


TN

SN
N
= 07
..—...;’

LIBRARY
Michi: 2 State
University

This is to certify that the
dissertation entitled

ADAPTABILITY FROM A PROCESS PERSPECTIVE:
EXAMINING THE EFFECTS OF TASK CHANGE TYPE
AND A METACOGNITIVE INTERVENTION ON
ADAPTIVE PERFORMANCE

presented by

DUSTIN K. JUNDT

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for the

Ph. D. degree in Psychology

Major Pfq‘fes§or@dnature
N

Date

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer



PLACE IN RETURN BOX to remove this checkout from your record.
TO AVOID FINES return on or before date due.
MAY BE RECALLED with earlier due date if requested.

DATE DUE DATE DUE DATE DUE

5/08 K /Proj/Acc&Pres/CIRC/DateDue indd




ADAPTABILITY FROM A PROCESS PERSPECTIVE:
EXAMINING THE EFFECTS OF TASK CHANGE TYPE AND A METACOGNITIVE
INTERVENTION ON ADAPTIVE PERFORMANCE
By

Dustin K. Jundt

A DISSERTATION
Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Psychology

2009



ABSTRACT
ADAPTABILITY FROM A PROCESS PERSPECTIVE:
EXAMINING THE EFFECTS OF TASK CHANGE TYPE AND A METACOGNITIVE
INTERVENTION ON ADAPTIVE PERFORMANCE
By
Dustin K. Jundt
While past work on adaptability and adaptive performance has developed and
matured primarily over the last two decades, a number of gaps exist in the literature.
Namely, existing work generally takes a static approach to examining adaptability and
fails to consider potentially important cognitive and behavioral processes that can
influence adaptation over time. Furthermore, this work pays little attention to the
different ways in which a task can change, which may have implications for how and
how well people are able to adapt. Finally, little work has focused on in situ self-
regulatory processes that may influence how well people are able to adapt to various
types of task change. To address these gaps, the current study introduces and builds from
a process model of adaptation by which it is hypothesized that in order to exhibit high
levels of adaptive performance effectiveness, people must detect changes in the task they
are facing, diagnose the nature of those changes, and finally develop and enact
appropriate task strategies. Furthermore, and based on Wood’s (1986) taxonomy of task
complexity types, this study suggests three different ways in which tasks can change and
examines the processes by which people are able to adapt to each of them. In addition, a
metacognitive intervention was designed that encouraged participants to devise plans,

monitor their performance effectiveness, and evaluate the effectiveness of their strategies

in order to investigate the impact of these in situ self-regulatory processes on adaptive



performance. Finally, a number of hypotheses were investigated regarding the potential
impact of individual differences factors related to cognitive ability, goal orientation, and
personality on adaptive performance effectiveness in relation to the different types of task
change. Using a laboratory-based radar simulation task, the findings provide support for
the efficacy of thinking about adaptability as a process rather than simply as performance
at a given point in time. Specifically, evidence suggests that change detection, relevant
knowledge acquisition (e.g. diagnosis), and appropriate strategy change were related to
higher levels of adaptive performance effectiveness, although these results were not

entirely consistent across the three types of task change that were investigated.
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Introduction

Jobs in current organizations are no longer characterized by static task
requirements and assembly line-like work. Rather, workers in many organizations today
possess jobs that are characterized by dynamic, ever-changing work environments (Ilgen
& Pulakos, 1999; Smith, Ford, & Kozlowski, 1997). In fact, change is considered to be
omnipresent in organizations (e.g. Cascio, 2003), and it can come from a number of
sources. Changes in technology are rapid and pervasive in modern work environments.
Computers are everywhere, and the plethora of new software programs, versions, and
systems as well as the availability of the internet for constant and immediate access to
data requires continuous adaptation on the part of employees (Hesketh & Neal, 1999;
Ployhart & Bliese, 2006). Mergers and restructuring are also common in organizations,
and along with them comes the requirement that employees learn new skills for their
changed job or adopt new procedures to fit in with new ways of doing things (Pulakos,
Arad, Donovan, & Plamondon, 2000). Furthermore, the shift in the U.S. to a primarily
information or knowledge based economy brings with it the demand for employees who
can continuously update their skills and expertise, as well people who can work with
other experts on project-based teams (Hesketh & Neal, 1999).

These changes have lead to a shift in what is considered to be important for job
performance. Organizational scholars and practitioners are increasingly coming to the
conclusion that employees with the ability to adapt to changes in their jobs are valuable
assets and may even be necessities. Indeed, adaptive performance has been suggested to
be a component of many different types of current jobs (Pulakos et al, 2000) in addition

to traditional aspects of job performance (Campbell, 1990; Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, &



Sager, 1993) and citizenship or contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993;
1997).

This increased focus on the importance of adaptability for employees is reflected
by a number of relatively recent studies in Industrial/Organizational psychology that
focus on examining or predicting adaptive performance. Recognizing the demand for
flexible and adaptive employees, one set of studies has taken a selection perspective and
focused on individual differences that are directly tied to, or in some cases proposed to be
the root of, adaptability (e.g. Cronshaw & Jethmalani, 2005; LePine, Colquitt, & Erez,
2000; Ployhart & Bliese, 2006). Another set of studies and theoretical contributions have
come from a training perspective, and they have primarily focused on identifying and/or
testing training techniques and methods that build critical task knowledge and skills as
well as adaptive skill or expertise (e.g. Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; 2008; Ford et al., 1998;
Ivancic & Hesketh, 2000; Keith & Frese, 2005; Kozlowski et al., 2001; Smith, Ford, &
Kozlowski, 1997).

While work on adaptive performance in the past 15 to 20 years has come a long
way and is certainly impressive, the current state of the literature leaves a number of
avenues unexplored. First of all, the current work has focused primarily on selecting and
training for adaptive performance, but it has primarily treated the construct as a static
operationalization of performance after a task change occurs. Little attention has been
given to what people have to go through to adapt to a change in the nature of a learned
task. This lack of in situ consideration poses a problem when trying to understand the

nature of adaptive performance. Without knowing or thinking about what people are



doing to adapt, it is difficult to understand how or why individual differences, training
techniques, or the like should influence adaptive performance.

A second area that remains fairly unexplored pertains to different types of tasks
that people may have to adapt to. Primarily, current operationalizations of adaptive
performance have focused on performance on tasks that are novel, ill-defined, more
difficult, and/or more complex than previous tasks. While these tasks certainly require
adaptability, there is no existing framework for understanding or thinking about how
tasks can change. While Pulakos et al. (2000; 2002) offer an empirically derived
taxonomy of different types of adaptive performance, they do not provide a discussion of
different components of these tasks that can change.

A third area of research on adaptive performance that has been given little
consideration deals with understanding the importance of self-regulatory processes
occurring during the process of adaptation. While recent research by Chen, Thomas, and
Wallace (2005) takes a step in this direction by examining self-regulatory processes that
are thought to translate existing task knowledge, skill, and efficacy into adaptive
performance, there is room for further exploration, especially when considering the
potential effects of regulatory interventions.

With these open areas of inquiry in mind, the first focus of this paper is to build a
conceptual model of adaptation as a process. This model is based on thinking about
adaptability to a changing task from a process perspective as a series of steps or activities
that one needs to go through. It is grounded in control theory models of self-regulated

behavior (e.g. Carver & Scheier, 2001; Klein, 1989) and attempts to highlight the



importance of detecting task changes, diagnosing the nature of those changes, and
devising and selecting strategies to adapt to those changes.

This model then serves as the foundation for a discussion and explication of
different types of task change and how people can adapt to adapt to them. Using Wood’s
(1986) taxonomy of task components, three distinct types of task change are proposed
that are suggested to cut across different types of adaptive performance. Using the
conceptual process model of adaptation as a guide, a series of hypotheses are developed
regarding the importance of different motivational and cognitive factors in predicting
adaptive performance effectiveness in response to these different types of task change.

The third part of this paper focuses on the potential importance of in situ self-
regulatory activities, primarily in the form of metacognition, for influencing adaptability
to different types of task change. Metacognition can be thought of as the regulation of
how well one is making plans, monitoring performance effectiveness, and evaluating the
success of one’s plans or strategies during task performance (Schraw & Moshman, 1995),
or in this case adaptive performance. While previous work has shown the importance of
metacognition as a predictor of learning, problem solving, and even adaptive
performance, potentially viable metacognitive interventions, especially those aimed at
increasing metacognition during actual adaptation, have received little attention. The
third section of this paper discusses and presents hypotheses regarding the potential
effects of a metacognitive intervention on adaptive performance effectiveness in response
to different types of task change.

Finally, a number of individual difference predictors of adaptive performance are

discussed in relation to their effects on predicting adaptive performance. This section



focuses on individual differences factors related to cognitive ability, personality, and goal
orientation. While these factors have been shown to be related to adaptive performance
in prior studies, this section uses the conceptual process model of adaptation as a guide
for developing hypotheses aimed at assessing potential differential influences of these
individual differences on adaptive performance in response to different types of task

change.



A Review of Adaptive Performance

While the /O Psychology literature on adaptability and adaptive performance is
relatively young and certainly still emerging, it is characterized by different perspectives
and definitions of adaptability. Appendix A lists numerous definitions of individual
adaptability or adaptive performance that have been used in the I/O literature to discuss
the same general phenomenon. Reflective of this, Ployhart and Bliese (2006) identified
four streams of research that they saw as broadly related to current definitions of
adaptability: (1) adaptability as task performance, (2) adapiability as changes to cognitive
processing, (3) adaptability as coping, and (4) adaptability as responding to
organizational change. For the purpose of this study, I will primarily frame things in
terms of the most traditional I/O perspective of adaptability as task performance. While
the research in each of these streams certainly has some relevance and conceptual
overlap, for the purpose of this study I believe that they are best thought of as
supplements and, in fact, some of this research will serve quite prominently in that
manner.

Within the I/O literature the research can be further broken down into two
approaches: (1) adaptability from an individual difference and selection perspective and
(2) adaptability from a training and outcome perspective. Relevant conceptual and
empirical work from these two perspectives will now be presented.

The individual difference or selection approach to adaptability primarily views
adaptability as a set of personal characteristics or skills that people posses which allow

them to perform successfully when a learned task changes. In this approach, adaptability



essentially resides within the person and, thus, people can be differentiated because of
their varying levels of inherent adaptability.

For example, Cronshaw and colleagues (Fine & Cronshaw, 1999; Cronshaw &
Jethmalani, 2005) discuss adaptability as “competencies that enable people to manage
themselves in relation to the demands of conformity and/or change in particular
situations” (Fine & Cronshaw, 1999, pg 40). Cronshaw and Jethmalani (2005) categorize
these skills as being (1) agentic or accommodative in directionality, (2) internally or
externally focused, and (3) activated in relation to things, data, or people. These skills
are thought to develop throughout one’s life and career and are integrated and manifested
as values, attitudes, and ways of reacting to physical, social, and/or environmental
changes. Cronshaw and colleagues suggest that people with more developed
competencies manage these changes better, and thus they exhibit more successful
adaptation.

Coming from a similar perspective, Ployhart & Bliese (2006, pg 13) define
adaptability as “an individuals' ability, skill, disposition, willingness, and/or motivation,
to change or fit different task, social, and environmental features™. Based on this
definition, they argue that adaptability resides completely within a given individual and is
driven solely by individual differences. Thus, similar to Cronshaw & Jethmalini’s (2005)
idea of agentic vs. accommodative skills, Ployhart & Bliese (2006) suggest that
adaptability does not occur only in response to a change in the given environment or task;
it can be both reactive and proactive.

Ployhart & Bliese (2006) also make a distinction between adaptability and

adaptive performance, suggesting that work from the training/outcome perspective (e.g.



Ford et al, 1998; Kozlowski et al, 2001) tends to focus on adaptive performance, but
individual adaptability is better conceptualized a multidimensional composite set of
knowledge, skills, and other abilities that form a higher-order adaptability factor. This
composite factor is thought to be influenced by sub-facet personality, cognitive ability,
physical ability, and value or interest factors, which are proposed to be invariant across
different situations, contexts, and environments (Ployhart & Bliese, 2006).

LePine, Colquitt, and Erez (2000) investigated the influence of ability and
personality factors on adaptive performance from a more general selection perspective in
which they operationalized adaptive performance as decision-making accuracy after
changes in proper decision making rules occurred. Using a decision-making simulation,
LePine et al. examined the impact of general cognitive ability, conscientiousness, and
openness to experience on decision-making accuracy during an initial block of trials and
during two subsequent blocks of trials where decision-making rules changed. They
found that cognitive ability and openness to experience both became better positive
predictors of decision-making accuracy when people had to adapt to changes in the
simulation. Contrary to their hypotheses, however, they found conscientiousness was
increasingly negatively related to decision-making accuracy when people had to adapt to
changes in the simulation.

The training and outcome perspective primarily views adaptability as
performance effectiveness on a novel task. Adaptive performance here is often
considered to be a function or outcome of various types of training conditions and
factors. The outcomes of these training conditions generally focus on cognitive (e.g.

declarative and procedural knowledge, knowledge structure), behavioral (e.g. training



performance or skill), and/or affective (e.g. self-efficacy) factors, which stem from the
Kraiger, Ford, & Salas (1993) taxonomy of training outcomes. These factors, in turn, are
thought to influence one’s ability to adapt to changes in the nature of the trained task. It
is important to note that individual differences such as cognitive ability, personality, and
goal orientation are often examined as predictors in these types of studies. Adaptability,
however, is viewed as the individual’s effectiveness or rated/measured performance, not
the combination of these individual difference factors that people posses.

Smith et al. (1997) provided an initial spur in thinking about adaptability from a
training perspective by suggesting that prior work in training in /O psychology had
focused primarily on training for “routine” rather thah “adaptive” expertise. Smith et al.
suggested that simply being able to execute work-related tasks (routine expertise) is not
enough in turbulent work environments, rather, people need a more complete
understanding of the requirements and structure of work tasks in order to be able to
successfully adapt to changing task demands. As seen in Appendix A, Smith et al. (pp.
93) suggest “Adaptability or adaptive expertise is evidenced when the individual
responds successfully to changes in the nature of the trained task.”

In order to develop this type of adaptive expertise, Smith et al. (1997) proposed
that individuals must first develop detailed knowledge of the task domain. This involves
gaining well-developed procedural knowledge structures containing a wide range of
potential problems and related solutions that are tightly linked together. This knowledge,
however, may not be enough, as individuals must also have metacognitive skills related

to planning, monitoring, and evaluating their behavior. These skills are suggested to



allow individuals to recognize change and successfully transfer relevant previous
knowledge to acquire new knowledge about novel tasks.

In concordance with some of the propositions made by Smith et al. (1997),
Kozlowski et al. (2001) examined the impact of mastery vs. performance training goals
and trait goal orientations (e.g. Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984) on adaptive performance.
Utilizing a radar-tracking decision making simulation, adaptive performance was
operationalized as performance on a transfer trial that was more dynamic, difficult, and
complex than previous training trials. Kozlowski et al.’s results suggested that mastery
training goals were related to more complex knowledge structures and higher levels of
self-efficacy, which were both related to higher levels of adaptive task performance. In
addition, they found that both initial training performance and task declarative knowledge
levels were positively related to adaptive performance. Finally, they found that trait
learning orientation had a positive influence on adaptive performance through self-
efficacy.

Similarly, and based in part on a review of the training outcomes literature
conducted by Kraiger et al. (1993), Ford et al. (1998) examined the impact of knowledge,
skills, and affect on training performance and adaptive performance/training transfer in a
learner-controlled environment. Similar to Kozlowski et al. (2001), Ford et al.’s
transfer/adaptability measure was operationalized as performance on a decision-making
task that was more difficult and complex than previous trials. Their results suggested that
declarative task knowledge levels, training performance, and self-efficacy were all related

to adaptive performance. Furthermore, these learning outcomes mediated various effects

10



of metacognition, task strategy practice levels, identical elements learning strategy use,
and goal orientations on transfer performance.

Bell & Kozlowski (2002) examined the influence of adaptive guidance training
techniques on adaptive performance, which they also operationalized as performance on a
radar-tracking simulation scenario that was longer, more difficult, and more complex
than their given training scenarios. Unlike many feedback interventions or training
interventions, adaptive guidance training provides participants with progressively tailored
information about what areas trainees should focus and improve on as they engage in
future task iterations, first focusing on basic task knowledge and skills and later moving
toward more complex and strategic knowledge and skills. Bell & Kozlowski found that
adaptive guidax;ce was related to more appropriate study and practice strategies, more on
task cognition, and higher self-efficacy. In turn, these factors influenced task knowledge
and skill, which ultimately positively predicted adaptive performance.

A number of studies focused on error-based training (cf. Frese & Altmann, 1989)
have also shown effects on adaptive performance. Error training encourages learners to
actively acquire information and skill by exploring the task, testing hypotheses, and using
trial-and-error methods. In a pair of studies utilizing a driving simulation, Ivancic &
Hesketh (2000) showed that those who received error training, as opposed to those
receiving training that discouraged making errors, were better able to adapt their skills
and perform on an adaptive transfer test that required a different strategy than was used in
training to avoid a collision. Keith & Frese (2005) found similar results using an
overhead slide creation training task, in which participants had to perform a more

difficult and complex slide creation task. Furthermore, Keith & Frese found that self-
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regulatory activities related to emotion control (e.g. Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989; Kanfer,
Ackerman, & Heggestad, 1996) and metacognition (e.g. Flavell, 1979; Nelson, 1996)
mediated the effects of error training on adaptive transfer.

A series of works by Kozlowski and colleagues further discussed the importance
and development of adaptive performance with the primary focus being on developing
adaptive teams. Kozlowski, Gully, Salas, and Cannon-Bowers (1996a); Kozlowski,
Gully, McHugh, Salas, and Cannon-Bowers (1996b); Kozlowski (1998); and Kozlowski,
Gully, Nason, and Smith (1999) offer the perspective that team adaptability and
coordination are functions of team coherence (i.e. shared affect, cognition, and behaviors
in the team). While these works focus on the team level and, thus, are beyond the scope
of this review, it is important to note that Kozlowski and colleagues (1996a, 1996b)
explicitly discuss the importance of individual task and skill training and development
within dynamic, repeating cycles of task intensity over time and how this development is
- an important step in the development of adaptive teams (Kozlowski et al, 1999).

While the studies described above focus primarily on predicting adaptive
performance as an event, other work has focused more on defining different types of
adaptive performance that may be required on the job. Coming from something of a
performance rating perspective, Pulakos et al. (2000) focused on building a taxonomy of
different types of adaptive performance at the individual level. Pulakos et al. worked
from a definition that adaptive performance constituted “situations in which individuals
modified their behavior to meet the demands of a new situation or event or a changed
environment”(p. 615). This view of adaptation is clearly situation-driven, and based on

an initial review of relevant literature and a subsequent analysis of a number of critical
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incidents that described occasions of actual adaptive performance on a job, Pulakos et al.
put forth eight dimensions of adaptive performance: (1) solving problems creatively, (2)
Dealing with uncertain or unpredictable work situations, (3) learning new tasks,
technologies, and procedures, (4) demonstrating interpersonal adaptability, (5)
demonstrating cultural adaptability , (6) demonstrating physically oriented adaptability ,
(7) handling work stress, and (8) handling emergency situations.

In a second study, Pulakos et al. (2000) empirically evaluated their eight-
dimension taxonomy of adaptive performance by constructing a performance-rating
instrument, the Job Adaptability Inventory (JAI), and administering it to more than 3,000
employees in a number of different occupations. Both an exploratory factor analysis and
a subsequent confirmatory factor analysis provided evidence supporting the eight-
dimension model. Pulakos et al. (2000) also provided evidence that different occupations
had varying levels of adaptive performance requirements and suggested that not all
dimensions of adaptive performance should be relevant for all jobs.

In a follow up, Pulakos et al. (2002) further explored the structure of adaptive
performance behaviors. Confirmatory factor analyses in this study also supported the
eight-dimension taxonomy of adaptive performance using predictor measures of adaptive
performance based on past experience, interest, and self-efficacy. However, both
exploratory and confirmatory f;actor analyses yielded difficult to interpret solutions for
measures of adaptive performance completed via supervisor ratings, thus suggesting that
raters had difficulty separating the dimensions when rating adaptive performance.

While the existing literature reviewed here on adaptive performance identifies a

number of important predictors and generally shows good support for the notion of
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adaptive performance as a relevant construct (e.g. Pulakos et al, 2000), it is not without
issues.

First of all, there is considerable conceptual disagreement regarding what
adaptability or adaptive performance actually is. Researchers coming from the individual
differences perspective such as Ployhart & Bliese (2006) and Cronshaw & Jethmalani
(2005) argue that adaptability is something that resides within the individual, and
therefore it is the set of personality factors, values, cognitive abilities, and the like that
truly define adaptability. On the other hand, work coming from the training perspective
such as Smith et al. (1997) argues that adaptability is essentially task performance or
effectiveness that is evidenced when people perform well and generalize their skills to a
related, but novel task. In this perspective, essential cognitive, behavioral, and affective
KSAO:s are perceived as being trainable, and it is the training itself that is essential as
adaptive performance flows from it. It is important here to highlight the fact that even
though these approaches are different, they do not completely contradict one another. In
both cases, KSAOs are seen as being important in determining adaptive performance.
However, their centrality to the notion of adaptability is debated.

Second, little attention has been paid to the types of task changes that people are
adapting to. Empirical work from both the individual difference/selection and
outcome/training perspectives on adaptation has been primarily done using an
operationalization of adaptive performance that focuses on effectiveness on a novel, more
difficult, and/or more complex version of a task that people are already familiar with.
While this approach is certainly reasonable in terms of operationalizing adaptive

performance as an outcome, it does little to help us understand if and how factors such as
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training techniques, task knowledge, self-efficacy, personality, cognitive ability, and
others predict adaptability to different types of task changes. Initial conceptual work
done in this domain by Pulakos and colleague (Pulakos et al 2000; 2002) and Ployhart &
Bliese (2006) certainly provides some needed push in this direction, but to date useful
empirical work has not followed suit.

Third, and possibly most important, there has been little work focused on
understanding what people are actually doing to adapt to changes in their task
environment. If one takes the most common perspective of adaptability as consisting of,
or evidenced by, performance on a novel, more difficult, and/or more complex version of
a learned task, it is hard to ignore the parallels with models of traditional job
performance. Specifically, the work by Campbell and colleagues (Campbell, 1990;
Campbell et al. 1993) is relevant here as they make a sharp distinction between
performance, which is the actual behavior that is under one’s control, and effectiveness or
productivity, which is the evaluation or results of performance and may be influenced by
numerous other factors (for example, the availability of necessary resources). Behavior,
and thus performance, is seen as being ongoing, dynamic, and continuous. The current
work on adaptability tends to ignore this in search of individual differences or training
techniques that ultimately influence what Campbell and colleagues refer to as
effectiveness. While a number of studies have examined self-regulatory processes
related to behavior during training or skill acquisition (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Ford et
al., 1998; Kozlowski et al., 2001), these have generally not focused specifically on
looking at in situ factors that may influence actual behavior during the time period where

people are attempting to adapt to a task change.
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There are, however, a few exceptions. Although they strongly advocate an
individual differences approach to adaptability, Ployhart & Bliese (2006) do provide an
initial, albeit very general, discussion of how these individual differences may influence
people’s ability to identify situational cues that denote the need to change, select
appropriate strategies, and monitor and regulate their behavior when trying to adapt.
Furthermore, a multilevel empirical study conducted by Chen et al. (2005) examined
adaptive performance as transfer performance on a novel version of an attack helicopter
flight simulation scenario that was more dynamic and complex than the practice/training
scenarios. Chen et al proposed homologous models at the individual and team levels that
focused on task knowledge, efficacy, and task skill as predictors of performance through
self-regulatory activities related to goal choice and goal striving (e.g. Kanfer, 1990;
Mitchell & Daniels, 2003) during adaptation. At the individual level, their results
suggested that within-episode goal striving processes mediated the positive relationship
between between-episode goal choice activities and adaptive performance. Furthermore,
Chen et al. found that task-related role knowledge and individual task skill were directly
related to adaptive performance.

While this work is certainly a step in the right direction, it is my assertion that
further attention needs to given to each of these issues. Specifically, a model that views
adaptation or adaptive performance as a process, rather than just an operationalization or
outcome, can help to shed some light on these issues. In the next section, I will propose
just such a conceptual model with the intention of using it as a guide to further explore

issues related to in situ cognitive and behavioral self-regulatory processes occurring
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during adaptation as well as how the process of adapting to different types of task change

may differ.

17



The Adaptation Process
Viewing adaptability as a process essentially entails thinking about it as a

multitude of dynamic behaviors and cognitions that are engaged in with the purpose of
adapting to a change in one’s task environment. While existing definitions of
adaptability vary somewhat in focus and scope (see Appendix A), they all include this
element of success in responding to a task change. However, as suggested earlier, many
of these definitions focus on adaptability as residing within the individual or on
adaptability as generalization of trained skills. To think of adaptability as a process, a
different type of definition needs to be used, one that focuses on behavior as well as
effectiveness. This is consistent with the aforementioned view of Campbell and
colleagues (e.g. Campbell, 1990; Campbell et al. 1993) that performance is the actual
behavior that people engage in, while effectiveness is the outcome of that behavior.
From this perspective, the object of adaptability (i.e. adaptive performance) is to perform
effectively (i.e. improve, maintain, or limit decrements) in the new task environment,
while adaptability itself can be thoughAt of as the behaviors and cognitions that people
engage in toward this end and the process of determining what these behaviors will be.
Given this, I will use the following definition of adaptability as the foundation for this
study.

Adaptability, or adaptive performance, is the process of using existing

knowledge and skill to appropriately and functionally align behavior with task

and/or environment changes in a way that improves, maintains, or limits

decrements in performance effectiveness.
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In my opinion, this type of dynamic approach to adaptability provides a
substantially more appropriate framework for thinking about how people actually adapt
to task changes, as opposed to previous work that focuses primarily on what factors
predict performance effectiveness in changing situations. In addition, this type of view
further opens the door for existing research on job performance and behavior to be
incorporated and integrated into theories of adaptive performance.

One such area of research that may be especially useful is related to self-
regulation of behavior. Indeed, Chen et al. (2005) provide some initial evidence that in
situ self-regulatory activities can be beneficial for adaptation. While encouraging, the
work by Chen et al. can best be seen as an initial, broad attempt at showing the
importance of self-regulatory factors as essential parts of an adaptability process. The
purpose of this section is to further this line of thinking and provide a way of tying
adaptation as a process more strongly to existing models of self-regulated behavior.

While a number of views and definitions of self-regulation exist (cf. Kanfer,
1990; Vancouver, 2000), one definition that is especially relevant here is provided by
Karoly (1993), who suggests that self-regulation can be thought of as processes “that
enable an individual to guide his/her goal-directed activities over time and across
changing circumstances” (p. 25). One can easily see the parallel that this perspective has
with the view of adaptability described above, as both focus on activities or behaviors
over time across changing circumstances or task demands. Furthermore, and consistent
with the definition of adaptability offered above, the idea of engaging in behaviors in
order to perform at a certain level or standard is considered to be possibly the most

ubiquitous and central element of theories of self-regulation (Kanfer, 1990; Vancouver,
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2000). However, the self-regulation literature has not generally dealt with how people
respond to task or environment driven changes in performance-related goals or standards
over time, and thus, has not gained a great deal of traction as a conceptual foundation in
the adaptive performance literature.

One perspective on self-regulation that may be especially helpful for thinking
about adaptability is that based on control theory. Control theory encompasses a number
of related perspectives that tie their roots to mechanical control systems and cybernetics
in engineering (e.g. Weiner, 1948), and it was brought into psychology in early iterations
by works by Miller, Galanter, and Pribram (1960) and Powers (1973). While a number
of more modern variations of control theory exist (Hyland, 1988; Klein, 1989; Lord &
Levy, 1994; Carver & Scheier, 1981, 1982, 2001), they share many of the same common
features stemming from the initial conceptualizations.

A key feature that serves as the foundation for nearly every one of these models is
the negative feedback loop (Klein, 1991; Vancouver, 2000). The negative feedback loop
dictates that during goal-directed behavior, people are focused on reducing a discrepancy
between their current state and the goal or standard that they are trying to achieve. In
general, there are three common types of reactions that are considered to happen in
response to goal-performance discrepancies (Carver & Scheier, 1981; Kanfer, 1990).
The first would be retaining the same goal and increasing one’s effort or changing one’s
strategy, the second would be to lower one’s standard and maintain the level of effort
exerted or keep the same strategy, and the final would be to abandon the goal altogether,
thus ending the self-regulatory cycle. For example, if an employee had a goal to produce

one hundred widgets in an hour, but was only currently producing eighty widgets per
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hour, the discrepancy would be twenty widgets. The person could work harder or change
their strategy to produce more widgets, lower the goal to 80 widgets and work just as
hard, or simply quit.

More specifically, control theory-based models of self-regulation suggest that
there are a series of specific steps one goes through in an attempt to identify and reduce
these goal-performance discrepancies. Figure 1 shows a general control theory-based
heuristic of self-regulated behavior. In this type of model, behavior is aimed at reaching
a goal or desired end-state, which is thought to serve as a driver of behavior (Kanfer,
1990; Locke, 1968; Locke & Latham, 1990; Vancouver, 2000). As mentioned earlier, a
comparison function is used to determine the discrepancy between one’s current state or
level of performance and the goal or desired state. This discrepancy, then, drives action
aimed at reducing it. In the case of a discrepancy, plans are developed and behavior
consistent with these plans is enacted. This behavior, along with environmental factors
and constraints, results in one’s actual level of effectiveness. Subsequently, performance
feedback, which can come from a variety of sources, serves as the input that allows for
the next comparison between current state and desired goal or standard to be made, thus
re-initiating the cycle.

While control theory models of motivated behavior have received support, they
are not without their detractors (cf. Klein, 1991; Locke, 1991; Vancouver, 2000).
However, the use of control theory here is meant as a heuristic to help describe motivated
behavior, and as such is mereli' a surface level description of control theory models of
behavior. This discussion is not intended to fully represent more sophisticated and well-

developed control theory models aimed at predicting work motivation and behavior

21



(Klein, 1989) or motivated behavior in general (Carver & Scheier, 1981, 1982, 2001), but
rather to use the foundation of control theory as a platform for thinking about adaptive
performance in a dynamic, self-regulated manner and organizing measurement and
hypothesis generation.

As suggested earlier, the type of dynamic cognitive and behavioral perspective
characterized by control theory models is consistent with a process approach to
adaptability. From this type of view, adaptation is not just performance effectiveness at a -
given point in time; it is an ongoing process of assessing the situation and examining the
appropriateness of one’s actions and levels of performance against a referent standard or
goal. However, one issue with relying on control theory in its heuristic form as described
above is that control theory considers these goal-directed regulatory activities as
something of a closed system, where it is often assumed (at least implicitly) that one’s
standard is fairly stable left on its own and that the methods or strategies for reaching that
standard, once discovered, should continue to remain viable. I believe that thinking about
adaptation in this manner demands more of an “open system” perspective, where the
situation or task demands can change, thus rendering previously appropriate strategies or
levels of effort insufficient. How then, can control theory be used as a referent for
thinking about adaptability? It is my assertion that an additional component must be
added that allows for goals or standards and the strategies necessary to achieve them to
change over time and, thus, incorporates or merges the process perspective of adaptability
into control ﬁ1wry as an overarching framework.

Figure 2 shows an attempt to highlight how adaptability can be thought of from a

process perspective, using control theory as a foundation. This heuristic is constructed
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with the intention of providing a provision for goals or targets to change over time, as is
the case in situations that require adaptability. While much of the control theory heuristic
as described above remains intact, one critical component is added here. The notion of
source determination is based on the idea that when goal-performance discrepancies
exist, people will attempt to develop explanations and attributions regarding the source of
that discrepancy. Some work based in control theory has dealt with this notion of
attributions (Carver & Scheier, 1981; Klein, 1989), but they have primarily focused on
attributions aimed at factors related to ability, effort, luck, and task difficulty, in line with
the work by Weiner and colleagues (Weiner, 1985: Weiner, Russell, & Lerman, 1979).

In regard to adaptability, another type of attribution would need to be considered, one that
attributes the cause of the discrepancy not to inadequacies in one’s existing ability levels,
effort levels, or strategies, but rather to an actual change that has occurred in the nature of
the task.

A task change is often novel, and cues that the task is changing can come from a
variety of different situations. For example, Louis and Sutton (1991) suggest that cues
for change can come from situations that are perceived or experienced as being novel or
unusual, unexpected discrepancies or failures, or deliberate requests calling for new
strategies or procedures. It is my belief that in order to be able to deal with these cues
and changes, people need to go through a series of processes in order to determine the
source of the task change and what the appropriate behaviors are to adapt to it.

These steps involve first detecting that a change in the task environment has
occurred. Following that, a person must gather appropriate information in order to

diagnose the nature of the change in the task. Finally, the person must develop
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appropriate strategies and act in accordance with them in order to perform well on the
task. These steps and their associated outcomes are represented in the process model
shown in Figure 3 and will be discussed in greater detail in the following sections.
Detection

When a discrepancy occurs on a task, people first need to notice the discrepancy
and then they need to determine its source. If that discrepancy results from a change in
the task environment, I assert that people need to be able to recognize that it is the task
itself that is the cause of the change, not their own failings, in order to successfully adapt.
Therefore, the first stage in the adaptation process is detection of a given change.

Detection or recognition of a change is fundamental to determining what kind of
change occurred and, ultimately, adapting to that change (Ployhart & Bliese, 2006), as
these steps cannot proceed without awareness that a change occurred. Consistent with
self-regulatory models of motivated behavior, self-monitoring and self-evaluation should
be critical processes for detecting a change. Self-monitoring refers to attention that one
gives to different aspects of his or her behavior (Kanfer, 1990; Kanfer & Ackerman,
1989). These processes are 'thought to provide an individual with information about the
consequences of his or her actions. Self-evaluation refers to the process by which
individuals compare their progress to their desired goal (Kanfer, 1990; Kanfer &
Ackerman, 1989). Feedback plays an important role here as well, as it is the information
people use to compare against their goal or plan(s). Monitoring and evaluation, then,
allow for goal-performance comparisons and are key processes in identifying

discrepancies.
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However, I believe that the ability to successfully detect changes in a given task is
predicated on having basic knowledge of the given task and environment, which has been
shown to be related to adaptive performance (Chen et al, 2005; Ford et al, 1998;
Kozlowski et al., 2001). The skill acquisition literature discusses a number of different
types of knowledge that underlie skilled performance. Two types of knowledge that are
relevant here are declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge.

Declarative knowledge is the most basic level of knowledge about a task or skill.
It refers to knowledge of different facts, concepts, definitions, instructions, strategies, etc
about a given task (Anderson, 1982). This knowledge, however, is tied directly to the
task at hand and it is primarily based on surface level characteristics such as exposure,
recall, retention, and memorization rather than deep understanding of the structure of the
task. Declarative knowledge, however, does not directly deal with rules or processes that
direct behavior.

These rules are part of procedural knowledge (Anderson, 1982; 1993).

Procedural knowledge is concerned with links between stimulus-response contingencies
and forms the basis for performance of a given task. Procedural knowledge accumulates
with time and experience on a given task, and as it develops it allows for performance
that is quick and highly accurate.

Declarative and procedural knowledge form the basic understanding of how to
behave and perform in relation to a given task, without necessarily containing knowledge
of why given strategies, rules, or behaviors are appropriate. Since these types of
knowledge can be based primarily on memorization and rote repetition, they do not in

and of themselves signify a complex understanding of the key elements of the task and
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their relationships. Because of this, declarative and procedural knowledge on the existing
task should allow people to detect, or notice, that task rules, elements, strategies, etc. that
change. When routine experts, i.e. people who posses large amounts of declarative and
procedural knowledge (Smith et al, 1997), notice goal-performance discrepancies on a
well-learned task, their task knowledge should allow them to attribute the discrepancies
to external (i.e. task change) rather than internal sources. However, the declarative and
procedural knowledge they possess should not provide any means for them to
successfully diagnose the nature of the problem since it is not necessarily based on a
well-developed understanding of the task.

A simple task, such as using a remote control to turn on a television, can be used
as an example. A pefson with declarative and procedural knowledge of the task knows
that when the objective is turn on the television, he or she can pick up the remote control,
point it at the television, and hit the power button, which should result in the television
turning on. However, a number of changes could occur such as a dead battery, a new
remote control with a different configuration, or something in the way of the television
that blocks the signal. Each of these would cause a problem and the end result would be
a goal-performance discrepancy in which the television does not turn on. In any case, the
person should detect a change and realize that since the previously successful strategy no
longer works, something must be wrong and it should be attributed to the task or the
environment itself. Therefore, a change is detected, and the person now needs to figure
out what exactly has changed and how to adapt to that change. The ability to detect this

change, however, is built upon both a foundation of declarative/procedural task
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knowledge as well as active self-monitoring and self-evaluation that allows that
knowledge to be applied.
Diagnosis

Diagnosis is the second step in the process of adaptation. Briefly, diagnosis can
be déﬁned as ascertaining the cause or nature of change in the given task. Whereas
detection deals primarily with answering the question of whether or not a change
occurred, diagnosis deals with understanding why and how that change occurred.
Diagnosis in this manner is an active, controlled cognitive process (e.g. Ackerman, 1992;
Louis, & Sutton, 1991; Schneider & Chein, 2003). When tasks (or components of tasks)
do not provide high levels of consistency in terms of the stimuli that occur and/or the
appropriate responses, as is the case when elements of a task change, upon detecting the
change and attributing it to the task people should need to engage in conscious, effortful
processing in order to determine the nature of the change. The process of diagnosis
should focus on just this, with the primary initial goal of developing or acquiring
additional declarative and procedural knowledge about the novel task that is being faced,
which can then be used to understand the nature of the change.

Research on active learning and training provides a bit of a parallel for thinking
about how people responding to change may go about learning and understanding the
elements of a novel task. In the training literature, active learning approaches give people
control over their own learning and skill development (Bell & Kozlowski, 2008; Salas &
Cannon-Bowers, 2001) by using techniques such as exploratory learning (Frese et al.,
1988; McDaniel & Schlager, 1990) where people are not provided with structured

training and instead are encouraged to explore, experiment, and even make errors in order
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to learn from them (e.g. Frese & Altmann, 1989; Ivancic & Hesketh, 2000; Keith &
Frese, 2005). These techniques have been shown to lead to higher levels of knowledge
gain and training performance (Frese et al., 1988), as well as adaptability (Ivancic &
Hesketh, 2000; Keith & Frese, 2005). Because training interventions do not exist during
adaptation, it is likely the case that people who are trying to adapt go about learning
about the novel task in a similar manner, by exploring and trying to gain knowledge
about the parts of the task that have changed.

However, one large difference exists when trying to adapt to a change as opposed
to learning or being trained to do a completely novel task. As the definition of
adaptability provided above states, the process of adaptation involves using existing
knowledge and skills to help in a novel, but not completely new, task. One approach that
may be particular useful for understanding how previous knowledge and skill may aid in
learning about the key elements of a novel task in an adaptive situation is provided by
Lovett and Schunn (1999). In discussing how base-rate and cue-predictiveness
information can be used to make decisions, Lovett and Schunn provide a discussion of
how people use previous experience and knowledge in a task domain to help learn about,
understand, and represent a task. Essentially, a task representation here refers to the
features of a given task or problem that people learn and use to gather and filter
information to understand the task as a whole. These features include things such as key
definitions, information, and contingencies that influence appropriate strategies,
decisions, or behaviors. Lovett and Schunn (1999) argue that an individual’s existing
knowledge regarding the task is used to help define what features of the task are most

important or influential and how new information about the task is attended to, gathered,
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and organized to build understanding of the task itself. Thus, well-developed existing
task knowledge can be used to organize and direct the acquisition additional information,
which can then be used to diagnose the nature of a task change.

Work on recognition-primed decision making (Klein, 1993) also discusses how
previous knowledge and experience can guide processes related to learning about and
assessing a task change. Briefly, this work suggests that experts use their knowledge and
experience as foundations for consciously assessing a situation in order to understand the
goals that can be accomplished and narrow in on information that is potentially useful for
understanding the task, problem, or decision at hand.

Going back to the example of the turning on the television with a remote control,
in order to diagnose the nature of the change, the person would have to examine and
explore the elements of the task (television, remote, environment, etc.) and try to gain
additional knowledge about things that may have changed and how they changed. For
example, it may be the case that the person has a new television and the remote functions
differently. Using existing knowledge, the person may be able to guide their search for
information to find a manual and quickly learn new facts, definitions, and so forth
regarding the television and remote control and how they operate. This additional
knowledge, then, could provide the basis for future strategic and behavioral change.
However, as Lovett and Schunn (1999) point out, this would serve primarily as a
knowledge base and, therefore, would not necessarily provide direct prescriptions for
behavior. While this new task knowledge in and of itself is crucial, the process through
which that knowledge is applied in a given situation and used to direct action is vital, and

it is the core of strategic and behavioral adaptation.
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Adaptation

As suggested earlier, adaptation, or adaptive performance, can be thought of as
the ability to use existing knowledge and skill to appropriately and functionally align
behavior with task and/or environment changes in a way that improves, maintains, or
limits decrements in performance effectiveness. One key to understanding the process of
adaptation is recognizing that the change that must be adapted to creates a task that
contains elements of novelty. By definition, a person performing on a task with novel
elements does not have a working pre-existing strategic contingency associated with the
task. Therefore, a potentially successful strategy must somehow be created, discovered,
or modified from an existing strategy. This process of identifying and implementing a
strategy is at the heart of the process of adaptation. Going back to the control theory
heuristic presented earlier in Figure 2 and the Campbell and colleagues distinction
between performance and effectiveness (Campbell, 1990; Campbell et al. 1993), this final
step determines the behavioral output, or performance, of the individual, which in turn
influences the effectiveness of adaptability.

While research on adaptability has focused on numerous antecedents to effective
adaptive performance such as individual differences, training techniques, and leader
behaviors, as well as on the importance of knowledge generalization in training (Kraiger
et al., 1993), little work has been done attempting to explicate the processes involved in
creating new strategies. Ployhart and Bliese (2006) do briefly touch on the importance of
proper strategy selection and implementation, but do little to describe how experience

and/or knowledge can influence this process. However, literature related to creativity,
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problem solving, and decision making provides some insight into how people use their
knowledge and experience to devise and select strategies for novel tasks.

Lovett and Schunn (1999) discuss the impact of previous knowledge and
experience on strategy development, selection, and implementation. Briefly, they
suggest that a person’s prior knowledge and experience with a given task will serve as a
constraint for the type of strategies that they can develop. Domain relevant knowledge
and skills are thought to compose the complete set of response patterns or strategies that
an individual currently possesses. These strategies form the foundation or basis from
which new strategies or plans can be synthesized or generated when a novel task is
encountered. Some of the strategies or pathways to success will be more or less
common, well practiced, or more or less obvious than others and, thus, more available to
the individual. Furthermore, prior experience with similar tasks can help guide strategy
selection and implementation, as some base rate information regarding success may
already be present.

A similar perspective is proposed in the creativity literature, in which a strategy or
behavior is considered to be creative to the extent that it is both novel and appropriate for
the task at hand (Amabile, 1983). One of the major aspects of creativity according to
Amabile is the ability of a person to break free from traditional strategies or ways of
thinking about a given task. This can take a number of forms. For example, breaking
cognitive set (Newell, Shaw, & Simon, 1962) involves aBandoning sets of old strategies
that are no longer successful, and breaking out of existing performance scripts (Schank &
Abelson, 1977) involves actively examining and, potentially, abandoning explicit sets of

steps for performing tasks (e.g. scripts or algorithms). The ability to successfully engage
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in these types of behaviors, then, is predicated on the level of understanding one has
regarding the current task and its similarities and differences when compared to tasks
where the individual has previous experience.

Work on recognition-primed decision making (Klein, 1993) also provides
thoughts on linking existing task knowledge and skill with the ability to systematically
create, implement, and evaluate strategies. As described eariier, this approach suggests
that experts use their knowledge and experience to help assess and understand a new task
situation. Klein (1993) also suggests that existing knowledge and experience can be used
to form expectations and identify potential actions and strategies. Experience provides the
means for categorizing types of situations, and therefore guides strategy selection and
implementation based on the success of strategies used in similar situations.

Returning to the running example, knowledge gained in the diagnosis stage and
the person’s previous experience with similar tasks can help guide strategy formulation
and implementation aimed at using the remote control to turn on the new television. In
this case, it may be that the television has to be taken off standby power before being
turned on. Information gained from reading the manual, or previous experience with
other items of technology with similar features could help lead the person to the
appropriate strategy. The enacted strategy and resulting behavior are then fed back into
the control cycle, which should lead to successful performance and removal of the
existing goal-performance discrepancy, or trigger another cycle of detection, diagnosis,

and adaptation should the discrepancy still exist.
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Adaptability to Different Types of Task Change

The steps in the adaptability process discussed above are meant to generalize
across the different types of task change that people may face. However, it may be the
case that these steps take on different levels of importance for different types of task
change. Much of the empirical work conducted on adaptability or adaptive performance,
though, has taken something of a “catch-all” approach to manipulating task change and
operationalizing adaptive performance. For example, many of the studies using computer
simulation tasks (i.e. Bell & Kozlowski, 2008; Chen et al, 2005; Ford et al, 1998;
Kozlowski et al., 2001) manipulated change in similar ways, by including multiple
changes such as additional targets or task elements, changes in task sequencing or
prioritization rules, and/or longer performance trials. While these types of
operationalizations are useful as a starting point, they are likely insufficient for work
aimed at understand what people are actually doing to adapt to different types of changes
or how individual difference characteristics influence adaptability to different types of
changes.

One initial approach to categorizing different types of change has been put forth
by Pulakos and colleagues (Pulakos et al, 2000; 2002). Recall that Pulakos et al. (2000)
focused on constructing a taxonomy of different types of adaptive performance. Pulakos
et al. (2000; 2000) described eight dimensions of adaptive performance: (1) solving
problems creatively, (2) Dealing with uncertain or unpredictable work situations, (3)
learning new tasks, technologies, and procedures, (4) demonstrating interpersonal
adaptability, (5) demonstrating cultural adaptability, (6) demonstrating physically

oriented adaptability, (7) handling work stress, and (8) handling emergency situations.
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This taxonomy serves as a foundation for theoretical work by Ployhart & Bliese (2006)
focusing on adaptability as a set of individual differences. Briefly, Ployhart & Bliese
suggest that individual differences related to cognitive ability, personality, interests, and
physical ability differentially predict adaptive performance based on the type of task
change one is facing.

While the work by Pulakos and colleagues (Pulakos et al, 2000; 2002) and
Ployhart and Bliese (2006) is certainly valuable, it focuses primarily on different types of
tasks that people have to respond to change in rather than the underlying structure of the
task and what parts of a given task are actually changing. This approach is something of
a “between task approach”, which is useful for differentiating among large classes of
tasks. This type of approach, though, does little in helping to understand how people
actually respond to different types of task change.

An alternative approach that focuses on breaking down the elements of a given
task and classifying change based upon them should be more useful to this end, as it
could potentially serve as a foundation for determining cognitive and motivational
processes related to adaptation and how they may differ when different parts or elements
of the task change. This would be more of a “within task approach”, focused on what
parts of a given task are actually changing over time. This type of approach would not
conflict with the existing framework provide by Pulakos et al. (2000), but instead could
be used to further understand how people go about responding the different types of
change identified therein and what individual differences should be predictive of these

different types of change.

34



One categorization of task elements that could be useful in examining tasks from
this type of perspective is that proposed by Wood (1986). Wood (1986) provides an
approach to viewing tasks that focuses primarily on the behaviors required for performing
them. This type of viewpoint helps to isolate task characteristics from other factors such
as person characteristics, motivation, and environmental constraints that can also be
related to one’s ability to perform tasks and adapt to task changes. From a theoretical
standpoint, this is desirable as it helps to more clearly separate different tasks from one
another and articulate the different types of changes in a given task itself that necessitate
adaptation.

According to Wood’s (1986) framework, tasks can be broken down into three
core components that are thought to describe their basic form and structure. These core
components can be used to describe the parameters of a given task as long as the task
includes some sort of behavioral act(s) and has a readily identifiable product.

Products can be thought of as the observed and measurable results of acts (Wood,
1986). Products are the results of given behaviors and can be observed and measured
independently of the given behaviors. The product of an act is the actual effectiveness,
and would be the comparison point used for determining goal-performance discrepancies.
In order to break a task down into its core components, Wood suggests that the product of
a given task must first be identified. Once specified and described, the attributes of a task
such as quantity, quality, timeliness, etc. provide the basis for identifying the other core
components of the task.

The second core component of a task, according to Wood (1986), is the required

set of behavioral acts. Acts can be thought of as the behavioral responses a person should
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engage in during a given task in order to achieve the specified level and type of
performance effectiveness suggested by the product of the task. While behaviors can be
broken down into many different levels (neural level, individual movement, etc.), a
behavioral act in this framework is best thought of as a “pattern of behaviors with some
identifiable purpose or direction” (Wood, 1986, p. 5). The purpose is usually identifiable
as an entire behavior such as “lifting a box”, “scanning an item”, or “printing a
document”.

The final core component of tasks according to the Wood (1986) framework is the
informational cue. Informational cues are bits of information about the characteristics of
a task stimulus that an individual can use to make decisions and judgments during
performance on the given task. It is important to note that not all stimuli received during
task engagement can be classified as informational cues. Informational cues are only
those stimuli that can be used make discriminations between different potential behaviors
or courses of action.

In order to understand adaptability, it is essential to understand the nature of
task(s) being performed. The Wood (1986) task framework as described above can be
very useful in this pursuit. From a theoretical perspective, identification of the outcomes,
behavioral acts, and informational cues that define the given task environment provide
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