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ABSTRACT
AUTHOR: COLONEL CHRISTIAN E. de GRAFF

TITLE: TRANSFORMING INITIAL ENTRY TRAINING TO PRODUCE THE OBJECTIVE
FORCE SOLDIER
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DATE: 23 April 2003 PAGES: 52 CLASSIFICATION: Unclassified

Transformation of the US Army to the Objective Force generates the requirement to transform
Army training to produce the Objective Force Soldier (OFS). The OFS will be different from
today’s legacy soldier, and will need a different set of knowledge, skills and abilities. The
requirement to “see first, understand first, act first, and finish decisively,” implies not only greater
knowledge, but also a measure of wisdom normally equated with more senior officers
(noncommissioned as well as commissioned). Today’s training base, in particular, Initial Entry
Training (IET) produces structured learners who perform well in the legacy force, but lack the
knowledge and wisdom to be able to perform satisfactorily in the OF. This paper addresses
incorporation of underused and unused adult learning theory to transform IET to produce
adaptive learners rather than structured learners. Of the many adult learning theories that exist,
Situated Learning is the learning model of choice that if adopted can speed the transition of
soldiers from today'’s structured learner to the OF’s adaptive learner. Within Situated Learning,

the concept of conducting IET under a Cohort model is also explored.
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TRANSFORMING INITIAL ENTRY TRAINING TO PRODUCE THE OBJECTIVE FORCE SOLDIER

Wisdom involves sound judgment and the ability to apply what has been
acquired mentally to the conduct of one’s affairs.

—The American Heritage Dictionary

The US Army'’s initial entry training (IET) has served the nation well for many years,
however, as the Army transforms to the Objective Force (OF), so too must IET transform to
produce soldiers for the OF. While much has been written on developing systems of systems
for the OF, the focus of these writings has been on equipment. Little has been written on
transforming the training that will produce the soldiers - the key system in this force. This paper
addresses that shortcoming during the initial entry phase of the OF soldier’s training.

When one strips away the hardware from the OF, one can discern the OF is built on a
foundation of knowledge and wisdom. “See first, understand first, act first,” requires a quantum
leap in the real-time knowledge of the enemy, friendly forces, and the ability to apply that
knowledge using sound judgment. Full spectrum operations with rapid deployment timelines
require soldiers with greater knowledge of operations, from humanitarian assistance to major
theater war than that required of the legacy force soldier. Dispersed operations will require
soldiers who use sound judgment in applying that knowledge. As will be shown, transforming
soldiers from today’s structured learners to adaptive learners will be the key that enables the OF
Soldier (OFS) to develop the knowledge and wisdom required to operate in the OF environment.
This paper addresses how the transformation to adaptive learner can be initiated during IET by
better incorporation of Adult Learning Theories. Adult Learning Theory, in particular, Situated
Learning, coupled with new OF manning models leads one to conclude that a Cohort IET model
may be more suitable than today’s IET model in developing adaptive learners for the OFS.

The first step in this process is to define “adaptive learner.” In order to build the case for
transforming IET, those aspects of the OF that clearly show how different the OF is compared to
today’s legacy force are summarized. Next, is a review of the work to date of the Fort Jackson
IET Strategy Review Task Force that demonstrates how different the OFS is compared to
today’s soldier. Within this work is the need to transition from a structured learner to an
adaptive learner. Combined, these sections provide the motivation to change IET. Next, is a
review of the purpose of IET and today’s IET model, showing how today’s IET model produces

structured learners. The subsequent section provides a summary of adult learning



theories/models, in particular the four main learning orientations, with examples given of current
learning theories in use in IET. Immediately following is a small section on adult learning styles
that sets the stage for suggestions on producing adaptive learners. The paragraphs that follow
are devoted to adult learning theories and models, implications, and how they can be used to

transform IET to produce adaptive learners, ready to take their place as soldiers in the OF. The
recommendation to adopt a Cohort method of IET is a direct outcome of this analysis. The final

sections of the paper are devoted to conclusions and recommendations.

ADAPTIVE LEARNER

Before proceeding, it is important to establish a common understanding of the term,
adaptive learner. The American Heritage Dictionary defines adaptive and adaptation as follows:
Adaptive. “Tending toward, fit for, or having a capacity for adaptation."'L Adaptation: “2.
Anything that is changed or changes so as to become suitable to a new or special use or
situation . . .. 5. Change in behavior of an individual or group in adjustment to new or modified
cultural surroundings.”2 Therefore, an Adaptive Learner is one who modifies his or her
learning, based on new or modified surroundings, so it becomes suitable to a new or special
use or situation. Of note, this definition encompasses an increase in knowledge, and the
development of wisdom. As will be shown later, a principle focus for current IET is an increase

in knowledge only.

SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVE FORCE CAPABILITIES, MOTIVATIONS FOR CHANGING IET
Some may ask, why transform IET? They might argue all that is needed are a few
improvements. Make those changes and the noncommissioned officers (NCOSs) in the OF units
will do the rest. Others argue the transformation of IET is long overdue. In order to
demonstrate the need to transform IET, one must look at the differences between today’s Army
and the OF. A cursory examination of The Army Vision and the OF White Paper clearly shows
deployment timelines are significantly different. The majority of current combat forces require a
significant train-up period prior to deployment for operations other than war. The units from the
1% Armored Division in Germany underwent an abbreviated three to four-month train-up at
Grafenwohr, Hohenfels, and home station prior to deploying to Bosnia Herzegovina in 1995 and
1996 to implement the Dayton Peace Accords. The battalions that deployed to the Former
Yugoslavian Republic of Macedonia (Task Force Able Sentry) to perform the UN Peacekeeping
operation underwent a 5-month train-up. Objective Force units must be “full spectrum” capable,
with a brigade combat team on the ground, mission-ready, “anywhere in the world” 96 hours

after lift off. In similar fashion, a division can be on the ground mission-ready in 120 hours, and



five divisions can follow within 30 days.3 In essence, all OF operational units will need to be at a
level of readiness common only to the most elite units today. “The spectrum of likely operations
describes a need for land forces in joint, combined, and multinational formations for a variety of
missions extending from humanitarian assistance and disaster relief to peacekeeping and
peacemaking to major theater wars, . . .* OF units must be prepared for full spectrum
operations, which means they will have a broader mission set than even the elite units, such as
the Rangers have today. Broader mission sets, with shorter deployment timelines means
greater knowledge needs among the soldiers.

A third significant difference between legacy and the OF is the threat that OF units will
face. The threat has changed. One needs to look no further than September 11, 2001 to
understand this. Current forces were designed to fight “cold war” foes. Legacy forces are
primarily “threat based,” designed to fight and win Major Theater Wars MTWs). Therefore,
fighting and winning MTWSs has been the primary training focus for legacy forces. This of
course makes sense, as it is the one area where our military cannot fail. The professionalism of
the legacy force allows it to adapt (with the proper training) to missions in Military Operations
other than War (MOOTW). However, there is a time cost associated with developing the
requisite knowledge base prior to deploying to MOOTW missions, plus, there is always the need
to retrain to the MTW mission upon completion of the MOOTW.

Objective Force units will be capability based rather than purely threat based. They will
need to be more “responsive, deployable, agile, versatile, lethal, survivable, and sustainable.”
“We will be trained and ready to do anything the American People ask us to do, and we will do it
better, faster, and more affordably.'6 The OFS has to be prepared to deploy on short notice, to
locations throughout the world, to engage in the full spectrum of missions, from humanitarian
assistance, Smaller Scale Contingencies, to MTW. In meetings with senior members of the
Department of the Army Staff, the concept of tiered readiness, to include filling brigade-sized
units as a Cohort, is being explored as the primary method to enable units to develop the
requisite capabilities for full spectrum operations. However, tiered readiness and Cohort
training are only part of the solution. As noted above, full spectrum, capability-based operations
will require soldiers with a greater knowledge base. “Trained and ready” in a manner that is
“better, faster and more affordable” implies that soldiers need not only greater knowledge, but
they will also need to attain that knowledge quicker than today, and they will be expected to
apply that knowledge in a greater variety of situations.

The OF will operate differently than today’s force. From the OF White paper, the OF will

operate in a manner that enables it to “see first, understand first, act first, and finish decisively.’7



The force will operate in a dispersed manner, with limited logistics support for the first 72 hours
of an operation. This again shows the OF will be much more knowledge and wisdom-based
than the current force. “See first, understand first, act first” all imply greater knowledge of the
enemy and ourselves than today. But, it implies even more that that. “See first, understand
first,” and ability to apply that understanding in the conduct of ones affairs (act first to finish
decisively) describes an OFS who displays wisdom.

Limited logistics support implies soldiers will have to be multifunctional, able to perform
roles that previously may have been done by two or more soldiers (e.g. driver, mechanic, and
weapons system operator). We recruit top quality personnel for today’s force, therefore,
increased knowledge will not necessarily come from “smarter” soldiers. Also, anyone familiar
with Army training would be hard pressed to find anything in the training model that attempts to
develop wisdom in soldiers, especially at the junior level. Wisdom is something generally
associated with senior officers (commissioned, noncommissioned and warrant). Developing
wisdom in the OFS during the course of an initial enlistment cannot be done with today’s
training model. Training methods will have to change. “Because the nature of work is changing
so radically and rapidly, a paradigm shift from a training to a learning emphasis is essential so
that people are equipped to deal with new, unspecified challenges.’8 With the rapid change in
technology, OF soldiers will need to be able to adapt to these changes. This drives a
requirement for not only adaptive learners, but for life-long learners. Legacy technology, legacy-
training methods, and legacy doctrine fall short of enabling operations in this manner.

One final aspect of the OF that hasn't been explored in any literature has to do with the
Theory of Chaos. A brief introduction to Chaos will be necessary in order to show how this
applies to the OF and therefore, why developing OF Soldiers who are adaptive learners is so
critical.

Chaos is the study of “chaordic” systems. “A chaordic system is a complex and dynamical
arrangement of connections between elements forming a unified whole, the behavior of which is
simultaneously both unpredictable (cha-otic) and patterned (ord-erly)."9 Put into laymen’s terms:
“1) Chaos is the science of complex, dynamical, non-linear, co-creative, far-from-equilibrium
systems, and 2) organizations are complex, dynamical, non-linear, co-creative, far-from-
equilibrium systems, Chaos is nothing less than the science of organization . . o

All organizations, including the OF and any threat in the current and future operating
environment, are chaordic. Of the five principle of Chaos Theory (consciousness, connectivity,
indeterminacy, emergence, and dissipation), indeterminacy further supports the need to develop

the OFS as an adaptive learner. Indeterminacy is based on the precept that “The chaordic



system is so dynamically complex and highly sensitive to initial conditions that any link between
cause and effect is necessarily obscure rendering its future unknowable in advance.™ The
action guideline for this principle is: “Plan if you must, but plan for surprise.';L2 Success comes
not to the one with the best initial plan, but to the one who can best adapt to the new direction
taken as a result of the execution of the initial plan. Had Clausewitz known about Chaos,
perhaps he would have used that term, rather than “friction.™

We do not know today how the OF will look tomorrow. The future combat system is not
even on the drawing board. We believe a key to the OF will be net-centric operations linking
systems of systems (an additional chaordic organization within the OF). One of the key
premises behind the OF is the belief that once we “see first, understand first, and act first,”
“finish decisively” will follow. Chaos theory tells us the results of our actions will differ from our
plan as the initial conditions will change between the time we decide to act, and when we
actually act. Additionally, the complexity of the system prevents us from being able to discern
all variables and initial conditions. One must also keep in mind the enemy gets a vote. In other
words, the action one believed would finish the enemy in a decisive manner may not have that
effect. The ability of the OFS to adapt faster than the enemy will be key to ensuring a favorable
outcome. This further reinforces the notion the Army must be a learning organization and OF
soldiers must be adaptive learners.

The thrust of the above leads one to conclude the OF requires a soldier who is more
capable than the legacy soldier of today. The OF needs a soldier who has greater knowledge
and is able to use that knowledge rapidly to defeat any foe. However, mere increase in
knowledge isn’t enough. With rapid advances in technology, there will be a need for equally
rapid advances in learning how to use new technology. Also, as technology increases
knowledge about friend and foe, applying sound judgment in using this knowledge (wisdom) will
challenge the OFS. Incremental additions to current knowledge (our present training model)
cannot maintain the pace. As technology changes, the OFS has to adapt. As the threat
changes, the OFS has to adapt. As the mission changes, the OFS has to adapt. The
unintended consequences of Chaos (“friction”) will force the OFS to adapt. In order to become
full spectrum dominant, the OFS has to adapt. In order to ensure the OFS can adapt, (a key to
ensuring success for the OF) the OFS must become both an adaptive, and a life-long learner.
Life-long learning spans the soldier’'s career, however, the creation of adaptive learners must
begin immediately upon entering the Army to ensure the requisite OF capabilities exist in the
OFS during the first enlistment.



Before addressing ways to change today’s structured learners into adaptive learners, an
examination of the purpose of IET and the current training model is in order. This will provide
an understanding regarding why today’s soldiers are structured learners. Knowing why the
Army produces structured learners is the first step in identifying methods of transforming IET to
produce adaptive learners.

PURPOSE OF IET
Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Regulation 350-6, Enlisted Initial Entry

Training (IET) Policies and Administration defines the goals and objectives (purpose) of IET in

sections 1-4 and 1-5. To summarize: the purpose of IET is to transform volunteers into soldiers,
who live by the Army values, are tactically and technically competent (technical competence is
defined by each TRADOC school), can function as a member of a team, and are immediately
able to contribute to the unit’s mission in a stressful tactical environment. Army IET is both
physically and mentally demanding, providing soldiers with the knowledge, skills and attributes
required to function in the Army. These skills can be as simple as the hand salute, or as
complicated as repair of the engine for an attack helicopter. Graduation from IET is based on
each soldier achieving the Army standard in those tasks required for graduation and the award
of a military occupational skill (MOS). A key element in IET is the soldierization process, where
each volunteer becomes a disciplined, physically and mentally fit member of a team, imbued
with the professional pride, dignity and bearing associated with a soldier in the US Army.14

A close examination of the IET goals and objectives reveals a great starting point for IET
to produce the OFS. The goals and objectives contained in TR 350-6 are specific enough to
allow development of an IET model for the current force, but general enough to have enduring
qualities that can be applied to build a model for the OF. Of note, the goals and objectives of
IET are not designed to produce a finished soldier. Many of the skill level one tasks are best
learned in the unit, working with the team that must execute them. Also, the soldierization
process continues in the units under the personal supervision of the outstanding
noncommissioned officers in our Army. The balancing of tasks that should be unit-trained,
versus those that are institutional-trained is a subject of recurring reviews and is beyond the

scope of this paper.

TODAY’S INITIAL ENTRY TRAINING MODEL

It is now time to examine the current training model with a view towards showing its
shortcomings that produce a structured learner, rather than the adaptive learner needed to man
the OF. As stated in the introduction, our IET has served us well for years. It is critical to retain



the good portions of today’s IET, while transforming it to produce the OFS. Neither field manual
nor regulation states, “IET produces structured learners.” However, this concept can be easily
inferred by examining the Army’s fundamental training doctrine. Army Regulation 350-1, Army
Training provides a basis for this examination. First, the Army trains to “develop and maintain
those individual and collective skills needed to deploy rapidly and successfully accomplish unit
missions.™ With respect to IET, there is a requirement for a training base “that produces initial
entry soldiers who are highly motivated, disciplined, physically hard, and skilled in basic critical
tasks.” Individual skills not taught in the training base, plus individual sustainment training is
performed in units, with the preponderance of individual training taking place in units. All
training is to be performed to a common Army standard.®

While AR 350-1 provides broad general training guidance in the opening chapter,
increased structure to training is added throughout the ensuing chapters. This addition of
structure culminates in Chapter 5, “The Army Standardization Program.” Chapter 5 mandates
standardizing certain tasks, drills and procedures (as applicable) across the Army.17 While
standardization of training is important, especially considering the turbulence caused by
individual rotations between units, it can have drawbacks. Highly structured training leads to
little learner control, which many adult learning theorists today believe leads to structured
learners, rather than adaptive learners.

The concept of Army training producing structured learners is further reinforced with the
next level of doctrine, Field Manual 25-100, Training the Force. Field Manual 25-100 lists “Use

Performance Oriented Training” as one of the “Principles of Training.”18 “Units become

proficient in the performance of critical tasks and missions by practicing the tasks and missions.

Soldiers learn best by doing, using a hands-on approach.”19

Hands-on, performance oriented
training of critical tasks is based on several assumptions. First, one must have knowledge of
the threat, which allows the development of doctrine to fight that threat. Once doctrine is
developed, the doctrine is broken into executable tactics, techniques and procedures, which can
be further subdivided into critical tasks each soldier or crew needs to execute to ensure a
successful mission. Programs of Instruction, Training Support Packages, Common Task
Manuals, Soldiers Manuals, Crew Drills, How to Fight Manuals are products of this analysis.

The common thread in all of these documents is structure. Standard bite-sized elements (tasks)
are executed under specified conditions to a specified standard. In essence, the result is
structured training, conducted by structured trainers, teaching structured learners.

The complementary manual to FM 25-100 is FM 25-101, Battle Focused Training.

“Presentation of training provides soldiers with the specific training objectives (tasks, conditions,



and standards) to be trained, and the evaluation methods to be used. The exact type and
amount of information presented prior to performing the task depend on the task and the state
of training of the soldiers being trained.”® Chapter 4 further elaborates on the methods of
presentation (lecture, conference and demonstration) with demonstration being the preferred
method.? “Performance begins immediately following presentation. It is the hands-on
execution of a training task or event. Early performance reinforces newly acquired skills and
converts them into usable soldier, leader, and unit skills. For the soldiers being trained, it
reinforces the instruction, fixes the Army standard for the task, and builds confidence.” The
consistent theme of “hands-on training of tasks to an Army standard” is common to these
manuals and regulation. This further reinforces the concept of Army training being highly
structured by focusing on a single learning style and a preferred method of presentation, both of
which are highly structured. The natural outcome of highly structured training is Army soldiers
who are structured learners.

Initial Entry Training, as one might imagine, is even more structured than unit training.
Unit training is Mission Essential Task List (METL) based, and therefore is subject to change as
missions change. Unit training is also a combination of individual and collective training, which
is sometimes performed against a live and thinking opposing force. Army IET is based purely
on a critical task analysis and a decision by the individual branch schools (confirmed by HQ
TRADOC) as to which critical tasks are to be institutional-trained versus unit-trained.
Additionally, each school in coordination with field units determines which tasks are critical for a
given MOS. The Infantry School is the proponent for The Basic Combat Training (BCT)
Program of Instruction (POI) (although other schools are proponents for certain individual tasks)
and also specifies which BCT tasks must be included in the One Station Unit Training (OSUT)
POls. Couple this with specified course lengths (9 weeks for BCT, 12-17 weeks for most
OSUTs, AlTs vary from 5 to 61 weeks) and all the makings of a highly structured training
program are in place.

This is not meant to imply that all structure is bad. Given the nature of IET, having an
appropriate amount of structure is important. Structure is one of the means of assimilating
volunteers, who come from a spectrum of backgrounds, leading to their transformation to
soldiers. However, too much structure can inhibit the development of these soldiers, especially,
if one is seeking to turn them into adaptive learners. Therefore, it is critical to ensure there
remains a proper balance between the current structure of IET and the future structure of a
transformed IET that is designed to facilitate the development of adaptive learners. A basic

understanding of learning theories is a prerequisite in developing this balance. The following



section will examine adult learning theories and how these theories are either in use or not in

use in IET today.

In doing so, the section will lay the foundation for recommendations that will

include incorporation of underused theories to begin the transition of soldiers in IET from

structured learner to adaptive learner.

ADULT LEARNING THEORY AND MODELS

A study of Adult Learning Theory reveals a multitude of theories (in my current research,

I've encountered over 100) some more helpful than others. A theme that runs through many of

the theories of adult learning has to do with Learning Style Preferences, which will be discussed

in greater detail following this section. Table 1 below is a summary taken from Merriam and

Caffarella (1991) describing the four orientations to Iearning.23

Aspect

Learning
theorists

View of the
learning process

Locus of
learning

Purpose in
education

Educator's role

Behaviorist

Thorndike,
Pavlov, Watson,
Guthrie, Hull,
Tolman, Skinner

Change in
behavior

Stimuli in external
environment

Produce
behavioral
change in desired
direction

Arranges
environment to
elicit desired
response

Cognitivist

Koffka, Kohler,
Lewin, Piaget,
Ausubel, Bruner,
Gagne

Internal mental
process
(including insight,
information
processing,
memory,
perception

Internal cognitive
structuring

Develop capacity
and skills to learn
better

Structures
content of
learning activity

Humanist

Maslow, Rogers

A personal act to
fulfill potential.

Affective and
cognitive needs

Become self-
actualized,
autonomous

Facilitates
development of
the whole person

Social and
Situational
Bandura, Lave
and Wenger,
Salomon

Interaction
/observation in
social contexts.
Movement from
the periphery to
the center of a
community of
practice

Learning is in
relationship
between people
and environment.

Full participation
in communities of
practice and
utilization of
resources

Works to
establish
communities of
practice in which
conversation and
participation can



occur.

Manifestations Behavioral Cognitive Andragogy Socialization
in adult learning objectives development Self-directed Social
Competency - Intelligence, learning participation
based education learning and o .
memory as Associationalism
Skill development function of age .
and training Conversation
Learning how to
learn
TABLE 1

Behaviorist Theories (B.F. Skinner, et. al) came in vogue in the early 1900s and were the
predominant learning theories in use until the early sixties and seventies, when a major
paradigm shift occurred. This shift, pioneered through the work of Piaget and Gagne resulted in
the Cognitive and Humanist Theories of learning. Experiential Learning Theories followed in the
mid 1980 and 1990s, the chief proponents of these were Mezirow, Freire, Kolb and Rogers.
Some of the experiential theories fall into the humanist orientation, while others could be
considered a bridge between cognitive, humanist and social/situational. The theories of Kolb,
and others were expanded and modified in the 1990s to account for social and situational
contexts of the learning experience and the impacts these have on the Iearning.24

Below is a brief analysis that shows how current IET relies extensively on the Behaviorist
and Cognitive approaches. While these techniques are valuable for engendering desired
behaviors and imparting knowledge, their shortcomings inhibit the transition to adaptive
learning. In order to show this, a brief summary of the precepts of each of several theorists from
the first two categories is given below, with a description of how these theories are applied in
IET today. Following that is a summary of the latter two categories, with a description of how
only portions of these theories are applied in current IET.

Many are familiar with the Behaviorist Theory of Skinner (Operant Conditioning) where
there is a Stimulus (S) that elicits a Response (R). Specific responses are engendered by
providing or removing rewards. “The theory of B. F. Skinner is based upon the idea that
learning is a function of change in overt behavior.”” One can easily see this in IET today.
Soldiers are formally introduced to this type of learning during the Reception and Integration

phase upon arrival in the IET training company. One can see this method of learning being

10



used in the barracks, during physical training, in the dining facilities and on the ranges. Itis a
powerful tool, however, the responses sought (in general) are not responses associated with
adaptive learning; rather the trainers in IET are seeking to instill discipline and rapid reaction to
orders. They do not want the soldiers to develop alternate courses of action. The cadre is
seeking compliance. They are training a particular task, under specified conditions, to a
specified standard.

The Cognitivist approach to learning appears to be the primary method of training soldiers
in IET (and the Army) today. Mager’s model serves as a good example of a Cognitivist
approach. Robert Mager developed the Criterion Referenced Instruction (CRI) model as a
framework for the design and delivery of training programs. Ciritical portions of the CRI
framework include: goal or task analysis (what is to be learned), performance objectives
(outcomes, to include criterion for evaluation), criterion referenced testing (demonstrated
learning in terms of knowledge and skills) and the development of learning modules tied to
specific objectives.26 Those familiar with TRADOC Regulation 350-70 (TR 350-70), (in
particular, Chapters IV and VI) will see a striking similarity between this model and the TRADOC
model for training development.27 Within Mager’s work is the ability to develop self-paced
courses that facilitate rapid learning for those who are capable. Both models (CRI and IET) limit
learning to the specific skills and knowledge sets determined to be important by the course
designer and are therefore limited in flexibility.

A fundamental of the Cognitivist approach is, knowledge can only be processed in small
digestible chunks and at a given pace. The Army’s approach to training development accounts
for this by analyzing a MOS to identify the critical tasks that will be trained prior to awarding that
MOS. Tasks are sequenced and the norm is to present the less difficult tasks first, prior to
advancing to the more difficult tasks?® Still, this approach is a “one size fits all” with little room
for deviation. It is truly a structured approach, that teaches the required tasks, under given
conditions, to a set standard. In general, IET soldiers must learn at the pace of the group to
which they are assigned. (TRADOC Regulation 350-6 empowers TRADOC schools to initiate
“Fast Track” programs for personnel who are capable of rapid learning. Soldiers participating in
“Fast Track” learn additional “required” skills however; the course length remains the same.zg)

The Humanist approach to learning is based on fulfilling needs or potential. Rogers and
Maslow are two of the main theorists, although there are many others. Rogers discounted
cognitive learning (such as rote memorization of vocabulary or mathematical tables) and
focused on experiential learning, however from the Humanist perspective. Roger’s view of

experiential learning equates learning with personal change and growth. Teachers facilitate

11



learning by setting a positive learning climate, organizing and providing resources, clarifying
why the learner is there, and balancing intellectual and emotional components of learning.
Teachers share feelings and thoughts with the learners, but must be careful not to dominate the
learning experience.30 Rogers’ version of experiential learning is a significant divergence from
current Army training, as students control the nature and direction in the process, rather than
the instructor or facilitator (as described in TR 350-70, App. H).31 In Army training, the person
conducting the training session is in charge. With Rogers, the student is in charge. Experiential
learning confronts practical, social, personal or research problems, with self-evaluation being
the method of determining progress or success?

Pure experiential learning, as proposed by Rogers has only limited application in IET
today. Anyone familiar with IET (especially during BCT) will agree facilitation as defined by
Rogers is only partially executed in IET. The IET learning climate is often positive, however,
there are also periods when stress is induced where IET soldiers perceive the climate to be
more negative (this is especially true in the initial weeks of both BCT and AIT). In most
instances, the intellectual components of learning are preeminent (compared to the emotional)
and the drill sergeants clearly dominate the learning experience. Instructors in AIT are perhaps
less dominant, however, IET soldiers have no control over the