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Abstract: This paper reviews the best practice principles that support tertiary-
level military education programmes, as highlighted in the existing literature. It draws 
attention to some of the tensions existing around military education, and issues with 
a traditional approach to this. Recognising that military curricula need to change, 
the author focuses on the challenges of ensuring critical thinking, openness, and 
diversity are addressed by stakeholders and military educators alike, and summarises 
key principles which should be implemented during three phases (planning, delivery, 
and post-delivery) of a professional military education programme.
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1. INTRODUCTION
This paper aims to investigate 

the best practice principles that 
support tertiary-level military 
education programmes, as 
highlighted in the existing literature. 
Military staff and stakeholders, and 
those working in military education 
more broadly, could all benefit from 
further insights into multiple factors 
contributing to effective delivery, 
including curriculum design, the 
student experience, and elements 
affecting student performance. 
Such insights could articulate for 
stakeholders different interventions 
that could be implemented to raise 
standards and student achievement, 
and to develop best practice from 
staff. They could also help educators 
and curriculum designers gain 
a deeper understanding of, for 

example, student expectations, as 
well as cultural sensitivities and 
challenges experienced by students 
working in a bilingual and/or 
multicultural environment. This 
review will help identify aspects 
of learning, teaching, and delivery 
which may be applicable in many 
contexts, such as face-to-face, fully 
online, and/or a blended delivery of 
Professional Military Education, and 
the delivery of other cross-cultural 
educational programmes, including 
courses for other professionals 
who are undertaking mid-career 
postgraduate-level studies. 

2. WHAT IS “BEST 
PRACTICE“?

The phrase “best practice“ is 
used in education for a variety of 
systems, procedures, and behaviours 



which “may or may not have been 
rigorously evaluated” (Arendale: 
2018). Arendale, while questioning 
the frequent use of the term, defines 
best practice as the “wide range of 
individual activities, policies, and 
programmatic approaches to achieve 
positive changes in student attitudes 
or academic behaviors” (ibid.). 

Such “positive changes” are 
certainly one aspect of best practice, 
but Hargreaves and Fullan (2012, 
p.51) go one step further, defining best 
practice as “existing practices that 
already have a good degree of widely 
agreed effectiveness”. Investigating 
military education programmes, 
in relation to recognised effective 
practices, will contribute to further 
understanding of best practice in 
education, in similar contexts.

3. FOCUS ON PROFESSIONAL 
MILITARY EDUCATION
When reflecting on military 

education, it is important to 
distinguish between different levels 
of training. Higher-level Professional 
Military Education aims to develop 
strategic leaders and commanders; 
professionals who may be diplomats 
and/or scholars, as well as soldiers 
(Kümmel: 2006). Command and 
Staff Courses, for instance, provide 
advanced education and training 
for mid-career personnel who have 
already achieved a certain status 

and military rank. This contrasts 
with initial military training and 
Officer Cadet Schools, intended for 
civilians who are new to the military 
profession. This paper is not claiming 
to address all aspects of military 
education at different levels, nor is it 
aiming to analyse academic-military 
tensions in depth. Similarly, its 
principal focus is not on how military 
education helps personnel in their 
professional roles. It does, however, 
aim to review findings from research 
in key areas relevant to Professional 
Military Education. 

Just as ongoing professional 
education is important for those 
working in fields such as law, 
medicine, science, or education, so too 
is it essential for military personnel. 
The available literature around 
Professional Military Education 
(PME), however, highlights several 
issues, including tensions that 
may exist in relation to military, 
academic, and ethnic cultures, issues 
around compliance and conformity, 
versus leadership and individualism, 
and the difference between education 
and training (Abbe & Halpin: 2009; 
Cucolo & Betros: 2014; Foot: 2001; 
Kelley & Johnson-Freese: 2014; 
Lamb & Porro: 2015; Murray: 2014; 
Syme-Taylor & Jalili: 2018). It is not 
clear to what extent such tensions 
continue once personnel return to 
their professional roles (Jenks et al.: 



2007; Pigeau & McCann: 2002), as, 
to date, the effectiveness of mid-
career PME has not been extensively 
investigated, and research into 
curriculum design and course content 
in PME, while it does exist (see, 
for example, Jolly: 2004; Reisman: 
1994), is also scarce (Allen: 2015). 
Having said this, “A substantial 
body of recent work argues that 
the traditional approach to joint 
professional military education needs 
reform” (Lamb & Porro: 2015: p. 41), 
and one thing that all of the existing 
literature on Military Education 
agrees upon is that there is a need to 
review Military Education (Caforio: 
2018; Martin & Yaeger: 2014; 
Murray: 2014; Silverstone: 2016; 
Watkins: 2016). As Murray (2014: p. 
13) succinctly asserts, Professional 
Military Education “needs to change 
both what it is doing and how it is 
doing it”. Military academies and 
institutions, then, must actively 
reflect on how they are tackling the 
education of their personnel (Allen: 
2015; Ayers: 2016; Emilio: 2000; 
Gerras: 2008; Miller & Tucker: 2015; 
Simons: 2011; Straus et al.: 2014).

4. TRADITIONAL MILITARY 
EDUCATION

If we consider the current 
state of military education today, 
what principles of best practice 
already exist? There is relatively 

little published research around best 
practice and/or key performance 
indicators in military education 
generally, or within Command and 
Staff courses more specifically. 
Much of the literature that does 
exist is less than complimentary 
about traditional PME, delivered 
by military institutions. Martin and 
Yaeger (2014: p. 40) emphasise that 
a “common critique is that [the] 
curriculum is focused on the past, at 
the expense of the emerging future, 
[…] and not enough on critical thinking 
skills relevant to current issues”. 

Lamb and Porro (2015: 
p. 41) summarise critics’ views that 
military academies and colleges “fail 
to attract top-flight faculty, teach 
outdated curricula, no longer pioneer 
or use innovative teaching methods, 
and pamper rather than challenge 
students”. 

Emilio takes a slightly more 
positive stance, arguing that “For 
today’s military leader, Professional 
Military Education[…] offers one last 
chance to remedy past educational 
inadequacies” (2000: p. vi), while 
highlighting the shortcomings in a 
traditional approach to education; 
one which prioritises what to think, 
rather than how to think. Tollefson 
(2017: p. 90) agrees: “We train our 
young leaders to think monologically 
- in a simple, linear fashion”. 
Similarly, both Brodie (1973) and 



Owen (2016) question education that 
teaches military personnel to follow 
orders, rather than to reflect on why 
they are doing so. Traditional military 
education, then, does not seem to be 
the answer for the development of 
modern military leaders, even if the 
need for ongoing military education 
is undeniable.

5. THE CHANGING FACE OF 
MILITARY EDUCATION

An increasing number of PME 
Courses are now conducted in co-
operation with academic institutions, 
enabling students to work towards 
postgraduate qualifications in 
addition to the military qualification. 
The aim is for learners both to 
develop their communication skills, 
so that they may prepare themselves 
for higher command appointments, 
and to broaden their academic and 
professional knowledge, including, 
for example, theories and practices 
of leadership, management, and 
command, as well as major trends 
and dynamics (including historical, 
political, economic, cultural, and 
military). As Allen highlights, 
“Education is a necessary and valued 
component of leader development” 
(2010: p. 100). The global security 
environment is complex, and calls 
on the military to interact and engage 
with multiple and diverse cultures in 
different political contexts, in order to 

reduce the risk of escalating conflict 
and to ease relationship building 
between different states. In military 
education: “The potential range of 
issues that must be addressed is… 
widening due to the varied types 
of activity the military can become 
involved with. Peacekeeping or 
peace enforcement and humanitarian 
relief operations pose very different 
types of challenges to those found 
in ‘traditional’ high-intensity, state-
on-state warfare” (Whetham, 2018: 
p. 143).With significant potential 
for ethical challenges in the field, 
then, military personnel need to 
adopt critical thinking strategies 
to understand such dilemmas from 
multiple viewpoints.

6. THE CRITICAL THINKING 
CHALLENGE

A National Security Report 
from the U.S. Army emphasises 
that “the Army’s most critical asset 
will not be technology; it will be 
critical thinking” (Association 
of the United States Army, 2005: 
p. 21). This echoes the U.S. Air 
Force Doctrine, which states, 
“Success in war depends at least as 
much on intellectual superiority as it 
does on numerical and technological 
superiority” (Drew, 1992: p. 2). 

Different services, then, (the 
U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force, 
in these examples) support the 



importance of critical thinking for 
military personnel.  This is significant 
given that many PME programmes 
incorporate multiple military forces 
with an emphasis both on joint 
operations and on preparation for 
promotion. As McCauley (2013: para 
10) highlights: “To better prepare our 
forces[…], 21st Century Joint Force 
leaders must transform their approach 
to strategy and plan development 
from the linear intelligence-based 
thinking resident in the industrial 
age to one that embraces strategic 
foresight, to identify the complexities 
and uncertainties that mark today’s 
information environment”.

It would seem, however, 
that military graduates, even mid-
career, often lack vitally important 
critical thinking skills (Cojocar: 
2011; Hatfield et al.: 2011; Lamb 
& Porro: 2015), and this can result 
in poor communications, ill-judged 
decisions, and, ultimately, casualties 
in the field (Facione: 2015; Vogel-
Walcutt et al.: 2010). The call to 
embed critical thinking in military 
curricula has existed in literature 
since at least 1973, right through 
to 2018 (see Table 1). Indeed, it is 
this aspect of military education for 
which there appears to be the most 
published content, and yet it remains 
unresolved.

It could be argued that, even 
in the phrase ‘Professional Military 

Education’ itself, a tension exists 
between the idea of professionalism 
and the objectives of education. For 
Metz (2013: para 9), “education 
suggests a broadening beyond 
the confines of [professional] 
knowledge, and the development of 
critical thinking and creativity”. 

A 2014 article by Nicholas 
Murray, an Associate Professor at 
the U.S. Army Staff College, stresses 
that, in PME, “the amount of time 
devoted to critical thinking has hardly 
changed despite the emphasis on a 
command system that is absolutely 
dependent upon it” (2014: p. 11).

Murray also questions how 
the U.S. Command and Staff Course 
can justify its decision to reduce the 
amount of time spent learning about 
critical thinking, when the Chairman 
of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff 
recommended the exact opposite; 
“What message is sent to the PME 
community and to the Armed Forces 
writ large?” (ibid.). Similarly, Gerras 
(2008), a retired Colonel and a 
Professor at the U.S. Army War 
College, draws attention to the gap 
between what military educators 
and policymakers would like to see, 
and what happens in reality. He goes 
on to highlight that: “Assessing an 
issue from alternative points of view 
is sometimes difficult for [military] 
students. By the time an accomplished 
lieutenant colonel […] has reached this 



level, they are sometimes inclined to 
believe that they have figured out 
how the world works, and, moreover, 
that their view is correct” (ibid., p. 8).

This view may be valid, to a 
certain extent. Command and Staff 
Course students, for instance, have 
attained at least the rank of Major 
(or its equivalent), and have usually 
progressed through the ranks thanks 
to their success and decision-making 
abilities in different roles. Individual 
advancement may have also resulted 
from respect for military culture 
and norms, including traditional 
hierarchical structures, yet these 
same structures often cause a barrier 
to thinking critically; “To foster 
critical thinking, Army teams must 
at times leave rank at the door” 
(Fastabend & Simpson: 2004, pp. 
20-21). For Facione (2015, p. 22), 
critical thinking “leads us away 
from naïve acceptance of authority 
[…] and culminates in principled 
reflective judgement”. 

Taking all of this into 
consideration, one principle of best 
practice in PME could be to ensure 
that critical thinking is incorporated 
at all stages of a military curriculum, 
in order to generate better leaders, and 
more successful military academics, 
in the long run.

7. ENCOURAGING OPENNESS
Although military students are 

usually well-travelled and are open 
to different ideas and self-expression, 

given their established careers in the 
armed forces, expressing personal 
thoughts and commenting on the 
work of published academic authors, 
for example, in front of colleagues, 
superior officers, or one’s elders 
(in terms of age) may be perceived 
as professionally and/or culturally 
inappropriate. This is a significant 
issue, particularly for those studying 
at postgraduate level. To encourage 
openness, and to address any 
concerns that course participants 
and military staff may have about 
the degree to which they may speak 
freely, institutions may choose to 
adopt the Chatham House rule of 
confidentiality, established in June 
1927 by the Council of the Royal 
Institute of International Affairs 
(Chatham House: 2018). The rule 
states: “When a meeting, or part 
thereof, is held under the Chatham 
House Rule, participants are free to 
use the information received, but 
neither the identity nor the affiliation 
of the speaker(s), nor that of any 
other participant, may be revealed” 
(ibid.).

In other words, whatever is said 
during the course may be shared but 
will not be attributed to any person 
in particular. Allowing individuals 
to speak freely and to express views 
which may, on occasion, clash with 
organisational beliefs, through the 
use of the Chatham House rule 



(or similar), may be another example 
of best practice within military 
education.

8. THE NEED FOR DIVERSITY
The call for diversity among 

both learners and educators is 
important, and appears regularly 
throughout the existing literature 
(see Table 1). For Martin and Yaeger 
(2014, p. 41), PME should allow 
mid-career students, such as those 
enrolled in Command and Staff 
courses, to be paired with “fellow 
students from other departments, 
agencies, and other countries to 
expand their understanding of 
alternative views and cultures”. 

Critics argue that “while 
diverse perspectives seem 
recognised as essential for complex 
decision-making and improving the 
performance of organisations, …
it is sorely lacking in professional 
military education institutions” 
(Johnson-Freese et al.: 2014, p. 59), 
with male faculty, mostly retired 
from military positions, dominating 
(Johnson-Freese et al.: 2014; Lamb 
& Porro: 2015; Murray: 2014). 
Several authors (Allen: 2010; 
Cucolo & Betros: 2014; Foot: 2001; 
Kelley & Johnson-Freese: 2014; 
Lamb & Porro: 2015; Murray: 2014; 
Waggener: 2015) appeal to PME 
institutions to review both the calibre 
and balance (including military 

versus civilian) of their teaching 
staff.

In terms of relationships, it is 
important to reflect too on the teacher-
learner connection, investigating, for 
instance, whether students respond 
differently to different lecturers, such 
as those from a Western background 
compared with those from a non-
Western background, staff with or 
without military experience, or male 
versus female academics. These 
relationships may vary, depending 
on the cultural background of the 
individuals and on their professional 
experience. Understanding these 
intricacies will be of help to educators 
in military programmes and to anyone 
involved in multicultural education.

9. CURRICULUM DESIGN
With regard to best practice 

principles concerning the curriculum, 
Murray, for instance, recommends 
incorporating research time for 
students, as well as regular writing 
tasks, under the guidance of “the best 
serving officers and civilians – not 
only in terms of qualifications, but 
also in terms of their teaching skills” 
(2014, p. 13).

Teaching, though, “should not 
dominate the schedule. There has to 
be time for officers to think about 
what they have learned. Only that 
will allow us to excel at the critical 
thinking required by the Armed 
Forces of the future” (ibid.).



Thinking skills should take 
precedence over technical skills 
(Ulmer: 2010). Martin and Yaeger 
(2014, p. 41) concur, calling for 
PME to be “grounded in a core 
curriculum and enriched by electives 
and research”. Others believe that 
students should be able to choose 
elective papers (Cucolo & Betros: 
2014; Martin & Yaeger: 2014), 
participate in seminars or scenarios 
which encourage reflective practice 
and synthesise learning across 
different papers (McCauley: 2013; 
Thain et al.: 2008; Vogel-Walcutt 
et al.: 2010), and complete a 
research project which, for instance, 
“challenges students to demonstrate 
what they have learned… by solving 
a practical problem in an area of their 
choosing relevant to their career 
goals” (Martin & Yaeger: 2014, pp. 
41-42). 

Stephens (2011, p. 75) stresses 
that “mechanisms should be available 
for individual learners to personalise 
their interaction with the content as 
well as with fellow students”. 

In summary, the application 
of learning (and not just the 
learning itself) should be embedded 
throughout military curricula.

10. ASSESSMENT DESIGN AND 
ADMINISTRATION

Just as in any other educational 
context, practices around assessment 

design and administration within 
military education should be 
regularly reviewed; as Wiggins 
underlines, “good teaching is 
inseparable from good assessing” 
(1992, p. 33). Although student and 
tutor understanding of what exactly 
is required to produce a ‘successful’ 
piece of work might differ (Lea 
& Street: 1998; Starfield: 2004), 
principles of best practice should 
be considered here. Is it enough for 
teaching staff to provide instructions 
and marking guides, for instance, 
for each assessment? It may well 
be that students and stakeholders, 
possibly from different countries and 
cultures, have different expectations 
around how much information 
and support should be available to 
learners, so that they might succeed 
in an assessment. Understanding the 
complexities faced by international 
students attending military education 
programmes in a country other 
than their own is also essential for 
stakeholders.

Added to this are considerations 
around cultural sensitivities. 
Alongside the potential challenges 
posed by the hierarchical culture 
within the military, students may also 
be impacted by their national values 
when it comes to critical thinking 



and reflective practice. In some 
cultures, for example, “authority is 
seldom criticised” (Prescott: 2002, p. 
247). This respect for authority may 
affect students’ ability, or possibly 
willingness, to critique published 
articles, for example, or to challenge 
something which is presented in class. 
This brings us back to the call for 
military educators to embed critical 
thinking and reflective practice 
throughout their programmes, 
whilst enabling freedom of speech 
(through adoption of the Chatham 
House rule, for instance), ensuring 
diversity, and reviewing the cultural 
and contextual appropriacy of their 
curricula, materials, and pedagogical 
approaches.

11. ADDITIONAL 
RECOMMENDATIONS
Other recommendations in the 

existing literature include conducting 
institutional self-assessments (Cucolo 
&  Betros: 2014), establishing 
an alumni network (Thacker & 
Lambert: 2014), building online 
communities of practice (Stephens: 
2011), seeking regular feedback 
from students on their experiences in 
PME (Lamb & Porro: 2015; Martin 
& Yaeger: 2014), incorporating more 
variety in assessment tasks (Thain et 
al.: 2008), using a portfolio approach 

to demonstrate students’ progression 
through the programme (Allen: 
2015), including distance-learning 
modules prior to the face-to-face 
course (Ulmer: 2010), and reflecting 
on the academic rigor of programmes 
which everyone passes (Cucolo & 
Betros: 2014; Kelley & Johnson-
Freese: 2014; Lamb & Porro: 2015; 
Syme-Taylor & Jalili: 2018; Ulmer: 
2010; Waggener: 2015). These 
strategies could all be included in 
principles of best practice when 
designing and developing quality 
education programmes.

12. CONCLUSIONS
Table 1 synthesises findings 

from a critical review of the existing 
literature, showing principles which 
should be implemented during three 
key phases (planning, delivery, and 
post-delivery) of a professional 
military education programme. Many 
of these recommended practices are 
iterative, and one would hope that 
military educators and stakeholders 
might consider them part of 
‘business as usual’, as professional 
military education is brought into 
the twenty-first century. Institutions, 
both military and academic, would 
do well to reflect on and review 
their capabilities in light of these 
recommendations.



PH
A

SE
B

ES
T 

PR
A

C
TI

C
E 

PR
IN

C
IP

LE
A

U
TH

O
R

S

PL
A

N
N

IN
G

En
su

rin
g 

di
ve

rs
ity

 (a
cr

os
s 

pr
of

es
si

on
al

 ro
le

s, 
ge

nd
er

s, 
cu

ltu
re

s, 
te

ac
hi

ng
 

st
af

f (
m

ili
ta

ry
 v

s. 
ci

vi
lia

n)
,…

)
A

lle
n,

 2
01

0;
 C

uc
ol

o 
an

d 
B

et
ro

s, 
20

14
; E

st
er

hu
ys

e 
an

d 
M

ok
oe

na
, 2

01
8;

 F
oo

t, 
20

01
; J

oh
ns

on
-F

re
es

e,
 

H
ar

in
g,

 a
nd

 U
lri

ch
, 2

01
4;

 K
el

le
y 

an
d 

Jo
hn

so
n-

Fr
ee

se
, 2

01
4;

 L
am

b 
an

d 
Po

rr
o,

 2
01

5;
 M

ar
tin

 a
nd

 Y
ae

ge
r, 

20
14

; M
uk

he
rje

e,
 2

01
8;

 M
ur

ra
y,

 2
01

4;
 P

er
ry

, 2
01

6;
 S

ym
e-

Ta
yl

or
 a

nd
 Ja

lil
i, 

20
18

; W
ag

ge
ne

r, 
20

15
 

R
ev

ie
w

in
g 

cu
rr

en
cy

 o
f c

ur
ric

ul
a 

an
d 

le
ar

ni
ng

 m
at

er
ia

ls
G

ol
dr

ic
k,

 2
01

7;
 L

am
b 

an
d 

Po
rr

o,
 2

01
5;

 S
oo

ke
rm

an
y,

 2
01

7;
 S

ym
e-

Ta
yl

or
 a

nd
 J

al
ili

, 2
01

8;
 W

at
ki

ns
, 

20
16

; W
he

th
am

, 2
01

8

R
ev

ie
w

in
g 

ac
ad

em
ic

 ri
go

ur
C

uc
ol

o 
an

d 
B

et
ro

s, 
20

14
; K

el
le

y 
an

d 
Jo

hn
so

n-
Fr

ee
se

, 2
01

4;
 L

am
b 

an
d 

Po
rr

o,
 2

01
5;

 S
ym

e-
Ta

yl
or

 a
nd

 
Ja

lil
i, 

20
18

; T
er

zi
ev

, 2
01

8;
 U

lm
er

, 2
01

0;
 W

ag
ge

ne
r, 

20
15

Fa
ci

lit
at

in
g 

di
st

an
ce

-le
ar

ni
ng

 m
od

ul
es

 (e
.g

. b
ef

or
e 

co
ur

se
 b

eg
in

s)
Es

te
rh

uy
se

 a
nd

 M
ok

oe
na

, 2
01

8;
 S

ym
e-

Ta
yl

or
 a

nd
 Ja

lil
i, 

20
18

; T
er

zi
ev

, 2
01

8;
 U

lm
er

, 2
01

0

D
EL

IV
ER

Y
En

ab
lin

g 
fr

ee
do

m
 o

f s
pe

ec
h 

/ a
do

pt
io

n 
of

 C
ha

th
am

 H
ou

se
 ru

le
Fa

st
ab

en
d 

an
d 

Si
m

ps
on

, 2
00

4

Im
pl

em
en

tin
g 

a 
co

re
 c

ur
ric

ul
um

 a
nd

 c
ho

ic
e 

of
 e

le
ct

iv
es

C
uc

ol
o 

an
d 

B
et

ro
s, 

20
14

; G
ol

dr
ic

k,
 2

01
7;

 M
ar

tin
 a

nd
 Y

ae
ge

r, 
20

14

Em
be

dd
in

g 
cr

iti
ca

l t
hi

nk
in

g 
th

ro
ug

ho
ut

 th
e 

cu
rr

ic
ul

um
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

U
ni

te
d 

St
at

es
 A

rm
y,

 2
00

5;
 B

ro
di

e,
 1

97
3;

 C
oj

oc
ar

, 2
01

1;
 D

re
w,

 1
99

2;
 E

m
ili

o,
 2

00
0;

 
Fa

ci
on

e,
 2

01
5;

 F
as

ta
be

nd
 a

nd
 S

im
ps

on
, 2

00
4;

 G
er

ra
s, 

20
08

; H
at

fie
ld

 e
t a

l.,
 2

01
1;

 L
am

b 
an

d 
Po

rr
o,

 2
01

5;
 

M
ar

tin
 a

nd
 Y

ae
ge

r, 
20

14
; M

cC
au

le
y,

 2
01

3;
 M

et
z,

 2
01

3;
 M

ur
ra

y,
 2

01
4;

 O
w

en
, 2

01
6;

 S
ym

e-
Ta

yl
or

 a
nd

 
Ja

lil
i, 

20
18

; T
ol

le
fs

on
, 2

01
7;

 U
lm

er
, 2

01
0;

 V
og

el
-W

al
cu

tt 
et

 a
l.,

 2
01

0 
In

cl
ud

in
g 

re
se

ar
ch

 ti
m

e 
/ r

es
ea

rc
h 

pr
oj

ec
t

M
ar

tin
 a

nd
 Y

ae
ge

r, 
20

14
; M

ur
ra

y,
 2

01
4;

 U
lm

er
, 2

01
0

In
cl

ud
in

g 
tim

e 
fo

r r
eg

ul
ar

 w
rit

in
g

M
ur

ra
y,

 2
01

4

En
co

ur
ag

in
g 

/ e
m

be
dd

in
g 

re
fle

ct
iv

e 
pr

ac
tic

e
M

cC
au

le
y,

 2
01

3;
 T

ha
in

, M
cD

on
ou

gh
, a

nd
 P

rie
st

ly
, 2

00
8;

 V
og

el
-W

al
cu

tt 
et

 a
l.,

 2
01

0

Fa
ci

lit
at

in
g 

pe
rs

on
al

is
ed

, a
pp

lie
d 

pr
oj

ec
ts

M
ar

tin
 a

nd
 Y

ae
ge

r, 
20

14
; S

te
ph

en
s, 

20
11

; T
er

zi
ev

, 2
01

8

A
do

pt
in

g 
a 

va
rie

ty
 o

f a
ss

es
sm

en
t t

as
ks

Th
ai

n,
 M

cD
on

ou
gh

, a
nd

 P
rie

st
ly

, 2
00

8

U
si

ng
 a

 p
or

tfo
lio

 o
f l

ea
rn

in
g

A
lle

n,
 2

01
5

Im
pl

em
en

tin
g 

in
st

itu
tio

na
l s

el
f-

as
se

ss
m

en
t

C
uc

ol
o 

an
d 

B
et

ro
s, 

20
14

En
ab

lin
g 

re
gu

la
r f

ee
db

ac
k 

(b
ot

h 
to

 a
nd

 fr
om

 c
ou

rs
e 

pa
rti

ci
pa

nt
s)

La
m

b 
an

d 
Po

rr
o,

 2
01

5;
 M

ar
tin

 a
nd

 Y
ae

ge
r, 

20
14

M
ai

nt
ai

ni
ng

 a
ca

de
m

ic
 ri

go
ur

C
uc

ol
o 

an
d 

B
et

ro
s, 

20
14

; E
st

er
hu

ys
e 

an
d 

M
ok

oe
na

, 2
01

8;
 K

el
le

y 
an

d 
Jo

hn
so

n-
Fr

ee
se

, 2
01

4;
 L

am
b 

an
d 

Po
rr

o,
 2

01
5;

 S
ym

e-
Ta

yl
or

 a
nd

 Ja
lil

i, 
20

18
; T

er
zi

ev
, 2

01
8;

 U
lm

er
, 2

01
0;

 W
ag

ge
ne

r, 
20

15
 

PO
ST

-
D

EL
IV

ER
Y

/ 
O

N
G

O
IN

G

Es
ta

bl
is

hi
ng

 a
lu

m
ni

 n
et

w
or

k
Th

ac
ke

r a
nd

 L
am

be
rt,

 2
01

4

B
ui

ld
in

g 
co

m
m

un
iti

es
 o

f p
ra

ct
ic

e
St

ep
he

ns
, 2

01
1

R
ev

ie
w

in
g 

ac
ad

em
ic

 ri
go

ur
C

uc
ol

o 
an

d 
B

et
ro

s, 
20

14
; K

el
le

y 
an

d 
Jo

hn
so

n-
Fr

ee
se

, 2
01

4;
 L

am
b 

an
d 

Po
rr

o,
 2

01
5;

 S
ym

e-
Ta

yl
or

 a
nd

 
Ja

lil
i, 

20
18

; U
lm

er
, 2

01
0;

 W
ag

ge
ne

r, 
20

15
 

Ta
bl

e 
1:

 S
um

m
ar

y 
of

 b
es

t p
ra

ct
ic

e 
pr

in
ci

pl
es

 fo
r m

ili
ta

ry
 e

du
ca

tio
n,

 id
en

tifi
ed

 in
 li

te
ra

tu
re



REFERENCES 
[1] Abbe, Allison, and 

Stanley M. Halpin. The Cultural 
Imperative for Professional 
Military Education and Leader 
Development. Parameters, Winter 
2009: 20–31. http://www.dtic.mil/
dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a514735.pdf

[2] Allen, Charles D. Quo 
Vadis? The Education of Senior 
Military Officers. Joint Force 
Quarterly 78 (2015): 40-43. http://
ndupress.ndu.edu/JFQ/Joint-Force-
Quar te r ly-78/Ar t ic le /607589/
quo-vadis-the-education-of-senior-
military-officers/ 

[3] Allen, Charles D. Redress of 
Professional Military Education: The 
Clarion Call. Joint Force Quarterly 
59 (2010): 94-100. http://www.dtic.
mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a532990.pdf 

[4] Arendale, David. What 
Is a Best Practice? EOA National 
Best Practices Center. Last modified 
August 6, 2018. http://www.
besteducationpractices.org/what-is-
a-best-practice/ 

[5] Association of the United 
States Army. The U.S. Army: A 
Modular Force for the 21st Century.
Torchbearer National Security Report, 
March 2005. https://www.ausa.org/
publications/torchbearercampaign/
tnsr/Documents/TB_Modularity.pdf  

[6] Ayers, Richard, B. 
OptimizingWorkforce Performance: 
Perceived Differences of Army 
Officer Critical Thinking Talent 
Across Level of Education. PhD 

dissertation, University of Southern 
Mississippi, 2016. http://aquila.usm.
edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=134
7&context=dissertations 

[7] Brodie, Bernard. War and 
Politics, New York: Macmillan, 
1973.

[8] Caforio, Giuseppe. Military 
officer education. In Handbook of 
the Sociology of the Military, 2nd 
edition, edited by Giuseppe Caforio 
and Marina Nuciari, 273-300. Cham, 
Switzerland: Springer, 2018.

[9] Chatham House Rule.
Chatham House: The Royal Institute 
of International Affairs. Updated 
2018. https://www.chathamhouse.
org/about/chatham-house-rule# 

[10] Cojocar, William J. 
Adaptive Leaders in the Military 
Decision Making Process. Military 
Review 91, no. 6 (2011): 29-34. 
h t tp : / /usacac.army.mil /CAC2/
MilitaryReview/Archives/English/
MilitaryReview_20111231_art008.
pdf 

[11] Cucolo, Anthony, and 
Lance Betros. Strengthening PME 
at the Senior Level: The Case of the 
U.S. Army War College. Joint Force 
Quarterly 74 (2014): 50-57. http://
ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/Docu-
ments/jfq/jfq-74/jfq-74_50-57_Cu-
colo-Betros.pdf

[12] Drew, Dennis M. Basic 
Aerospace Doctrine of the United 
States Air  Force, Volume I. 
Washington, D.C.: Headquarters 
U.S. Air Force, 1992. http://dtic.mil/
dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a338559.pdf



[13] Emilio, George A. 
Promoting Critical Thinking in 
Professional Military Education.
Research Report, Air Command 
and Staff College, Air University, 
2000. http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/
awcgate/acsc/00-058.pdf 

[14] Esterhuyse, Abel, 
and Benjamin Mokoena. The 
Need for Progress in an Era of 
Transformation: South African 
Professional Military Education 
and Military Effectiveness. Stability: 
International Journal of Security and 
Development 7, no. 1 (2018). doi: 
10.5334/sta.610

[15] Facione, Peter A. 
Critical Thinking: What it is and 
Why it Counts. 2015. https://www.
researchgate.net/profile/Peter_
Facione/publication/251303244_
C r i t i c a l _ T h i n k i n g _ W h a t _
I t _ I s _ a n d _ W h y _ I t _ C o u n t s /
links/5849b49608aed5252bcbe531/
Critical-Thinking-What-It-Is-and-
Why-It-Counts.pdf  

[16] Fastabend, David A., and 
Robert H. Simpson. The Imperative 
for a Culture of Innovation in the 
U.S. Army: Adapt or Die. Army 
Magazine 54, no. 2 (2004): 14-22. 
http://www.ausa.org/publications/
armymagazine/archive/2004/2/
Documents/Fastabend_0204.pdf 

[17] Foot, Peter. European 
Military Education Today, Baltic 
Defence Review 2001, no. 5: 12–31. 

http://www.baltdefcol.org/files/files/
BSDR/BDR_05.pdf

[18] Gerras, Stephen J. Thinking 
Critically about Critical Thinking: 
A Fundamental Guide for Strategic 
Leaders. August 2008. http://www.
au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/army-
usawc/crit_thkg_gerras.pdf 

[19] Goldrick, James. Thoughts 
on Joint Professional Military 
Education. Australian Defence 
Force Journal 201 (2017): 82-87. 
http://www.defence.gov.au/adc/
adfj/Documents/issue_201/Goldric_
April_2017.pdf 

[20] Hargreaves, Andy, 
and Michael Fullan. Professional 
Capital: Transforming Teaching in 
Every School. New York: Teachers 
College Press, 2012.

[21] Hatfield, Joshua, John 
P. Steele, Ryan Riley, Heidi Keller-
Glaze, and Jon J. Fallesen. 2010 
Center for Army Leadership 
Annual Survey of Army Leadership 
(CASAL): Army Education. Fort 
Leavenworth, KS: The Center for 
Army Leadership, 2011. http://
usacac.army.mil/CAC2/Repository/
C A S A L _ Te c h R e p o r t 2 0 11 - 2 _
ArmyEducation.pdf 

[22] Jenks, David A., J. Scott 
Carter, and Catherine A. Jenks. 
Command Staff Leadership Training 
and Job Commitment in the LAPD.
Southwest Journal of Criminal 
Justice 4, no. 2 (2007): 106-119. 



http://swacj.org/swjcj/archives/ 
4.2/5%20Jenks.pdf

[23] Johnson-Freese, Joan, 
Ellen Haring, and Marybeth Ulrich. 
The Counterproductive ‘Sea of 
Sameness’ in PME. Joint Force 
Quarterly 74 (2014): 58-64. http://
ndupress .ndu .edu /Por ta l s /68 /
Documents/jfq/jfq-74/jfq-74_58-64_
Johnson-Freese-et-al.pdf

[24] Jolly, Craig. The Engineer 
Command and Staff Course: A 
New Era of Leader Development.
Engineer: The Professional Bulletin 
for Army Engineers 34, no. 3 
(2004): 29. http://www.wood.army.
mil/engrmag/PDFs%20for%20Jul-
Sept%2004/Jolly.pdf

[25] Kelley, Kevin P., and 
Joan Johnson-Freese. Getting to 
the Goal in Professional Military 
Education. Orbis 58, no. 1 (December 
2014): 119–31. doi: 10.1016/j.
orbis.2013.11.009.

[26] Kümmel, Gerhard. A 
Soldier is a Soldier is a Soldier!? In 
Handbook of the Sociology of the 
Military, edited by Giuseppe Caforio, 
417-433. New York: Springer, 2006.

[27] Lamb, Christopher J., 
and Brittany Porro. Next Steps for 
Transforming Education at National 
Defense University. Joint Force 
Quarterly 76 (2015): 40-47. http://
ndupress.ndu.edu/JFQ/Joint-Force-
Quarterly-76/Article/577587/next-

steps-for-transforming-education-at-
national-defense-university/ 

[28] Lea, Mary R., and Brian 
V. Street. Student Writing in Higher 
Education: An Academic Literacies 
Approach. Studies in Higher Education 
23, no.2 (1998): 157-172. doi: 
10.1080/03075079812331380364.

[29] Martin, Gregg F., and 
John W. Yaeger. Break Out: A 
Plan for Better Equipping the 
Nation’s Future Strategic Leaders.
Joint Force Quarterly 73 (2014), 
39-43.http://ndupress.ndu.edu/
Portals/68/Documents/jfq/jfq-73/
j fq -73_39-43_Mar t in -Yaeger.
pdf?ver=2014-03-26-121100-317 

[30] McCauley, Dan. JPME: 
The Need for Foresight. Small 
Wars Journal (May, 2013). http://
smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/jpme-
the-need-for-foresight 

[31] Metz, Steven. Strategic 
Horizons: U.S. Professional 
Military Education on the 
Chopping Block. World Politics 
Review, April 17, 2013. https://
www.worldpoliticsreview.com/
articles/12879/strategic-horizons-u-
s-professional-military-education-
on-the-chopping-block.

[32] Miller, John W., and 
Jennifer S. Tucker. Addressing 
and Assessing Critical Thinking in 
Intercultural Contexts: Investigating 
the Distance Learning Outcomes 
of Military Leaders. International 



Journal of Intercultural Relations 
48, (2015): 120-136. doi: 10.1016/j.
ijintrel.2015.07.002

[33] Mukherjee, Anit. 
Educating the professional military: 
Civil-Military Relations and 
Professional Military Education 
in India. Armed Forces & Society 
44, no. 3 (2018): 476-497. doi: 
10.1177/0095327X17725863

[34] Murray, Nicholas. The 
Role of Professional Military 
Education in Mission Command.
Joint Force Quarterly 72 (2014): 10-
13. http://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/ 
68/Documents/jfq/jfq-72/jfq-72_10-
13_Murray.pdf 

[35] Owen, William F. A Note 
from the Editor. Infi nity Journal, 
Special Edition. “International 
Relations in Professional Military 
Education” (2016): 3. https://
www.infinityjournal.com/special-
issue/23/international_relations_in_
professional_military_education/ 

[36] Perry, William J. Military 
Education. In Perspectives on 
Complex Global Challenges: 
Education, Energy, Healthcare, 
Security, and Resilience, edited by 
Elisabeth Paté-Cornell and William 
B. Rouse, with Charles M. Vest, 53-
58. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley, 2016.

[37] Pigeau, Ross, and Carol 
McCann. Re-conceptualizing Command 
and Control. Canadian Military 

Journal 3, no. 1 (2002): 53-63. http://
www.journal.forces.gc.ca/vo3/no1/
doc/53-64-eng.pdf

[38] Prescott, David L. 
Refl ective Discourse in Teacher 
Education in Brunei Darussalam. In 
Englishes in Asia: Communication, 
Identity, Power and Education, 
edited by Andy Kirkpatrick, 245-
260. Melbourne, Australia: Language 
Australia, 2002.

[39] Reisman, W. Michael. 
Preparing to Wage Peace: Toward 
the Creation of an International 
Peacemaking Command and Staff 
College. The American Journal of 
International Law 88, no. 1 (1994): 
76-78. doi: 10.2307/2204022

[40] Silverstone, Scott A. 
Introduction: Developing Strategic-
Minded Junior Offi cers. Infi nity 
Journal, Special Edition. “International 
Relations in Professional Military 
Education” (2016), 6-8. https://
www.infinityjournal.com/special-
issue/23/international_relations_in_
professional_military_education/ 

[41] Simons, Anna. How 
Critical Should Critical Thinking 
Be? Teaching Soldiers in Wartime. In 
Anthropologists in the Securityscape: 
Ethics, Practice, and Professional 
Identity, edited by Robert Albro, 
George Marcus, Laura A McNamara, 
and Monica Schoch-Spana, 231-244. 
Walnut Creek, CA: Left Coast Press, 
2011.



[42] Sookermany, Anders 
Mcdonald. Military Education 
Reconsidered: A Postmodern 
Update. Journal of Philosophy of 
Education 51, no. 1 (2017): 310-330. 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/
pdf/10.1111/1467-9752.12224 

[43] Starfi eld, Sue. Word 
Power: Negotiating Success in 
a First-Year Sociology Essay. In 
Analyzing Academic Writing: 
Contextualized Frameworks, edited 
by Louise Ravelli and Robert A. 
Ellis, 66-83. London: Continuum, 
2004.

[44] Stephens, Jennifer Gray. 
Rethinking Marine Corps Training. 
U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings137, 
no. 11 (2011): 75–77. Accessed July 
1, 2016. Academic Search Premier 
database.

[45] Straus, Susan G., Michael 
G. Shanley, James C. Crowley, 
Douglas Yeung, Sarah H. Bana, and 
Kristin J. Leuschner. Developing 
Army Leaders: Lessons for Teaching 
Critical Thinking in Distributed, 
Resident, and Mixed-Delivery 
Venues. Santa Monica, CA: RAND 
Corporation, 2014.

[46] Syme-Taylor, Victoria, and 
Duraid Jalili. Professional Military 
Education. In Routledge Handbook 
of Defence Studies, edited by David 
J. Galbreath and John R. Deni, 98-
112. London: Routledge, 2018.

[47] Terziev, Venelin. Opportunities 
and Trends in the Development and 

the Improvement Processes in the 
Bulgarian Military Educational 
System. In New Approaches in Social 
and Humanistic Sciences, edited 
by Veaceslav Manolachi, Cristian 
Mihail Rus, and Svetlana Rusnac, 
517-528. Iasi, Romania: LUMEN 
Proceedings, 2018. doi: 10.18662/
lumproc.nashs2017.45

[48] Thacker, Russell S., 
and Paul W. Lambert, Low Cost, 
High Returns: Getting More from 
International Partnerships. Joint 
Force Quarterly 75 (2014): 70-76. 
http://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/
Documents/jfq/jfq-75/jfq-75_70-76_
Thacker-Lambert.pdf 

[49]Thain, Richard Holman, 
Ambrose McDonough, and Alan 
Duncan Priestly. The Development 
and Implementation of a Teaching 
and Learning Strategy at a Modern 
Military Academy. Journal of 
Further and Higher Education 32, 
no. 4 (2008): 297–308. doi: 
10.1080/03098770802392899

[50] Tollefson, James. 
Treading the Way of Ignorance: 
Offi cer Education and Critical 
Thought. Military Review 97, 
no. 2 (2017): 89-95. https://www.
armyupress.army.mil/Portals/7/
military-review/Archives/English/
MilitaryReview_2017430_art015.
pdf

[51] Ulmer, Walter F., Military 
Leadership into the 21st Century: 
Another ‘Bridge Too Far? Parameters, 



Winter 2010–11 (2010): 135–55. 
http://strategicstudiesinstitute.
a r m y. m i l / p u b s / p a r a m e t e r s /
Articles/2010winter/Ulmer_Jr.pdf.

[52] Vogel-Walcutt, Jennifer J., 
Teresa Marino Carper, Clint Bowers, 
and Denise Nicholson. Increasing 
Effi ciency in Military Learning: 
Theoretical Considerations and 
Practical Applications. Military 
Psychology 22 (2010): 311–39. doi: 
10.1080/089956052010492701

[53] Waggener, Anna T. Joint 
Professional Military Education: 
A Retrospective of the Skelton 
Panel. Joint Force Quarterly 77 
(2015): 55–59. http://ndupress.ndu.
edu/Portals/68/Documents/jfq/jfq-
77/jfq-77_55-59_Waggener.pdf.

[54] Watkins, Brian T.  Are 
We Too Dumb to Execute Our Own 
Doctrine: An Analysis of Professional 
Military Education, Talent 

Management, and Their Ability to 
Meet the Intent of The Capstone 
Concept for Joint Operations. Joint 
Forces Staff College, Norfolk United 
States, 2016.  http://www.dtic.mil/
dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/1017797.pdf.

[55] Whetham, David. Challenges 
to the Professional Military Ethics 
Education Landscape. In Making 
the Military Moral: Contemporary 
Challenges and Responses in Military 
Ethics Education, edited by Don 
Carrick, James Connelly, and David 
Whetham, 142-159. Abingdon, UK: 
Routledge, 2018.

[56] Wiggins, Grant. Creating 
Tests Worth Taking. Educational 
Leadership 49, no. 8 (1992): 26-33. 
http://www.ascd.org/ASCD/pdf/ journals/
ed_lead/el_199205_wiggins.pdf. 


