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Abstract 

The Army Learning Concept for Training and Education (ALC-TE) 2020-2040 is the 

latest learning concept that focuses the United States Army’s efforts to develop agile, 

adaptive, and innovative thinking soldiers and Army civilians.  ALC-TE 2020-2040 

focused on four themes, which are:  optimize individual and collective learning, improve 

learning infrastructure, improve human capital development, and leverage learning 

sciences and technology.  The purpose of this dissertation in practice qualitative case 

study was to examine the United States Army leadership perspectives of the United 

States Army Learning Model (ALM) at the United States Army Military Police School.  

Ten participants shared their perceptions of the Army Learning Model during semi-

structured interviews.  Additional sources of data came from observations and notes from 

the interviews.  The data were hand-coded and analyzed.  Five major themes emerged 

from the data:  (a) perceptions of the ALM (b) student role and responsibilities; (c) 

instructor role and responsibilities; (d) science and technology; and (e) resources.  The 

study provided a set of recommendations to Army leaders and civilians on how to best 

implement the Army Learning Model at the USAMPS and in the operational and 

institutional learning environments.   

Keywords: United States Army Learning Concept for Training and Education 

2020-2040, United States Army Learning Model, learner-centric, experiential 

learning model, transformational leadership, United States Army Military Police 

School  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Introduction and Background 

 

In April 2017, General David G. Perkins, the Commanding General of the United 

States (U.S.) Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) approved the release of 

the U.S. Army Learning Concept for Training and Education (ALC-TE) 2020-2040, 

which extensively revised the Army Learning Model (ALM).  

ALC-TE 2020-2040 consolidated the U.S. Army TRADOC Pamphlet (TP) 525-8-

2, United States Army TRADOC’s Army Learning Concept, and TP 525-8-3, Army 

Training Concept into a single concept for training and education.  Perkins, the strategic 

visionary at TRADOC, described how ALC-TE was considered a “leadership-directed 

concept that outlines the key characteristics and elements required to build the future 

Army learning environment” (Department of the Army, 2017, p. iii).  Additionally, 

Perkins emphasized how the U.S. Army was a “learning organization” and needed “a 

comprehensive program combining training, education, and experience to develop agile, 

adaptive and innovative Soldiers” (Department of the Army, 2017, p.2).  He described 

how the “learning environment would consist of tough and realistic conditions” 

(Department of the Army, 2017, p.2.).  Lastly, Perkins concluded that the “concept 

focused the Army’s efforts to enhance learning in Army classrooms, in the field and 

through self-development” (Department of the Army, 2017, p.2).  

The ALC-TE introduced major revisions to the Army learning environment.  The 

ALC-TE described how the future Army learning environment will develop adaptable, 

thinking soldiers with the learning competencies to generate and sustain trained teams 

(U.S. Department of the Army, 2017).  The concept focused the U.S. Army on individual 
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learning to enable individualized and career-long learning that is integrated across the 

unit training capabilities to support the conduct of joint combined arms operations (U.S. 

Department of the Army, 2017).  Furthermore, the ALC-TE standardized the concept 

timeframe to 2020-2040.  The synchronization of the timeframe allows resource 

allocation to facilitate planning, programming, and budgeting. Standardizing the concept 

timeframe would allow the ALC-TE to integrate operations consistent with joint doctrine 

such as the Capstone Concept for Joint Operations: Joint Force 2020, United States Army 

Training and Doctrine Command Pamphlet 525-3-0, The U.S. Army Capstone Concept, 

U.S. Army TRADOC Pamphlet 525-3-1, The U.S. Army Operating Concept: Win in a 

Complex World, and the Army Human Dimension Strategy 2015.  The ALC-TE and 

joint doctrine identified how Army training and education-related science and technology 

will support implementation of the concept (Department of the Army, 2017).  

The ALC-TE is currently referred to as the ALM throughout U.S. Army. This 

researcher conducted an in-depth case study with Army leaders and civilians to develop 

an understanding of the ALC-TE, to determine whether the ALC-TE is an effective 

learning concept, how to best effectively implement the ALC-TE, and how to enhance 

the Army learning model.  The study was needed, as there was insufficient published data 

on the ALC-TE. 

Statement of the Problem 

 

The research problem is to determine if the U.S. Army Learning Model is 

effective in developing agile, adaptive, and innovative soldiers and Army civilians to 

fight and win in joint combined arms operations in a complex world (Department of the 

Army, 2014).  The ALC-TE affects all current and future Army leaders and soldiers.  
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This study is critically important for both Army leaders and civilians because it will 

provide a better understanding of the ALC-TE and how to implement the ALM.  

Furthermore, the study will provide Army leaders and civilians with teaching techniques 

and strategies on how to train and educate Army learners.  The consequences for 

misunderstanding the ALC-TE and ineffectively implementing the ALM are significant.  

The first consequence for misunderstanding the ALC-TE is wasting the Army’s time, 

money, personnel, and resources because Army leaders and civilians are not effectively 

educating, training, and engaging the learner.  The second consequence is that Army 

leaders and soldiers would not remain competitive in the learning and training 

environment compared to future adversaries.  Consequently, the Army would not be 

prepared to protect the homeland, foster security globally, project power, and win the 

nation’s wars while maintaining high levels of readiness (Department of the Army, 

2014).  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this dissertation in practice qualitative case study was to examine 

the U.S. Army leadership perspectives of the Army Learning Model at the United States 

Army Military Police School.  The case study design was the most suitable for this study 

because the methodology provided a detailed and in-depth data collection process on a 

specific case. 

Research Question 

The following research question guided this case study:  How do U.S. Army 

leaders and civilians described the Army Learning Model at the United States Army 

Military Police School?  
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Aim of the Study 

The aim of the study was to provide a set of recommendations to Army leaders 

and civilians on how to best implement the Army Learning Model at the USAMPS in the 

operational and institutional learning environments.  This study will assist Army leaders 

and civilians in leader development and produce a new generation of leaders who are able 

to succeed in the future learning environment.  

Methodology Overview 

The qualitative case study was the most appropriate design to conduct the 

research on this topic. The case study methodology provided a detailed and in-depth 

analysis of Army leadership perspectives of the Army Learning Model (Creswell, 2014).  

The researcher requested permission from the Director of Training and Education to 

conduct the study on-site at the United States Army Military Police (see Appendix A).  

The Director of Training and Education and the researcher mutually agreed upon the 

most suitable population for the study.  The criteria for participants to conduct in the 

study were based on their leadership position and their experience with the ALM.  The 

Director of Training and Education and the researcher agreed on a purposeful sample of 

10 U.S. Army leaders and civilians at the United States Army Military Police School.   

The Army leaders and civilians who participated included the Assistant 

Commandant, Director of Training and Education, Deputy Director of Training and 

Education, Chief of Individual Training and Education Development Division, Chief of 

Command and Tactics Division, Chief of Training Development for Non-Commission 

Officer Professional Development Systems and Police Functional Advance Courses, 

Chief of Initial Entry Training and Officer Education System Training Development, 
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Course Chief of Basic Officer Leaders Course, Team Chief of Military Police Captains’ 

Career Course, and a Senior Instructor for the Military Police Captains’ Career Course.  

Furthermore, the participant’s U.S. Army rank ranged from Colonel to Army civilians 

and the participant’s other personal information was kept confidential for the purposes of 

the study.  These participants constituted the leadership of the organization and 

considered the subject matter experts of the ALM at the United States Army Military 

Police School.  The participants were asked to provide consent prior to the interviews.  

The two sources of data collection for the study include: (1) audio recordings of 

one-on-one interviews with participants that were semi-structured and open ended (see 

Appendix B), and (2) a set of notes/annotations of descriptive and reflective observations 

which were completed immediately after each interview.  The audio-recorded interview 

was transcribed with the services from www.rev.com.  The transcribed data was hand-

coded, categorized, and examined more specifically for themes pertaining to the ALM.   

Definition of Relevant Terms 

The following terms and definitions were used operationally within this study: 

Adaptive Learning: The method that endeavors to transform the learner from a 

passive receptor of information to a collaborator in the educational process (Department 

of the Army, 2014).  

Army Capstone Concept: Serves as the foundation for individual and collective 

training concepts that foster adaptability, agility, initiative, innovation and confidence 

(Department of the Army, 2017). 
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Army Human Dimension Strategy: Serves as a strategy to optimize the cognitive, 

physical, and social components of the Army’s trusted professionals and teams (Odierno, 

2015). 

Army Learning Model: The Army’s adaptive, continuous learning model that is 

routinely improved to provide quality, relevant, and effective learning experiences 

through outcome-oriented instructional strategies that foster thinking, initiative, and 

provide operationally relevant context which extends learning beyond the learning 

institution in a career-long continuum of learning through the significantly expanded use 

of network technologies (Department of the Army, 2017). 

Blended Learning Environment: The learning environment will blend learning 

distinctions between the institutional Army and the operational environment.  The 

learning environment will use information technologies in the field and the classroom 

(Department of the Army, 2017).   

Distributed Learning: Delivery of standardized individual, collective, and self-

development training to Soldiers and Army civilians, units, and organizations at the right 

place and time through the use of multiple means and technology. This may involve 

student-instructor interaction in real-time, nonreal-time, and self-paced student 

instruction without access to an instructor (Department of the Army, 2014) 

Education: Structured process to impart knowledge through teaching and learning 

to enable or enhance an individual’s ability to perform in unknown situations 

(Department of the Army, 2017).   

Experiential Learning Model: The ELM is based on the work of such prominent 

educational theorists as John Dewey, David Kolb, Jean Piaget, Kurt Lewin, and others 
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and is the principal tool for the educational process at the United States Army Command 

and General Staff College. The ELM also serves as a framework for planning the conduct 

of a lesson. ELM consists of five steps: concrete experience (CE), publish and process 

(P&P), generalize new information (GNI), develop (vale), and apply (check on learning).  

Facilitator: One to mentor and guide students and serve in an adjunct role to 

technology-delivered learning content, using a blended learning approach.   

Institutional Training Domain: The Army’s institutional training and education 

system, which primarily includes training-based centers and schools that provide initial 

training and subsequent professional military education for Soldiers, military leaders, and 

Army civilians (Headquarters, Department of the Army, 2012). 

Leadership: Possessing the ability to inspire others to participate in activities to 

operationalize concepts and visions, thereby turning ideas into realities. 

Learner-centric: Learning that focused on the individual or team which fosters 

learning competencies with learning strategies, expert facilitators, and technologies that 

support the learner, both individual and collective training (Department of the Army, 

2017).  

Learning environment: The interaction of knowledge, the learner, instruction, 

networks, technology, and assessment (Department of the Army, 2013).  

Learning infrastructure: The physical enablers of the integrating architecture and 

includes facilities, power, communications assets, the training support system, personnel 

and equipment, and management structure (Department of the Army, 2011b). 

Learning Science: Pedagogy and/or andragogy are integral to individual and 

collective learning and are neither training nor education-centric.  The Army recognizes 



EXAMINING THE ARMY LEARNING MODEL: CASE STUDY                         8 

the interdependency and works to design and implement learning innovations, improve 

instructional methodologies, and refine curricula to enable instructors, trainers, and 

teachers. 

Lifelong learning: Individual lifelong choice to actively and overtly pursue 

knowledge, the comprehension of ideas, and the expansion of depth in any area to 

progress beyond a known state of development and competency (Department of the 

Army, 2011).   

Junior officer: A generally accepted term used in the Army for junior captains to 

lieutenants. 

Operational training domain:  The training activities organizations undertake 

while at home station, at maneuver combat training centers, during joint exercises, at 

mobilizations centers, and while operationally deployed (Headquarters, Department of 

the Army, 2012). 

Program of Instruction: A requirements document that covers a course and/or 

phase.  Provides a general description of the course content, the duration of instruction, 

the methods of instruction, and the delivery techniques; lists resources required to 

conduct peacetime and mobilization training (Department of the Army, 2015).   

Self-development training domain: Planned, goal-oriented learning that reinforces 

and expands the depth and breadth of an individual’s knowledge base, self-awareness, 

and situational awareness; complements institutional and operational learning; enhances 

professional competence; and meets personal objectives (Headquarters, Department of 

the Army, 2012).  
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TRADOC: Training and Doctrine Command oversees 32 Army schools organized 

under eight Centers of Excellence, each focused on a separate area of expertise within the 

Army (such as Maneuver and Signal). These Centers train over 500,000 Soldiers and 

service members each year (United States Army Training and Doctrine Command, n.d.).   

Training: Structured process designed to increase the capability of individuals or 

units to perform specified tasks or skills in known situations (Department of the Army, 

2017).  

Transformational Leader: Leadership that is based on a capacity to develop and 

promote values and goals that are shared by both leaders and followers.  This approach 

assumes that successful leadership derives from a leader’s ability to encourage followers 

to rise above low-level transactional considerations and instead pursue a higher-orders 

sense of purpose (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011)  

USAMPS: United States Army Military Police School trains, educates, and 

develops military police civilians, soldiers, and leaders; executes proponent functions; 

provide Military Police capabilities enabling maneuver forces across the range of military 

operations (United States Army Military Police School, n.d.). 

These terms will be used throughout the study to provide a common 

understanding of 

 the research. 

Delimitations and Limitations 

The study was conducted over seven days with Army leaders and civilians at the 

United States Army Military Police School.  In order to obtain greater depth and 

saturation, the research required limiting the research to a single case study (Creswell, 
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2013).  The scope of this study was narrowed to one Army institution and participants 

were limited to a purposeful sample of Army leaders and subject matter experts on the 

Army Learning Model.  The individual participants were familiar with planning and 

implementing the ALM.  Although, the findings were specific to this particular Army 

institution, the lessons learned from this study may provide a better understanding of the 

ALM to Army leaders and civilians in other Army institutions.    

The limitation of the case study design was the challenge to generalize the 

findings and apply them to other case studies.  The participants from this study were only 

associated with the United States Army Military Police School.  The highest-ranking 

participant in the study was a Colonel.  Lastly, the findings from this study may not apply 

to all Army education institutions.   

Delimiting the research to a single case study was necessary to obtain greater 

depth and saturation on how the Army learning model was applied at an Army education 

institution (Creswell, 2013).  The participants were delimited to a purposeful sample of 

Army leaders and subject matter experts at the United States Army Military Police 

School.  The findings were specific to this particular school and its leaders.  Other 

stakeholders (e.g., staff and students) were not included from this study.  

The researcher for this study had an inherent bias as a former Small Group Leader 

at the United States Army Military Police School.  The researcher made a determined 

effort to be self-aware of personal bias and practice reflection-in-action and reflection-on-

action during the course of the data collection and data analysis to overcome biases as a 

former instructor (Creswell, 2013).  
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Leader’s Role and Responsibility in Relation to the Problem 

U.S. Army leaders provided their perspectives on how the ALM can develop 

future leaders to become transformational leaders.  In this study, transformational 

leadership will examine the leaders role in implementing the ALM.  Transformational 

leaders must be able to develop and promote values and goals that are shared by both 

leaders and followers (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011).  The United States Army is a 

values-based organization and will need transformational leaders to operate under 

conditions of uncertainty and complexity.  In addition, the U.S. Army will need 

transformational leaders who can operate in an era of persistent conflict.  Therefore, the 

U.S. Army will need transformational leadership to provide a clear vision and 

motivational skills that are key elements of transformational leadership to face future 

threats.  The ALM can further the ability of Army leaders to become agile, adaptive, and 

innovative leaders.  In order to fully implement the ALM, Army leaders will need to 

think critically and creatively to develop training and education for the future force.  

Significance of the Study 

This study will provide important perspectives from U.S. Army leaders and 

civilians who are subject matter experts on the ALM.  The findings from this study on the 

ALM at the USAMPS would add scholarly research and literature that would be 

beneficial to Army leaders and civilians in other institutions.  The intent of the study was 

to provide a set of recommendations for Army leaders and civilians on how to develop 

agile, adaptive, and innovative leaders for future conflict.  Finally, Army leaders can 

provide their perspectives on how to best implement the U.S. Army Learning Concept 

Training and Education for 2020-2040.  
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Summary 

This chapter provided a brief introduction to the dissertation topic, statement of 

the problem, the purpose of the study, the research question, aim of the study, the 

limitations, delimitations, personal biases, and the role of leadership in the study.  The 

purpose of this dissertation in practice qualitative case study was to examine the U.S. 

Army leadership perspectives of the Army Learning Model at the United States Army 

Military Police School. Furthermore, this case study was designed to provide an in-depth 

understanding of the Army Learning Model.   

The case study will provide Army leaders and civilians with direction on how to 

apply lessons learned on the ALM.  The research question that guided this study was the 

following: How do U.S. Army leaders and civilians describe the Army Learning Model at 

the United States Army Military Police School?  The data collected was from Army 

leaders and civilians at the United States Army Military Police School.  The data was 

collected from interviews and notes from observations.  The next chapter will introduce 

relevant literature to this topic.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

The purpose of this dissertation in practice case study was to examine U.S. Army 

leadership perspectives on the Army Learning Model at the United States Army Military 

Police School.  The aim of the study was to provide a set of recommendations to Army 

leaders and civilians on how to best implement the Army Learning Model at the 

USAMPS and in operational and institutional learning environments.  The purpose of the 

literature review was to analyze and synthesize relevant literature in order to provide a 

better understanding on the ALM (Creswell, 2014).  This chapter is organized in three 

parts.  The first part of the literature review will examine the organizational literature.  

The organizational literature will provide historical information of the United States 

Army Training and Doctrine Command and the United States Army Military Police 

School.  The second part of the literature review will examine the theoretical perspective. 

The theoretical perspective will describe the purpose and scope of the ALM and will 

describe the four themes within the Army Learning Concept for Training and Education 

2020-2040 in order to support the study.  The third part of the literature review will 

examine the leadership literature.  The leadership literature will describe the leader’s role 

in the ALM and transformational leadership.  

Organizational Literature 

The first part of the literature review will provide an overview of the United 

States Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) and the United States Army 

Military Police School (United States Army Military Police School, n.d.).  TRADOC is 

an Army Command and responsible for all of the training and education in the U.S. 
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Army.  TRADOC’s mission statement is: “TRADOC recruits, develops, educates, and 

trains Soldiers, Army Civilians, and leaders; supports unit training; develops doctrine; 

provides operational environment support; and designs, builds and integrates a versatile 

mix of capabilities, formations, and equipment to strengthen the U.S. Army” (Department 

of Army, 2017).  Currently TRADOC oversees 32 Army institutions organized under 

eight Center of Excellences, each focused on a separate area of expertise.  All 32 Army 

institutions are spread throughout the continental United States.  These centers train over 

500,000 soldiers and service members each year (United States Army Training and 

Doctrine Command, n.d.).   

The United States Army Military Police School is one of the 32 Army institutions 

and is organized under the Maneuver Support Center of Excellence.  USAMPS is 

currently located in the Midwestern United States.  USAMPS mission statement is: 

“USAMPS trains, educates, and develops Military Police Civilians, Soldiers, and Leaders 

and provide Military Police capabilities enabling maneuvering forces across the range of 

military operations” (USAMPS Mission and Vision, 2017).  Additionally, USAMPS 

provides specialized functional course training to include physical security, criminal 

investigation, advanced law enforcement training skills, police intelligence/crime 

analysis, and military working dog (MWD) handling.  The school offers more than 42 

functional courses beyond initial-entry military police training and professional military 

police education courses (Headquarters Department of the Army, 2013).  Furthermore, 

USAMPS produces tactically and technically competent Military Police soldiers by 

providing professional military education for officers, warrant officers, and 
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noncommissioned officers.  The researcher selected the USAMPS due to researcher’s 

prior experience with the Army school.  

 Theoretical Literature 

The second part of the literature review examined the theoretical perspective. The 

theoretical perspective will provide the purpose, scope of the ALM and the major themes 

of the Army Learning Concept for Training and Education 2020-2040 in order to support 

the study.   

Army Learning Model for 2015 

In order to understand the new ALM, the literature will review the historical 

information on the Army learning concepts.  In 2011, the United States Army Training 

and Doctrine Command introduced TRADOC Pamphlet 525-8-2: The U.S. Army 

Learning Concept for 2015.  The U.S. Army Learning Concept for 2015 described a need 

for a new learning model (Department of the Army, 2011).  TRADOC deemed it 

necessary to publish the Army Learning Concept (ALC) to drive change in the campaign 

of learning.  ALM 2015 was implemented as the Army’s learning model in order to 

develop adaptive leaders in an era of persistent conflict.  TRADOC wanted to improve 

the learning model by leveraging technology to provide a credible, rigorous, and relevant 

training and education for the force (US, Department of the Army, 2011).  ALM 2015 

changed the method and manner in which education will be delivered to the current and 

future force.  The change put learners in charge of their own performance and their 

participation in the course and allowed students to work together to share collective 

experiences (Ferguson, 2014).  The goal was not to focus on any particular technology 

but, instead, focused on the opportunities to utilize dynamic virtual environments, on-line 
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gaming, and mobile learning instead.  In particularly, the publication described the use of 

applications, the blending of physical and virtual collaborative environment, and learning 

outcomes (US, Department of the Army, 2011).   

The ALM 2015 required all course proponents to follow three steps: 1. Convert 

most classroom experiences into collaborative problem-solving events led by facilitators 

(vice instructors) who engaged learners to think and understand the relevance and content 

of what they learn; 2. Tailor learning to the individual learner’s experience and 

competence level based on the results of a pre-test and/or assessment; and 3. 

Dramatically reduce or eliminate instructor-led slide presentation lectures and begin 

using a blended learning approach that incorporates virtual and constructive simulations, 

gaming technology, or other technology-delivered instruction (Department of the Army, 

2011).  Ferguson (2017) in his initial research stated “we have not made significant 

progress on Step 1” (p. 2).  This was because Army instructors may not have transition 

the classes into problem-solving events as much as intended (Ferguson, 2017).  He also 

indicated that Step 2 also was mixed in the results because instructors shared their 

subject-matter knowledge but have not used pretests and pre-assessments as widespread 

in the classrooms.   However, with Step 3, Ferguson (2017) explained how establishing 

general learning outcomes for soldiers in the institutional training and operational 

learning environment has been successful.   

ALM 2015 described the previous learning model as a “decades-old model 

(which was) bonded by outmoded ways of doing business, outdated technology, and is 

only capable of limited innovation” (Department of the Army 2011, p. 7).  The previous 

learning model was typically “instructor led, timed to predetermined course lengths, and 
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not synchronized to meet individual learner needs” (Department of the Army 2011, p. 8).  

ALM 2015 addressed failures associated with assigning instructors arbitrarily rather than 

use of a selection process, cumbersome training development policies and procedures, 

and institutions typically received equipment in insufficient quantities and later compared 

to operational units (Department of the Army, 2011).    

Concerns with ALM 2015 

 The initial concern with the ALM 2015 was the fact Army leaders and civilians 

still did not fully grasp the Army Learning Concept.  The first issue was that poor 

performing Army learners and instructors would still not be motivated to embrace the 

learning concept.   The ALM 2015 did not change the Army learner’s ability to learn or 

the Army instructor’s ability to teach.  According to Ferguson (2014), ALM did nothing 

to make a poor instructor a better instructor.  The success of the Army instructor and 

Army learner still required the motivation and the desire to learn.  The second concern 

with ALM 2015 was that Army leaders believed that much of the terminology had 

different meaning from one group to another.  Another concern with the ALM 2015 was 

that Army leaders and civilians did not really understand the real end state, concepts, 

processes, principle or procedures (Ferguson, 2014).     

Purpose of the ALC-TE  

“The U.S. Army Learning Concept for Training and Education for 2020-2040 

describes a systematic approach to future learning. This approach delivers an 

adaptive blend of learner-centric training and education, which combines with 

experience to enable development of mission-capable Soldiers, Army civilians, 

and cohesive teams to win in a complex world.  The concept is intended for all 
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leaders in the Army (uniformed and civilian) who make learning decisions. The 

ALC-TE provides a common intellectual framework to support training and 

education of future Army forces. It serves as a foundation for the development of 

learning strategies, programs, and processes.  With this guidance, the Army will 

hone its core competences in the classroom, at home station, at the combat 

training centers, when deployed, and through structured and non-structured self-

development.  Learners commit to continuous career-long learning to become 

adaptable, agile, innovative Soldiers and Army civilians and use collective 

training events to train adaptable and combat ready combined arms teams” 

(Department of Army, 2017, P. 7).   

In 2017, the United States Army Training and Doctrine Command expanded upon 

ALC 2015 and introduced a new U.S. Army Learning Concept for Training and 

Education (ALC-TE) for 2020-2040.  The major revisions were the consolidation of U.S. 

Army Training and Doctrine Command Pamphlet TP 525-8-2: The United States Army 

Learning Concept and TP 525-8-3: Army Training Concept into a single concept.  This 

was a major change because training and education always required two separate 

conceptual frameworks.  With the new ALC-TE, the two conceptual frameworks are 

consolidated and may be applied to both the operational and institutional training 

domains.  An additional change was that the ALC-TE standardized the concept 

timeframe to 2020-2040.  This was a major change to previous learning concepts because 

the Army wanted to meet the demands of the national defense strategy in the mid- to far-

term (2020 to 2040) (Department of the Army, 2014).   
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Army Doctrine Linked to ALC-TE 

In addition, the ALC-TE described how U.S. Army forces educates and trains as 

part of a globally integrated operations consistent with the Capstone Concept for Joint 

Operations: Joint Force 2020, United States Army Training and Doctrine Command 

Pamphlet 525-3-0, the U.S. Army Capstone Concept (ACC), the United States Army 

Training and Doctrine Command Pamphlet 525-3-1: The U.S. Army Operating Concept 

(AOC): Win in a Complex World, and the Army Human Dimension Strategy 2015.  

These documents provided the foundation for ALC-TE as the new education model for 

the U.S. Army (Department of the Army, 2017).  In addition, these documents provided a 

relationship between Army doctrine and concepts.   

The TP 525-3-1, U.S. Army Operating Concept: Win in a Complex World, 

described how the future force would prevent conflict, shape security environments, and 

win wars while operating as part of a Joint Force and working with multiple partners.  

The Army Operating Concept provided the intellectual foundation and framework for 

learning and applying what the learning environment will need to be in the future 

(Department of the Army, 2014).  The Army Human Dimension Strategy 2015 described 

how the Army would optimize human performance of every Soldier and Army civilian 

and build cohesive teams of trusted professionals who thrive in ambiguity and chaos 

(Odierno, 2015).  

Furthermore, the ALC-TE complements the Army Leader Development Strategy, 

Field Manual 6-22: Leader Development, and Army Doctrine Publication (ADP) 7-0: 

Training Units and Developing Leaders.  Both these documents described how the Army 

develops their leaders through life-long synthesis of the knowledge, skills, and 
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experiences gained through the training and education opportunities in the institutional, 

operational, and self-development domains (Headquarters, Department of the Army, 

2014).  As a result of all these documents, the ALC-TE updated required capabilities to 

implement the new ALM and described how the Army will develop learning for the 

future learning environment.  The ALC-TE identified how Army training and education-

related science and technology will support the implementation of the concept.    

The biggest challenges with the ALC-TE were merging the Army’s distinct 

training and education cultures and how to effectively implement the ALC-TE.  The 

ALC-TE explained how Army soldiers often viewed training as in the field or unit task-

based activity while education is referred to a specific learning institution or structured 

self-development activity.  The ALC-TE emphasized that education and training must 

occur in operational force and the institution (Department of the Army, 2017).   

Army Future Learning Environment 

According to the ALC-TE, the future Army learning environment must evolve to 

support the training and education requirements.  The future learning environment must 

focus on the following: (a) replicating the complex global environment; (b) learner-

centric training and education; and (c) integrating technology in to Army learning 

(Department of the Army, 2017).  One of the main objectives for Army learning is to 

provide forces, as part of joint, inter-organizational and multinational efforts that is 

trained and ready to accomplish objectives and to protect U.S. national interests 

(Department of the Army, 2017).  In order to accomplish this, the ALC-TE described 

how the Army would create and maintain a learning environment that develops agile, 

adaptive, and innovative Soldiers.  The environment is centered on the learner, who 
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would learn through a combination of training, education, and experience through the 

three different training domains.  See figure 1.0 on the Army learning environment.  

 

Figure 1.  The Army Learning Environment. Department of the Army, 2017.  

The ALC-TE described four themes that articulate refined adaptive and career-

long learning: optimize individual and collective learning, improve learning infrastructure 

development, improve human capital development, and leverage learning science and 

technology application.  These four themes are depicted in figure 2.0.  Taken together, 

these four co-equal thematic approaches are hallmarks of Army learning from 2020 to 

2040.  The robustness and thoroughness of Army learning contributes to disciplined 

initiative and the ability to be agile, adaptive, and innovative in fielding trained and ready 

teams, Soldiers and Army civilians to fight and win in joint combined arms operations in 

a complex world (Department of the Army, 2017). 
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Figure 2.0: 4 Themes of ALC-TE.  Department of the Army, 2017.  

Leadership Literature  

The third part of the literature review included relevant literature regarding 

leadership roles and responsibilities within the ALM.  The leadership roles and 

responsibility had changed from previous Army learning models.  The older Army 

learning model focused on instructor-centered instruction.  The instructor was the center 

of attention and provided material that required countless numbers of PowerPoint slides.  

Now, the ALM was focused on a learner-centric approach.  The new focus on the learner 

has resulted in the change of leadership roles and responsibilities in the ALM.  

Army Instructor Role and Responsibilities  

 In the ALM, the Army instructor roles and responsibilities have changed 

drastically. Previously, the Army instructor was the focal point in Army instruction.  Now 

the focus has shifted to facilitating adult learners.   The “leaders teach, teachers lead” 

approach expected leaders, in their roles as teachers to be knowledgeable, skilled, 

competent, and confident to properly train and educate adult learners (Department of the 
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Army, 2017, p. 29).  The role of the instructor is now to guide the students and provide 

opportunities for students to think critically and creatively to solve problems from simple 

and complex.  Raymond, Buerskens, and Carmichael (2010) found that a high-quality 

certified and developed small group leader was important to implement the Army’s 

Captains’ Career Course.  A quality Small Group Leader could draw out experiences 

from the Army learner.  

Cianciolo and Bickley (2011) identified the need for Army instructors to possess 

the characteristics of domain knowledge, problem-skill, conscientious work habits, and 

beliefs and personality traits that promote lifelong learning and developing of others. In 

addition, they found that instructor development must grow through classroom 

management and facilitation competencies to ensure instructors have the competencies 

necessarily to respond to each students need.  Specifically, the competencies included 

organizing and role-modeling problem solving as well as facilitating discussion and 

collaborative learning.  Many of these qualities are similar to transformational leadership 

characteristics.   

At the Army Financial Management School, they have transitioned their Army 

instructors to facilitators by applying techniques in the experiential learning model to 

enable discussions and enhance peer-to-peer learning (Stafford & Thornhill, 2012).  

A teacher in a post-secondary elective liberal education course found the roles of the 

student and instructor in a university classroom change drastically when the environment 

shifted from the teacher-centric to the learner-centric approach.  The teacher described 

her experience as the 21st century teacher responsibilities to include being “collaborative, 
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adaptive, information media and technology savvy, a communicator, a visionary, a risk 

taker, a learner, a model, and a leader” (Wismath, 2013, p. 89).  

Army Learner Role and Responsibilities 

The Army learners’ role and responsibilities has also changed to a learner-centric 

approach.  In the past, Army learners would receive passive, lecture-based instruction 

that failed to engage the learner (Department of the Army, 2011).  According to the ALC-

TE (2017), the ALM required the Army learner to be more actively engaged in the 

learning process.  Army learners are required to use experience, training, education, 

questioning, critical and creative thinking, and collaboration to develop solutions.  At the 

Army institutions, students are exposed to problem solving scenarios that places the 

ownership to the Army learner (Bell, 2014).  Furthermore, the learner-centric approach 

allows the learner to adapt quickly and apply concepts of self-paced learning, critical 

thinking and facilitated discussions (Mathews, 2013).  Army learners will need to take 

ownership and responsibility for their own learning.   

Transformational Leadership Theory 

After reviewing the literature, a vast amount of research has been conducted on 

transformational leadership theory.  However, limited research has been conducted on 

transformational leadership theory in the ALM.  This section will discuss how 

transformational leaders are needed to implement the ALM.    

Transformational leaders will be needed to fully implement the ALM.   A 

transformational leader role is to develop and promote values and goals that are shared by 

both leaders and followers (Haslam, Reicher, & Platow, 2011).  Furthermore, a 

transformational leader would provide idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 
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intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration (Johnson, 2015).  These 

transformational characteristics are needed for Army instructors.   

Transformational leaders in the classroom environment have shown a positive 

outcome that includes the development of the student’s capability to use ideas and 

information, critical thinking and problem-solving abilities (Anderson, 2017).  Moreover, 

transformational leadership has shown positive correlations with enhanced student 

performance in reading, successfully energizing students, and embracing change.  

Franciosi (2012) suggested that transformational leadership style is most appropriate for 

organizations such as educational systems.  The transformational leader would need to 

apply technological tools in the learning environment, be a motivator, and instill 

followers with work toward the goals of the organizations (Franciosi, 2012).  The 

characteristics described as a transformational leader are those very similar to an Army 

leader implementing the ALM.       

Summary 

This chapter provided a brief overview of relevant literature with the ALM.  The 

three topics that were examined were organizational literature of a brief historical view of 

TRADOC and USAMPS, the theoretical perspective of the ALM, and the literature on 

leadership roles and responsibilities within ALM.  The transformational leadership theory 

was discussed in an effort to describe the transformational leadership characteristics of 

the Army leader’s role in implementing the ALM.  The next chapter will provide the 

methodology of this study.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 

The purpose of this dissertation in practice qualitative case study was to examine 

the U.S. Army leadership perspectives on the Army Learning Model at the United States 

Army Military Police School. The case study design was most suitable for this study 

because the methodology provided a detailed and in-depth data collection process on a 

specific case (Creswell, 2013).  The literature review examined the organizational, 

theoretical, and leadership perspectives with the ALM.  To examine this topic further, a 

qualitative single case study was conducted at the United States Army Military Police 

School to collect in-depth information from two sources of data (interviews and 

observations). The interviews were the primary data collection tool and the written 

observations of the interview provided valuable information and rich description during 

analysis and synthesis of the recommendations (Creswell, 2013).  The findings of this 

study were used to provide U.S. Army leaders and civilians with a set of 

recommendations to effectively implement the ALM at the United States Army Military 

Police School and in the operational and institutional learning environment.  During the 

data collection process, the researcher attempted to apply ethical standards that protected 

the participants and the study.   

Research Question 

The following research question guided this case study:  How do U.S. Army 

leaders and civilians describe the Army learning model at the United States Army 

Military Police School?  
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Research Design 

The qualitative single case study research design was most appropriate to examine 

this research topic.  Creswell (2014) described how a case study was used to explore a 

real-life contemporary context or setting through detailed and in-depth data collection.  In 

a case study approach, the research is bounded within a system with certain parameters, 

such as time and place.  A case study focuses on current, real-life cases that are in 

progress to gather accurate information that would not be lost by time (Creswell, 2014).  

Table 1.0 describes the specific characteristics of the case study approach.  

Table 1.0 Characteristics of Case Study Approach (Creswell, 2013, p. 104) 

Focus Type of 

Problem Best 

Suited for 

Design 

Unit of 

Analysis 

Data 

Collection 

Forms 

Data 

Analysis 

Strategies 

Written 

Report 

Develop an  

in-depth 

description/analysis 
of a case 

Providing an 

in-depth 

understanding 
of a case 

Studying 

an event, a 

program, 
an activity, 

or more 

than one 
individual 

Using 

multiple 

sources, such 
as interviews, 

observations, 

documents, 
and artifacts 

Analyzing 

data 

through 
description 

of the case 

and themes 
of the case 

as well as 

cross-case 
themes 

Developing 

a detailed 

analysis of 
one or more 

cases 

 

The data collection process involved acquiring permissions from Creighton 

University’s IRB and with the USAMPS, identifying and selecting the appropriate 

sample population, collecting the multisource data, and storing the data in a secure 

location. The data collection, data analysis, and data synthesis occurred concurrently. 

After each interview, the researcher scheduled time to reflect and analyze the data 

collected.  
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The study was conducted over a seven-day period with Army leaders and civilians 

who are subject matter experts of the ALM at the United States Army Military Police 

School.  In order to obtain greater depth and saturation, the study required limiting the 

research to a single case study (Creswell, 2013).  The scope of this study was narrowed to 

one Army institution and participants were limited to the purposeful sample of Army 

leaders and civilians who are subject matter experts on the ALM.  The individual 

participants had an understanding of the planning and implementing of the ALM.  The 

intent was for Army leaders and civilians to describe their perspectives of the ALM. 

Participants/Sources 

This case study required the participation of Army leaders and civilians that were 

subject matter experts with the ALM.  The researcher requested permission from the 

Director of Training and Education at the United States Army Military Police School to 

conduct the study on-site at the Army institution located in the Midwestern United States 

(see Appendix A).  The Director of Training and Education and the researcher mutually 

agreed upon the participants for the study.  The study was a purposeful sample of ten 

U.S. Army leaders and civilians at the United States Army Military Police School.  The 

Army leaders and civilians included the following: (1) Assistant Commandant, (2) 

Director of Training and Education, (3) Deputy Director of Training and Education, (4) 

Chief of Individual Training and Education Development Division, (5) Chief of 

Command and Tactics Division, (6) Chief of Training Development for Non-

Commission Officer Professional Development Systems and Police Functional Advance 

Courses, (7) Chief of Initial Entry Training and Officer Education System Training 

Development, (8) Course Chief of Basic Officer Leaders Course, (9) Team Chief of 
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Military Police Captains’ Career Course, and (10) a Senior Instructor for the Military 

Police Captains’ Career Course.  

The participants represented the leadership of the organization and considered to 

be subject matter experts of the Army Learning Model at the United States Army Military 

Police School.  The consent of individual participants was requested prior to the 

scheduled interviews.  (See appendix C).  Furthermore, the participants’ U.S. Army rank 

ranged from Colonel to Army civilians and the participants’ interviews were kept 

confidential for the purposes of the study.  

This case study examined Army leaders and civilians’ perspectives on the Army 

learning model at the United States Army Military Police School.  The United States 

Army Military Police School is located in the Midwestern United States.  Army leaders 

and civilians who participated in the study provided valuable insight and perspectives of 

their experience on the Army Learning Concept Training and Education 2020-2040.  The 

participants provided a wealth of knowledge in depth and breadth on the Army learning 

model.  The individual participants were selected by a purposeful qualitative sampling 

(individuals who represent the leadership of the institution and subject matter experts on 

the ALM) thereby helping the researcher understand the topic and develop a detailed 

understanding of the ALM.  The interviews were the primary data collection tool and the 

written observations of the interview provided valuable information and rich description 

during analysis and synthesis of the recommendations (Creswell, 2013). 

The two data collection sources for the study include: (1) audio recordings of one-

on-one interviews that were semi-structured and with open-ended questions (see 

Appendix B) and (2) a set of notes/annotations of descriptive and reflective observations 
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which were completed immediately after each interview.  The data provided from the 

participants was kept confidential. The audio-recorded interview was transcribed with 

services from www.rev.com.  The transcribed data was hand coded, categorized, and 

examined more specifically for themes pertaining to the Army Learning Model.   

The recruiting strategy began with contacting the Director of Training and 

Education at the United States Army Military Police School to introduce this dissertation 

and request permission to conduct the study at the United States Army Military Police 

School.  After permission to conduct the study granted by the Director of Training and 

Education, the researcher discussed with the Director of Training and Education who 

would be suitable to participate in the study.  The Director of Training and Education and 

the researcher agreed on 10 Army leaders and civilians to participate in the study.  The 

researcher contacted the participants through email and telephone. The participants were 

emailed a letter of introduction to the study, the bill of rights, a consent form to 

participate in the study, and list of eight questions for the interview.  The fact that 

participation was optional and that data provided would be kept confidential was 

explained in detail to each participant.  During this study, all data were digitally 

maintained and saved on a password-protected laptop only accessible to the researcher.  

The list of names and interviews were stored in a locker and were destroyed at the 

conclusion of the study.  The audio files and voice recordings were destroyed after the 

study to maintain confidentiality of those who participated.    

Data Collection Tools 

 

The data collection tool will be used for the study was an interview protocol to 

conduct face-to-face personal interviews.  The interview protocol consisted of eight semi-
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structured, open-ended questions with follow-up prompts.  The interviews were audio-

recorded and transcribed. Throughout the interview, the researcher wrote down memos to 

capture the individual’s verbal and non-verbal notes.  The focus on the interviews was to 

understand the participants’ perspectives of the Army Learning Model.  The observations 

were reported in detail to ensure they are accurate from the participants’ point of view.  

Please refer to appendix B for the full interview protocol.   

Creswell (2013) outlined standardized procedures to make in-depth data 

collection form the following sources of information.  The following sources of 

information:  

Interviews: The primary source of information was with the use of an interview protocol 

to conduct one-on-one interviews. The interview protocol consisted of eight main 

questions that were semi-structured, open-ended, with follow up prompts.  Each 

interview was audio-recorded and the data transcribed.   

Observations: Throughout the interview, the researcher wrote down detailed memos / 

notes to capture the participants verbal and non-verbal cues.  In particular, the researcher 

wrote down notes regarding the confidence conveyed in their responses and tone, 

whether the participants prepared notes for the interview, and whether the researcher had 

further questions regarding a response.  The overall intent was to understand each 

participant’s perspectives of the ALM.  The findings from the observation report ensured 

the accurate information was reported from each participant’s point of view.  In addition, 

the researcher wrote down a set of descriptive and reflective observation notes during the 

interviews.  
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Data Collection Procedures 

The data collection steps included setting the boundaries for the study, collecting 

information through unstructured or semi-structured interviews and establishing a 

protocol for recording information.  The researcher travelled to the United States Army 

Military Police School for seven days to conduct one-on-one interviews.  USAMPS 

provided an empty classroom to conduct interviews.  The scheduled time blocks were for 

60-minute interviews, and   the researcher worked with each participant’s schedule to 

ensure the interview would not interfere with the institution’s daily operations. The 

interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed using a digital program a digital 

program www.rev.com.  Due to a conflict of schedules, one interview was conducted 

over the telephone but was still conducted within the 7-day data collection period.  The 7-

day collection period allowed the researcher to develop an in-depth understanding of the 

site, people, and learning environment (Creswell, 2014).  

The sampling strategy was to interview participants through purposeful sampling 

until saturation (no new information) at the United States Army Military Police School 

(Creswell, 2013).  USAMPS provided overall consent to participate in the study.  In 

addition, each participant was asked prior to the study to provide consent to conduct the 

interviews.   

The researcher for this study had an inherent bias as a former Small Group Leader 

at the United States Army Military Police School.  The researcher applied bracketing and 

made a determined effort to be self-aware of personal bias and practice reflection-in-

action and reflection-on-action during the course of the data collection and data analysis 

to overcome biases as a former instructor (Creswell, 2013).  In addition, the researcher 
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triangulated different data sources by examining evidence in the literature review to build 

coherent justification for themes, observations from the interview, and the actual 

interviews (Creswell, 2014).  The researcher used rich, thick description to convey the 

findings (Creswell, 2014).  After each interview was transcribed, the researcher emailed 

the transcribed interview back to each participant to confirm each participant’s response 

and to verify the accuracy of the transcription.  Additionally, this process allowed each 

participant to add additional clarification to a question.  Finally, the dissertation 

committee served as auditors to ensure the accuracy of the data collection process.  

Ethical Considerations 

Ethical considerations were addressed before, during, and after data collection.  

Before data collection, the researcher sought the approval from Creighton University’s 

IRB and the United States Army Military Police School.  The researcher anticipated 

issues prior to receiving approval from both institutions to minimize interference from the 

study.  The researcher prepared the draft documents required for the IRB application and 

drafted for participant informed consent letters.  The IRB approval with the protocol 

number is located in Appendix D.    

During the data collection, the researcher did the following: (1) provided 

individual informed consent forms, (2) assured the participants that their participation 

was anonymous and that responses would not be shared with individuals outside the 

study, (3) created a safe and comfortable interview environment, (4) allowed the 

participant time to answer each question thoroughly, (5) behaved as a student rather than 

an educator, (6) reported the data (verbal and nonverbal) meticulously by taking 

extensive notes, and (7) scheduled time slots a week prior to the interview to avoid 
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disruption of the institution’s activities and schedule.  After the data was collected, the 

researcher provided pseudonyms and made every effort to maintained the confidentiality 

of the data collected.  The data was stored and safeguard in a locked file cabinet to ensure 

the security of the data.     

Summary 

The purpose of this dissertation in practice qualitative case study was to examine 

the U.S. Army leadership perspectives of the Army Learning Model at the United States 

Army Military Police School.  This chapter described the research design, participants, 

data sources, data collection tools, data collection process, and ethical considerations for 

this qualitative case study.  A total of 10 Army leaders and civilians participated in the 

interviews.  Each participant was asked 8 questions with follow-up questions.  The next 

chapter describes the presentation of the findings, the analysis, and the synthesis of 

findings from the data collected.    

 

  



EXAMINING THE ARMY LEARNING MODEL: CASE STUDY                         35 

CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine U.S. Army leadership 

perspectives of the Army Learning Model at the United States Army Military Police 

School.  The research question that guided the research study was: How do U.S. Army 

leaders and civilians describe the Army Learning Model at the United States Army 

Military Police School?  This study was conducted to provide U.S. Army leaders and 

civilians with a set of recommendations or policy revisions in order to improve on the 

Army learning model. 

This chapter begins with the presentation of the findings and the analysis and 

synthesis of the findings from the data collected.  The researcher interviewed ten Army 

leaders and civilians at the United States Army Military Police School.  The ten 

participants provided rich, relevant, and abundant data to answer the eight interview 

questions.  The researcher identified five main themes that emerged from the data., 

including the perceptions of the ALM, the learner’s role and responsibilities, the 

instructor’s role and responsibilities, the science and technology, and lack of resources.  

Finally, an analysis and synthesis of the findings was presented by answering the research 

question regarding Army leadership perspectives on the ALM.   

 

 Presentation of the Findings 

 

Demographics of Participants 

 

Table 2 lists the demographic of participants.  The Director of Training and 

Education at USAMPS and the researcher identified and mutually agreed upon the Army 

leaders and civilians to participate in the interview.  The total number of participants was 
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ten, which included 8 males and 2 females.  No attempt was made to interview equal 

numbers of male and female participants.  The gender ratio of eight males and two 

females is a general representation of the gender ratio of the United States Army.   

The participants consisted of six Army leaders and four Army civilians. The 

researcher did not request information regarding the participant’s ethnicity or religious 

affiliations.  

Table 2. 

 

Demographics of Participants 
 

Participant 

Code 

Gender Age Group Years in 

Training/

Education 

Years in 

Service 

Role Position 

P1 Male 60-69 23 - Army civilian Training Developer 

P2 Female 50-59 15 - Army civilian Training Developer 

P3 Male 50-59 14 - Army civilian School Leader 

P4 Male 30-39 10 15 Army leader School Leader 

P5 Male 40-49 10 20 Army leader School Leader 
P6 Male 30-39 5 17 Army leader Instructor 

P7 Male 40-49 8 17 Army leader Instructor 

P8 Male 50-59 4 - Army civilian Training Developer 

P9 Male 40-49 15 28 Army leader School Leader 

P10 Female 40-49 15 28 Army leader School Leader 

 

Qualitative Findings 

The five main themes emerged from the data were: (a) perceptions of the ALM; 

(b) learner roles and responsibilities; (c) instructor roles and responsibilities; (d) science 

and technology; and (e) resources.  These five major themes emerging from the data 

analysis along with related sub-themes were supported by numerous references made by 

participants made during the interviews.  
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Perceptions of the Army Learning Model  

The reoccurring theme found in the interviews was the initial perceptions of the 

ALM.  The participants perceived that ALM was initially “a good endeavor" (P3), 

considered the ALM as a “great model for students and instructors who want to be there 

and in put in the work and effort” (P4), believed that the ALM was an “effective” 

learning model (P5), considered the ALM a “better learning model now” compared to the 

previous model (P7), and believed the ALM is an “excellent concept” (P8).  One 

participant stated that the ALM even “improved some processes” (P3) in the learning 

environment.  Another participant explained that the ALM was “pretty adaptive now 

compared to the previous model” (P8).  The participants described how quickly they were 

able to implement change within the curriculum.   

However, other participants perceived the ALM as “nothing really earth 

shattering” (P1) and “basically just a redesign and renaming of what” (P2) USAMPS has 

been doing for many years.  According to one Army instructor the challenge with the 

ALM is “if you are new to the ALM, you need a class to just understand why it’s 

important, but as you go through, it gets a little easier. It makes sense” (P7).  The 

participant also added that with the ALM it is “difficult to grasp the process” (P7).  This 

participant believed that the ALM is a “better learning model now” because “it’s a 

change for the new generation” (P8).  Another participant’s view of the ALM described 

the concept as an “excellent concept… but is a work in progress… you continually try to 

improve the classroom environment” (P8).  

Another Army leader described how the ALM may need to be taught at a higher 

level of education.  He explained that “ALM works, just not here. I think it works at the 
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right level. Intermediate Level of Education (ILE) is perfect” (P4).   The participant 

explained how the learning environment in the Military Police Basic Officer Leadership 

Course (BOLC) is “more force fed” and some higher ranked Army leaders believe 

students in the Military Police Captains’ Career Course may “need to start getting them in 

the process;” however, this participant “disagree with that completely” because he has 

“seen the product” and does not believe the students were “adaptive” (P4) enough.   

In addition, this participant explained he had a challenging time understanding 

“how to implement the ALM in the operational training domain”.  He stated “I haven’t 

seen how its going to do it yet ‘agile, adaptive, flexible leaders for the future force’ still 

the question of how do you implement this… emphasis on discipline, self-study, rigorous 

education, leader development, training and education combined… trying to pull all those 

into a combined army is next to impossible” this may require a cultural change… this is 

going to take years, 10-15 years” (P4).  His argument was that the Army is too “big of a 

bureaucracy” to implement the change (P4).  Another participant stated they did not see 

“any issues with this model” but it requires “the maturity of the students that are going to 

participate” (P6).   One participant stated that the ALM has not “reached our potential 

with the current model” (P8) and he would not recommend anything change with the 

current learning model.  

A training developer stated how ALM was a “good program, good concept,” 

however it is “so complex because the instructor with material, student and technology, 

organizational skills, all of those things are so accepted that it takes quite a bit of effort, 

both at the leadership level and at the instructor level, and training development level to 

make sure that we continually develop and improve” (P8).  Another participant stated, “I 
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don’t think there’s any issues with this model… it’s more the selection process of 

students… the selection and the maturity of the students that are going to participate in 

it... maybe refining implementation” (P4).  

 A few participants made recommendations for changes to the ALM.  An Army 

leader made a recommendation to include components of the “Socratic method... you’re 

required to do the reading… ask the question... and produce an answer… it puts more of 

an individual responsibility verses the group chugging the group along… more individual 

responsibility” (P9).  Another Army leader recommended including journal articles in the 

academic environment to increase the rigor.  She stated, “We do readings, we do Army 

case studies or we’re reading Army history... rarely have I seen us get journal articles… I 

don’t know whether we really have university quality readings sometimes... I don’t know 

if we really have a deep literature of criminal justice or victimology or psychology… 

even of our military readings, we’re not reading some of the international relations, some 

of them that we might should read” (P10).  She included that “One thing I would do is 

put a lot more rigor into the readings that we’re doing. I think having expert guest 

speakers…I would just put more rigor into our actual education so that we really know 

what we’re doing” (P10).   

Army Learner Roles and Responsibilities 

The second reoccurring theme found in the interviews was how the Army 

learner’s roles and responsibilities have changed.  The three subthemes within the role of 

the learner are: the learner centric concept, thinking critically and creatively, and a career 

of life-long learning.   
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Learner-centric Concept 

The subtheme found within the role of the learner according to the interviewees 

was the learner-centric concept. With the new ALM, the learner’s role and 

responsibilities have changed from the instructor focus to student focus.  The learner-

centric concept was described as “putting the ownership with this model on the students 

that develop solutions” (P5).  The learner-centric concept was “dependent on that you 

have a student that has the maturity or the drive to actually want to learn” (P6).  The 

learner needs to “do their part” (P7) and be motived to engage the learning.  One of the 

interviewees stated that the most significant changes in the ALM were, “switching from 

instructor focus to the student focus or the learner” (P8).  He explained that the previous 

ALM had “too much handing out information to the student without engagement, without 

them being involved” (P8).  One participant stated, “Student centered notion is critical” 

(P8) for the success of the ALM.  A strength is that it “allows them to teach themselves, 

based off their experience and what they know” (P7). 

However, according to one interviewee, the challenge with the learner-centric 

concept is “this model is not effective particularly for younger leaders if they are lazy 

because they won’t take the time for self-development, they won’t take the time to do the 

research that they need to create the solutions” (P5). Another interview supported this 

argument adding that the student must “put in the work and effort” and must be “self-

disciplined as a student” (P4) in order to fully implement the ALM.   

In addition, the participant stated that “you’re putting ownership with this model 

on the students that develop solutions” and as a result “enables a whole lot of creativity if 
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fostered correctly” (P5). One of the participants stated, “you may have 20-30% that really 

want to put in the effort to want to learn, you’ll have the rest of course that are just here 

to bide their time” (P4).   

Furthermore, the learner-centric concept can be difficult to implement for some 

instructors because of the range of the students experiences.  A training developer stated 

the ALM is “very hard to accomplish in the Army where you deal with a student 

audience from a GED all the way up to a master’s degree and expect to be able to meet 

the needs of each individual student when military training is not structured” and “not 

resourced” (P1).  The learner-concept requires instructors to “initially start talking to the 

students to find out what experiences they have” and finding out the “range of different 

knowledge differences” (P7).   

Thinking Critically and Creatively  

The second subtheme within the role of the learner was thinking critically and 

creatively.  One participant believed the ALM still has the same element of teaching 

“how to think not what to think” and “enables a whole lot of creativity if fostered 

correctly” (P5).  Furthermore, the participant stated, “You get that kind of critical 

thinking and your sparking conversations and you’re having them think” (P5).   

Army learners are “getting away from the old kind of ‘this is how you solve a 

problem’ we work in a complicated world… solved complicate problems” (P6). The 

participant stated the Army learner is now required “to look at things holistically from 

multiple different viewpoints, from both breadth and width” (P6).   

One participant believed the “ALM allows students to use critical thinking, 

critical and creative thinking and find ways to solve problems” (P7).  Participant #2 



EXAMINING THE ARMY LEARNING MODEL: CASE STUDY                         42 

stated that learners are “using their learning experiences in situations outside the box.”   

The ALM created “innovation” and the “conditions where the students feel or should feel 

that their input and their solutions are value added” (P5).  

 In order to foster critical and creative thinking, one participant stated, “Case 

studies, problem solving, critical thinking skills, if we are successful with these methods 

those are all critical thinking skill developers, and if you are successful with that you 

become more agile and adaptive. So the link is there” (P8).  Furthermore, he added, “If 

you do apply those methods, you will, in my belief, end up with someone that is a critical 

thinking maybe not an expert… if you build into them as lifelong learners, and you lead 

and facilitate that process, you end up with those things of being adaptive” (P8).  Lastly 

he stated, “Have them solve or analyze scenarios and cases, then reach some solutions 

based on their research that they independently do… alternating occasionally leadership 

roles within groups in order to build responsibility and accountability inside the group” 

(P8).   

Finally, an Army leader explained “One of the things it does is it tries to teach 

them to think and not execute. Think of the problem, figure out a way ahead, very much 

intuitive” (P9). 

Life Long Learning 

The third subtheme within the role of the learner is life long learning.  The 

participant stated that he believed the ALM “inspires life long learning” by “creating an 

environment to which you’re able to be creative in your approach and learn the way in 

which you best understand things, it can create lifelong opportunities” (P5).  Another 

interviewee supported the argument and said the “ALM is adaptive and provides 
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continuous learning… they work as a team, they can feed off each other’s experiences… 

allows leaders to look into how to build and conduct training” (P7).  

Army Instructor Roles and Responsibilities 

 

The third reoccurring theme was changes to the instructor roles and 

responsibilities.  The role of the instructor requires different skill sets and responsibilities.   

The participants stated that the ALM affected the “instructor development and the 

foundational aspects of training instructors to teach both in a training and education 

setting” (P3). For instance, the instructor certification course required a change from the 

“Army Basic Instructor Course (ABIC) to Foundational Instructor Facilitator Course 

(FIFC)” (P3).  The course changed from instructor centered to the “instructor now being 

a facilitator in terms of presenting what the days requirements is and the learning 

outcomes” (P3).  The role of the instructor changed to “guide the training, guide the class 

to reach the learning outcomes but allow the students to be responsible for their own 

learning” (P3).  Additional comments from participants stated that the ALM requires 

more “instructor facilitation… and gives the instructor the ability to be flexible where 

they take the instruction… if you hear them going on a path that’s pertinent to the 

instruction you can take them down that path and where you really want them to learn 

more about the particular idea or thought” (P4).  The participant also included that “you 

have to have great instructors to able to understand the model” (P4).  Another Army 

leader stated that  “need to keep expertise” in the forefront (P10).  An interviewee stated 

“It takes skillsets with the instructor that are critically important to learning” (P8).  

Additionally, he believed “The skillset of being an organizer and a facilitator using 

technology where technology needs to enhance the event, those two aspects are very 
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difficult, facilitation and not being the all-knowing person and then secondly, the 

organizational skills to organize the event are critical” (P8). Another participant specified 

that the ALM will “need SGLs who are good facilitators and are knowledgeable about the 

model to get the right desired effects (P4).  

The challenges in transitioning instructors to facilitators require is finding time to 

teach the skill sets.  One participant stated, “I don’t think we do a good job, I think two 

weeks is great, but there isn’t enough operational time to teach it and get more in depth 

and how to do it” (P4).  The same participant explained, “You can be the best company 

commander, but you may not be the best instructor, just because you got great qualities as 

a leader it doesn’t mean you’re the best” (P4).  Another Army leader supported the 

argument and stated “Two week instructor certification course that doesn’t really teach 

them the ALM… we are not putting collateral in the instructor population… we are so 

short staffed at 80% that they immediately go into it” (P9).  

Another participant explained that to become a great facilitator they need to be “really 

personality driven. If you are not good at reading people’s facial expressions or pulling 

information out of bias” you may not be the best instructor (P4).  

One Army civilian explained that USAMPS always had a very “strong instructor 

pool at USAMPS... we had in place prior to the implementation of the Army Learning 

Model… instructor standards for selection and assignment codified in a policy enabled to 

achieving the educational and training outcomes of the institution… The ALM pointed to 

that as something that needs to be improved… needed a process for bringing in the right 

folks to do that… instructors had the flexibility to add their own flavor and their own 

exercise… guide and train their students... selecting the right people I think their 
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contribution was based on the instructor understanding of the institutional training 

environment and then managing the classroom and students enhance the learning 

process… freedom of maneuvering the classroom… instructors felt comfortable with the 

ALM. I believe the leadership felt comfortable with not having to dictate a lot... 

Instructors had a lot of flexibility in the classroom adhering to the fundamental policies 

and procedures… started with selection of those individuals who could thrive” (P3).  

Lastly, he stated that it was “important for the instructor to learn how to facilitate… 

allowing the instructor to guide the discussion in a way that still achieved the learning 

outcomes… the ALM guided and facilitate it to focus on giving the students an 

opportunity to share thus building a relationship amongst the students” (P3). 

Science and Technology 

The fourth reoccurring theme was the use of science and technology in the ALM.  

The participants explained how the ALM was “using more technology” (P10), making 

things available” (P6), “understand technology is a critical aspect of it, that we’re not 

relying just on technology” (P8), “adding some mediums of how we instruct, specifically 

having to do with technology, making things available” (P6).  One participant was 

cautious in only applying technology and stated he was a “bit cautious because seen a lot 

of money spent for technology.”  However, the “content isn’t good enough to match 

technology;” it was considered “heavy on technology and low on content” (P10).   

According to participants, the challenges with utilizing technology is the 

“potential for an over reliance of technology… for instance, virtual staff rides as a cost 

saving measure, over reliance on technology and it could create gaps in understanding” 

(P5)  “you’ve got students now with all these crazy apps... the problem is keeping the 
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force up to date with the rapid technological advances... I think technology is faster than 

we can keep up with it… but at the same time it’s costly” (P1).   

One participant stated, “I think we did take advantage of resources that made 

available to us on the technology side to enhance learning… got some automated in 

process checks on learning with Turning Point to check on learning digitally… provides 

instructor with immediate results” (P3).  One interviewee explained, “You can use online 

technology for them to be assessed or evaluated and then give them an opportunity to 

relook at information that they might have a question or concern about. Give them as 

many quizzes you can” (P8).  Army learners need to understand the fundamentals too.  

One participant stated, “When the internet or the email goes down, I think we start off to 

train the basics, but at the same time teach technology” (P7).  Another participant 

explained how USAMPS “keep up with technology, keep up through technical, tactical, 

procedures” (P1).  

Resources 

The last reoccurring theme was resources.  Many participants had strong feelings 

towards resourcing the ALM.  One of the main distractors to implement the ALM is the 

lack of resources.  One participant explained, “To fully implement the ALM will require 

resources, the challenge comes back to resources... limited number of instructors, limited 

technology that’s available based on current budget... time in research and development 

done in a timely manner” (P1), the “biggest challenges in my opinion the model initiative 

was not resourced, at least to the degree that our trainers on the ground could see, feel, 

and understand… we are still dealing with the same resourcing issues that we were 
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dealing with the previous model… dealing with a lack of adequate classroom space and 

other facilities” (P3). 

When asked what was one of the challenges and weaknesses with the ALM, 

participant #1 agreed that resources are a central issue with the ALM.  He explained, “I 

always come back to resources. I’m thinking through all the logistics and managements 

and processes and hoops and databases that I have to get through in order to get a product 

in front of an instructor... in the last 14 years every year it’s got progressively more 

difficult and with dwindling manpower… we’ve cut down on the position… we struggle 

sometimes with resourcing, manpower… if we truly focused on soldiers being premier 

organization would take money and resources” (P1).  Participant #3 agreed with this 

reaction.  He stated, “The biggest negative has been we’ve not improved efficiencies and 

we’ve not been resourced adequately with the ALM” (P3).  Furthermore, he passionately 

explained, “I think to attack the biggest problem I believe it would be the personnel 

side… ensuring that we have both the numbers that we need… because our instructors 

are really not that much different than a college professor… they write their own 

curriculum, study their own research, there’s no pool of people in a room down the hall 

who are the curriculum designers… instructors doing it all” (P3).  His final comments 

were “good initiative with good intent” however, “I don’t think we really achieved what 

the learning model was intended to do… you can’t run an educational institution without 

tools, without those tools it doesn’t give you the ability to go out and explore other 

things” (P3).  

 

 



EXAMINING THE ARMY LEARNING MODEL: CASE STUDY                         48 

Summary 

The purpose of this dissertation in practice qualitative case study was to examine 

the U.S. Army leadership perspectives of the Army Learning Model at the United States 

Army Military Police School.  Chapter 4 described the presentation of the findings and 

provided the analysis and synthesis of findings from the data collected.  The five themes 

that emerged from the interviews and observations were: perceptions of the ALM, role of 

the learner, role of the instructor, science and technology, and resources.  In chapter 4, the 

findings of this study helped achieve an in-depth understanding of Army leader’s 

perceptions of the Army learning model.  The findings adequately answered the main 

research question for this study.  Chapter 5 will describe the proposed solutions, the 

implementation of the proposed solution, and the implications.   
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FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction  

This study was conducted to gain an in-depth understanding of the Army 

Learning Model.  The findings revealed that five themes emerged the Army leadership’s 

perceptions of the ALM: perceptions of the ALM, role of the learner, role of the 

instructor, science and technology, and resources.  This chapter will discuss the purpose 

of the study, aim of the study, proposed solutions, the implementation of the proposed 

solutions, implications, and final conclusions.   

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this dissertation in practice qualitative case study was to examine 

the U.S. Army leadership perceptions on the Army Learning Model at the United States 

Army Military Police School.  The case study design was suitable for this study because 

the methodology provided a detailed and in-depth data collection process on a specific 

case. 

Aim of the Study 

The aim of the study was to provide U.S. Army leaders and civilians with a set of 

recommendations or policy revisions in order to improve on the Army learning model. 

This study will assist Army leaders and civilians in leader development and produce a 

new generation of leaders to succeed in the face of uncertainty.   

Proposed Solution 

The proposed solution was to provide a set of recommendations for U.S. Army 

leaders and civilians at the United States Army Military Police School in order to 

improve the implementation of the ALM.  Additionally, the solution will provide a set of 
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recommendations to USAMPS to gain a better understanding of the ALM.  The 

recommendations are: (1) Develop and implement a new ALM course in order to gain an 

in-depth understanding of the ALM; (2) Establish strict instructor selection and 

development processes: (3) Leverage learning science and technology; and (4) Request 

for resources 

Support for the Solution 

1. Develop a new ALM Course:  To develop and implement a new ALM course 

for Army leaders and civilians in order to gain an in-depth understanding of the ALC-TE.  

The ALM course would explain in-depth ALC-TE, discuss instructor roles, 

responsibilities, and strategies, explain the learner-centric approach, share best practices 

for the ALM, and refine how to effectively integrate technology in the future learning 

environment.  Furthermore, the ALM course would explain how to effectively implement 

the ALM in the operational training domain, institutional training domain, and self-

development training domain.   

One participant stated that the ALC-TE is an “excellent concept” but is 

“extremely complex at the leadership level, training development level, the instructor 

level, the instructor and material, student and technology, and requires exceptional 

organizational skills” (P8).  He also stated, Army leaders and civilians “may need a 

course to understand the concept” (P8).  Another interviewee (P4) supported a need for a 

new ALM course.  He stated the ALC-TE, “Does not describe exactly how to implement 

ALC-TE” (P4).  Developing the ALM course will fulfill this need for a better 

understanding of this complex learning concept. This will require leader engagement at 

all levels to participate in the course.   
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2. Instructor Selection and Development: The second recommendation is to 

embrace the “leaders teach, teachers lead” concept.  In order to effectively implement the 

ALM, this will require highly skilled instructors.  According to the ALC-TE, “Not all 

individuals with operational experience are well suited for the platform or to serve as 

teachers.  Teachers must possess the intellect, judgment and disposition to teach” 

(Department of Army, 2017, p. 29).  The selection process is critical to identifying 

instructors with the right skill set to facilitate the course.  Based on the findings, 

instructors need facilitator qualities to provide subject matter expertise, guide discussions, 

build trust and relationships, effectively assess student progress, tailor training and 

education towards the students’ experiences, integrate and leverage technology to 

manage student performance, requires exceptional organizational skills, and classroom 

management skills (P3, P4, P5, P8, P9, P10).  Therefore, the selection of the right leader 

is vital to the implementation of the ALM.   

The literature review compared the instructor’s role and responsibilities to a 

transformational leader.  An Army instructor in the ALM will need the characteristics of 

a transformational leader to successfully implement the ALM.  The findings from the 

interviews reveals how Army leaders believed the Military Police Captains Career 

Course may develop Army learners’ to become transformational leaders because of the 

Army learner’s values and experiences (P4).  Students who attend the Military Police 

Captains Career Course have a minimum of three years of experience and have embraced 

the Army values.   

In addition, instructor development will be critical to develop highly trained 

experts.  According to another interviewee, ALM has a huge “impact on instructor 
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development” (P3).  Instructors will need to understand how to effectively implement the 

Experiential Learning Model, facilitate discussions, provide constant feedback to 

students, and leverage technology. According to the ALC-TE, “A robust, progressive, 

and sequential faculty development program is essential to human capital development in 

the institutional Army” (Department of Army, 2017, p. 29).   Army leaders and civilians 

need to focus on enhancing the instructor training courses.  

3. Leverage Learning Science and Technology: Learning science and 

technology can be applied to monitor the development of the student and tailor the 

learning environment to the student.  The ALC-TE explained how the Army would need 

to stay at the forefront of learning sciences and technology to retain a learning advantage 

over adversaries (Department of the Army, 2017).  The learning science is applying the 

different learning models and methods of instruction such as case studies, problem 

solving scenarios, and critical thinking skills to the learning environment.  The findings 

from the interviews revealed the learner-centric concept and career-long learning model 

is essential to the ALM.  Participants stated that the learner-centric concept is “good” 

(P1) and “great for self-motivated students” (P4).   

Technology will need to be integrated into the learning environment.  Army 

leaders and civilians will need to monitor new emerging technology and integrate them in 

the learning environment.  One participant stated, “Technology is developed faster then 

everyone can keep up… at the same time technology is very costly” (P7).  TRADOC and 

USAMPS will need to identify which technology is critical to utilize in the learning 

environment. Technology can provide online collaboration to instructor, students, and 

peers.   
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4. Provide Resources: In order to operationalize the ALM, additional personnel, 

time, funding, training aides, and learning infrastructure will be needed to reach the full 

potential of the ALM.  The ALC-TE supported this argument by stating, “The 

implementation of the ALC-TE may require people, facilities, and intellectual capital” 

(Department of the Army, 2017).  

When asked the question regarding what was one of the challenges of the ALM, 

several participants stated that the ALM lacked resources to support the implementation 

of the model.  One participant stated that the “biggest challenges in my opinion the model 

initiative was not resourced appropriately” (P3).  He stated, “We are still dealing with the 

same resourcing issues that we were dealing with the previous model… the model didn’t 

necessarily come with any additional resources as enablers to really get to and reach 

some of the ALM outcomes… we still have instructor shortages, we’re still dealing with 

instructor shortages… we’re still dealing with shortages of equipment… dealing with a 

lack of adequate classroom space and other facilities” (P3).   Army leaders and civilians 

will need to seek out additional personnel, funding, and training aids to support the 

implementation of the ALM.  

Factors and Stakeholders Related to the Solution 

There are many factors and stakeholders related to the solution.  The following 

will be discussed in the sections: policies influenced/influencing the proposed solution, 

potential barriers and obstacles to proposed solution, financial/budget issues related to 

proposed solution, legal issues related to proposed solution, and other issues or 

stakeholders related to proposed solution.  The primary stakeholders related to the 

solution are the Army leaders, instructors, trainer developers, and students of the 
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institution.  These stakeholders are directly involved in planning and implementing the 

ALM.   

Policies Influenced/Influencing the Proposed Solutions 

Developing and implementing a new ALM course internally within USAMPS 

would have minimal effect to the current USAMPS policy.  Army leaders will need to 

determine any additional policies to implement the ALM course.   

Potential Barriers and Obstacles to Proposed Solution 

Potential barriers and obstacles to implementing the proposed solution may arise.  

To develop and implement a new ALM course will require subject matter experts to teach 

the course and time to de-conflict schedules from Army leaders and civilians to attend the 

course. Additionally, this may require guest speakers and subject matter experts from 

TRADOC may be required to implement this new course.  The potential barrier for 

instructor selection and development is finding qualified Army leaders in the operational 

units to facilitate instruction at the USAMPS.  Instructors will need to have the right 

leadership skills and attributes to facilitate the ALM.  Furthermore, the lack of funding 

was mentioned several times in the interviews and can have a huge effect on the ability to 

acquire technology and training aids for the learning environment.  Lastly, time will be 

needed to implement the new ALM course and to change the culture for the new culture 

for ALM.     

Financial/Budget Issues Related to Proposed Solution 

Army leaders and civilians will need to understand the financial and budget issues 

with implementing the ALM.  With relation to the proposed solutions, developing a new 

ALM course may not require additional funding for the course.  However, Army leaders 
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and civilians will need to allocate time to schedule the course and subject matter experts 

to facilitate the course.  Army leaders may need to provide opportunities for Army 

leaders and civilians to attend the new course and provide facilities for the new ALM 

course.   

Legal Issues Related to Proposed Solution 

Army leaders will need to identify any legal issues with developing a new ALM 

course, selecting and developing instructors, leverage learning sciences and technology, 

and providing resources to facilitate ALM.  Currently, there are no foreseeable legal 

issues with the proposed solutions.    

Other Issues Related to Proposed Solution 

Army leaders will need to continuously assess the operational environment and 

learning environment to ensure the new ALM course provides relevant information to the 

Army learner.  In addition, Army leaders will need to remain vigilant about researching 

emerging learning sciences and technology to apply in the learning environment.   

Implementation of the Proposed Solution 

There are many factors and stakeholders related to the solution.  The following 

will be discussed in the sections: factors and stakeholders related to the implementation 

of the solution; leaders’ role in implementing proposed solution; building support for the 

proposed solution; additional considerations for implementation and assessment; and 

global/external implications for the organization.  

Factors and Stakeholders Related to the Implementation of the Solution 

 The Army leadership at USAMPS, including the training developers, and 

instructors, will need to be actively engaged in implementing the set recommendations.  
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USAMPS may use subject matter experts from TRADOC to facilitate the course 

development and implementation. In addition, USAMPS may use subject matter experts 

from the other Army institutions to discuss best practices and how to effectively 

implement the ALM.    

Leaders’ Role in Implementing Proposed Solution 

In order to effectively implement the new ALM course, Army leadership will 

need to emphasize to all stakeholders the need to participate in the new ALM course.  

The emphasis will need to start from leadership at the top of the organization.  The 

Commandant, Assistant Commandant, and the Director of Training and Education will 

need to emphasize the importance of the new ALM course.  For instance, the Army 

leadership can describe the ALM and the relevance to how the Army fights in future 

operational environments.  In addition, the leadership will need to be actively involved in 

the course development process for the new ALM course.  The role of the leader is to 

guide each step of the implementation of the course and establish a positive learning 

environment for the course.  

Building Support for The Proposed Solution 

To build support for the new ALM course will require Army leaders to plan, 

prepare, execute, and continuously assess the course development process.  Developing a 

new ALM course will need to be a team effort.  Leaders at all levels will need to 

communicate the importance of understanding the ALM in order to build support for the 

new ALM course.      
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 Additional Considerations for Implementation and Assessment 

 The additional considerations for the new ALM course is to continuously assess 

the effectiveness of the course and to determine if the ALM course is accomplishing the 

learning objectives.    

 Global / External Implications for the Organization 

The external implications of implement a new ALM course at USAMPS could 

potentially encourage other Army institutions to implement an ALM course as well. 

Other Army institutions may share best practices and strategies to leverage learning 

sciences and technology into their courses. From an interdisciplinary perspective, leaders 

in other fields can apply the ALM in their organizations.   

Evaluation and Timeline for Implementation and Assessment 

A program of instruction will need to be developed to determine the personnel, 

duration of course, training aids, and classroom requirements for the course.  The 

evaluation standards and the learning objectives will need to be included in the program 

of instruction to assess the mastery of the course content.  In addition, a timeline for 

implementation will need to be determined by the Army leadership on exactly what needs 

to be included in the course.   

Implications 

Implications for Future Research 

This study was limited to the United States Army Military Police School, which is 

within the institutional training.  Further research is recommended to determine how to 

best implement the ALM into the operational training domain and self-development 

domain.  In addition, further research can be conducted with Army learners to gain their 
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perceptions of the ALM.  Understanding the Army learner’s perceptions of the ALM 

could further the Army leaders understanding on which learning sciences and technology 

are most effective for the Army learner.    

Implications for Leadership Theory and Practice 

Transformational leadership theory was explored with the role of the instructor.  

The literature review described the characteristics of transformational leadership theory 

and how the theory relates to instructors implementing the ALM.  Army leaders and 

civilians who are involved with the ALM will need to become transformational leaders to 

successfully execute this model.  Furthermore, the ALM described that Army leaders will 

need to be agile, adaptive, and innovative.   

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this dissertation in practice qualitative case study was to examine 

the U.S. Army leadership perceptions of the Army Learning Model at the United States 

Army Military Police School.  Ten Army leaders and civilians were interviewed to 

provide their perceptions on the new ALM.  The five themes that emerged from the data 

analysis were the perceptions of ALM, the role of the learner, the role of the instructor, 

learning science and technology, and the lack of resources.   

The ALC-TE for 2020-2040 is an excellent concept that is highly complex and 

requires Army leaders, instructors, and training developers to understand the concept in-

depth.  Therefore, the proposed solutions are to (1) develop a new ALM course for Army 

leaders and civilians in order to gain an in-depth understanding of the ALC-TE; (2) 

embrace the “leaders teach, teachers lead” concept in order to select, develop, and assess 

highly skilled instructors; (3) integrate learning science and technology in order to engage 
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the learner; and (4) provide resources (personnel, time, and training aids) in order to 

achieve the full potential of the ALM.   
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Appendix B 

Interview Protocol: Examining the Army Learning Model: Case Study and Consent 

Form 

Interview Protocol: Qualitative Study: Examining the United States Army Learning 
Model: Case Study 

Time of Interview: 
Date: 
Place: 
Interviewer:  
Interviewee: 
Position of Interviewee: 
(Briefly describe the project. Include statements of appreciation and introduction. 
Such as: Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed for this research project on the 
Army Learning Model. I want to remind you that your comments will remain 
confidential. Have them sign the consent form. Let them know they can take a break 
at any time and that they can ask you if they have any questions, etc.) 
Questions: 

1. What are your perceptions of the Army Learning Model?  

2. Compared to the previous ALM, which characteristics of the new ALM 
stand out?  

 
3. What do you perceive are the strengths of ALM?  

4. What do you perceive are the challenges and weaknesses of ALM?  

5. How does ALM produce agile, adaptive, and flexible leaders for the future 
force?  
 

6. How has USAMPS integrate ALM into the school to transformational 
leaders? 

 
7. If you were to implement a new Army educational model, what would the 

model consist of?  
 

8. Is there something more you would like to add about ALM that we have 
not discussed about? Please describe that for me.  
 

Additional questions for depth and breadth to the above questions: 
Would you expound on that? 
Tell me more. 
How would you describe that in a different way? 
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I would like to hear more about that. 
Would you clarify that for me? 
What was the effect of that incident? 
What were the consequences? 
What was your reaction to that behavior? 
Take me through your thought processes during that time. 

Field Notes 
 

Length of activity: 60 minutes 
 

Description Reflective Notes 

 
1. What are your perceptions of the 

Army Learning Model? 
 

 

 
2. Compared to the previous ALM, 

which characteristics of the new 
ALM stand out?  

 

 

 
3. What do you perceive are the 

strengths of ALM?  
 

 

 
4. What do you perceive are the 

challenges and weaknesses of ALM?  
 

 

 
5. How does ALM produce agile, 

adaptive, and flexible leaders for the 
future force?  

 

 

 
6. How has USAMPS integrate ALM 

into the school to transformational 
leaders? 

 

 
7. If you were to implement a new 

Army educational model, what 
would the model consist of?  

 

 
8. Is there something more you would 

like to add about ALM that we have 
not discussed about? Please 
describe that for me.  
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As a participant in a research study, you have the right: 

 

1. To have enough time to decide whether or not to be in the research study, and to 
make that decision without any pressure from the people who are conducting the 

research.  

2. To refuse to be in the study at all, or to stop participating at any time after you 

begin the study. 

3. To be told what the study is trying to find out, what will happen to you, and what 

you will be asked to do if you are in the study. 

4. To be told about the reasonably foreseeable risks of being in the study. 

5. To be told about the possible benefits of being in the study. 

6. To be told whether there are any costs associated with being in the study and 

whether you will be compensated for participating in the study. 

7. To be told who will have access to information collected about you and how your 

confidentiality will be protected. 

8. To be told whom to contact with questions about the research, about research-

related injury, and about your rights as a research subject. 

9. If the study involves treatment or therapy: 

a. To be told about the other non-research treatment choices you have. 

b. To be told where treatment is available should you have a research-related 

injury, and who will pay for research-related treatment.  
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Appendix C 

 

Consent Form 

 

DATE: August 01 2017 
 

 

Dear Participant 

 

My name is Henry Leung and I am a doctoral student at Creighton University.  I 
invite you to participate in my study.  The study involves research on the Army 
Learning Model.  The purpose of the qualitative study is to examine the U.S. Army 
senior leadership perspectives of the Army Learning Model at the United States 
Army Military Police School.  The study is voluntary and you may withdraw at any 
time.   
 
I expect no risks for you to participate in this study.  The study is purely academic. 
The benefits of this study are to gain a better understanding of the strengths and 
weaknesses of the learning model.  Furthermore, the findings from the study will 
provide the United States Army Military Police School and U.S. Army leaders with 
recommendations on policy revisions to the Army Learning Model.   
 
The study will be kept confidential.  Each participant will be given pseudonyms and 
the information provided will be confidential.  Participants in the study will not be 
compensated for the research.   
 
If you have any questions regarding the research please contact me at 248-703-
7404 or email at henryleung@creighton.edu.  If you have any questions regarding 
your research rights please contact the Institutional Review Board at 402-280-2126.   
 

Sincerely 
Henry Leung 
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Appendix D 

 

IRB Approval  

 

Please note that Creighton University IRB-02 Social Behavioral has taken the following 
action on IRBNet: 

 

Project Title: [1089144-1] Qualitative Study: Examining the U.S. Army Learning 

Concept 

Principal Investigator: Henry Leung 

 

Submission Type: New Project 

Date Submitted: September 6, 2017 

 

Action: APPROVED 
Effective Date: September 26, 2017 

Review Type: Exempt Review 

 

Should you have any questions you may contact Brooke Fitzpatrick at 

bfitzpatrick@creighton.edu. 

 

Thank you, 

The IRBNet Support Team 

 


