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Recognizing the role of the leader points to the importance of how leaders are trained 
and developed so that they are capable of helping their institutions maintain the values 
of their organizations. This was found to be a concern of the defense and security lead-
ers of the newly developed independent sovereign states of the USSR. As many of them 
installed democratic forms of government, the challenge was not just to declare educa-
tion for reform on paper, but how to transform their educational institutions to develop 
leaders for the directions that had been set by their newly formed governments. 

This concern for sustaining institutions is in keeping with much research in the field 
of leadership. Leadership’s role in sustaining institutional and societal culture and in 
driving institutional change is clearly pointed out by experts such as Burt Nanus, who 
focused on visionary leadership; the late Peter Drucker, who emphasized the growth of 
future leaders; and Warren Bennis, who underlined the importance of developing leaders 
to become leaders of leaders.1 Additional recognition of the leader’s significance in both 
sustaining and changing culture is found in Brady’s work,2 where he cited 2001 research 
conducted by the public relations firm Burson-Marsteller examining the top thirty CEOs 
of publicly traded companies in Germany. The results showed that approximately two-
thirds of the public reputation of a company was determined by the leader of the organi-
zation. In keeping with this, a later Burson-Marsteller study done in the United States 
examined 1155 key stakeholders, and determined that the CEO’s reputation contributed 
significantly to how companies are perceived. Brady pointed to leaders such as Lord 
Browne at BP, Chad Holliday at DuPont, Michael W. Crooke at Patagonia, and Ben 
Cohen at Ben and Jerry’s, who have understood that their legacies as leaders established 
the tone and sustainability of their organizations and made this an organizational prior-
ity. 

To be successful in leadership development at defense and security educational in-
stitutions requires that the educational processes themselves be examined. Following 
NATO’s Partnership Action Plan for Defense Institution Building (PAP-DIB) and Edu-
cation for Defense Reform initiatives (2004–05), the Partnership for Peace Consortium’s 
(PfPC) Educators Development Working Group (ED WG) created a sub-group of the 
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same name to tackle the challenge of how to transform the legacy teaching methods of 
authoritarian institutions into democratic learning processes that promoted education for 
defense reform within these countries so that they could train the leaders that would be 
required for the twenty-first century. More specifically, the challenge was how to help 
transform an authoritarian, top-down, teacher-centered approach to education that was 
based most often in the lecture method into a shared, collaborative learning process that 
exhibited democratic values, not just as curriculum content or an end state but as a de-
mocratic process and means of learning resulting in transformative leadership education. 

Educators Development Working Group Response 

The response of the Educators Development Working Group was to approach learning 
from a three-fold perspective, and to develop active working teams around each prong: 

1. What to teach, which included curricula for defense institution building and pro-
fessional military education 

2. Defense education enhancement programs tailored for each participating nation 

3. How to teach, which included annual multinational educators’ workshops and 
local national educator programs.  

The goal of the latter, and the focus of this article, was to share and instill Western 
learning and teaching methods with Partner defense educators. This included an empha-
sis on learner-centered education, with its collaborative knowledge building capacity, 
assessment, and community building. The approach was embedded in democratic values 
central to education for defense reform. Critical values for reform included accountabil-
ity, integrity, transparency, pluralism, tolerance, and respect. These were not just ad-
dressed directly as content by the ED WG sub-team (referred to hereafter as the ED WG 
faculty team) actively working on this topic of how to teach, but rather as lived practice 
within the experiences the team provided the learners. 

The underlying goals of the ED WG faculty team focused on how to teach are three-
fold. The first goal is to bring about a broader and more concrete understanding of de-
mocratic values, and of how those values simultaneously influence not just the end state 
but also the process of learning within defense and security institutions. The second goal 
is to assist the learners in becoming part of communities of best practices in both teach-
ing and learning. This opportunity is offered through the networks that opened within 
each of the learning experiences. The third goal is the development of a life-long ap-
proach to learning so that attendees no longer view learning as a static event, but rather 
understand their ongoing responsibility as a member of a contemporary learning society. 
This requires educators to constantly seek out opportunities to continue learning, 
whether on an individual basis or within formal learning programs. 

Two venues were originally chosen to help accomplish these goals. The first venue 
was (and continues to be) a multinational program that meets once a year. Participants 
from multiple member nations of the Partnership for Peace (PfP) meet to learn and share 
best practices in learner-centered education. Since 2007, over 150 participants have 
been certified as attending the multi-national Annual Educators’ Programs. 
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The second venues are the national programs that meet within a selected nation and 
draw participants from only that nation. These national programs are connected to the 
Defense Education Enhancement Program (DEEP) initiatives of the PfPC. These pro-
grams may meet one to three times (or even more) within any given country, depending 
upon that nation’s needs assessments. Assessments help to demonstrate when the nation 
has attained a sufficiently strong understanding and practice of the new concepts. The 
time frame for national programs within a given nation could be a few months to a few 
years, depending upon circumstances. 

A third venue has recently opened, as the ED WG faculty team has come to work 
alongside content experts on selected topics. In response to the NATO and Partnership 
for Peace country requirements on this topic in the past couple of years, the ED WG 
joined with the Security Sector Reform (SSR) Working Group of the PfPC to help in the 
arena of gender and security. In these venues, educational experts from the ED WG fac-
ulty team work alongside the gender content experts from the SSR to assist individuals 
responsible for disseminating an understanding of the role of gender in security in their 
nations. In assessments of this need, the working groups recognized that a key approach 
to this dissemination process included instruction of how to teach and train at the opera-
tional, tactical, and strategic levels. In response, the ED WG faculty team assisted the 
SSR in helping over thirty-five key individuals in two different events to better under-
stand the learning processes and teaching methods needed for this highly specialized 
topic. 

Opportunities to network with fellow educators from multiple geographic loca-
tions—both within a nation and across nations—are built into these programs, and are 
actively promoted within all three conference-style venues. This intentional networking, 
especially across nations, provides rich opportunities for continued growth and devel-
opment as participants learn to share best learning and teaching practices with each 
other. In addition to the networking opportunities that are available during the confer-
ences, participants can continue their networking via the PfPC Portal. This electronic 
portal provides an archive of teaching and learning resources for participants as well as 
interactive spaces for these learners to continue sharing their learning and teaching ex-
periences following the conferences. Further development of this portal will invite par-
ticipants to continue in their pursuit of life-long learning and best practices of teaching 
and learning as participants share with each other throughout their careers. 

Theoretical Approaches 

From a theoretical perspective, the ED WG faculty team is driven by different ap-
proaches to the learning process. To be successful in its goals, the ED WG faculty team 
primarily grounds its work in current understandings of adult learners. A key aspect of 
these types of learners is their requirement to be life-long learners in rapidly changing 
societies that must move from information overload to constructing knowledge and wis-
dom based upon the vast amounts of information now available to them and their insti-
tutions. The two theoretical approaches used to help them with this movement are con-
structivism and connectivism. 
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Constructivism 

The primary learning theory used by the ED WG faculty team is what is often referred to 
as a constructivist approach.3 This approach recognizes that learners create meaning by 
ordering their understanding of the world through their own filters and learning experi-
ences. This creates one of the deepest levels of learning. Thus, an individual’s first-hand 
learning experience creates a trustworthy development of knowledge as the learner acts 
within and upon the context of learning to acquire and test his or her understanding. In 
keeping with this, a primary goal of each of the ED WG faculty team programs is to help 
participants shift their focus from teaching to learning. The former is all too often pre-
sented as a passive one-way approach to learning that simply provides information, most 
often through the lecture method. The focus on learning, on the other hand, encourages 
participants to become actively involved in the learning process. Thus, rather than sim-
ply discussing traditional one-way teaching techniques per se, the ED WG faculty teams 
choose to emphasize how to learn with its attendant student learning outcomes. To sup-
port this, team members lead participants through multiple active learning methods to 
expand their repertoire of learning methods and help them to understand how to more 
fully engage learners to enhance their educational experience. 

The most important assistance provided by the ED WG faculty team is helping the 
participants in each venue to understand the changing role of the professor within the 
classroom. This forces participants to view the role of the learner as being active rather 
than passive in the learning process. Grooms’ Interaction Model (shown in Figure 1 be-
low) clearly demonstrates this shift.4 This model is based on research by Kidd, Long, 
Moore, and Palmer (among others), and shows how learners in a constructive environ-
ment constantly interact with the content of the learning, fellow peers in the learning 
process, and the facilitator.5 In this model, the professor has become a facilitator in the 
learning process, which is more conducive to a democratic approach, rather than an au-
thoritarian approach to learning. 

Grooms’ model is consistent with the work of Duffy and Cunningham, which sug-
gests “learning is an active process of constructing … knowledge and … instruction is a  
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Figure 1: Learner Interaction Model. 
 

process of supporting that construction.”6 As noted above, this requires a shift in under-
standing the role of the professor, in keeping with the model put forth by Grooms above. 

In this approach to learning, the professor’s role must be understood more as the 
“guide on the side,” or someone who facilities the learning of content, rather than the 
“sage on the stage” who primarily provides information to the learner via lecture. The 
“guide on the side” approach to learning that emphasizes the role of the individual 
learner actively promotes values such as responsibility, accountability, and integrity in 
the learning process. These values are highly consistent with the democratic values pro-
moted by the ED WG. 

The following table indicates the differences in approaches to learning as it deline-
ates between the active learner (often referred to as an autonomous learner), and the 
learner as a passive receiver of information.7 
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Table 1. Approaches to Learning.  

 Traditional Constructivist 

“Sage on the stage” “Guide on the side” Professor 

Content provider Content facilitator 

Learner Passive recipient Active participant 

Knowledge Fixed object Fluid 

Organization of learning Ordered and structured Open and often chaotic 

Communication Uni-directional Multi-directional 

Primary Resource Text and professor Multiple sources 

Method Lecture Active process 

Media Print Blended 

Format Individualized Collaborative 

Activities Goal-oriented Problem-centered 

Focus of Learning Knowledge and under-
standing 

Application, analysis, 
synthesis, and evaluation 

Assessment Recall Alternative assessment 

Community Educational institution Integrated with life 

 

This shift is important not only because it aids the learning process, but also because 
it allows participants to practice and exhibit new values as the ED WG faculty team 
models the behavior and helps participants to practice this new approach. This is in di-
rect contrast with the approach that was historically in use in most PfP countries. Most 
participants in the ED WG programs have previously learned through lectures that were 
provided by the most respected senior officers within their nations, a process that rein-
forced the authoritarian approach to defense education and resulted in reinforcement of 
the status of the authoritarian leader. 

As is pointed out by John Berry in another article in this volume, some of the more 
advanced defense and security institutions used question-and-answer approaches to as-
sist in the teaching process, but all too often these institutions did not allow the approach 
to challenge the sacred role of the respected authority at the front of the classroom. In 
contrast, helping the participants to use more active, group-based constructivist ap-
proaches opened up the ED WG participants to new processes and values in their learn-
ing. This helps to develop and promote a more collaborative leadership style among 
participants, a leadership approach that is more responsive to the needs of contemporary 
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society. In this way, the EW WG process challenges the participants’ understanding of 
traditional approaches to authority in the classroom, which in turn promotes a healthier, 
more collaborative democratic leadership approach to the current stage of defense and 
security development in contemporary society. 

Connectivism 

In addition to the role of social constructivism as outlined above, connectivism is recog-
nized as another important theoretical approach that is represented in the ED WG fac-
ulty team.8 Simply put, this approach points to the reality that learning does not occur 
just within the confines of an educational building, but within the full context of an indi-
vidual’s life. In this sense, helping learners to expand their networks to include fellow 
peers in education becomes a critical component in enhancing participants’ learning. 
Their ability to stay connected with peers both at home and abroad expands a learner’s 
ability to use multiple contexts to gather knowledge useful to him or her within the 
learning process. Thus, the role of interactive communication technology, such as the 
PfPC portal, plays an important role in helping learners to glean new information from 
multiple sources at any given time and place. 

Additionally, this connectivist approach includes exposing participants to the array 
of experts that is available to them electronically. In the learning venues, ED WG par-
ticipants have technology that allows them access multiple databases. Such interactive 
learning experiences allow the participants to understand more about the regional and 
global experts who are available as resources. In the digital communities of best prac-
tices that comprise these experts, the participants as learners use a constructivist ap-
proach to gather what they need to promote best practices of learning within their par-
ticular nation’s context. 

In the process of helping them to connect with peers and global experts, the ED WG 
faculty team plays an important role in helping the participants to sift through these 
multiple sources of information and to integrate what they learn within the broader 
community of practice. Here they can collaboratively bring theirs and others’ world-
views and experiences into a common learning community. As they do so, the partici-
pants, especially in the multi-national programs, negotiate and create meaning within 
themselves and with others as they share knowledge and participate together in common 
learning experiences. In this connected constructivist approach, education is no longer 
the pursuit of one individual, but rather becomes a regionally collaborative process that 
reciprocally shapes both the participant as an individual and simultaneously informs the 
entire learning community. This connected process refines and often redefines partici-
pants’ values. Such transformation creates an environment that is supportive of the de-
mocratic forms of learning promoted by the PfP Consortium. 

                                                           
8 The most cogent description of this approach can be found in George Siemens, “Connectiv-

ism: A Learning Theory for the Digital Age,” International Journal of Instructional Technol-
ogy and Distance Learning 2:1 (2005); available at http://www.itdl.org/Journal/Jan_05/ 
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Conclusion 

From this framework of constructivist and connectivist learning promoted by the ED 
WG faculty team, six critical principles for sustainable learning that challenges legacy 
learning methods can be drawn. Such learning approaches should: 

1. Promote life-long learning in leaders 

2. Secure success over time through long-range collaborative approaches 

3. Promote leaders developing and mentoring other leaders as they connect with 
colleagues and experts around the world 

4. Encourage democratic values through an educational process, not just ideals 

5. Develop diversity and increased capacity as collaborative networking promotes 
the value of different voices and approaches to problem solving and leadership 
in today’s complex society 

6. Harness human capacity and resources as collaboration and networking is pro-
moted.  

By using this framework, these principles support change within the Partner country. 
The ED WG faculty teams have consistently observed transformation within the partici-
pants over the period of education programs offered in multiple venues. Change is most 
seen in those who participate in the national DEEP venues, and then subsequently attend 
the multinational programs. Change is also noted in those who attend more than one 
multinational program. Research is currently under way to review the long-term impact 
on those who attend only one venue. 

What is consistently shown, even after only one program, is that participants who 
become fully engaged in the venue’s learning opportunities experience the capacity to 
understand changes needed within their institutions and the value of those changes. Par-
ticipants who learn to connect with peers and global experts, sift through multiple 
sources of data on learning best practices, and serve as facilitators of knowledge build-
ing rather than disseminators of information demonstrate within the ED WG faculty 
team workshops the dynamic and transformative nature of this learner-centered ap-
proach to defense and security education. In this process, these educational leaders as 
participants in the program use a constructivist approach to glean what they need to meet 
their learning needs in their individual context. As the participants practice the values of 
this learner-centered approach, they grasp how this process promotes life-long learning, 
which is essential in rapidly changing cultural contexts. 

Parallel with this experience, participants can see the reciprocal nature of how the 
community shapes the individual as well as how the individual shapes the community. 
This shift in worldview lets them see the need for transformative leadership that values 
such reciprocity within their communities. This suggests that such a democratic process 
to learning influences participants’ values, not just with regard to learning, but also of 
leadership, since they can recognize the value of collaboration in response to the com-
plex needs of their institutions that now operate in global contexts, rather than only re-
sorting to authoritarian approaches to problem solving. In the process, they as educa-
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tional leaders can see and practice this parallel between life-long learning and healthy 
leadership, which recognizes that leadership grounded in collaborative democratic val-
ues can result in sustainable leadership within their evolving defense communities. 

As the above suggests, the participants in the ED WG faculty team programs learn 
multiple ways to create change through new educational initiatives in their home defense 
and security institutions. These educational endeavors promote and foster changes in 
worldviews and approaches to leadership through the process of learning in new forms 
and methods of education. This allows the reach of the ED WG faculty teams to extend 
beyond simply educating the educators to serving as a catalyst of transformation for de-
fense and security institutions. Indeed, it promotes and expands the ED WG goal to in-
crease knowledge-building capacity and community building by enhancing an institu-
tion’s leadership development initiatives. 

 




