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Author’s Note: The year 1997 marks the 
50th anni ver sary of the US Air Force and my 
20th continu ous year at Air Univer sity both in 
and out of uniform. Such “round” anni ver sa
ries lead to the personal retro spec tion that was 
the genesis of this arti cle. 

FOR MER Air Force chief of staff Gen 
Mi chael Dugan once commented to 
me that the Air Force is produc ing a 
gen era tion of illit er ate truck drivers. 

He worried that offi cers who aspire to senior 
lead er ship posi tions know a great deal about
air planes and precious little about airpower. 
They can skillfully talk with their hands 
about air tactics but are ill prepared to think 
with their heads about air strategy. 

Hy per bole? Perhaps a bit, but there is 
more ground truth in General Dugan’s state
ment than any of us would like to admit. For 
20 years I have watched the crème de la 
crème of the Air Force offi cer corps come to 
Air Univer si ty’s Air Command and Staff Col
lege (ACSC) and Air War College (AWC). For 
the most part, these offi cers have been ap
pall ingly igno rant of the bedrock founda
tion of airpower thinking, virtu ally
oblivi ous to airpower theory and its devel
op ment, and without any appre cia tion of 
air power history and its meaning.1 These of
fi cers are products of an Air Force system 
that does not reward per sonal profes sional 
de vel op ment, promotes ir rele vant academic 
edu ca tion, and thus places an insup port able 
bur den on the formal profes sional military
edu ca tion (PME) system. 

Be fore getting into the meat of this argu
ment, it is worthwhile to consider why all of 
this is impor tant, why General Dugan was so 
con cerned, and why I share that concern. We 
should begin with the proposi tion that the 
next genera tion of Air Force leaders should 
be more capa ble than the current genera
tion. If they are not, we will have failed in 
one of our most impor tant duties—pre par ing 
those who will follow in our footsteps. We 
will have failed to pass along the accu mu
lated wisdom of the past and our own con
tri bu tions to that wisdom. Every genera tion 

of Air Force leader ship should be better than 
its predeces sors. 

In my judgment, the recipe that produces 
su pe rior military leaders has three key ingre
di ents—train ing, expe ri ence, and educa tion. 
The need for training and expe ri ence is ob
vi ous. Training provides mental and physical 
skills and disci plines required to succeed in 
the face of great danger, uncer tainty, and 
con fu sion. Expe ri ence devel ops matur ity of 
judg ment by testing and temper ing both 
body and soul and by provid ing expo sure to 
lead er ship role models both good and bad. 
But what about profes sional educa tion? 
Why is it such a key element? 

In a sense, educa tion is concen trated ex
pe ri ence that can broaden an indi vidu al’s 
ex pe ri ence base. Our personal expe ri ence is 
al ways narrow, limited to those things we 
have actu ally done, places we have actu ally 
been, and people we have actu ally known. 
Pro fes sional educa tion allows us to vicari
ously take part in the expe ri ences of others 
in differ ent times and far-off places. Under-
stand ing what Billy Mitchell went through 
try ing to sell airpower to a hidebound Army, 
or how Ira Eaker coped with the disas trous 
losses of the Schweinfurt-Regensburg raids, 
or why Tooey Spaatz argued so vehe mently 
with Dwight Eisen hower about the pre–D-
Day use of heavy bombers—these and a 
thou sand other subjects profes sional educa
tion should address—can create context, per-
spec tive, and insight for our narrow, 
per sonal expe ri ence. 

Edu ca tion provides the luxury of dissect
ing and analyz ing expe ri ence without the 
exi gen cies of the event—and it is the analysis 
of expe ri ence that is critically impor tant. As 
the Prussian soldier-philosopher- king Freder ick 
the Great noted over two hundred years ago, 
it is the ability to analyze and learn from ex
pe ri ence that separates those who will be 
great leaders from those who will be “occu
pied with trifling matters and rusted by 
gross igno rance.”2 Reasoned analysis fosters 
the ability to think broadly, deeply, and 
criti cally. It nurtures the drive to analyze
hon estly, fairly, and thoroughly. It demands 
logi cal yet creative synthe sis. 
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Edu ca tion for our offi cer corps comes in 
three varie ties. First, there are infor mal, 
career- long, personal professional-
development efforts—read ing journals and 
books, attend ing confer ences, and so 
forth—the kinds of personal-development ac
tivi ties that lie at the heart of all tradi tional 
“pro fes sions.” Second is formal academic 
edu ca tion. An under gradu ate degree has 
long been a prereq ui site for receiv ing an Air 
Force offi cer’s commis sion, and graduate-
level educa tion is nearly a neces sity for pro
mo tion to and above field-grade levels. Fi
nally, there is formal PME, which for Air 
Force field-grade offi cers is centered at Air 
Uni ver si ty’s ACSC and AWC.3 The remain der 
of this analysis will exam ine these three edu
ca tional modes. 

Air Force efforts to promote infor mal, 
per sonal, career-long profes sional devel op
ment have been very limited and largely in
ef fec tive. There are no carrots, no special 
re wards or recog ni tion for offi cers who inde
pend ently pursue profes sional knowledge. 
Of fi cer evaluation forms provide no block to 
check and no rating standard for offi cers 
who have read a good profes sional book. 
Pro mo tion recom men da tion forms provide 
no recog ni tion, nor does the Air Force give 
any special consid era tion to offi cers who 
have taken it upon themselves to study the 
art of war. It would be nice if we needed no 
car rots. In an ideal Air Force, offi cers would 
work hard to increase their knowledge sim
ply because it is the profes sional thing to do.
Un for tu nately, downsized forces without 
down sized respon si bili ties, increased oper at
ing tempos in the New World Order, and 
other such tempo ral tyran nies require offi
cers to weigh the costs and benefits of every
com pet ing demand for their time. Without 
any tangi ble carrots, personal profes sional
de vel op ment can easily drop off the prior ity 
screen. 

Lack of carrots may explain the demise of 
Pro ject War rior, which was, in part, an inno
va tive at tempt to encour age airmen to study
air power theory and history. The program 
widely distrib uted a remark able library of 
airpower- related books includ ing reprints of 

clas sic texts such as Giulio Douhet’s The 
Com mand of the Air and George C. Kenney’s 
Gen eral Kenney Reports as well as original 
works devel oped specifi cally for Project 
War rior. The program began in the early 
1980s with consid er able fanfare and the sup-
port of then chief of staff Gen Lew Allen. It 
ended igno mini ously in the early 1990s, suf
fer ing from lack of inter est, lack of results 
and, ulti mately, lack of money. 

For mer Air Force chief of staff

Gen Michael Dugan once

com mented to me that the

Air Force is produc ing a genera tion

of illit er ate truck drivers.


Al though there are no tangi ble carrots for 
in for mal professional-development efforts, 
the Air Force provides many rewards for 
those who obtain graduate degrees in formal 
academic- education programs. The most im
por tant of these carrots is that the Air Force 
rec ords, graduate degrees on person nel rec
ords where they can be an impor tant (some 
would argue crucial) consid era tion for pro
mo tion boards. With such an incen tive, it is 
no wonder that about 50 percent of all ac
tive duty offi cers possess a graduate-level 
de gree.4 Many, if not most, of those degrees 
have come through civil ian univer sity pro-
grams recruited by local educa tion offices to 
pro vide a vari ety of graduate programs on 
nearly every Air Force instal la tion around 
the world. 

But what kinds of degrees? The most re-
cent data available to me indi cates that of 
the 322 on-base master’s-degree- granting
pro grams at 133 Air Force loca tions, exactly 
two—let me repeat that—exactly two of those 
pro grams directly concern the art of war 
(one program in national secu rity studies 
and one program in military history). An-
other group of 19 programs had tangen tial 
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re la tion ships to the art of war (degrees in in
ter na tional rela tions and inter na tional pol-
icy). By far the most common degree 
pro grams offered on Air Force bases are 
busi ness related (business admini stra tion, 
hu man resources manage ment, etc.).5 Thus, 
the Air Force is in the paradoxi cal posi tion 
of putting a high value on graduate-level 
edu ca tion that is largely irrele vant to its rai
son d’être. The Air Force seems unable or 
un will ing to distin guish the value of a 
gradu ate degree in business from the value 
of a graduate degree in national secu rity
stud ies or military history. This is not to 
deni grate business admini stra tion degrees 
but to point out that some fields of study 
are more germane to the art of war. Perhaps 
we need to remind ourselves that our busi
ness is not business. Our business is war. 

In my judgment, the recipe that 
pro duces supe rior military leaders 

has three key ingre di ents—train ing,
ex pe ri ence, and educa tion. 

With no carrots for personal profes sional 
de vel op ment and with academic educa tion 
that is likely to be irrele vant, it is no wonder 
that students arrive at ACSC and AWC in a 
con di tion remind ing General Dugan of illit
er ate truck drivers. By acci dent or by design, 
we have come to rely almost entirely on the 
for mal PME system to teach the funda men
tals of the art of aerial warfare. This is a very 
sad situation because even in ideal circum
stances, there is no way that two 10-month 
vis its to Air Univer sity can adequately re-
place career-long, personal profes sional de
vel op ment and relevant academic educa tion.
Un for tu nately, circum stances at ACSC and 
AWC are not ideal. From the earli est days of 
Air Univer sity, ACSC and AWC have been be-
set by major inter re lated problems. Among 
the most vexing of these problems are lack 
of consen sus about curric ula and rapid turn-
over of senior leader ship. 

Over the entire history of Air Univer sity, 
there has never been a broad, let alone last
ing, consen sus about the proper curric ula 
for ACSC and AWC. Guidance and advice 
from the most senior command levels, con
gres sional commit tees, boards of visitors, 
and special panels have often been nebu
lous, conflict ing, or both. Lack of lasting
con sen sus led ACSC and AWC to imple ment 
nine major shifts in curric ula empha sis—on 
av er age a major shift every five years—from 
the time of their founding through the mid-
1990s. Even more inter est ing, the shifts at 
ACSC and AWC did not mesh with each 
other, either in terms of timing or areas of 
em pha sis. Such unco or di nated changes sug
gest curric ula more influ enced by current 
whim than by a well-thought- out educa
tional doctrine.6 Frequent injec tion of “hot 
top ics” (some would call them fads) into al
ready crowded and rapidly changing curric
ula further compli cates the situation.7 

Al though curric ula often have changed, 
there have been identi fi able trends. In broad 
terms, ACSC and AWC have divided their 
cur ric ula (the propor tions have varied) be-
tween those subjects most closely related to 
air power employ ment (theory, doctrine, 
strat egy, history, etc.) and those subjects 
more closely related to the manage ment of a 
peace time Air Force (planning, program
ming, budget ing, person nel manage ment, 
etc.). Both areas are worthy of study, and 
each could profita bly fill a rigor ous, year-
long curricu lum. Taken together, however, 
the split curric ula gave credence to the most 
oft- mentioned criticism of both schools 
(i.e., curric ula a mile wide and an inch 
deep). There simply is not enough time to
ex plore both areas in depth. 

This observer has long champi oned war-
fighting curric ula for a very straightfor ward 
rea son. Civil ian schools can and do teach 
man age ment, govern ment opera tions, and 
the like. Only military schools can special ize 
in the art of war, and more specifi cally in 
the art of aerial warfare. My guess is that the
Ameri can taxpay ers did not found our PME 
in sti tu tions in order to mirror academic 
pro grams at civil ian univer si ties. The public 
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has a right to expect our PME schools to 
pro duce experts on warfare, not peacetime 
bu reau crats in uniform. 

Some would argue that curric ula focused 
on war fighting are well and good for those 
stu dents whose special ties deal directly with 
op era tions (flyers, missi leers, intel li gence of
fi cers, mainte nance offi cers, etc.) but are of 
lit tle construc tive conse quence to offi cers 
toil ing in support functions (person nel, 
finance, contract ing, procure ment, etc.). 
Nothing could be farther from the truth. It 
is time we recog nize that one of the princi
pal differ ences between a first- and second-
class military force is the quality of the sup-
port ing infra struc ture—how well we train, 
edu cate, moti vate, pay, feed, and house the 
force. Those who will lead the infra struc ture 
sup port ing our Air Force in the future must 
un der stand the connec tion between what 
they do and the ulti mate mission of the Air 
Force. They must under stand that much of 
what they do ulti mately affects combat capa
bil ity. Further, they must under stand that 
cir cum stances might require their support
ing function to oper ate in a diffi cult combat 
en vi ron ment. 

A classic exam ple of the kind of discon
nects that can develop between support and 
com bat opera tions was illus trated in a study 
done more than a decade ago at the Air-
power Research Insti tute. The study revealed 
that the automated and comput er ized mili
tary pay system, so effi cient in a stateside 
en vi ron ment, had, at that time, left the Air 
Force without the ability to handle even rou
tine pay matters in hostile envi ron ments. 
With all good inten tions and obvi ous igno
rance of the real world of military opera
tions, the system design ers had focused on 
peace time effi ciency rather than wartime ef
fec tive ness. The result of the study was a 
multimillion- dollar effort to correct the 
situa tion.8 The point is that there must be a 
solid connec tion between the point and the 
shaft of the spear. Under stand ing aerial war-
fare is not just a neces sity for the opera tors. 
Those who support airpower must also un
der stand what it is they are support ing, what 
is required of them, and under what circum

stances they must perform. PME curric ula
fo cused on war fighting is essen tial for the 
en tire force, not just for the opera tors. 

Tur bu lence, confu sion, and lack of con
sen sus in curric ula have been accom pa nied 
by—or perhaps caused by—leader ship turbu
lence in both ACSC and AWC. In the half 
cen tury since their founding, ACSC has had 
34 comman dants and AWC 25. The aver age 
ten ure for ACSC comman dants has been 
only 18 months; at AWC, comman dant ten
ure has been just slightly longer, aver ag ing 
24 months. My contacts in civil ian acade mia 
tell me that it typically requires five years to
di ag nose what needs to be done, design and 
put programs in place, and then evaluate 
and fine-tune these programs. Even if one 
as sumes that the hier ar chi cal and highly dis
ci plined nature of the military envi ron ment 
could drasti cally shorten the civil ian “five 
year rule,” the tenure of a typical comman
dant at ACSC and AWC still would seem in
suf fi cient to complete the curric ula change 
cy cle. 

Air Force efforts to promote infor
mal, personal, career-long profes
sional devel op ment have been very
lim ited and largely inef fec tive. 

The fact that virtu ally none of the com
man dants have had any expe ri ence in acade
mia other than being a student exac er bates 
the short-tenure problem. I reviewed the 
back grounds of all 21 of ACSC and AWC 
com man dants who served during my 20 
years at Air Univer sity and found only one 
with any real leader ship expe ri ence in an 
aca demic envi ron ment. It strikes me as odd 
that although the Air Force would never put 
a nonflyer in command of a fighter or 
bomber squadron, it routinely places neo
phytes in command of the schools upon 
which it totally depends to educate its fu
ture senior leaders. 
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None of this is to say that these short-
duration comman dants have been inef fec
tive. Quite the contrary, some of them have 
been respon si ble for consid er able progress 
over the past 20 years, progress made all the 
more remark able consid er ing the tenure and 
ex pe ri ence handicaps under which they op
er ated. Of particu lar impor tance have been 
ef forts to signifi cantly improve faculty aca
demic qualifi ca tions and a gradual move
ment toward curric ula focused on warfare at 
both colleges. Both of these trends are, in 
my opinion, very encour ag ing and impor
tant to the contin ued success of American 
air power. 

By far the most common degree 
pro grams of fered on Air Force bases 

are business related.  Thus the Air 
Force is in the paradoxi cal posi tion 

of putting a high value on graduate-
level educa tion that is largely irrele

vant to its raison d’être. 

Pro gress during the past two decades has 
not always been smooth, and not all of the 
com man dants have been enlight ened. For 
ex am ple, over the years, two school com
man dants told me that highly qualified fac
ulty members were unim por tant because 
stu dents teach themselves. Another won
dered why his students needed to under-
stand military and airpower history “since 
they had lived it for 15 years.” Such troglo
dytic opinions from senior offi cers would 
seem to lend credence to what many have 
said over the years (i.e., the Air Force has an 
anti- intellectual bent). As far back as 1947, 
Col Noel Parrish noted in an Air Univer sity
Quar terly Review arti cle that “air activi ties 
have most often attracted men of active 
rather than liter ary leanings. . . . The Air 
Force has never boasted a high percent age of 
schol ars.”9 

Per haps Colonel Parrish was right. Per-
haps the basic problem in educat ing Air 

Force offi cers is cultural. Airmen are “do
ers,” men and women of action rather than 
in tro spec tion. Flyers glory in the roman tic
tra di tion of scarves blowing in the prop 
wash, valiant knights of the air going forth 
to confront the enemy in mortal combat. 
Non fly ers tend to be techni cians, consumed 
by the arcane complexi ties of their special-
ties. Both flyers and nonfly ers worship more 
of ten at the altar of supe rior technol ogy 
than at the shrine of supe rior strategy. 

Ac tiv ist and techno cratic tradi tions often, 
but not always, served us well during times 
of plenty, when we oper ated from a posi tion 
of great strength and relied on the supe ri or
ity of our resources to overwhelm our ene
mies. Will such tradi tions serve us well 
dur ing the lean times, when every sortie is 
criti cally impor tant and we can ill afford to 
squan der our rapidly dwindling resources? 
If you have “wall-to- wall” airpower, supe rior 
ideas about how to use it seem somehow less 
im por tant. Outthink ing the enemy becomes 
a neces sity when you can no longer drown 
your adver sary in a sea of military plenty.10 

The dilemma is that we need to reshape 
our culture without destroy ing tradi tions 
that have served us well in the past. Some-
how, we must make it cultur ally accept able 
and profes sion ally impera tive to be air war
ri ors well schooled in the theory, doctrine, 
and history of aerial warfare. War ri ors must 
un der stand airpower as well as airplanes. We 
need to develop syner gies between scarves 
in the prop wash and books in the class-
room. Reshap ing our culture without de
stroy ing our tradi tions is the key to making 
the next genera tion of Air Force leader ship
bet ter than this genera tion. 

How do we effect such a monumen tal cul
tural shift? In this observer’s opinion, it must 
be gin at the top, at the most senior levels of 
com mand. It must start with atti tudes and 
poli cies that go beyond simply encour ag ing 
in tel lec tual devel op ment. Being well schooled 
in the art of war must become a neces sity, an 
ab so lute require ment for leader ship posi tions 
at field-grade level and above. Personal 
professional- intellectual devel op ment must 
be come a require ment for every offi cer. 
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What specific actions might we take? 
Con sider the follow ing possi bili ties: 

1. Promote relevant graduate academic 
edu ca tion. Instruct local educa tion offices to 
re cruit for their bases at least one graduate-
level program directly related to the art of 
war. 

2. Reem pha size career-long, personal pro
fes sional devel op ment. 

Re con struct the nonresi dent versions 
of PME into a continu ous, career-
long profes sional devel op ment sys
tem designed to provide a time-
phased baseline of knowledge that 
all offi cers need. Incor po rate a rigor
ous programmed profes sional read
ing program into the system. 

Docu ment indi vid ual profes sional
de vel op ment on offi cer perform ance
re ports. 

Docu ment how success fully super vi
sors and command ers encour age 
pro fes sional devel op ment on their 
of fi cer perform ance reports. 

Re quire remarks at test ing to profes
sional devel op ment progress on pro
mo tion recom men da tion forms. 

In struct promo tion boards to give 
in creased value to profes sional de
vel op ment. 

3. Upgrade PME. 

De velop and imple ment a formal Air 
Force PME doctrine that, at a mini-
mum, addresses curricu lum guide-
lines and faculty quality. 

Use the recon structed nonresi dent 
PME program as the basis for in-
residence PME entrance require
ments. 

Up grade in-residence PME curric ula 
to take advan tage of standard mini-
mum in-residence PME entrance ex-
per tise. 

Ex tend and stabi lize the duty tours 
of ACSC and AWC comman dants 
and other senior PME leaders. 

Some of these actions would meet with 
great resis tance. For exam ple, within these 
sug ges tions there would be no nonresi dent 
equiva lent to in-residence PME. Those not 
se lected to attend ACSC and AWC in resi
dence would argue that such a system would 
be unfair. I would counter ar gue that the 
equiva lency of resident and nonresi dent pro-
grams has always been a conven ient fic-
tion.11 Further, I would argue that fairness is 
ir rele vant. The Air Force is not and must not 
be come an egalitar ian organi za tion. Rather, 
it is and should be a meritoc racy. 

The public has a right to expect our 
PME schools to produce experts on 
war fare, not peacetime bureau crats 
in uniform. 

On the positive side of the equation, 
these actions would create a reason able, sus
tain able, and organ ized approach to career-
long personal profes sional devel op ment. 
They would ensure that efforts to become a 
smarter warrior would enhance one’s career 
pros pects, and they would provide top-down 
mo ti va tion for personal profes sional devel
op ment. Such actions would also do won
ders for the formal PME system. For 
ex am ple, a much higher baseline of knowl
edge among incom ing students would allow 
our PME schools to tailor their curric ula and 
teach ing techniques to attain much higher 
lev els of academic achievement. 

Even if General Dugan is only partially
cor rect about a genera tion of illit er ate truck 
driv ers, we must take strong, positive ac
tions if we expect the next genera tion of Air 
Force leaders to be better than this genera
tion. We cannot afford to toler ate an anti-
intellectual culture among airmen. Our fu
ture leaders will have to be very smart and 
very well educated to fully exploit the al-
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most limit less options airpower provides 
and to deal with the almost limit less de
mands on our dwindling airpower assets. 
Our future leaders will have to be both very 
smart and mentally disci plined to deal effec
tively with the uncer tain ties and demands 
air men will face in the “new world disor
der.” Our future leaders must under stand
air power—not just airplanes. They must be 

Notes 

1. It is fair to ask what I mean by “for the most part.” My 
best esti mates, based on years of obser va tion, conver sa tion, and 
teach ing, are that 80 to 90 percent of the offi cers enter ing ACSC 
and 50 to 60 percent of the offi cers enter ing AWC are essen
tially igno rant of the intel lec tual founda tions of their profes
sion. 

2. As an illus tra tion that expe ri ence alone is not enough, 
Fre der ick said, “A mule who has carried a pack for ten cam
paigns . . . will be no better a tacti cian for it.” Fre der ick the 
Great on the Art of War, ed. and trans. Jay Luvaas (New York: Free 
Press, 1966), 47. 

3. Squadron Offi cer School (SOS) is also consid ered to be 
PME, but the profes sional educa tion of company-grade offi cers 
uses very differ ent techniques to achieve the unique outcomes 
it seeks. Therefore, I will not focus on SOS in this arti cle. 

4. As of 30 Septem ber 1995, 49.5 percent of all active duty 
line offi cers possessed a master’s degree, and another 1.43 per-
cent possessed a doctoral degree. Air Force Magazine, May 1996, 
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on Air Force Bases, 1 April 1987. Purport edly, there is an updated 
ver sion of this manual, but it was unavail able to me. I strongly 
sus pect that although the abso lute numbers may change in an 
up dated version of this pamphlet, the relative propor tions 
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Re search Insti tute, Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and 
Edu ca tion, June 1988). This study remains unpub lished, but sev
eral copies exist, includ ing two copies in the author’s posses
sion. To my knowledge, it remains the only compre hen sive 
study ever done on Air Force PME, and certainly the only study 
based almost entirely on primary-source documen ta tion. 

able to think critically, ana lyze thoroughly, 
and synthe size logically. 

It will be no mean feat to produce the 
kinds of leaders we will need in the future. 
They will require stellar training and broad 
ex pe ri ence. Most impor tantly, they will re-
quire supe rior personal profes sional devel
op ment, relevant academic educa tion, and 
out stand ing profes sional military educa tion. 

7.One of the most recent exam ples of what the author con
sid ers to be a “fad” is the inser tion into ACSC and AWC curric
ula of an inor di nate amount of instruc tion concern ing the 
“qual ity” movement—the latest in a long line of civil ian man-
age ment techniques adopted by the military in spite of their of-
ten dubi ous relevance. Other exam ples of this genre stretching 
back to the early 1960s include Zero Defects, PRIDE, Zero Based 
Budg et ing, and Manage ment by Objec tives. 

8. Lt Col Bill D. Brogdon, Sup port the Troops! Pay ing Our Peo
ple in Hostile Forward Areas, Report no. AU-ARI- 88-5 (Maxwell 
AFB, Ala.: Air Univer sity Press, Decem ber 1988). 

9. Col Noel F. Parrish, “New Respon si bili ties of Air Force Of
fi cers,” Air Univer sity Quarterly Review , Spring 1947, 29–42. 

10. One can always find excep tions that test the rule. For ex-
am ple, the activ ist techno cratic tradi tion did not serve us par
ticu larly well in Vietnam, where, for a vari ety of conten tious 
rea sons, we were unable to turn overwhelm ing mate riel supe ri
or ity into final victory. Conversely, in the Southwest Pacific 
dur ing World War II, General Kenney demon strated that Ameri
can airmen can outsmart and defeat their adver sar ies even when 
op er at ing on a logis ti cal “shoestring.” 

11. If one argues that nonresi dent PME programs are the 
equiva lent of resident programs, then one must ask why we 
should have the much more expen sive resident programs. At 
this juncture, I do not believe that anyone seri ously thinks resi
dent and nonresi dent programs are of equal educa tional value. 
Face- to- face inter ac tion and idea exchange with skilled faculty, 
dis tin guished guest speakers, and student peers are central to 
higher levels of learning and thus crucial to quality, graduate-
level educa tion. They cannot, at this point, be dupli cated in a 
non resi dent format. However, the march of technol ogy, particu
larly our ability to inter con nect in real time, may mean that in 
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Bu reauc racy is a giant mechanism oper ated by pygmies. 
Hon oré de Balzac 
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