679 12.000
0.0311 0.0119 *

5 18 37 55
16.071 33.036 49.107
15.223 39.777 55.000
0.5065 0.1938 *

6 9 28 37
8.036 25.000 33.036
10.241 26.759 37.000
0.1504 0.0576 *

All 31 81 112
27.679 72.321 100.000
31.000 81.000 112.000
*

* *

Cell Contents:  Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, Age

Rows: Bin Columns: Age

I am in
lamin lamin my 60s
my 30s/40s my 50s or older  All

1 1 0 0
0.893 0.000 0.000 0.893
0.304 0.482 0.214 1.000
15977 0.4821 0.2143 *

2 0 1 1 2
0.000 0.893 0.893 1.786
0.607 0.964 0.42 9 2.000

0.6071 0.0013 0.7619 *

3 0 3 2 5
0.000 2.679 1.786 4.464
1518 2.411 1.071 5.000
1.5179 0.1440 0.8048 *

4 6 4 2 12
5357 3,571 1.786 10.714
3.643 5.786 2.571 12.000
15252 0.5511 0.1270 *

5 18 28 9 55
16.071 25.000 8.036 49.107
16.696 26.518 11.786 55.000

0.1018 0.0828 0.6584 *

6 9 18 10 37
8.036 16.071 8.929 33.036
11.232 17.839 7.929 37.000
0.4436 0.0014 0.5412 *

All 34 54 24 112
30.357 48.214 21.429 100.000
34.000 54.000 24.000 112.000

* *

* *

Cell Contents: Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi

- square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, What is your highest education

Rows: Bin Columns: What is your highest education

All

Cell Contents:

Doctorate
or other
Terminal

14

27

Deg Master

0.000 0.893
0.241 0.759
0.2411 0.0766

1 2
0.893 0.893
0.482 1.518

0.5562 0.1767

0 5

0.000 4.464
1.205 3.795
1.2054 0.3829

6 12
5.357 5.357
2.893 9.107
3.3373 1.

49 55

5.357 43.750
13.259 41.741
3.9741 1.2624

23 37
12.500 20.536
8.920 28.080
2.8936 0.9191

85 112
24.107 75.893
27.000 85.000

* *

Count

All

1 1
0.893
1.000

*

1.786
2.000
*

5
4.464
5.000

*

10.714
12.000

0601 *

49.107
55.000
*

33.036
37.000
*

100.000
112.000

*

% of Total

Expected

count

Contribution to Chi

- square




Tabulated statistics: Bin, How many combat deployments hav

Rows: Bin Columns: How many combat deployments hav
lto5 6+ None All

1 1 0 0 1
0.893 0.000 0.000 0.893
0.714 0.027 0.259 1.000
0.11429 0.02679 0.25893 *

2 2 0 0 2
1.786 0.000 0.000 1.786
1.429 0.054 0.518 2.000
0.22857 0.05357 0.51786 *

3 4 0 1 5
3.571 0.000 0.893 4.464
3,571 0.134 1.295 5.000
0.05143 0.13393 0.06706 *

4 8 0 4 12
7.143 0.000 3.571 10.714
8.571 0.321 3.107 12.000
0.03810 0.32143 0.25657 *

5 40 1 14 55
35.714 0.893 12.500 49.107
39.286 1.473 14.241 55.000
0.01299 0.15200 0.00408 *

6 25 2 10 37
22321 1.786 8.929 33.036
26.429 0.991 9.580 37.000
0.07722 1.02711 0.01838 *

All 80 3 29 112
71.429 2.679 25.893 100.000
80.000 3.000 29.000 112.000
*

* * *

Cell Contents: ~ Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, Have you experienced a traumati

Rows: Bin Columns: Have you experienced a traumati

(Not Yes, more Yes, only
Answered) No thanonce. once. All

1 0 1 0 0 1
0.000 0.893 0.000 0.000 0.893
0.259 0.411 0.232 0.098 1.000
0.2589 0.8455 0.2321 0.0982 *

2 0 2 0 0 2
0.000 1.786 0.000 0.000 1.786
0.518 0.821 0.464 0.196 2.000
0.5179 1.6910 0.4643 0.1964 *

3 1 3 0 1 5
0.893 2.679 0.000 0.893 4.464
1.295 2.054 1161 0.491 5.000
0.0671 0.4362 1.1607 0.5274 *

4 4 4 1 3 12
3.571 3.571 0.893 2.679 10.714
3.107 4.929 2786 1.179 12.000
0.2566 0.1749  1.1447 2.8149 *

5 14 25 14 2 55
12.500 22.321 12500 1.786 49.107
14.241 22.589 12.768  5.402 55.000
0.0041 0.2573 0.1189 2.1423 *
6 10 11 11 5 37
8.929 9.821 9.821  4.464 33.036
9.580 15.196 8.589  3.634 37.00 0

0.0184 1.1588 0.6766 0.5135 *

All 29 46 26 11 112
25.893 41.071 23.214 9.821 100.000
29.000 46.000 26.000 11.000 112.000
* *

* * *

Cell Contents:  Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square




Tabulated statistics: Bin, What is/was your Service Branch

Rows: Bin Columns: W hat is/was your Service Branch

(Not
Answered) Air Force Army Marine Navy All

1 0 0 1 0 0 1
0.000 0.000 0.893 0.000 0.000 0.893
0.009 O .027 0.839 0.054 0.071 1.000
0.0089 0.0268 0.0308 0.0536 0.0714 *

2 0 0 1 0 1 2
0.000 0.000 0.893 0.000 0.893 1.786
0.018 0.054 1.67 9 0.107 0.143 2.000
0.0179 0.0536 0.2743 0.1071 5.1429 *
3 0 0 4 1 0 5
0.000 0.000 3.571 0.893 0.000 4.464
0.045 0.134 4.196 0.268 0.357 5.000
0.0446 0.1339 0.0092 2.0012 0.3571 *
4 1 0 11 0 0 12
0.893 0.000 9.821 0.000 0.000 10.714
0.107 0.321 10.071 0.643 0.857 12 .000

7.4405 0.3214 0.0856 0.6429 0.8571 *

5 0 2 44 4 5 55
0.000 1.786 39.286 3.571 4.464 49.107
0.491 1473 46.161 2.946 3.929 55.000
0.4911 0.1884 0.1011 0.3767 0.2922 *

6 0 1 33 1 2 37
0.000 0.893 29.464 0.893 1.786 33.036
0.330 0.991 31.054 1.982 2.643 37.000
0.3304 0.0001 0.1220 0.4866 0.1564 *

All 1 3 9% 6 8 112
0.893 2.679 83.929 5.357 7.143 100.000
1.000 3.000 94.000 6.000 8.000 112.000
*

* * * * *

Cell Contents: ~ Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, Commission

Rows: Bin Columns: Commission

An Academy OCS Other

1 0

All

Cell Contents:

0 0 1

0.000 0.000

0.143 0.170
0.1429 0.1696

1 1
0.893 0.893
0.286 0.339
1.7857 1.2867

1 0 4

0.000 0.893

0.714 0.848
0.7143 0.0272

4 1 5

1.786 3.571

1.714 2.036
0.0476 1.8954

6 2 42
4.464 5.357
7.857 9.330
1.0390 1.1887

7 1 21
7.143 6.250
5.286 6.277
1.3938 0.0833

16 19
14.286 16.964
16.000 19.000

* *

Count

ROTC All
1

0.000 0.893 0.893

0.036 0.652 1.000

0.0357 0.1860 *

0 0 2
0.000 0.000 1.786
0.071 1.304 2.000
0.0714 1.3036 *

5
0.000 3.571 4.464
0.179 3.259 5.000
0.1786 0.1685 *

12

0.893 4.464 10.714
0.429 7.821 12.000
0.7619 1.0178 *

55
1.786 37.500 49.107
1.964 35.848 55.000
0.0006 1.0557 *

37
0.893 18.750 33.036
1.321 24.116 37.000
0.0782 0.4026 *

4 73 112
3.571 65.179 100.000
4.000 73.000 112.000
* *

*

% of Total

Expected count

Contribution to Chi - square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, Years of Active Duty Service?

Rows: Bin Columns: Years of Active Duty Service?

| have
never More than
served 10 Years
1to 10 20 or More on butless
Years Years active d tha Missing  All

1 0 1 0 0 0 1
0.000 0.901 0.000 0.000 * 0.901
0.027 0.838 0.018 0.117 * 1.000
0.0270 0.0314 0.0180 0.1171 * *

2 1 1 0 0 0
0.901 0.901 0.000 0.000 * 1.802
0.054 1.676 0.036 0.234 * 2.000
16.5541 0.2724 0.0360 0.2342 * *

3 0 5 0 0
0.000 4505 0.000 0.000 * 4505
0.135 4.189 0.090 0.586 * 5.000
0.1351 0.1569 0.0901 0.5856 * *

4 0 7 2 3 0
0.000 6.306 1.802 2.703 * 10.811
0.324 10.054 0.216 1.405 * 12.000
0.3243 0.9277 14.7162 1.8093 * *

5 1 46 0 7 1 54
0.901 41.441 0.000 6.306 * 48.649
1.459 45243 0.973 6.324 * 54.000
0.1446  0.0127 0.9730 0.0722 * *

6 1 33 0 3 0 37
0.901 29.730 0.000 2.703 * 33.333
1.000 31.000 0.667 4.333 * 37.000
0.0000 0.1290 0.6667 0.4103 * *

All 3 93 2 13 * 11
2,703 83.784 1.802 11.712 * 100.000
3.000 93.000 2.000 13.000 * 111.000
* * * *

*

CellC ontents:  Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square
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Appendix E - Student Contingency Tables

Tabulated statistics: Bin, Whatisyourhighesteducationlevel

Rows: Bin Columns: Whatisyourhighesteducationlevel

Doctorate
or other
Terminal
Bachelor Deg Master All

1 1 0 1 2
0.610 0.000 0.610 1.220
0.841 0.134 1.024 2.000
0.02987 0.13415 0.00058 *

2 4 0 5 9
2439 0.000 3.049 5.488
3.787 0.604 4.610 9.000
0.01203 0.60366 0.03304 *

3 11 3 17 31
6.707 1.829 10.366 18.902
13.043 2.079 15.878 31.000
0.31992 0.40771 0.07928 *

4 22 3 26 51
13415 1.829 15.854 31.098
21.457 3.421 26.122 51.000

0.01373 0.05175 0.00057 *

5 24 4 25 53
14.634  2.439 15.244 32.317
22,299  3.555 27.146 53.000
0.12979 0.05574 0.16970 *

6 7 1 10 18
4.268 0.610 6.098 10.976
7573 1.207 9.220 18.000
0.04338 0.03560 0.06607 *

All 69 11 84 164
42.073  6.707 51.220 100.000
69.000 11.000 84.000 164.000
* * * *

Cell Contents:  Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, Gender

Rows: Bin Columns: Gender
Female Male All

1 0 2 2
0.00 1.22 1.22
0.44 156 2.00
0.4390 0.1235 *

2 5 4 9
3.05 2 44 5.49
1.98 7.02 9.00
4.6299 1.3022 *

3 14 17 31
8.54 10.37 18.90
6.80 24.20 31.00
7.6077 2.1397 *

4 9 42 51
549 25.61 31.10
11.20 39.80 51.00
0.4304 0.1211 *

5 4 49 53
2.44 29.88 32.32
11.63 41.37 53.00
5.0094 1.4089 *

6 4 14 18
244 8.54 10.98
3.95 14.05 18.00
0.0006 0.0002 *

All 36 128 164
21.95 78.05 100.00
36.00 128.00 164.00

* * *

Cell Contents: Count
% of Total
Expected coun t
Contribution to Chi

- square
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, Haveyouexperiencedatraumaticeve

Rows: Bin Columns: Haveyouexperiencedatraumaticeve

Yes, more Yes, only
No than once. once. Missing  All

1 0 2 0 0 2
0.000 1.316 0.000 * 1.316
0.987 0.855 0.158 * 2.000
0.9868 1.5322 0.1579 * *
2 5 2 0 2 7
3.289 1.316  0.000 * 4.605
3.454 2,993 0.553 * 7.000
0.6920 0.3297 0.5526 * *
3 15 9 4 3 28
9.868 5921 2.632 * 18.421
13.816 11974 2.211 * 28.000
0.1015 0.7385 1.4486 * *
4 27 20 2 2 49
17.763 13.158 1.316 *
24178 20.954 3.868 *49.000
0.3295 0.0434 0.9024 * *
5 23 23 3 4 49
15.132 15.132 1.974 * 32.237
24178  20.954 3.868 * 49.000
0.0574 0.1998 0.1950 * *
6 5 9 3 1 17
3.289 5,921 1974 * 11.184
8.388 7.270 1.342 * 17.000
1.3686 0.4118 2.0480 * *
All 75 65 12 * 152
49.342  42.763  7.895 * 100.000
75.000 65.000 12.000 * 152.000
* * * *
Cell Contents:  Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square

32.237
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, WhatisyourServiceBranch

Rows: Bin Columns: WhatisyourServiceBranch

Air Force

1 0 2
0.000
0.110
0.1098

2 1 8
0.610
0.494
0.5186

3 2 27
1.220
1.701
0.0525

4 5 44
3.049
2.799
1.7312

5 1 51
0.610
2.909
1.2524

6 0

0.000
0.988
0.9878

All 9 15
5.488
9.000

*

Coast
Army Guard Marine Navy  All

0 0 0 2

1.220 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.220
1.829 0.012 0.024 0.02 4
0.0159 0.0122 0.0244 0.0244 *

0 0 0 9

4.878 0.000 0.000 0.000 5.488
8.232 0.055 0.110 0.110 9.000
0.0065 0.0549 0.1098 0.1098 *

0 1 1 31

16.463 0.000 0.610 0.610 18.902
28.354 0.189 0.378 0.378 31.000
0.0646 0.1890 1.0232 1.0232 *

1 1 0 51

26.829 0.610 0.610 0.000 31.098
46.646 0.311 0.622 0.622 51.000
0.1501 1.5267 0.2298 0.6 220

0 0 1 53

31.098 0.000 0.000 0.610 32.317
48.476 0.323 0.646 0.646 53.000
0.1315 0.3232 0.6463 0.1935 *

18 0 0 0 18
10.976 0.000 0.000 0.000 10.976
16.463 0.110 0.220 0.220 18.000
0.1434 0.1098 0.2195 0.2195 *

0 1 2 2 164
91.463 0.610 1.220 1.220 100.000
150.000 1.000 2.000 2.000 164.000
*

* * * *

Cell Contents: Count

% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square

2.000
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Tabulated statistics: Bin, SourceofCommissioning

Rows: Bin Columns: SourceofCommissioning
An Academy OCS Other ROTC All

1 0 0 0 2 2
0.000 0.000 0.000 1.220 1.220
0.244 0.488 0.171 1.098 2.000
0.2439 0.4878 0.1707 0.7420 *

2 0 4 3 2 9
0.000 2.439 1.829 1.220 5.488
1.098 2.195 0.768 4.939 9.000
1.0976 1.4840 6.4826 1.7489 *

3 4 7 5 15 31
2.439 4.268 3.049 9.146 18.902
3.780 7.561 2.646 17.012 31.000
0.0127 0.0416 2.0933 0.2380 *

4 7 15 1 28 51
4.268 9.146 0.610 17.073 31.098
6.220 12.439 4.354 27.988 51.000
0.0979 0.5273 2.5834 0.0000 *

5 6 8 5 34 53
3.659 4.878 3.049 20.732 32.317
6.463 12.927 4.524 29.085 53.000
0.0332 1.8778 0.0500 0.8304 *

6 3 6 0 9 18
1.829 3.659 0.000 5.488 10.976
2,195 4.390 1.537 9.878 18.000
0.2951 0.5902 1.5366 0.0780 *

All 20 40 14 90 164
12.195 24.390 8.537 54.878 100.000
20.000 40.000 14.000 90.000 164.000

* * * * *

Cell Contents:  Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square




Tabulated statistics: Bin, YearsofActiveDutyService

Rows: Bin Columns: YearsofActiveDutyService

More than
10 Years
20 or More butless Zero to
Years tha 10 Years  All
1 0 2 0 2

0.000 1.220 0.000 1.220
0.134 1500 0.366 2.000
0.1341 0.1667 0.3659 *

2 1 6 2 9
0.610 3.659 1.220 5.488
0.604 6.750 1.646 9.000
0.2602 0.0833 0.0760 *

3 4 21 6 31
2.439 12.805 3.659 18.902
2.079 23.250 5.671 31.000
1.7743 0.2177 0.0191 *

4 4 37 10 51
2.439 22561 6.098 31.098
3.421 38.250 9.329 51.000
0.0981 0.0 408 0.0482 *

5 1 41 11 53
0.610 25.000 6.707 32.317
3.555 39.750 9.695 53.000
1.8362 0.0393 0.1756 *

6 1 16 1 18
0.610 9.756 0.610 10.976
1.207 13500 3.293 18.000
0.0356 0.4630 1.5964 *

All 11 123 30 164
6.707 75.000 18.293 100.000
11.000 123.000 30.000 164.000
*

* * *

Cell Contents:  Count
% of Total
Expected count
Contribution to Chi - square
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Appendix F - Faculty Survey Questions

Learning Environment Preferences

| am Harold A. (Tad) Laurence, a Doctoral candidate at KSU. This survey supports the research component of my
dissertation.

This survey asks you to describe what you believe to be the most significant issues in your IDEAL LEARNING
ENVIRONMENT. Your opinions are important toward understanding how people think about teaching and learning issues. |
appreciate you sharing what you find most important in a learning environment.

The survey consists of five sections, each representing a different aspect of learning environments. In each section, you
are presented with a list of specific statements about that particular area. Try not to focus on a specific class or classes
as you think about these items; focus on their significance in an ideal learning environment for you.

Please do two things for each section of the instrument:

1. Please rate each item of the section in terms of its significance or importance to your learning.

2. Then rank the three most important items to you as you think about your ideal learning environment.
Your participation is voluntary and responses are confidential.

For content questions about this survey, contact me, Harold A. (Tad) Laurence, harold.a.laurence.civ@mail.mil.
For concerns regarding how the study is conducted, contact Dr. Maria Clark, CGSC Human Protections Administrator,
maria.l.clark.civ@mail.mil.

This survey has been approved by the CGSC Human
Protections Office.
The survey control number is 15-07-069.

Select "Next" to begin the survey.

Page 1 [*] Next> Save
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Learning Environment Preferences

I am a member of:

DJIMO Please select the number of years you have experience
teaching in CGSC.

DTAC

DLRO 0-3 Years

DMH More than 3 Years but Less than 5 Years
DCL 5 or More Years

Other

Age:

What is your military status? I'am in my 30s

I am in my 40s

Active Dut
4 I am in my 50s
Civilian
I am in my 60s or older
Page 2 é?. B fimes Zous
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Learning Environment Preferences

What is/was your Service Branch?
Army Years of Active Duty Service?
1to 10 Years

Navy

. More than 10 Years but less than 20 Years
Air Force
Marine 20 or More Years

Coast Guard | have never served on active duty.

| have never served on active duty.

If you are or were a commissioned officer, what was your
source of commissioning?

ROTC

An Academy

ocCs

| have never been commissioned.

Other

Page 3 F < Back Next > Save

141




Learning Environment Preferences

What is your highest education level?
Bachelor

Master
Doctorate or other Terminal Degree
Other
Gender?
Female

Male

How many combat deployments have you experienced?
None

@ 1-5
6+

Have you experienced a traumatic event during combat?
Yes, only once.

Yes, more than once.

No

Page 4 [: < Back Next > Save

142




Course Content / View of Learning

My ideal learning environment would:

NOt.a.t all S_omlelwhat M_och_erlately Very Significant
significant significant significant
1. Emphasize basic facts and definitions.

2. Focus more on having the right answers than on discussing methods or how to
solve problems.

3. Insure that | get all the course knowledge from the professor.
4. Provide me with an opportunity to learn methods and solve problems.
5. Allow me a chance to think and reason, applying facts to support my opinions.

6. Emphasize learning simply for the sake of learning or gaining new expertise.

7. Let me decide for myself whether issues discussed in class are right or wrong,
based on my own interpretations and ideas.

8. Stress the practical applications of the material.
9. Focus on the socio-psycho, cultural and historical implications and ramifications of
the subject matter.

10. Serve primarily as a catalyst for research and learning on my own, integrating the
knowledge gained into my thinking.

11. Stress learning and thinking on my own, not being spoonfed learning by the
instructor.

12. Provide me with appropriate learning situations for thinking about and seeking
personal truths.

13. Emphasize a good positive relationship among the students and between the
students and teacher.

Course Content: Review the list of items above for your top-rated items (those you rated as "very significant”--if you have no items rated as "very
significant,” consider the ones you rated as "moderately significant”) and then in the spaces below select the item numbers for your top three
choices as the MOST significant items to you in your ideal learning environment.

Course Content Item Ranking

Item1 Item2  Item3 Item4 Item5 Item6 Item7 Item8 Item9 Item10 Item11 ltem12 Item13

First Choice
Second Choice

Third Choice

Page5 |¥  <Back Next > Save
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Role of Instructor

In my Ideal Learning Environment, the Teacher Would:

Notatall Somewhat Moderately Very
Significant | Significant = Significant | Significant

1. Teach me all the facts and information | am supposed to learn.
2. Use up-to-date textbooks and materials and teach from them, not ignore them.

3. Give clear directions and guidance for all course activities and assignments.

4, Have only a minimal role in the class, turning much of the control of course content and class
discussions over to the students.

5. Be not just an instructor, but more an explainer, entertainer and friend.

6. Recognize that learning is mutual--individual class members contribute fully to the teaching and
learning in the class.

7. Provide a model for conceptualizing living and learning rather than solving problems.

8. Utilize his/her expertise to provide me with a critique of my work.

9. Demonstrate a way to think about the subject matter and then help me explore the issues and come
to my own conclusions.

10. Offer extensive comments and reactions about my performance in class (papers, exams, etc.).

11. Challenge students to present their own ideas, argue with positions taken, and demand evidence for
their beliefs.

12. Put a lot of effort into the class, making it interesting and worthwhile.

13. Present arguments on course issues based on his/her expertise to stimulate active debate among
class members.

Role of Instructor: Review the list of items above for your top-rated items (those you rated as "very significant"--if you have no items rated as
"very significant," consider the ones you rated as "moderately significant") and then in the spaces below select the item numbers for your top
three choices as the MOST significant items to you in your ideal learning environment.

Role of the Instructor Item Ranking
Item1 Item2 Item3 Item4 |Item5 Item6 Item7 Item8 | Iltem9 Item10 Item11 Item12 Item 13

First Choice
Second Choice

Third Choice

Page 6 =: =
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Role of Student / Peers

Not at all Somewhat Moderately

In my ideal learning environment, as a student | would: Significant significant significant

Very Significant
1. Study and memorize the subject matter--the teacher is there to teach it.

2. Take good notes on what's presented in class and reproduce that information on the
tests.

3. Enjoy having my friends in the class, but other than that classmates don't add much to
what | would get from a class.

4, Hope to develop my ability to reason and judge based on standards defined by the
subject.

5. Prefer to do independent research allowing me to produce my own ideas and
arguments.

6. Expect to be challenged to work hard in the class.

7. Prefer that my classmates be concerned with increasing their awareness of themselves
to others in relation to the world.

8. Anticipate that my classmates would contribute significantly to the course learning
through their own expertise in the content.

9. Want opportunities to think on my own, making connections between the issues
discussed in class and other areas I'm studying.

10 Take some leadership, along with my classmates, in deciding how the class will be run.

11. Participate actively with my peers in class discussions and ask as many questions as
necessary to fully understand the topic.

12. Expect to take learning seriously and be personally motivated to learn the subject.
13. Want to learn methods and procedures related to the subject--learn how to learn.
Role of Student / Peers: Review the list of items above for your top-rated items (those you rated as "very significant"--if you have no items

rated as "very significant," consider the ones you rated as "moderately significant") and then in the spaces below select the item numbers for
your top three choices as the MOST significant items to you in your ideal learning environment.

Role of Student / Peers Item Ranking

Item1 Item2 Item3 | Item4 Item5 Item6 Item7 Item8 | Item9 Item10 Item11 Item 12 Item 13
First Choice
Second Choice

Third Choice

Page 7 :
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Classroom Atmosphere / Activities
In my ideal learning environment, the classroom atmosphere and activities would:
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very
Significant Significant Significant Significant

1. Be organized and well-structured--there should be clear expectations set (like a structured
syllabus that's followed).

2, Consist of lectures (with a chance to ask questions) because | can get all the facts | need
to know more efficiently that way.

3. Include specific, detailed instructions for all activities and assignments.

4. Focus on step-by-step procedures so that if you did the procedure correctly each time,
your answer would be correct.

5. Provide opportunities for me to pull together connections among various subject areas
and then construct an adequate argument.

6. Be only loosely structured, with the students themselves taking most of the responsibility
for what structure there is.

7. Include research papers, since they demand that | consult sources and then offer my own
interpretation and thinking.
8. Have enough variety in content areas and learning experiences to keep me interested.

9. Be practiced and internalized but be balanced by group experimentation, intuition,
comprehension, and imagination.

10. Consist of a seminar format, providing an exchange of ideas so that | can critique my own
perspectives on the subject matter.

11. Emphasize discussions of personal answers based on relevant evidence rather than just
right and wrong answers.

12. Be an intellectual dialogue and debate among a small group of peers motivated to learn
for the sake of learning.

13. Include lots of projects and assignments with practical, everyday applications.

Classroom Atmosphere / Activities: Review the list of items above for your top-rated items (those you rated as "very significant"--if you have
no items rated as "very significant,” consider the ones you rated as "moderately significant") and then in the spaces below select the item
numbers for your top three choices as the MOST significant items to you in your ideal learning environment.

Classroom Atmosphere / Activities Item Ranking

ltem1 Item2 Item3 Item4 | ltem5 Item6 Item7  Item8 Item9 Item10 Item11 Item 12 Item 13
First Choice
Second Choice

Third Choice
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Evaluation Procedures

Evaluation Procedures in my Ideal Learning Environment Would:
Not atall Somewhat Moderately Very
Significant | Significant Significant Significant

1. Include straightforward, not "tricky," tests, covering only what has been taught and nothing else.
2. Be up to the teacher, since sihe knows the material best.

3. Consist of objective-style tests because they have clear-cut right or wrong answers.
4. Be based on how much students have improved in the class and on how hard they have worked in
class.

5. Provide an opportunity for me to judge my own work along with the teacher and learn from the
critique at the same time.

6. Not include grades, since there aren't really any objective standards teachers can use to evaluate
students’ thinking.

7. Include grading by a prearranged point system (homework, participation, tests, etc.), since | think it
seems the most fair.

8. Represent a synthesis of internal and external opportunities for judgment and learning enhancing the
quality of the class.

9. Consist of thoughtful criticism of my work by someone with appropriate expertise.

10. Emphasize essay exams, papers, etc. rather than objective-style tests so that | can show how much
I've learned.

11. Allow students to demonstrate that they can think on their own and make connections not made in
class.

12. Include judgments of the quality of my oral and written work as a way to enhance my learning in the
class.

13. Emphasize independent thinking by each student, but include some focus on the quality of one's
arguments and evidence.

Evaluation Procedures: Review the list of items above for your top-rated items (those you rated as "very significant"--if you have no items
rated as "very significant,” consider the ones you rated as "moderately significant”) and then in the spaces below select the item numbers for
your top three choices as the MOST significant items to you in your ideal learning environment.

Evaluation Procedures Item Ranking

Item1 Item2  Item3 Item4 Item5 ItemB Item7 Item8 Item9 Item10 Iltem11 ltem12 ltem13
First Choice
Second Choice

Third Choice
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Click "Finish" to complete the survey and submit your responses

Page 10=

Thank you for your time.
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Appendix G - Student Class AY 15/16 Demographics

Service Component | Number
Army 879
National Guard 50
Army Reserve 98
Air Force 87
Navy 45
Marines 28
Coast Guard 2
International 109
Inter-Agency 9
TOTAL CLASS SIZE 1307

Deployment and Combat DataSelf Reported Operational Deployments

Combat Operations

896

Peacetime Military Engagements

70

Combat Experience Data: Service Record Reported Combat Experience

(Army Officers Only)

Single Combat Tour 153
Two Combat Tours 375
More than Three Comhla ours 371

TOTAL COMBAT TOUR 899
Age of Students

Active Duty Reservist International

Oldest 55 52 52
Youngest 28 32 29
Average 36 40 37
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Gender of Students

Female Male
Active Duty 149 892
Reservist 30 118
Civilian 1 8
International 0 109
TOTAL = 180 1127

Education Level (not including international officers)

Masters Degrees 413
Masters Degree in Progress 161
Professional Degree 40
PhD 11
PhD in Progress 9

Commissioning Source (US Officers)

Academy 163 (13.7%)
ROTC 643 (54%)
OCS 301 (26.1%)
Other 83 (7%)
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Appendix H - Faculty Survey Data

If you are
or were a How
commissio many
Please select ned combat
the number officer, deploym
of years you What what was | What is ents Have you
have What is islwas | your your have experienced a
lama experience your Years of your source of | highest you traumatic
Faculty member | teaching in military Active Duty | Service | commissio| education experien | event durirg
Subject| CCI | of: CGSC. status? | Age: Service? Branch?| ning? level? Gender? | ced? combat?
Doctorate
More than 10 or other
5 or More I am in my 60s | Years but less Terminal
1| 440 | DMH Years Civilian | or older than 20 Years Army ROTC Degree Male None Blank
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
2| 420 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
Active 20 or More
3| 410 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1lto5 Yes, only once
5 or More Active 20 or More Yes, more thn
4| 387 | DTAC Years Duty I am in my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
Active 20 or More
51| 417 | DCL 0-3 Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
Other-
5 or More 20 or More Warrant
6 | 374 | DLRO Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Marine | Officer Master Male None Blank
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
7| 404 | DJIMO | Yeas Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More Yes, more than
8 | 437 | DTAC Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
5 or More 20 or More Yes, more than
9 | 400 | DCL Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
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5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
10| 325 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
Active 20 or More Yes, more than
11| 450 | DTAC 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | Years Army ROIC Master Male 1to5 once.
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More An
12 | 413 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Navy Academy | Master Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More
13| 413 | DTAC Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10
Active Years but lesg
14 | 407 | DTAC 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | than 20 Years| Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
15| 428 | DLRO Years Civilian |  amin my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male lto5 No
Doctorate
or other
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More Terminal Yes, more than
16 | 424 | DMH Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Degree Male lto5 once.
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal Yes, more than
17 | 439 | DLRO Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Army OCS Degree Male lto5 once.
5 or More Active 20 or More Yes, more than
18 | 441 | DTAC Years Duty I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
5 or More 20 or More An
19| 277 | DJIMO | Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 No
Doctorate
or other
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More Terminal
20 | 407 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Degree Blank None Blank
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
21| 427 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
22| 390 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Marine | ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, only once
More than 10
Active Years but lesg
23| 387 | DCL 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | than 20 Years| Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
24 | 340 | DLRO 5 or More Civilian | I am in my 60s | 20 or More Army ROTC Doctorate | Male None Blank

152



Years or older Years or other
Terminal
Degree
5 or More 20 or More
25| 438 | DLRO Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10
Active Years but lesg Yes, more than
26 | 404 | DTAC 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | than 20 Years| Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
27 | 421 | DTAC Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
Doctorate
or other
5 orMore 20 or More An Terminal
28 | 357 | DJIMO | Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army Academy | Degree Male 1to5 Yes, only once
Active 20 or More
29 | 385 | DTAC 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male lto5 No
Active 20 or More An Yes, more than
30 | 436 | DTAC 0-3 Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 once.
More than 10
Active Years but less An
31| 344 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | than 20 Years Army Academy | Master Male lto5 No
Active 20 or More
32| 386 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Navy OCS Master Male None Blank
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Air Terminal
33| 403 | DMH Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Force OCSs Degree Male None Blank
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal
34 | 420 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | I am inmy 50s | Years Marine | OCS Degree Male None Blank
Doctorate
or other
5 or More Terminal Yes, more than
35| 408 | DMH Years Civilian | am in my 50s | 1 to 10 Years| Army ROTC Degree Male 1to5 once.
5 or More 20 or More An Yes, more than
36 | 444 | DTAC Years Civilian |  am in my 40s | Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 once.
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Active 20 or More
37| 200 | DMH 0-3 Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
38| 314 | DMH Years Civilian | or older Years Marine | OCS Master Male 1to5 Yes, only once
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
39 | 381 | DLRO Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Air An Terminal
40 | 450 | DJIMO | Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Force Academy | Degree Male None Blank
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal
41 | 407 | DMH Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Degree Male lto5 No
Active 20 orMore An
42 | 400 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty | am in my 40s | Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10
5 or More Years but less An
43| 419 | DTAC Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | than 20 Years| Army Academy | Master Male lto5 No
More than 3
Years but
Lessthan 5 | Active 20 or More Yes, more than
44| 411 | DLRO Years Duty I am h my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
More than 10
5 or More I am in my 60s | Years but less
45| 368 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older than 20 Years| Army OCSs Master Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More Yes, more than
46 | 417 | DTAC Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1lto5 once.
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal
47 | 377 | DTAC Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Degree Male lto5 No
5 or More 20 or More
48 | 400 | DLRO Years Civilian | | am inmy 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
49 | 436 | DJIMO | Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
50 | 327 | DLRO 5 or More Civilian | I am in my 50s | 20 or More Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
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Years

Years

More than 10

Active Years but lesq Air
51| 379 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | than 20 Years| Force ROTC Master Male None Blank
Other-
Warrant
Officer
5 or More 20 or More Candidate Yes, more than
52 | 413 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | I am in my 40s | Years Army s Course | Master Female 1to5 once.
5 or More 20 or More An
53| 437 | DCL Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 Yes, only once
Active
54 | 408 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | Blank Navy OCSs Master Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More
55 | 324 | DTAC Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male lto5 No
| have
never Doctorate
been or other
5 or More | am in my 60s commissio| Terminal
56 | 441 | DMH Years Civilian | or older 1to 10 Years| Army ned. Degree Male None Blank
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
57 | 393 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Female 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
58 | 347 | DCL Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1lto5 Yes, only once
Doctorate
or other
5 or More I am in my 60s Terminal
59 | 283 | DMH Years Civilian | or older 1to 10 Years| Navy 0oCSs Degree Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
60 | 393 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Navy ROTC Master Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More
61 | 407 | DJIMO | Years Civilan | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More
62 | 385 | DLRO Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10
5 or More Years butess
63 | 393 | DCL Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | than 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
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5 or More 20 or More
64 | 414 | DJIMO | Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Navy 0oCs Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
65 | 437 | DLRO Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10
Active Years but lesg An Yes, more than
66 | 404 | DTAC 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 30s | than 20 Years| Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 once.
Doctorate
or other
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More Terminal
67 | 443 | DCL Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Degree Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More
68 | 307 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
69 | 423 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
Active 20 or More
70 | 403 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty | am in my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More Other-
71| 387 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Marine | NROTC Master Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More
72 | 403 | DCL Years Civilian |  am inmy 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male lto5 No
More than 3
Years but
Lessthan5 | Active 20 or More An
73 | 423 | DJIMO | Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 Yes, only once
5 or More I am in my60s | 20 or More
74 | 387 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Army ROTC Master Male lto5 No
Doctorate
More than 10 or other
Active Years but less Other- Terminal
75| 353 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | than 20 Years Army OTS Degree Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
76 | 427 | DTAC Years Cuilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army OCS Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More An
77| 397 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More Doctorate
78 | 422 | DCL Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Yeas Army ROTC or other Male 1to5 Yes, only once
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Terminal

Degree
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal
79 | 423 | DMH Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Navy 0OCSs Degree Male 1to5 Yes, only once
5 or More 20 or More
80 | 407 | DLRO Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More
81 | 408 | DTAC Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal Yes, more than
82 | 422 | DJIMO | Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Degree Male 6+ once.
5 or More 20 or More
83 | 360 | DTAC Years Civilian | I am in my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
Doctorake
or other
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More Terminal
84 | 429 | DCL Years Civilian | or older Years Army OCSs Degree Male lto5 No
Active 20 or More
85| 408 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male lto5 No
Active 20 or More Yes, more than
86 | 367 | DTAC 0-3 Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male lto5 once.
More than 3
Years but
Lessthan 5 | Active 20 or More Yes, more than
87 | 397 | DJIMO | Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Marine | OCS Master Male 6+ once.
More than 10
Active Years but less Yes, more than
88 | 415 | DTAC 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 30s | than 20 Years| Army ROTC Madger Male 1to5 once.
5 or More 20 or More
89 | 370 | DLRO Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army OCS Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More
90 | 415 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | | am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
5 or More 20 or More An
91| 393 | DJIMD | Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 No
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Active 20 or More An
92 | 433 | DMH 0-3 Years Duty I amin my 50s | Years Army Academy | Master Male 1to5 No
More than 3
Years but
Lessthan 5 | Active 20 or More Yes, more than
93 | 435 | DJIMO | Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Army OCS Master Male 6+ once.
5 or More 20 or More
94 | 383 | DLRO Years Civilian |  am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
| have
never Doctorate
| have neve been or other
5 or More served on commissio| Terminal
95| 353 | DMH Years Civilian | I am in my 40s | active duty. | Blank ned. Degree Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More
96 | 397 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal
97 | 404 | DTAC Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Army ROTC Degree Male lto5 No
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal
98 | 447 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Navy ROTC Degree Male None Blank
More than 10
Active Years but less
99 | 438 | DLRO 0-3 Years Duty I am in my 40s | than 20 Years, Army ROTC Master Male 1lto5 Yes, only once
Doctorate
or other
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More Terminal
100 | 429 | DJIMO | Years Civilian | or older Years Army OCS Degree Male lto5 No
Active 20 or More Yes, more than
101 | 393 | DJIMO | 0-3 Years Duty I amin my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
5 or More 20 or More Yes, more than
102 | 404 | DTAC Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army OCS Master Male 1to5 once.
Doctorate
5 or More I am in my 60s | 20 or More An or other
103 | 417 | DMH Years Civilian | or older Years Army Academy | Terminal | Male None Blank
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Degree

More than 3
Years but
Lessthan 5 | Active 20 or More Yesmore than
104 | 397 | DTAC Years Duty I amin my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
More than 3
Years but
Lessthan5 | Active 20 or More Yes, more than
105 | 432 | DTAC Years Duty I am in my 40s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
5 or More 20 or More Yes, more than
106 | 410 | DCL Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
Doctorate
| have never or other
5 or More served on Terminal
107 | 347 | DMH Years Civilian |  am in my 40s | active duty. | Army ROTC Degree Male None Blank
5 or More 20 or More
108 | 407 | DTAC Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male lto5 No
5 or More 20 or More Yes, more than
109 | 397 | DTAC Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 once.
5 or More 20 or More
110 | 413 | DCL Years Civilian | I am in my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Female 1to5 No
Doctorate
or other
5 or More 20 or More Terminal
111 | 370 | DTAC Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Army OCSs Degree Male 1lto5 Yes, only once
5 or More 20 or More
112 | 413 | DCL Years Civilian |  amin my 50s | Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank




Appendix | - Student Survey Data

How many
What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
1| 407 | Zeroto 10 Years Army OCS Master Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
2| 393 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
3| 417 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1t0o5 Blank
More than 10 Yea but
4| 357 | lessthan 20 Years Air Force | An Academy Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
5| 317 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
6| 362 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, moe than once.
More than 10 Years but
7| 437 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
Doctorate or
Other- Direct other Terminal
8| 397 | Zeroto 10 Years Army Commissioning | Degree Male None Blank
More than 10 Yearsui
9| 371 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but Other- Direct
10| 320 | lessthan 20 Years Army Commission Master Female |1to5 No
11| 247 | 20 or More Years Army OCS Master Male 1t05 Yes, more than once.
More than 10Years but
12| 330 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
13| 377 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
14| 389 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, morghan once.
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
More than 10 Years but
15| 262 | lessthan 20 Years Air Force | OCS Master Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
16| 357 | lessthan 20 Years Army ocCs Master Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
17| 393 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
18| 389 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
19| 333 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
Doctorate or
More than 10 Years but other Terminal
20| 407 | lessthan 20 Yas Army An Academy Degree Female |1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
21| 297 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Female |1to5 Yes, more than once.
Doctaate or
More than 10 Years but other Terminal
22| 352 | lessthan 20 Years Army 0oCs Degree Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
23| 343 | lessthan 20 Years Army 0oCs Bachelor Male 1to5 No
Other- Direct
24| 382 | 20 or More Years Army Commission Bachelor Male l1tob Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
25| 383 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
26| 380 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
27| 456 | 20 or More Years Army ROTC Master Female |1to5 Yes, only once.
More than 10 Years but
28| 290 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
Doctorate or
More than 10 Years but other Terminal
29| 400 | lessthan 20 Years Army Other - Direct Degree Female |1to5 No
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
More than 10 Years but
30| 330 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
31| 411 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
32| 404 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
33| 367 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
34| 396 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 6+ No
Other- Direct
35| 262 | Zeroto 10 Years Army Commission Master Female |1to5 No
36| 410 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Yearbut
37| 213 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
38| 370 | 20 or More Years Army OCS Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
39| 303 | Zeroto 10 Years Army Other- Direct Bachelor Female | None Blank
More than 10 Years but
40| 300 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
41| 369 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Master Male l1tob No
More than 10 Years but
42 | 323 | lessthan 20 Years Navy Other- Direct Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Yearbut
43| 425 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
44 | 323 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
45| 330 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
More than 10 Years but
46| 307 | lessthan 20 Years Marine OCS Bachelor Male lto5 Yes, only once.
47| 393 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
48 | 443 | less than 20 Years Army ROTC Master Female | 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
49 | 400 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
50| 412 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male None Blank
More than 10 Years but
51| 336 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Female |1to5 Yes, more than once.
52| 324 | 20 or More Years Army OCS Master Female |1to5 Yes, only once.
More than 10 Years but
53| 327 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Master Female |1to5 No
54| 400 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Master Male 105 No
More than 10 Years but
55| 365 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
56| 307 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
57| 341 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachdor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
58| 400 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
59| 337 | 20 or More Years Army OCS Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
60| 397 | lessthan 20 Years Army Other-OTS Master Male 1to5 No
Doctorate or
other Terminal
61| 327 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Degree Male None Blank
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
More than 10 Years but
62| 350 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
63| 415 | lessthan P Years Navy ROTC Bachelor Male None Blank
More than 10 Years but
64| 410 | lessthan 20 Years Air Force | ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
65| 412 | lessthan 20 Years Army Other- Direct Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
66 | 348 | lessthan 20 Years Air Force | Other-OTS Master Male None Blank
More than 10 Years but
67| 418 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Master Female |1to5 Yes, only once.
Doctorate or
other Terminal
68| 287 | Zeroto 10 Years Army Other- Direct Degree Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
69| 445 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
70| 418 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Master Male l1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 0 Years but
71| 354 | lessthan 20 Years Air Force | An Academy Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
72| 386 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male l1tob Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
73| 237 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
Doctorate or
More than 10 Years but other Terminal
74| 287 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Degree Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
75| 344 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
76 | 320 | lessthan20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
77| 360 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
78| 281 | lessthan 20 Years Army ocCs Bachelor Female |1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
79| 411 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
80| 377 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
81| 385 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, only once.
More than 10 Years but
82| 390 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
83| 368 | lessthan 20 Years Army 0oCs Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
84 | 455 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
Doctorate or
More than 10 Years but other Terminal
85| 356 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCSs Degree Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
86| 373 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
87| 337 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 6+ Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
88| 241 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Female |1to5 No
89| 300 | 20 or More Years Army OCSs Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
90| 317 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to 5 Yes, only once.
More than 10 Years but
91| 404 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
92| 403 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
More than 10 Years but
93| 454 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
94 | 423 | lessthan 20 Years Army ocCs Master Male 1to5 No
Doctorate or
More than 10 Years but other Terminal
95| 372 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Degree Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
96| 400 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
97| 300 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
Other- Direct
98| 277 | Zeroto 10 Years Army AMEDD Officer | Master Male None Blank
More than 10 Years but
99| 420 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Master Male 6+ No
More than 10 Years but
100 | 369 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but Other-direct
101 | 257 | lessthan 20 Years Army medical accessior| Master Male None Blank
102 | 333 | 20 or More Years Army OCS Master Male 1t05 No
More than 10 Years but
103 | 311 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCSs Master Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
104 | 367 | lessthan 20 Years Marine OCS Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more thaonce.
More than 10 Years but
105| 393 | lessthan 20 Years Army 0oCs Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
106 | 421 | lessthan 20 Years Army 0ocCs Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
107 | 379 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
108 | 367 | Zeroto 10 Years Coast Other- DCO Master Male None Blank
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
Guard
More than 10 Years but
109 | 385 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
110| 330 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, morehian once.
More than 10 Years but
111| 297 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Master Female |1to5 No
112| 360 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
113| 311 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Female |1to5 No
More than10 Years but
114| 336 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Master Female |1to5 Yes, more than once.
115| 359 | 20 or More Years Army OCS Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
116 | 421 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
117 | 430 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Bachelor Male l1to5 Yes, only once.
118 | 340 | Zeroto 10 Years Air Force | OCS Master Male l1tob No
More than 10 Years but
119 | 327 | lessthan 20 Years Air Force | OCS Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once
More than 10 Years but
120 | 263 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Female |1to5 No
121| 414 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male l1to5 Yes, only once.
More than 10 Years but
122 | 303 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Master Female |1to5 No
123 | 363 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
124 | 373 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No




How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
More than 10 Years but
125| 260 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Bachelor Male lto5 No
More than 10 Years liu
126 | 345 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
127 | 337 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
128 | 374 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCS Master Male 1to5 No
Doctorate or
More than 10 Years but other Terminal
129 | 393 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Degree Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
130 | 386 | lessthan 20 Years Army Other- Direct Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
131| 355 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Acaemy Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
132 | 300 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
133 | 390 | lessthan 20 Years Army 0oCs Bachelor Male 1to5 No
134| 318 | Zeroto 10 Years Army An Acaémy Bachelor Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
135| 367 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCSs Bachelor Male 1to5 No
136 | 350 | Zeroto 10 Years Army An Academy Bachelor Female |1to5 No
137 | 321 | 20 or More Years Army OCSs Bachelor Female |1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
138 | 361 | lessthan 20 Years Air Force | ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
139 | 443 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Female |1to5 Yes, more than once.
140 | 437 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
More than 10 Years but
141| 300 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
142 | 386 | lessthan 20 Years Army ocCs Bachelor Male 1to5 No
143 | 330 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Master Female |1to5 Yes, only once.
More than 10 Years but
144 | 317 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male ltob Yes, only once.
145| 315 | Zeroto 10 Years Army Other- Direct Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
146 | 365 | lessthan 20 Years Army OCSs Master Female |1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
147 | 369 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
148 | 393 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
149 | 370 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 No
150 | 289 | 20 or More Years Air Force | ROTC Master Male None Blank
Doctorate or
More than 10 Years but other Terminal
151| 420 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Degree Male l1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
152 | 344 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male l1to5 No
153 | 367 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
154 | 390 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
155 | 407 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Acadeny Master Male 1to5 Yes, only once.
More than 10 Years but
156 | 381 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Master Male 1to5 Blank
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How many

What is What is your combat
your highest deployments | Have you experienced
Student Years of Active Duty Service Source of education have you a traumatic event
Subject | CCI Service Branch? | Commissioning | level? Gender | experienced?| during combat?
More than 10 Years but
157 | 380 | lessthan 20 Years Army An Academy Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
158 | 333 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 Yes, only once.
More than 10 Years but
159 | 389 | lessthan 20 Years Army ocCs Master Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
160 | 387 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more tha once.
161| 369 | Zeroto 10 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, more than once.
More than 10 Years but
162 | 414 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Bachelor Male 1to5 No
More than 10 Years but
163 | 397 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 1to5 Yes, mee than once.
More than 10 Years but
164 | 370 | lessthan 20 Years Army ROTC Master Male 6+ Yes, more than once.
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