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Preface

Tne purpose of this study was to investigate education
in the area of Air Force basic doctrine Air Force
Professional dilitary Education System. I developed an
interest in this area after reading several books and
articles, many authored by Air Force personnel, highly
critical of doctrinal education in the Air Force.

Extensive library research was conducteda at the Air
University Library and the USAF Historical Research Center
at Maxwell AFB, Alabama. Tnrough examination of Air Commana
and Staff College curricula for the past 40 years, I
determined thnac the Air Force has in fact taught its basic
peliefs, although the context in which this education
occurrad has cnanged over time. Tnis study served to
present preliminary data on this subject, and opens tae door
for more researcn into the area of aducation in doctrine,

I wish to thank all those who nave helped me in tne
process of researcning, analyzing, ana writing this thesis.
My thesis advisor, Major Jonn Stibravy, always offered
timely ana very nelpful suygestions. Mr. Terry Hawkins aad
Ms. Jane Gioish of the Air University Library were very
nelpful in assisting me in my searca for arcanived
documentation. Most of all, thanks to my wife Sherry, and
Trevor ana Joruan for their love, patience, and
encouragement.

James A, Harrola
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to =2xamine the
historical treatment of Air Force basic doctrine within the
Air Force Professional Military Bducation System. The
curricula of one specific component of this system, namely
the Air Command and Staff College, was located and analyzed.
The reason this research was undertaken was to answer the
criticisms of several authors who have contended that the
Air Force has historically not conducted education in its
basic doctrine. This failure has led, maintain the critics,
to poor performance in war.

The study had three objectives. The first was to
determine if the Air Force had conducted doctrinal
education, The second was to examine the context in which
this education had taken place. The tnird objective was to
determine the existénce of>historical trends in the area of
doctrinal education.

The research was conductad at the Air University
Liorary and the USAF distorical Research Center at Maxwell
AFB, Alabama. Curricula was contained in closed storage,
The material was removed, examined, and analyzed according
to the methodology presented in Chapter III.

The author determined that the Air Force did conduct

2ducation 1n the arza of basic doctrine. Emphasis placed on
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doctrine has differed frowm y2ar to year. In addition, the
context of othar courses in which doctrine was taugint
varied. The author determined the existence of five
distinct nistorical periods, wnhich were discussed in Chapter
VIIIL.

The contention that the Air Force did not teach
doctrine could not pbe supstantiated by the researcnar.
dowever, 1t was apparent that doctrine was presentad wizhin
very different contexts through the history of the Air
Command and Staff College. The author hypothesizes in
Chapter VIII that doctrinal education could be reprasented
as a model, in whicn doctrinal @ducation is the resultc of
savaral sometimes conflicting inputs., However, researcn
time limitations precluded the author from collecting
sufficient evidence to argue convincingly for this wmodel's
acceptance. It was tnerefore presented as the casis for
future study in the area of doctrinal education in the Alr

Force.
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A HISTORICAL ANALYSIS OF
BASIC AIR FORCE DOCTRINE EDUCATION WITHIN
TdE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
AIR COMMAND AND STAFF COLLEGE,

1947 - 1987

I. Introduction

General Issue

There exists within the Air Force a perceived lack of
education in the area c¢f basic doctrine. Doctrine was
definea by historian I.B. Holley as "an officially approved
teacning based on experience” (65:91}). In 1986, Lieutenant
Colonel wWilliain McDaniel of tne Directorate of Logistics
Plans and Programs, HQ USAF, statad that, at least as far as
the logistics community was conceraea, "...doctriane has not
olayed a major role in the Air Force since World war IIL..."
(73:14). At leasc 3ix separate contrioutors to 13489 L3sues

of the Air University Review agreed with McDaniel. A raview

of recent literatur=z revealad that authorities were very
concerned about the lack of doctrinal foundation witiain the
officer corps because doctrinal illiteracy would lead to
war-fignting incompetency. One autnority, Colonel Thomas A.
Fabyanic, USAF (Ret.) of the Univ2rsity of 3Soutn Florida

expressed tnls concern 1n 1985,
1
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If we expect success 1n battle, every Air
Force officer must understand our basic
views about war to the extent that even
the most junior among us can conduct
meaningful operations instinctively in
the absence of command, control, and
communications. Real war demands
no less [58:16].
dany sources reviewed in a search of the relevant

literature placed the blame for the lack of doctrinal

knowledge with the Air University Professional HMilitary
gducation (PME) system. distorian Lieutenant Colonel Barry
watts implied this, and then stated that the Air Force aust

"...begin moving toward yreater emphasis on nurturing

warriors in addition to the necessary managers, planners,

engineers, and technicians" (80:117).

Lieutenant General Leo Marguez, then Deputy Chief of

Staff for Logistics and Engineering, HQ USAF, stated in

1980

We must change the focus 2f our =2ducational

institutions, and w~e wmust change ourselves.

We should place military history and

doctrine into our curricula at both

professional and technical schools [72:11).

In 1986, Air Force Major John W. Fal of Air University
stated:

We don't teach doctrine, especially joint
doctrine. Because of this we make
mistakes. I believe that the Air Force
needs to develop a formal doctrinal
education program [50:97].

Problem Statement

While many critics have said that the Air Force nas,
since WWII, failed to teach basic doctrine, little

nistorical research nhas oeen accowmplished to substaantiate or




reject tihls claim. This study determined, through
historical research, the relevant validity of this
contention. The end result of this study was a historical
review and analysis of basic doctrinal education within the
Air University PME system (specifically Air Command and
Staff College and its predecessors) since the end of the
Second World War.

This study benefitted the Air Force by presenting the
nistory of its doctrinal education efforts. This enabled
Air Force educators and other interestad parties to develop

future course materials by observing lessons from the past.

Review of the Literature on the General Issue

In reviewing the background literature, the researcher
was able to discern several patterns of thought on the
subject of the failures and misapplications of Air Force and
other military doctrine. While several schools of thought
we}e presented in tﬁe litefature, three basic views appeared
to be dominant. These views were developed into a frameworx
#itnin whicn the background literature was analyzed. The
three views are as follows:

1. Doctrine was flawed or wmisapplied in specific wars
or conflicts, leading to failure on the part of the Air
Force (and the other services) to achieve objectives.

2. The doctrinal development process within the Air
Force was flawed, leading to weak or inaccurate official

statements of basic beliefs. The eventual application of
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these improperly developeda statements led to inevitable
battlefield failure.

3. The doctrinai education process within the Air
Force was flawed, leading to a misinformed officer corps.
When these officers attempted to apply their poor education
in war, they failed to acnieve desired warfighting
opjectives.

These arguments were presented by several authors;
some used only one of the views, some employed a coambination
of these themes.

The background literature for tnis proplem can oe
divided into two general areas: popular literature and Air
Force literacture. Air Force literature provided a greater
amount of material than did popular literature. The popular
literature's subject mattasr was generié: it was usually
concerned with the broad area of defense reform. while the
researcher reviewed many popular sources, only a few dealc
specifically witi the proplem.

Popular Books. One of tne most tnoughtful ana best

documented books written on defense reform since 1980 was

Tae Pentagon and tne Artc of war by Edward L. Luttwaxk (71).

Luttwak's primary contention was that the organizational
structure of tne U.3. military is outmodea, ana oreeds
ineffectiveness, waste, and inability to fight modern wars
(71:68). Luctwak was critical of military officers, but
only to tne extent that the organizational mold has forcea
Lnem to become inettective., He emphasized his pelief that
modern officars are extremely dedicatea.

4
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The avarage (author's emphasis) officer one 4
encounters is deeply dedicated, exceedingly
well educated, ana of sound moral cnaracter,
In fact, inside the officer corps of eacn
o service, ana certainiy amony the Jgenerals
¢ and admirals of each, there is enouygn
. potential talent to leaa...not onliy tne U.3.
o Air Force but all the air forces of the
- western world...{71:202}§.

Sl -

{ within the frameworkx presentea above, Luttwak gra2sentaa
arguments for all three points of view, but nhe was
particularly critical of tne educacional system witnia tae

United States military. He said tnat tne officar corps wis

-

A devoid of real leaaersaip (71:202), due in large part to tne
" P El
]
B
3 military educational system. This system was oilased in
4
. favor of subjects typically found at civilian scnools, ana
¥
)
[} . . . . . -
f lacking in concentration on tne military arts ana sciences.
A But the acaaemies that nowauays provide some

10 percent of all officers, and a far greater
. proportion of the generals ana admirais, do
ﬁ offer an excellent preparation for military
i careers in which the approved model is that
3 of the corporate executive--or more precisely,
B tne Junior executive in a very large, very

staole corporation, such as an electrical
0 atilicty. ...Thus the apparent aemand of
o American society for a very civilianized
: oody of officers, as far rewmoveda from the
) dreaded image of an arrogant military
I aristocracy or a warrior fraternity, nas
4 now deen fully satisfied [71:139].

Luttwak contendea that this model of a "civilianizzsu"
y
“ . . . . . 3
1 officer corps, whicn is first introduced at the wmilitary
i

academies, 15 applied tnroughout tne career of a typical

; ' .
) officer. He said that the application of this model was
4 ; 3 {
) responsiole for a ".materialist oias,” tnat 1s, tradiayg
.l
’ battlefizld competency (knowledge of aoctrine) for hign-
r
9 tecanoloyy w~eapons (71:130), for a Jenuine lacx of
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leadership (71:1385), and for an inability of senior officers
at high levels of command to develop any workable war plans
(71:269). So it is not unreasonable to predict a syndrome
of doctrinal illiteracy, given the preoccupation of the
officer corps with civilian concepts of management.

Another book, National Defense, by James Fallows (59),

made contentions similar to Luttwak's. Fallows also cited a
lack of military competency within the officer corps, and
traced this to what he terms a "managerial ethic" (39:13d8),
which leads to lack of concern for troops, and lack of
ability on the battlefield (59:108). Hde, like Luttwak, said
that this managerial bias can be traced to a flawed military
educational system, which has emphasized civilian subjects
to the detriment of military teachings.

The ideal is tne scholar-warrior, the man of

action incorporated in the man of thought.

The reality, most of the time, is the dilettante,

who cannot reasonably be expected to master

physics, or history, or management as a

sideline, but who is expected to touch bases

instead of concentrating on the subject e

should know, which is the nature of war [59:118].

Richard A, Gabriel, a former Army officer, and author
of several works on military issues, narsnly criticized tae

Unitad States military establishment in Military

Incompetence. This book discussed several military

operations since the end of the Vietnam War, including tne
Mayaguez rescue, the abortive Iranian hostage rescue, aad
the invasion of Grenada, which the author contended

reflected a basic inability of the Air Force and the otner

services to accomplish missions effectively and with mialmum




loss of life. The r=sason that the military was incoupet=ant
in battlefield operations was not because of a problem
"...with individual officers. The problem is with a system
that seems to prevent good men from exercising their talents
in the service of their men and their country" (62:ix).

Part of this systematic problem, according to Gabriel,
was with the way the military educated its officers.

The ideal officer is one who understands

and can apply tne skills of war but who is
also concerned with and trained in the

human dimensions of our society. An officer
must know intimately and appreciate the
numan dimension of war. The education of
the military officer cannot be limited to
the acquisition of technical expertise,
something the present military training and
education system seems unable to do well in
any case. An officer's education must include
(and develop) an ethical viewpoint as well.
Men cannot oe "managed" to their deaths;
they are not objects to be moved about

for the benefit of the system [62:195].

Gabriel summarized his views on military education by
stating that

Our system of military education fails to
educate the whole officer, and often

produces officers unlearned in the skills

of war but remarkably apt at management

and tne skills requirsd to survive and

prosper within the military bureacracy [62:196].

Other Popular Literature. A review of articles aealing

with military issues was conducted for the years 1985, 1986,

v and 1987. The search was limited to the New York Times, the
'fs ' Washington Post, and the Wall Street Journal. Most of these
:i; articles concerned themselves specifically with attempts

;é within Congress to reform the Deartment of Defense, which

M

AN eventually resulted in the passage, in 1986, of the




Goldwater-Nichols Act, and the restructuring of the Joint
Chiefs of staff. However, these articles were not
considerad directly relevant to this study. Some articles
were published during this time frame that seemed to
criticize doctrinal application, doctrinal development, or
doctrinal education. These articles are included in this

review.

Former U.S. Senator Gary Hart said, in a New Yorxk Times

editorial that it was now time for military reformists to
address the issues of training and education within the
officer corps. He contended that military training was
unrealistic, and military education emphasized the wrong
subjects.

We must reform officer education so that

it emphasizes military theory over

bureaucratic management and teaches how--

not what--to think on the battlefield {(64:Sec A,31].

Arthur T. Hadley, a military correspondent for several

years, developed an analysis of the officer corps entitled

The Split Military Psyche, His premise was that inter-

service rivalries were caused, in part, by the way the
different service train their junior officers. The Air
Force officer, in his view, nad "...a love affair with speed
and machinery [that] can encourage an anti-intellectualism
that...remains a factor in the service's outlook”
[63:3ec F,206}.

Not all articles turned up in this review were

critical. An April 15, 1985 article in the New York Times

documented a resurgence of doctrinal tanought.
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In tne Vietnam era the "whiz kid" civilian
systems analysts in Robert S. McNamara's
Pentagon viawed as mere platitudes of little
value the "principles of war" formulated by
the Prussian army officer Carl von Clausewitz
and other theoreticians of war of the past.
In recent years, there has been a burst of
philosophical revivalism in which uniformed
officers have returned to a study of such
principles [74:Sec B,6].

The next phase of this literature review focusea on Air
Force literature, which contained more specific references
to the problem statewment of this study.

Air Force Literature. Most sources for this portion of

the literature review were discovered in books, and in

official publications such as Air University Review and the

Air Force Journal of Logistics. The researcher discovered a

wide variety of opinions and viewpoints offered up for
discussion. Within Air Force literature, the three central
viewpoints (flawed doctrinal application, a flawed doctrinal
development process, and a flawed doctrinal education
process) were sometimes presented as individual arguments
and sometimes as component parts of an author's thesis.
watts (80), cited earlier, presented a strong argument
that the Air Force nas historically misapplied doctrine ia
various conflicts. Hde argued that the Air Force applied, in
World war II, Korea, and Vietnam, the deterministic doctrine
of Guilio Douhet and Billy Mitchell, which stated that,
"...in future wars there probably would not be any way to
stop a determined bombing attack" (80:45). Watts' thesis

was that the aspect of "friction truly constitutes the
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fundamental atmosphere of war" (80:115), and that it was the
task of the Air Force to develop doctrine which faced up to
this reality.

Lieutenant Colonel Dennis M. Drew of Air University was
also a leader of the "flawed doctrine" school. He said tnat
prior to Vietnam, two assumptions formed the foundation of
Air Force doctrine. The first of these assumptions was that
the objective of war was complete destruction of the enemy.
The second assumption was that the enemy would be an
industrialized state with military production facilities,
destruction of which would insure victory in war (55:4-5).
Given these beliefs, and the reliance on strategic bowmbiag
necessitated by them,

The Strategic Air Command became the dominant

command within the Air Force. The tactical

air forces reflected the trend as they became

ministrategic commands equipped with fignter-

bombers designed to deliver nuclear weapons

{55:5].

According to Drew, application of this doctrine ian Vietnam
(Operation Rolling Thunder, 1965 -~ 68) by the Air Force was
improper, since the stated political objective of the war
was not the destruction of North Vietnam, and Worth Vietna.n
itself was certainly not an industrialized state (55:3-9).
However, Drew said that airmen had no other doctrine to

apply, and attempted to "...take the World war II air

campaign in Europe and transplant it twenty years later into

North Vietnam" (55:3). Unfortunately,




Ia the attermatn of tne war, tnere is also
tne lingering suspicion that the war in
Vietnam was not an aberration. ...lana]j
many experts believe that such "revolution-
ary" wars are far more likely to demana
American military involvement (in some
capacity)than are any other kinas of
conflict [55:11].

Michael J. kula, a nistorian with tne University of

California at Irvine, also discussed the Air Force's hist-

oric reliance on the theories promoted by Dounet in Commanda

of the Air. Like Drew, he said that Air Force leadersaip
nas been too depenuent on strategic pombing, and has triea
to approach war as a mathematical equation (57:98). Eula
stressed that factors otner than bombing accuracy may be

important in war.

Linepacker II1 1s a particularly gooa example
of Douhet's underestimation of the enemy's
morale, Despite intensive bombing at
unprecedented rates, the will of the

North Vietnamese was not broken. Here,

the key to understanding lies in the realn

of culture. ...Tecnnology does not
necessarily overcome anger and a sense

of nationalist zeal. Conversely, tecihnocrats
are not necessarily fignters [57:98].

The secona theme, that of a flaweda doctrinal

aevelopment nrocess, w7as presented by sevaral wricers. 12

Ais landmarkx historical stuay, Ideas, Concepts, Doctrine,

Ropert Frank Futrell (61) traced the development of Air
Force doctrine from wWworla war I until 1964. He statea tnat
"...the Air Force has never found a proper organizational
Location for a function whicn it reguir2s in oraer to

refine, test, evaluate, and promulgate air doctrine”

{(61:444). 1Insteau, this responsliollity has shilttea betaeen

R




deadquarters USAF, Air University, and tne Major Commands,
with varying degrees of success.

Major Leland Conner of Air University said that the
doctrinal development process has shown a history of
unresponsiveness to changes in national policy, and that the
process is flawed because Air Staff officers responsiple for
its development ara2 by necessity more concerned with the
coordination process than producing a quality product
(44:72).

Defense critic wWilliam S. Lind argued that the process
is flawed because military doctrine does not reflect views
on war, but rather, is the result of concern for "intra-
institutional factors" (70:26). He accused the Air Force
and tne other services of writing doctrine to espouse

...those influences that reflect not the objective

purposes of and obstacles facing the services-

such as mission and threat-but rather the parochial

interests and outlooks of groups or individuals

within the organization [70:25-26].

The final viewpoint, &nd the subject of this study, was
that the doctrinal education process is flawed. #any
sources were discovered which presentad this argument. Some
of the authors believed that it is a responsibility of
individual officers to learn doctrine. Captain Dieter
Barnes of the Squadron Officer School staff said that the
purpose of Air Force eaucation is to build an intellectual
foundation. Each officer bears the responsibility of
staying current in doctrine (41:99). General Marguez said

theres 1is
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..+4 heavy burden on Air Force logisticians
g to bpe much more than the supply specialists,
s maintenance teachers, and transportation

experts for which our education and training

ﬂ? nas prepared us. ...In short, we must be
- complete warriors with the minds of
Iy commanders as well as logisticians [72:9]}.

As Peters and Waterman argued in their classic, In

& i fal v 5

4& Search of Excellence, top performers in the corporate world
) ¢]

K . .

{é’ are those who are able to "...create a broad, uplifting,

shared culture, a coherent framework w~ithin whicn cnargjed-up

people search for appropriate adaptations" (75:51).

)
N
33 And many of the same authors who stressed personal
l'.
W} P . S .
s responsibility also emphasized the responsibility the Air
t
;‘j Force bears in developing its officers' instincts. Several
334
' . . .
;uf authors employed this argument, including General Marguez
Y
N
o (72), Fabyanic (58), Fal (60), and Wwatts (80), all cited
oy . . .
ﬁ? earlier, as well as Colonel David C. Rutenberg of Air
e i |
ﬁ& University who said that all Air Force training and
%
t; education should be ",,.constructed primarily on military
X . . ' ,
‘5 doctrine and the principles of war" (77:36).
o
ﬁ% In an article outlining operational failur2s in Vietnam
N
e
(% caused by the improper application of doctrine, Fabyanic
ot
discussed the role of the Air War College.
%1 The current mission of the AWC is 'to
mﬁ prepare select officers for key command
®; and staff assignments where tney have the
oy responsibility for developing, managing,
N and employing air power as a component
Fe of national security.' ...0fficers are
:}, not preparad for war out for assignments,
eld and apparently it is egually important
LA for them to develop and manage air

power as it is for them to employ it [58:21].

0y
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Instead, he proposed that the entire curriculum of Air War
College should be founded on "the grammer and logic of

war" (58:21).

Background on Doctrine

The literature review revealed that a definitional
oroolem exists regarding the term “"doctrine" itself.
Futrell said that

Air Force thinkers have not only found

it difficult to face the task of

codifying the Air Force's fundamantal

beliefs, but...have employed a diversity

of discourse to catagorize these

fundamental beliefs [61:2].

General Curtis E. LeMay, as gquoted in Air Force Manual

1-1, Basic Aerospace Doctrine of the United States Air

Force, used these words in 1968:

At the very heart of warfare lies doctrine.
It represents the central peliefs for waging
war in order to achieve victory. Doctrine
is of the mind, a network of faith and
kxnowledge reinforced by experience which
lays the pattern for the utilization of . .n,
equipment, and tactics. It is the buildinv
material for strategy. It is fundamental

to sound judgement [53:iv].

dolley, paraphrased in Table 1, differentiatad between
the tarms doctrine, principles, and concepts, whicn writars
nave often used interchangebly. His views appear in

paraphrased form below as Table 1.

14
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Table

Definition

Collogquial
Definition

Derivation

End Sougnt
Authorship
Authority
Style
Format

Measure

by

1. Concepts,

CONCEPT

Hypothesis; an

innovation

Trial and
Error

Inference

Propose
Innovation

Any Observer
Unofficial

Persuasive;
Argumentative

Staff study or
Journals

Extent to
which it
stimulates
thougnt

Doctrines,

DOCTRINE

Precept; an
authoritative
rule

Tried and True

Generalization

Establisn
Procedure

Designated
Staff Officer

Official
Prescriptive;
Affirmative

Regulation or
Manual

gxtent to
which it
is applied
in practice

Source:

Drew defined doctrine by analogy (54).

example of a tree,

The root system is nhistory.

The trunk

1.8, Holley

and Principles

PRINCIPLE

Axiom; an
epitome or
essence

Self-evident
Trutn

Abstraction

Inform for
Understanding

Military
Scholar

Validated by
Use

Expository;
Declaratory

Wword or
Phrase

Extent to
which it
illuminates
decision
making

(61:92)

Using the
he divided doctrine into four subsets.

is fundamental

doctrine, or what has traditionally been called the

principles of war.

the role of armed forces in general.
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Fundamental doctrine is used to explain
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e} environmental doctrine, or that which explains how
particular types of forces, such as air forces, wage war.
Finally, leaves are used to represent orgjanizational
doctrine, or doctrine unique to specific groups. It is at
this level that the United States Air Force would explain

its role in the defense establishment (54:2).

4

:

i)

;ﬁ\ The official definition of the term doctrine has
e.q'.

e evolved over time. The term is discussed in several

[ ]

&“ military publications and manuals. JCS Publication 1,
0L ‘

iﬂ% Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, said that
BN

K

ol doctrine is

7

§% Fundamental principles by which the military
! forces or elements thereof guide their
actions in support of national objectives,

It is authoritative but requires judgement in
application [69:114].

For its part, the Air Force publishes AFM 1-1, Basic

Aerospace Doctrine of the United States Air Force, as its

primary definitional volume., This manual employs the

following language.

Aerospace doctrine is a statement of
officially sanctioned beliefs and warfighting
principles whicn describe and yguide the
proper use of aerospace forces in military
action, The Air Force promulgates and
teaches this doctrine as a common frame of
reference on the best way to prepare and
employ aerospace forces. Accordingly,
aerospace doctrine drives how the Air Force
organizes, trains, eguips, and sustains 1its
forces [53:v].

16




:ﬁ Definition

{* For purposes of this study, a working definition of the
‘Q. term basic doctrine was developed. This definition drew on
Jﬂ the review of the literature and represents the researcher's

paraphrasing of several sources.

f Basic Doctrine of the USAF: The set of officially

5? developed pbeliefs, principles, and guidelines conceraing the
{& employment of USAF forces in the accouplishment of stated

;1 national objectives. Basic doctrine describes how USAF

$f forces create, sustain, and operate combat capability in

differing environments and levels of conflict, yet it does

}: not prescrive specific solutions to every problem a
X
o
" commander, staff officer, or other Air Force member may face
'A i
!‘. > . . 1 «
i 1n actual conflict. Its basis is past combat experience,
(%)
vﬁ yet it attempts to look ahead to future types and levels of
%,
0.‘
Wt .
5& armed conflict,
o
-9 W
ﬁ% Research Objectives-
X
)
L 1. Investigate and examine the content of curricula
W
w used by ACSC to teach basic doctrine.
)
:; 2, Investigat2 and examine tae content of lasson
o
tﬁ plans, learning objectives, and other faculty-produced
DY
a4
zm documentation applicable to the basic doctrinal education
Ve
r process, Determine the context in which education in pasic
LA
"
h doctrine occurred.
o
KX 3. Investigate and exawmine any significant trends
AL
- apparent in the basic doctrinal education process.
o
|. ’
[}
l::
g
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;& Scope. The Air Force uivides its official doctrinal

Jﬁ literature into three categories: basic, operational, and
Zil tactical doctrine (53:v). This division is a general-to-

4,

:g specific breakdown of the subject matter. Because criticism

- of the doctrinal education process examined in the

e literature review concentrated on general doctrinal

;ﬁ education, this study examined only educational eftorts in
i
o the area of basic doctrine. Specifically, the author
ﬁr limited this study to officially published statements of

-
3& basic doctrine (discussed in Chapter II of this study).
9# Furtnermore, only doctrinal education conducted by the Air
;: Command and Staff College and its historical antecedents was
;2 examinea in this study.
e
% Investigative Questions.
5
ﬁ; 1. wWhat specific textbooks, manuscripts, study guides,
:S and other materials have been used by ACSC to teach basic
g{ doctrine? What are.the peéuliar features of this matsrial,
gﬁ such as scope, length, format, and other factors?

)
'; 2. wWhat faculty-produced items, such as lesson plans
ﬁ’ and learning objectives ara available for review and

analysis? 1In what context has the faculty chosen to present
the subject matter of basic doctrine?

"o 3. what significant historical trends ares apparant 1in

o$ the review of the wmaterials mentioned above?

,.0 0O

..

e In order to give the reader a sense of the historical

e trends in Air Force doctrinal thought, a rzview of

) ) £y Y : p d
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officially publisned doctrinal manuals is presented in
. Chapter II of this study. This will serve as further
o background to the analysis of basic doctrinal education

4 presented in Chapter 1IV.

- -
- m
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II. Reviaw of the Literacure

Part 1. Description of the Literature

The purpose of tnis study was to examine education in
the area of basic doctrine as conducted by the Air
Jdniversity. In oraer to accowmplish tnhis, 1t w~as necessary
to review all basic doctrinal statements produced by the
Jnited sStates Air Force siace 1953, tne first year the Alr
Force as an independent service puolished its bvasic
doctrine. 5Several autnors have traced tne developmenc of
air doctrine throughout various aistorical periods. Futrell
(o1) presenteu tiae most complete work, at least for tae
period from world war I until 1964. The purposes of tals
Chapter werz to raview tne doctrinal ananuals tnemselv2s ana
to priefly review commentary literature dealing with basic
doctrine.

The Air Force published its basic doctrine in the foru
of an Air Force Manual (AFM) nine times since 1953. It was
oublisned as AFM 1-2 in 1953, 1954, 1955, and 1359, It was
published as AFM 1-1 ia 1964, 1969, 1971, 13975, and 1934,

It was tne nypothesis of the rescarcner (as present=d 12
Chapter VIII) that these publications came about as a rasult
of wartime experiences as well as the emphasis placed on

different issues by presidential administrations and Air

Force leaders.
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For each doctrinal nublication, the researcher reviewea
and analyzed the contents in the light of factors thought to
pe influential in the development of that particular
revision. A descriptive outline was then produced for eaca
2dition. Each outline contained the following elements:

1. Name of the President and the Secretary of Defens=.

2. Name of Cnief of Staff of the Air Force.

3. Highlights of introductory comments by the Chief of
Staff.

4. Abstract of document,.

5. Listing of major changes from previous edition.

6. Political, Department of Defense, or Air Force
issues believed by the researcher to be instrumental in tne
development of the edition in Juestion.

As a summary, three tables were constructed outlining
selected changes in format and content in successive

manuals. These tables are at the end of this chapter.

Ra2view of Air Force Basic Doctrine Manuals

United States Air Force Basic Doctrine, AFM 1-2,

T Aoril 1953 (45).

1. President: Dwight D. Eisenhower, Secretary of
Defense2: Charles E. Wilson.

2. Chief of staff: General Hoyt S. Vandenoary.

3. In his introductory remarks, General Vandenberg
Stated that tne purpose of tne manual was to "...provide and

impart to all Air Force personn2l a basis for understanding

21
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¢$ The use of air torces, in peace ana 1a war, ana to serve as
a background for succeeding manuals covering the tactics and

tachnijgues of employing air forces"(45:i).

Wi,
" . o . |
wﬂ 4. This manual .as divided into five sections
Al
"~‘(‘s
N (I = V), as follows:
"",. . » . .
M I. Military Force as an Instrument of nNational
Uyt
e .
o Policy
0..;!.
P IL. The Relationship of Military Forces
‘I"l . . . .
e ITI. Air Forc2s and the Principles of War
Yo
[ XN
%s: IV. &tmployment of Air Forces
DO
LN
Nt . . .
‘; V. Aair Power and National Security
(R K
1%' All nations pursuea aims constitutiag national
L
;?S objectives. National oojectives were attained thnrough the
0
Lt . L .
‘v lastruments of policy: political, economic, psychological,
BRI U C s
K and military. The two purposes of the U.S. military were
’o,::i < Y
CAK]
D)
ﬁﬁ deterrence and to "pe preparea to repel the forces of
‘1"’
Cagt . _ . . .
B! aggrassion” (45:1). Within the military establisnment,
o " .
o ...31r forces alone have tne power to penetrate to the
Tty
iy
(AN
&3. heart of an enemy's strength without first defeating
Ak
KAN)
\J
‘ dezf2na1ny forces..." {43:3).
Mgl . , .
ﬂu Mdilitary operations were conducted througn the
o
ﬁ Cooperative efforts of the tinree types of forces: air,
'
“‘: land, ana sea. Each force had capapbilities wnicn made it
S
J’ sultza for certaln actions. Lana forces wer=2 wost decisive
o
“~
,;: 11 invasion scenarios. Sea forc2s we2re most ciapaole Ln tae
B
‘—"L

Aarea of malataining control of sea lanes, and air forces
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}4 found th2ir gJreatast opportunity in dealing "...immediately
K

A . . . .

s and directly with the enemy's warmaking capacity..." (45:4).

: Zffective mission accowplishment was dependent on

proper command structure. The most effective structure

LY
» involved vesting command in tne force element with the
"W - Jreatest capacity for destruction. In addition, all of the
]
t
ot
3 forces 1nvolved in any action must have had a common
1!
ﬂ philosophy of planning, in order to accomplisn the mission
5 4t tne lowest overall cost to personnel and raesources.
3
J There were ten principles of war., These were
% objective, offensive, concentration of force, economy of
. force, flexibility, mobility, security, surprise, control,
Y
N and cooperation (45:3-9), Air power could be applied
K.,
¢
‘o througn effective use of these principles.
! In applying these principles, two types of air actions
% were undertaken, heartland and peripheral. Heartland
- actions were those taken against "vital elements of a
“n nation's war sustaining resources..." (45:15), while
L)
# . . . .
" Peripheral actions were tnose directed against the enemy's
L)
oy military forces, wherever they may exist (45:15). According
[ ) . _
- to Section III,
'$
3 . . .
, an objective appraisal of tne singular
:j characteristics of air forces logically
) leads to an understanding of the dynamic
impact of these forces in military operation.
L P Yy
& tvaluation of this impact in turn leads to
o tne recognition that air forces are most
.¥ likely to be the dominant force in war [45:7].
L)
-8
.
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"
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In this first official statement of Air force beliefs,
the relatively young service went to great lengths to show
how the principles of war fit the air weapon. The primacy
of air forces over land and sea forces was implied
throughout, and "tne establishment of adequate air forces
in-being calculated to pe decisive is therefore the
Paramount consideration for the security of the United
States" (45:17).

5. Since this was the inaugural edition, there wera
no previous documents published since Air Force independence
in 1947,

6. According to Futrell (61), the factor that nost
heavily influenced this manual was the internal wrangling
within the Air Force as to who should write doctrine, Air
Staff or Air University (61:182-200)., As a result, many Air
Force leaders felt the publication was simply a compromise
document, and not a true statement on air power. Futrell
recorded Major General Barker, former AU Commander, on this

issue:

It has taken five tedious years to get an
approved manual on basic doctrine. ...[This
process resulted] in no change of importance

in the doctrine. The changes were in

what to include or exclude, how to express

an ldea, arrangement or subject matter [61:199],




Unitea States Air Force Basic Doctrine, AFM 1-2,

1 April 1954 (46).

1. President: Dwight D. Eisenhower, Secretary of
Defense: Charles E. Wilson.

2. Chief of Staff: General WN.F. Twining.

3. The wording of General Twining's introduction was
in essence, the same as in tne previous edition.

4, 5S2e abstract for previous edition,
5. This eaition made a cosmetic change to tne laolz
of Contents, by using Sections A through E as opposed to
Sections I. tnrough IV. Wording and content were for all
intents identical to the previous manual.
9. This revision was published in response to
suggestions from Air Force major command commanders
concerning the 1953 manual. Few nad any real criticisms,

and this edition was almost identical to the previocus edtion

(51:201).

United 3tates Air Force Basic Doctrine, AFM 1-2,

1 April 1953 (47).

1. President: Dwight D, Zisennower. Secratary of
Defense: Charles E. Wilson.

2. Chief of Staff: General N.¥., Twining.

3. In the forward, this edition took on a new air of
autnority. AFd 1-2 now providea "the ultimate authority for
[the employment of air forces] and thus serves as a pasis
for all otner Air Force Manuals dealing with the employment

of air Eorces™ (47:1ii).
25
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4. A nation had national objectives, which iacladed

econonic well oeing, political staoility, social and
laoaustrial proyrz2ss, and security. Conflict between nactions
occurred as nations strove to acnieve their objectives. dNot
all conflict, however, l=d to war, Diglomatic and other
measures existed to solve conflicts short of hostilities., A
nation usea four instruments of power: tne psycho-social,
the political, tne economic, and the mnilitary instruments.

Tne wmilitary instrument ~as used O oring about, «ith
regard to an adversary nation, a desired condition which may
have included persuasion, neutralization, denial,
destruction, and capture. iMilitary operations were
undertaken ana appliea differently according to thne
opjective desired. Command arrangements were wmade according
to tne type of force veing appliad. inhe force with the
Jreatest destructive potential maintained command of tne
conrclice.,

Alr forces possessed certain characteristics,
including ranye, speed, mobility, fl=xiopility, and
Jenatrawiva apliity. Alr torZes wer2 an indivisiola =ncticty
whicn had to be applied under an arrangement of unity ot
command. Jtner principles war2 to oe followed carefully
when employing air forces, including attainment of a commnon
J20jective, use of 1airtiative, exploitation of surprise,

concentration of =2iforn, maintenance of security, and

cooralnation of =2ffort.




[}
K
¢ : . 1
%' Alr torces could be used for peaceful or wartime uases.
[

By . . )

' In peace, air forces represented national resolve, as a show
Mt , ) .
K of force. [n war, air forces were used primarily for
W, .
ﬁc offensive purposes, but also had a role in air defense. In
b

L

Al . . . .

= war, alr dominance was necessary to enhance tne military

?

0 _ . ] .

& effectiveness of all types of forces. Control of tne air
:lq'

4 o , S .
-% led to the ability to aestroy the enemy's military in tne
b

' - . . I3 . . . . 3

" field, and its war-maxing capacity in its int=rior region.
AN
\% "Tne paramount consideration for tne security and well
b)
.y

" . . - . . ..

& being of the United States is the timely provision of
»

R1

DU .

. adeguate air power" (47:10).
. 5. Numerous changes from tne previous two manuals
‘-. "
¢; were noted, including:

3o

a. Presentation of a stronger statement of tne

'ﬁ role of air power, without denegrating the role of the other
U ,

b services,

e

‘. . .

) b. Devotion of an entirg chagter to tne

b. ’ )
ﬁ& characteristics of air forces, instead of the more generic
N\’ R

" "orincigles of war,"

5

9y . .

r c. Use of a Eormnart nore conaucive to a l2arniag
" , L ) .
§$ anvironment. 3Specifically, wmaln polnts wWere 32t apart Oy
K< use of pbola type.

N

" d. "Aagequata logistics" were mentionea for the
EL N
A first time (47:9).
la
o 6., This doctrinal stat=2wment, with its new 2mpnasis on
ol

tne primacy of air power, could have been raflective of

"
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political thinking under President Eisenhower, the "new
look" (©1:208-209). This program called for a reduction in
spending on conventional arms coupled witn a reliance on a
deterrence based on "massive retaliation" (61:213).

This strategy was, of course, very dependent on a
highly mobile first-strike capability. The Air Force's
long-range bombers werz ideal for this role. Futrell juoted
tne Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 3taff, Admiral Radford,
on this issue.

The President of the United States, the

Secretary of Defense, and the Joint Chiefs of

Staff are of one mind: this nation will

maintain a national air power superior to that
of any other nation in the world [61:212].

United States Air Force Basic Aerospace Doctrine,

AFM 1-2, 1 December 1959 (43).

1. President: Dwight D. Eisenhower. Secrzatary of
Defense: Neil H. McElroy.

2. Cni=f of Staff: General Thomas D. White.

3. In the iantroduction, General White called the Air
Force tae primary "aerospace arm of the Unitad States"
(48:1). This was tne first time the tz2rm aerospaca was
dsed. The manual was still referred to as the "ultimata
refarence authority” (48:i).

4, Tnis edition did not present a picture very much
different tnan the 1955 text. Thc big change was the use of
the word aerospace as opposed to air, thus acknowledging tae

introduction of missiles and space technology into wmilitary
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§¢ utility. Chapter 5 said tnat "...aerospace power 2mbraces
i'.“
BN ) . . . .
N the entire aeronautical and astronautical capacity of the
Wy , . .
W Unitad States" (48:13), Chapter 4, which dealt with
K
)
f& employment was expanded over the 1955 edition, and referred
;im . ..
N . now to employment of aerospace power in limited war, cola
!;"'
¢ . . .
gq war, and special operations (43:9). This may have oeen
i’f"
D . . . .
f*‘ reflective of early U.5. involvement in Southeast Asia, or
Q"t‘
may at least have shown that official thinking had begun to
;‘- consider the implications of such involvement.
N
~ . L
s 5. Major changes from previous editions:
N
Yy .
a. Use of tne term aerospace as opposed to air.
(o
'ﬁ{ b. Mention of involvement of the Air Forca in
§$- limiteda wars, the cola war, and special operations (48:v).
z' .
a0 . , g
c. An expansion of the predominant
i"“
.&u cnaracteristics of aerospace forces (48:9).
)
K)
m’ d. An expansion of the premise of control of the
D00 .
B air to "general supraimacy iq the aerospace" (438:9).
o . o
ﬁ; 6. Inclusion of the term "aerospace" in this edition
ﬁ was not a simple cosmetic chaange according to Futrell (o1).
o.Q
) Nitn the Soviat 53putnikx launcn, and the new national
g . . .
,5: empnasis on space, tne Air Force relt coupelled to reaefine
b
-
LS . . . - .
. : its role, In April 1958, Air Staff proposed that AFd 1-2 bpe
t
Y revisea , siace air power haa "movea naturally ana
.
¢ ] . 3 . . . . .
& inevitaoly to higner altitudes and algher speeds until 1t
:‘ )
o now stanas on the tnr:shold of space operation” (61:231),
A
o
i)
™
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Futrell also guoted Undersacretary of tne Air Force Malcolw
A. #aclIntyre's view that the term "aerospace" was desiyned
"to identify, in a single word, tne continuous operationadi
field in which the Air Force must now function as
technological prograss permits us to operate farther and
farther away from the earth's surface" (61:282).

A second factor impacting this manual was tne "new
loox's" continuing empiasis on strategic superiority, as
demonstratad by the reference to the need for "general
supremacy in the aerospace" (43:9)., According to General
Thomas White, USAF Vice Chief of Staff (as guoted oy
Futrell), "Our Air Force with its ability to deliver nuclear
waapons nhas been racognized as an instrument of national
policy" (61:216).

dowever, tnis manual's mention of limited wars ana
special operations was reflective of the thinking in the
secona half of the "new look" era, which began in 1930 w#itn
the puolication of several academic works questioning the
value of wmassive retaliation (81:226). Wars other tnan a
general war with the USSR were being considered. Genaral
Weyland, Commanaer-ia~Chief of the Tactical Air Command,
proposed during this period that the Air Force establisnh a

nighly-mooile striking force, capaple of responding to

small-scale contingencies (061:225).
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Jnit2a 3tates Air Force Basic Doctrine, AFd4 1-1,

14 August 1904 (49).

1. President: Lyndon B. Johnson., Secretary of
O=2fense: Robert S. llcNamara.

2. Chiet of 3taff: General Curtis E. Leday.

3. General LeMay said that this manual was "...tae
ultimate reference autnority for tne employment of asrospace
forces" (49:11). Yet, he acknowledged tnat this manual must
constantly be examinea for currency, as tecnnoloygy may 2pgen
up the possibility of "...new interpretations..." (49:ii).

4. Tne document was now comprisad of seven completely
reorganized chapters, as follows:

1. Dynamics of A=srospace Doctrine.

2. General Characteristics and Requirements ot
Aerospace Forces.

3. bmployment of Asrospace Forces in General
war.

4, Employment of Aerospace Forces in Tactical
Huclear Operations.

5. GEmployment of Aerospacsa corces 1a
Conventional Air Operations.

6. rcmoployment of Aerospace rorces in counter-
lnsurgency.

7. <Conclusion.

Aerospace Doctrine was dividea into three coaponents:

basic doctrine, operational doctrine, and unified doctrine.
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Tnis doctrine was used to dictate tane use of aerospace
forces in support of national political objectives.
International conflict was descrived as a contiauuwm, wiltn
thermonuclear war at one extreme, and political, econouic,
and educational competition at the otner. Military forces
could be used anywinere along this continuum, from employment
of its weapons of mass destruction, to show of force, or
deterrence.

Aerovspace torcss operatad in the mediumn above tae
eartn's surface, to include outer space. Aerospace forczs
possessed range, speed, mobility, responsiveness, ana
tactical varsatility. In using aerospace forces, it was
necessary to insure that these forces are survivable, dnder
proper command and control arrangements, insured of
penetrative ability, be given proper targets, ana have tae
ability to recover and recycle.

In general war, aerospace forces coula pe employ=2a
under a variety of strategies, including countervalue,
counterforce, limitad counterforce, and combinea
countarforce and countarvalue. Use of these strategies
depended greatly on the stratsgic superiority of J.3.
aerospace forces. Continued superiority created realiscic
detarrence. dowever, active air defenses also nhad to be
maintained, as well as second-strike ability.

Azrosgpace forcses coula also pe eaplcyea in tactical

nuclear operations. Some of the possible employment

Ty o

- . -~ > . 3 " " W . . ., r =
I P e L R e O O T S e St R




BN S oY RO b M RO TR b T i e s % 3 RN Y L bl , -
S NSO 9#5‘*“‘46".“i’t’lh""""'! el eieds e oit‘-?l*v SN Wi, A r;!’.- '&':'ﬂ'!.l'.r. A 't

5trategies iacluded destruction of =nemy aircrafc 1n flight,
enemy airfields and missile complexes, enemy loglistics
support, and weapons stockpiles. Proper use of appropriata
yield nuclear weapons could enaple friendly ground forces to
achieve success. The wmissions of interdiction,
reconnaissance, counter—-air, and airlift all had
Characteristics which could be exploited in the tactical
nuclear environment.

Ia conventional operations, aerospace forces were to
be used to probe enemy territory, and also depended on
whetner sanctuary was an elz=ment of the conflict. Aerospace
forces could also be used in counter-insurgency, where tae
ultimatz objective was control of tne peopls. 1In tne early
stages of the conflict, the role of the Air Force was to
assist the friendly nation's air force. 1In latar stages, in
was necessary to take direct actions against the insurgent
forces.

In all cases ana under all strategies, tecnnological
and tactlical superiority was a necessity for tne proper
2aploymentc of aerospace forces.

5. Tnis edition was significantly differenc from ali
previous manuals. Some of the cnanges includea:

2, The division of doctrine into three component
parts: Dbasic, operational, and unified.
. Tne viewpoint of war as a continuamn ot

conflict.
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b.
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c. The attempt to define the Air Force's role at
different places on the conflict continuum.

d. The open acknowledgement of various levels of
nuclear strategy.

e, The mention, for the first time, of doctrine
of employment for counter-insurgency situations.

6. This manual was published during a period of
intense rethinking of national defense strategy, the period
of Kennedy's "new frontier" (41:317). This period was
marked by tne development to tne new strategy of "flexiole
response," which was announced by President Kennedy shortly
after taking office. As guoted by Futrell (61), part of tne
Administration's defense policy was as follows:

Qur defense posture must be both flexiole and

determined. Any potential aggressor contem-

plating an attack on any part of the free

world with any kind of weapons, conventional or

nuclear, must know that our response will be

suitable, selective, swift, and effective,

...Ae must be aple to make deliberate choices

in weapons and strategy, shift the tempo of

our production, and alter the direction

of our forces to meet rapidly changing

condititions..." [61:331].

This ravision of the manual directly reflectad tiais
Aamininstration policy in several areas, including:

a. The concept of a continuum of conflict, along
winich the Air Force was to be ready to respond with
appropriat= force.

b. Tne chapter on fighting wars of counter-

insurgency, wnich indicated one specific type of flexibility

in response.

34




Tae concept orf tlexiole response was coupla2a wich the
McNamara empnasis on "cost-effectiveness," waich by
necessity made certdain weapons systems more attractive than
otners. According to Futrell, tais tninking led to a very
great reliance on missiles, as opposed to manned~bombers
(61:335-7). In the manual, this was reflected in the
dl13cussion of tne strategies of counterforce and

countervalue.

United States Air Force Basic Doctrine, AFM 1-1,

28 September 1971 (50).
1. President: Richard M. nixon. Secretary of

Defense: Melvin R. Laird.

2. Chief of staff: General Jonn D. Ryan. Vice-Chief
of Staff (signer of Introduction): General John C. Meyer.

3. In his introduction, General Meyer did not call
tne doctrine an "autnoritative source," but ratasr the
"Joctrinal basis" for otner wmanuals (50:1).

4. Aerospace doctrine was divided into four
Tcowmponents: basic doctrine, operational uoctriae,
fanctional, or supoport doctrine, and joinc doctrine.
Military force was one component of national power, and 1ts
uses included dgeterrence, exertion of pressure, assilstance
to otner nations, and safeguarding the 1nternal securicy of

tne Jnited States. Deterrence was maintiined through tne

(@

1S

47

of "assured destrdction”" (3U:1-2). Modern conflict was

a

4]

pectrum, and the military must know how to conduct
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"careful management of tne use of rorce" at various places
on tals spectrua (50:1-3), Use of aerospace forces had a
detrimental effect on enemy forces, and was tnerefore tne
orimary force to pe employed.

Aerospace forces possessad range, mobllity, speed,
versatility, and flexipility. In order to realized the full
effect of tnese characteristics, proper command arrangements
and unity of forces were a necessity. The tasks of
aerospace forces 1ncludea counter-air, close air support,

air interdiction, air reconnaissance, airlift, anti-naval,

ana strategic attack. Aerospace forces were most esffective
when th2y were in possession of timely intelligence and
designed to withstand austere operating conditions, extra:.nes
in weatner, enemy electronic countermeasures, and enemy
fire.

In conventional warfare, aerospace forces conducted
operations ralling ipto three broad categories:
conventional prooing attacks (used to test an opponent's
will), conventional warfare with adjacent sanctuary, and
conventional ~arfare witaout adjacznt sanctuary.

Aerospace forces could be employed in tne followinyg
types of conflicts: Llow~-intensity nuclear conflicts, nign-
intensity nuclear conflicts, and conflicts requiring special
operations.,

5. rublisneuy toward the end of J.o. 1nvolvement 1n
Southeast Asia, this edition changed little from the 1904

manial, altnouyn therz were some caanjes,
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B a. Cnapter 1 now defined four types of aoctrine,
10y
P
AN . . . . . . . .
AR including oasic doctrine, operational doctrine, and jolnt
&y . ,
N? doctrine (previously calleu unifiea doctrine), and added tie
¥,
1 %t T
‘: category of functional doctrina2, which "provides gyguidance
2%
K . . . . ;
3 for the specialized activities of tne Air force such as ...
Kk . .
) logistics" (50:1-1).
e
‘l‘.'
e 0. At lesast seven payges of tnhis relatively snort
o
)
.~ 4 . . .
- text were devoted to oparations in conventional and nuclear
U . . - - ~
5$ 2avironments, wilile contlicts of tne southeast Asli .aouel
st -
p were covered in only a cursory manner. For examplz, caer=
‘;5‘
Yot Wwas no chapter on councter-insurgency (as with tne 1vu4
r puplication); however, a two-page section on speclal
) operations remained. witnin this portion, issues sucn as
N . . . . .
ot foreign internal defense were discussed, and emghasis was
g . .
i placed on tne role of USAF special operations personnel as
%
B trainers and equippers of indigenous personnel (59:6-1).
'n
g
:)' 6. Even tnouygh the Unitea States was in the neignt ot
e . . . . . . .
ey its involvement in Vietnam, little space in this document
()
)
s was devotad to tnis conflict. wrew (35) guotea in chaprer
,‘..._"
'3 [, said tnat tais time ian tne Air Force's intellecrtual
Sate alstory was part of 1ts "air .ower wllaerness" (32:<), 1
$ L]
Ve
zc time wnen the USAF was unsure of 1ts beliefs. According to
:: 4
» . s . .
Drew, tne Air torce had not at this tlwe learnea from 1its
[
I\ , . )
aw Jietnan experience, and was therefore undaole to document any
l‘| -
U
Wy . : ;
~“¢ new thougnt tn tne area of 13ir power.
1
"
Ly
o
A
A 37
ot
-‘»'(
L ]

"

U o o . - ; O .
DEHICO000 ¢ () LA () B LAOOL ’ A ¢ RS ! DUV UL LOUBO] v,
BOAOOO0S OOARANT "‘a"a"‘,ﬂ".'.‘ i *"t"‘ RO '~‘i"“t".’t", XL X1 ) N ‘,')f"’"s'j\' “??‘:" M UL L X KR A TSRO et




Jnited States Alr Force gasic Doctrine, AFd 1-1,

15 January 1975 (51).

1. President: Gerald R. Ford. oecretary of CLef=nse:
James R. Scnlesinger.

2. Cnief of 3taff: General David C. Jones.

3. 'n the introduction, General Jones urged "...all
Alr Force officers to study ana evaluatz our doctrine,"
(51:i) even though the document was only distributed one
per 2avery eight officers on active auty (51:3-6).

4. The major instruments of national policy in tne
Jnitea States wer2 the economic, political, psycnological,
and military instruments. The military instrument was
designed to deter potential enemies, conauct warfarz if
regquired, and "...resolve conflicts on terms acceptapble to
tne uniz=a Statas”" (51:1-1). Conflict was innerent 1in
international relations and took on various forms. The
military i1astrumeat was to r2spond to conflicts witn only
the appropriate force as dictated by the particular
conflict., dowever, appropriate force was a political, not a
m1litary aecision. The total force policy was the
comblnation of active duty, guard, ana reserve units, w~nich
~#ere uased incrementally as the situation dictated.

fhe Air Force operated 1a the aerospace, and posszssad
tne cnaracteristics of flexibility, responsiveness,

survivaollity, and surveillance. Certain employment

orinciples were to oe followed, including objective,
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offsnsive, derensive, surprise, security, and unity of
affort. Acrospace forces were effective only as adegjuatz
logistics capabilities were preparad and personnel were
properly recruited and trained.

In modern conflict, aerospace operations wera to be
versatile and responsive to the Wational Command
Adtnorities, Command was to be centrallized witnh
decentralized execution. The missions of aerospace forces
lncluded strategic attack, counter-air, air interaiction,
close air support, aerospace defense of the United States,
aerospace surveillance and reconnaissance, airlift, ana
special operations.

Aerospace forces war2 to be able to respond to various
types of conflict. These were strategic nuclear warfare,
theatre nuclear warfare, and sub-tneatre ana localized
conflicts.

5. <Changes from pravious eaitions:

2, This edition was much shorter than previous
editions, condensing several sections. For example, w~hil=2
“ne previous edition devoted a chapter to 2achh type of
Jerfinea conrflict, tnis revision simply had a cnapter on
"modern coanflict” (51:ii).

. This manual Jdevoted only one paragyraph to
insiargency op=2rations, wnereas previous editions devotea
:TIr2 cnapters to this suoject. In 1975, tne following was
tne only official Air Force comment on this type of warfara

13 173 oas12 doctrine:
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Normally, nations.subject to insurgency,
guerilla warfare and subtneater conventional
thr2acs place wmajor emphasis upon developing

and maintaining the capabilities of their

ground forces. As a result, these nations

will often lack adeguate air power, and the

Air Force is likely to play the key role in any
future US response to reguest for support [51:3-6].

6. Tne major influence on the written doctrine of
this period, according to Dres (55), was the war in Vi=tnam.
But tnis influence had a curious aspect attacned to it.

The first thing one notices about post-
Vietnam basic doctrinal manuals 1s that tne
Air Force has largely ignored the war in
Viatnam. The manuals concentrate almost
exclusively on theatre-level "conventional"
warfare and ar=2 clearly centered on the
European case. The attempt to forget
Vietnam is not limited to doctrine,
...Thirteen years after the end of the
American compat role in Vietnam, the
official Air Force history has y=t to be
written... (35:11].

Functions and Basic Doctrine of the United States Air

Force, AFM 1-1, 14 February 1979 (56).

1. President: Jimmy Carter. Secretary of Defense:
darold Brown.

2. Chief of Staff: General Lew Allen, Jr.

3. In the introduction, General Allen said in Ais
alnost personal message said that he believed "...this
manual will nelp you tihink seriously about why we are in
ousiness--why we have an Air Force, and what it must Dbe
ready to do in the next 30 years and peyond" (56:1).

4. The national s2curity objective of tne Unitad

States was to maintain the freedom of the nation. Thais




a
i »
L]
»
vy
\'.
W
R ) ) ] 4
™y oojective led to national security policies, whicn wera
",
W .
" guldelines for achieving the objectiv2. The instruments ot
" . . . .
3‘ national power {(political, economic, psycnosocial,
)
h scientific-technological, and military) ware used to achleve
)
'!
. national oobjectives. The missions of tne military wera:
.O"
K, deterrence through sufficient strength, acceptance of an
o
*
?. equitaonle shara of collective defanse of allies, clear
demonstratation of military capaoility, availaolility of all
[
% military resources, ana military actions cowmpl 2mentary of
4
1 . . . C s .
0 the othar instruments of national policy., The military was
K)
i)
L .« .
to be flexible enough to adjust to aomestlc ana
’ v A
' international chang=2. The various types of forcaes wer=2 to
v '\ « . I3 .
B Act as a t=2am 1in carryinyg out national policy. The oottoa
0
’ line of military readiness was fourfold: sustain
Wi
‘X deterrence, assure territorial inteygrity, conduct warfar-=,
iy
: and resolve conflict.
o
[he Alr Force nad primary ana collateral functions as
L}
# defined oy the Departinent of Defense. Its primary functions
<
- w2rz2 conaucting combat ailr operations, formulating air
R
q doctrine, osroviding forces for stratagic warfar2, and
L)
. providing worlawide alr transport. [ts collataral functions
L) were to linterdict enemy sea power, conduct anti-submarine
t
&
¢ warfarz, and conduct aerial mine-layiag. [nese functions
nY . . . . . .
N were carried out through nine prilmary missions: strategic
‘l.‘\ ~ .
" aerospace offense, space2 operations, strata2gic aerospacs
)
'.. . . . . . . .
- defense, ailrlift, close air support, air inteardiction,
\I
()
.l
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%? counter-alr operatlions, survelllance and reconnaissance, and
: .:..
- special operations. A sound command and control system was
... necassary for the success of thes2 missions. This systam
AN
n}. included the network of intelligence, indications and
L
“) wirning, communlcations, data processing, environmental
e services, and trained personnel.
\?
:&; Phe major cnaractaristics of asrospace forces warca
i speed, range, and maneuvarapility. These charactaristics
I .
Do were cest 2xploited through proper use of people, w~2agcns
RS,
g
iy S . .
LN systems, facilities,and organizational structure,
-y
°® Aerospace forces ware to be properly organized
. trained, equipped, and sustained. Several principles wzare
) & ,..: '
o] lmportant in accomplishiag these actions. Tnese 1ancludea
4
v . . . . .
: maintenance of unity of command, organizing in peace as 1o
"y L
Y war, development of a unifiea cownand structure, proper
5
v,% coordination and control.
by - :
) In order to rfignt, 1t was necessary to follow
:& estaolished principles of employment of aerospace forces.
+ 'fn

oYy These were: objective, offsnsive, wmass, economy oL force,

surgris2, security, unity of 2ffort, maneuver, simplicity,

4
&ﬁﬁ ciming and t2mpo, and defeasive,
3
oy 5. Changes from previous edition. Tals edition was
s
5| . - . . :
® raadically d.fferent from any previous edition. Tae style of
a
f;? writingy w~was very informal. Extensive use was made of
:4: 1llustratiuns ana oola face topic sentences. Jontextual
30
N o
- znanges included:
}'.-
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4. A mor2 aescriptive apgroacn to tne Air Force.
The manual went into gjreat detail about oryanizational
structure, gpersonnel principles, and relationsalps with
other services.

o. Tne language was very simple. The impression
was tnat this was written for people with little or no fiesla
Or wartlime exXperience. Also appearing were many quotes from
aiscoric tigures, as backing for major points of empnasis.

C. Tals =2aition iacluded a chapter on the
evolution of basic doctrine, and a brief synopsis ot
pPra2viouds wmanuals.

d. As an appendix, tnhis revision offerea a
sajgested reaaing list, anotner first.

6. Paoyanic saia tinls manual was written 1a "...cowlcC
oook style, [with] quotations from prominent inaividuals
wnose aoctrinal competence is not obvious, ana (with]
Lrrelavant observations about managing people (58:15). Draw
sala tne [oaa memory of] tne Vietnam war was, as witn tne
pr2viouas edition, the primary influence in tne development

c

of tnilis anangal, He callea tnis edition "tne nadir of Air

Jrce doctrine" (54:12).

2

I'nis manual was visually appealing but wallowed
in generalities, unsubstantiated asserstions,
and irrelevanc yuotations. It was a triumpia of
form over substance, an air power doctrine
manual tnat containeu alwmost nothing about tne
nature of war, tine art of war, or the employment
of air power |58:1.j.
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Jdnlted States Alr Force Basic Doctrine, afm 1-1,

16 Marcn 1984 (59).

1. Presiaent: Ronald Ww. Reagan. Secretary of
Defense: Casper Welnoerger,

2. Cnief of Staff: General Charles A, Gabriel,

3. General Gabriel stated that "...eacn of us, as
professional airmen, has a r2sponsipility to be articulaca
and knowledgeable advocates of aerospace power" (59:1iii).

4. The national security oojective of tne Unitea
States was maintaining a free society. This objective couald
oe obtained tnrouygh national military objectives, whica
incluaed deterring potential agyressors, praventiny
policical coercion by an enemy, ana fignting at whatever
level necessary. The military, tnrougn land, sea, and air
forces was to oe aple to produce tuaree fundamental effects:
neutralization, destruction, and capture of enemy territory
and resources, Tne national command autnorities used tne
unified command structure in order to direct the military 1a
tne accomplisament oL objectives.

Aerospace forces were employed according to the most
@rgective aoctrine. It was necessary, ther2Lore, tnac
commandars were tnoroughly familiar with employment

doctrine. Tne cnaracteristics of aerospace forces wera

f, speed, range, and flexibility. Capabilities includeu

. ra2sponsiveness, mooillty, survivaoility, presence,

b
L)

44

\‘.'u"‘n LY

" -
b %
140
Fay W

X ‘f$h
eI N b s M A A s LA by Wil
oaterat, kg0 Mt .n.l'o W, I‘q I.",I.q_ '3 \K S‘n!l‘v sk 10 .50 ) g.i,lqj.';. ',I‘-A

M o PN 7 AN T 3.0, YT [ PR 5N
A RO R A it ,.t e R




el Yl Vil A

1@ N

555

gestructive firepgower, and observation., Aerospacs forces
Wwar2 to be applied tiarough the proven principles of war,
which included oojeccive, off=nsive, surprise, security,
economy of Eorce, maneuver,timing and tempo, unity of
command, simplicity, logistics, and conesion,

The broad plan of employment of aerospace forces was
comprised of the following elaments: =2mploying forces a3 an
indivisiole entity, carrying out simultaneous stratejic and
tactical actions, Jaining control of the aerospace
environment, attacking an enemy's warfighting potential,
considering both offensive ana defensive actions, exploitiag
the psychological iampacts of aerospace power, devaloping a
coherant plLan for execution, and estaolishing one authority
for air defense and airspace control.

The primary missions of the Air Force were: Stratagic
aerospace offense, strategic asrospace defense, countar=-air,
air interdiction, close ailr support, speclal operations,
airlift, asrospace surveillance and reconnaissance, and
aerospace qnaricime operacions. In adaition, the Alir Foroe
Wwas r2sponsiol2 for szveral specialized tas<s, i1ncluding
aerial retueling, =lectronic combat, air command and
control, intelligence, aerospace rescue and recovery,
vsychological operations, and weather service.

5. Changes from vrevious edition.

a. Illustrations ana polat paper styl2 wais

delated.
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zﬁﬁ aoctrine was left in, out expanded gjreatly.
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fW§ c. guotes from famous people were deletea.
O
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M) . .. . . o
$ X d. The readlng list was retainea and expanded.
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v&i'f
el e. Items included were directiy related to
(AL
) . .
et warfighting.
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ﬁh 5. while citing several snortcowings, Favyanlic still
D
L
- ]’ .
b stated that "...the latest version of AFM 1-1...
Wi 1s a major ilmprovement over its 1979 predecassor..."
)
(WY, .
?‘; (58:15). Drew contended that the reason for the 1mproveient
o
:535 was an importaat snift in Air Force chinking. Tals cnange
g 3 [}
uué in tninking was brought about, ne said, oy young officars
-~ . e
,iﬁ who were extremely daissatisfiea witn tne 1979 Ard 1-1.
R
K These officars produced, bejinning ia 1979, "...a spate of
oy cricicai and tnought-provokxing articles centering on Air
i J P g J
o
i) . -
‘% Force doctrine" (55:12).
L)
Wyred - S . ; _ .
Q&! After admicting, in effect, tne failur=2 of tne 197y
'Qg manual, "...the Air Staff began assempling a team of more
Ry
oy . . ..
(g juarifiea personnel...to direct doctrine devalopwment eciorts
oM £ &
o . e
oy and produce tne doctrine manuats" (55:12)
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RS 2art II. Taoles of Comparisoan
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) Tne followinyg taoles werz= developea to cowpare certaliln
Y -
:ﬂi aspects of tne pasic doctrinal manuals. Thesy were not
O _ . . ,
i 7 Jdesigned to oe alil-iaclusiva, or to suaow guantitatlve
L)
W) .
e trends. Rather, tnese taoles were meant to glve tie reader

4 general ldea of caanges over tilme 1n Joncepts contalneu 10
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:%: the manuals. Tapble 2 lists the namnes of the various

j' Prasidents, Secr2taries of Dafense, and Chiefs of Staff. It
;g. was the rasearcher's contention that thess inaiviauals

*: . exarcised significant influence in the Air Force doctrinal

orocess, Taole 3 brietly describes the manuals' treatnent

a

) . ) .
;A of tne principles of war and describes the strateglc

i& viewpoint from which tne manual was written. As Futrzll
7.'i

W ) ) . .

(¢1) demonstrated, views held on these issuesd by various

e individuals grzatly cnangea tne content of tne basic

’ )

o . . .

;# doctrine over time. Finally, Taole 4 gives a short

.

L)

WX . . \ . .

P description of stylistic changes in successive manuals.
0
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39 Taole 2. Wational Leadersnip Chart
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w YEAR PRESIDEWYL SECT OF DEFENoR CHIZF OF s57TArF
i

W

¥ 1953 D.D. Eisenhower C.E. Wwilson H.3. Vandenb=r3
[

I 1954 D.Y, Elsennower Cok. Wilson N.F. lwialng
3
BN 1955 D,D. Eisennower C.E. wWilson N.F. Twining
W
N [l

;‘ 1957 D.D. Elsennowar Jd.n., McElroy T.D. White

e . .

e 1964 L.3. Joanson R.5, JdcNawmara Coe e Laday
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- 1971 x.4. Nixon MeRe Lalra J.0. Ryan

[\

b 1975 G.R. Ford J.R. Scnlasinger D.C. Jones

Q . . o

1472 J.t. Carter H. Brown L. Allen, Jr.
L3

» 1934 R.A. Reagan C. Weinoerger C.A. Gavbriel
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YEAR

1953

1954

1955

1459

1964

aple 3, Basic Doctriae

Treatmnent of tne

Principles of war and Strategy

PRINCIPLES OF WAR

10 principles: objective,
ofrensive, concentration,
economy of force, flexi-
oility, .nooility, security,

surprise, control, coop-
2ration
same 10 principles as

ia 1953 edition

Principles of war deleted
and replaced oy "principles
for employment of air
forces:" air forces are an
entity, have a common ob-
jective, exercise initia-
tive, exploit surprise,
concentrate =ffort, main-
tain security, and have
proper coordlnation

Principlas arz2 tne saae
as 1955 editioan and hnave
tne same perspective

Principles not mentioned
as sucn, employment prin-
ciples may vary w/conflict

STRAIEGIC VIEZWPOIWT

World wWar II model of
large war witn inaust-
trial enemy. Reliance
on weapons of aass
destruction

same reliance on .nass
destruction weapons wicta
"big war" aodel

Alr power is dominanctc
in tne stratgy of tne
"oiy war"

Conflict may not always
lead to war, wa II
mouel may not apply,
first mention of the
conczpt of limitced war

Flexible response ra2f-
lected throughout, levels
of response formalized
according to conflict:
Jeneral war, tactical
nuclear war, conventional
war, war of counter-—
insurgency
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YZAR

1971

1975

1979

1934

Taole 3

PRINCIPLES OF WAR

As with previous edition
orinciples of war are
not mentionea

Employment principles
return: ovbjective, orran-
sive, defensive, concen-
tration, surprise,
unity of effort

Principles divided 1ato
three catagories: control,
2mployment, ana tne
principles of war

Principles of war are

Jiven as oojective, offen-
sive, surprise, security,
mass and economy of force,
manuever, timing and tempo,
unity of cowmnand,
and conesion

49

securicy,

logistics,

(Continueq)

STRATEGIC VIEWPOINT

First use of term
"assured destruction,"
flexiole resgonse still
an option, first use of
term "special operations”

uclear deterrence 13
stressed wlith first def-
inition of the triad.

Agalin, stress i3 on tae
strategy of deterrence,
altnough acxknowl=adyemnent
of levels of conflict is
made

Strategy stressed 1s once
again a type of fliexiole
asponse
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YEAR

1953

1955

1953

1964

1971

1975
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Table 4.

LENGTH
(PAGES)

st Mg

1

[ A

7

19

10

13

20

18

) e )
’I'r 1)

Basic Doctrine iManuscript Characteristics

NO. DISTRIBUTION
SECT. (LOWEST Lkv)

5 3/3quadron

3 1/Bacn Act.
Duty Officer

5 1/Bach Act.
Juty Officer

5 1/Each Act.
Duty Officer

7 1/Each Act.
buty Officer

) 1/Bach Act.
puty Officer

3 1/Every 3ignt
Active Duty
Of ficers

59

ORI OSSO

FORMAT
HIGHLIGHTS

Strictly narrative w/
imain topics set apart
by topic sentences

Similar to 1953 putc
w/topic sentencas
in boldface type

Similar to 1954 w/
volaface topic
sentences

Similar to 13535 w/
bolaface topic
sentences

Less poldface type
ana smaller print
than previously

Very similar to
19064 edition

Boldface =2limiaatzd,
Smaller print,
Extensive sumnary
oreface includea
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N 1979 95 o 1/Every Four Much longer, use

% Actlive Duty of illustrations

. Officers throughout, inclusion

. of many Juotations,

‘j much more informal

v writing style, more

L description of Air

L Force functions,
includes suggestad

= reading list a3

o :

Y, appendix

"W,

2

B 1934 68 4 1/Every Eignt Long summary pra-

Pt ACtive Duty face, less desrip-

¥ Officers tion of functions,

o us2s of poldface,

ﬂg no illustrations
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ITI. Metnodology

The distorical Research AMethod

This study was nistorical 1n nature. Tne prinmary data
axanined were ACSC course curricula. The ultimate purposa2s
of the study were first, to validate whetner the Air Forca
h1ad, since the end of the Second wWorld war, conduczed oasic
doctrinal education and secona, tO exainine tihe contz2xt 11
which this education had taken place.

Tne researcher conducted a brief reviaw of literatuarz
dealing with historical research in oJrder to develop an
appropriate metihodology. The generalized historical ametaod
presented below reprasents a synthesis of ideas presented oy
Busha and Harter (43) and Powell (76). There wera five

oa

u
-

ic steps followed in the 2xamination of historical data.

=)

he

Ui

e ware

1. Identification of the prool=2m, or proposal of tne
purpose of the research.

2, Coll2ction of ovackground itafornazion.

3. Formulation of a hypothesis or research yuestions.

4. Collz2ction of evidence to support the hypotnesis
of answer tne research questions.

5. Analysis of the cita.

v. Formulation of inferenc2s, conclusions, or tfurtiher

hypotheses.




The distorical Rescearcin Metnod for tiis Stuay

Step 1, Proolemn Identification, was accomplisnhed 1in
) Chapter I of tnis study witn the formulation of the proolam
1 statement, 35tep ¢, Collection of Backjround daterial, was
also aone 1n Chapter I, wher=2 tne r2searcher analyzeza
packground soudrces concerning proolemn areas witanin tne fi=ela
Of Alr Force doctrine. Furtner bacaground inforaation w~as
,: oresented in Chapter II where official Air Force doctrinal
. manuals were reviawed ana analyzed. Step 3, Formulacion of
Research QJuestions, was accomplisned in Chapter I witih tae
presantation of the proolem statament and the stat2ment of
rasearcn oojectives and guestions., 3Step 4, Data Collection,
; 4as accomplisnea at the Air University Library (Maxwell AFS3,
AL) and was described in detail in Chapter III. Step 5,
Data Analysis, was conauctad 1ia Chapters IV, Vv, vI, ana VII.
Finally, Chaotar VIII deals w~ith Step 6, Conclusions and

Infarences.

Jascrigtion of tae Qata

I'ne aata consisteu of ACSC course matarial aeld 1n
K storaje at tne Air University Liprary. The curricula was
orjaniz=2d by acadewnic year. While sowne of the mataerials
used were 1dentical for successive yjears, each year normally
present2u a plcture ia and of itself. 1la Jeneral, eacn

curricilum s=2t contained a course catalog or course outline,

N,
OO
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Q1S uescrived, 1a varyiay defrees of Jdetall, highlignts of
the prospective academic year. In most cases, tals
description included school administrative policies, course
titles, and a breaxkdown of instruction hours spent on =2ach

tycee of instruction.

senaralization of Methodology

This was a nistorical study. (he metaodology was
alnost entirely non-guantitative, The 9orindry .a2cnod
eaployed in presenting this gata 13 abstraction. Wita tais
metaod, tne data were 2xamined and then briefly Jdescrivea 1in
tine t2xt of tnis study in Cnapters IV, v, vI, and VII.

In 2xamining the Jdata, tne researcner was attempting to
detarmin= whether or not Joctrinal eaucation naa in fact
occurred at ACSC, and tnen to 2xamine the context in wiaici
tnis education took place. In this way, i oasis coula be
formed for the developwent of generalizations on the aistory
and state of education in the arz2a of aoctrine witnia tais
oranch ot Alr Uaiversity.

€xamining Alr Commanu ana Staft Coll2ge Curricula

Curricilum for =2acn academic year from proJdram
lnCeption until tne most r2cent icaaenic y=ar was axaniaea.
(The curricala was held in storage at tae Air Univarsity
slorary). ine analysls process wis conduct2a using the
following Jeneral metnodology:

l. ror =zacn academic year, curriculam was read aana an

anstract ~as produced briztly outliaing tne naterial,

[47]
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2. AN aostract was developea outlining tie eaucational
n2tnodoloyies used oy the school as indicated in the courss
catalogs.

3. An abstract of tne contaxt in wnich doctrine was
prasented was produced. Context was considered to be items
sucn as otner relatea subjects preseated, unic of
instruction doctrine was presented in, and other iteus

deemed relevant oy the researcner.

Presentation of the Data. In Chapter IV of tais tnesis

project, a summary of each academic year from 1947 tnrough
1956 was presented. Because of the largje volume of
material, tnis methoaoloyy was applied only to the curricula
for the first ten years of the school's aistory. The
pQreseatation consistea of tne following elements:

1. An aostract of the course curricaliam usea
auriagd the particular academic year,

2. An aostract outlining the educational
metaouologyiaes employea.
3. An abstraco urasenting tne rasearcaer's
Jet=arnination of the context 1n walcn tne curricalum ~as

pgresented.

Academic Years 1957 = 1svo. The material axamiaed for

tals study was extremely voluminous. The ametnodoloyy
2aployed avove was appliad only to the first ten years of

curricila 313 a dewmonstration of the wmetnodology. It coudld
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Bl nlav=2 peen applled to eacn acadewlc year, out tnhls would nave
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. oroduced a vary lengchy research report. In order to save

i .

o time for tue reader, tne researcner chose to present tae

~*. "
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oo renainder of the material oy an alternate wmetnod.
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ror academic years iv57 tanrough 1386, curricula was

oy

o, . . .
> analyzed and presented in ten-year increments, and then
!rﬁ :
-*b presented as separate chapters of tnis study. Tnus, Chaptar
o
fr X _ . : .
vV suamarized the material Efor 1957 through 1960, Chaptar VI
LS X3 R
‘;d descriocea 1207 tarough 1970, and Chapter vII snowed tie
A . .
ph results of the analysis of curricula used from 1377 throug:
1y
" ‘ . .
M 1987, For <each of these periods, the matarial ~as
N . . _ . . .
AN summarized using the same neadings used in Chapter IV, tnat
-
-‘(I- < - : .
= 15: Apbstract of Curriculum, Educational sMethodology, ana
-0
S Context in wihich Curriculum was Presented.
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IVv. Analysis of Data, 1347 - 19590

Introduction
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This chapter pegan the task of =xaming doctrinal
carricula in tne Air Commnand and 3taff College and its
aistorical antecadents. As iladicated in Chapter III, a

of

at
o

getailed neotnodoloyy was applied to the first ten yea

en

“ie s32n0o0l's curricuii, that i3 1347 tcarougan 135w, or =aci
acadamic year, the curricualum was analyzed and the analysis
was preseatad oy pnroviding the following iaformation: an
aostract of the curriculum, a description of educazionai
metaodologiz2s employed, and a summary of the context 1a
which doctrinal education took place for the particular
academic year.

As indicatsd in Cnapter I, this study was concerned
with how AC3C and its predecessors tauyght official USAY
vasic docctrine. As the reader will recall from Chaptesr II,
the Ailr Force did not officially publish its views as an

independent service until 1 April 1953, Therefore, the

[y

/2ar-oy=-year anialysis Zor ta= years prior to 1233 war?2

vra2santeda as follows. For 2ach academic year, tne aostract
of the curriculum was accompanied by a review of the context
in whicn the education took place. This was because it was
difficult or impossible for the researcher to determina2

simply from course titles whether the curricula for tnesca

7ears was drawn from any official Air Force litaratur2. For

!
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:wﬁ tne years 1953 and following, the analysis was presented as ]
v

e outlined in the first paragraph above.

'l‘
135 History of the Air Command and Staff College
,)\,
7*:: The Air University Catalog, 1984-1985, briefly stated
W ¥

) the history of the Air Command and Staff College as follows:
Ay

e,

,51 The Air Command and Staff College {(ACSC) had

o its beginning in 1946 when the Air Force

N estaolished the Air Command and Staff

Ay School (ACSS) at Maxwell Air Force Base. 1Its

first class of officers was enrolled in a

Oy nine-month regular course. In 1948 the Air

’{f Force opened the Special Staff School at Craiy

" Air Force Base, Alabama, as part of ACSS and

e academic instructor training. This school
e moved to Maxwell AFB during the Kor=zan War.

o During tne Korean conflict, ACSS shortened the

Pl regular course to 13 weeks ana renamed it

. the Field Officer Course. 1In 1954, ACSS

. discontinued the special staff courses and

- extended the lenyth of tne regular course
back to its nine-month curriculum as the

: Command and Staff Course. The Air Force
}f changeda the name of ACSS to the Air Command

X and Staff College in 1962 [18:19].

Academic Year 1946

Apstract of Curriculum and Its Contzxt. For tine

1946 academic year (AY), it was difficult to determine the
content of courses simply from the course titles as listed

in the Curriculum Catalog (11), since no course descriptions

were included. (It should oe noted that for many AY¥s, the
only curriculum~related material the researcher was able to
obtain in the archives were course catalogs. while this was
a limitation, information obtained from other archives and
sources nelpeda sned lijht on the data.) The course was six
months in duration, and the school was broken down into five

"

"divisions," as follows (11:i1):

53
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Air Force Division.

Logistics Division.

Organization Division.

New Developments Division,

Ground Forces Division.

Naval Division

It was the researcher's assumption that basic doctrine

would probably be taught by the Air Force Division. This
division was allocated 368 of 905 total academic hours
(11:iii). Of this total, the majority was taken up with
Courses dealing with technical and organizational aspects of
the Air Force. For example, courses were offered in "radar
and electronics aids," "iflak analysis," and "air defanse
communications.” (11:3-4,7)., Of the 271 class sessions
included in this division, the researcher identified 13
which appeared to focus on the Air Force's fundamental views

on war, or basic doctrine. The course titles and

instructional hours appear below:

Course Title (11:1,10-13) Hours
Principles of War (3 sessions) 3
war-~An Instrument of National Policy 1
The U.3. and Future Wars 1
Alr Power 1
Development of Air Warfare (2 sessions) 2
Alr Forces 1
Military Potential of [tae] U.S. 1
Air Warfare--Concepts—--Strategy--Tactics

(6 sessions) 6
Air Power in Warfare 4
Future of Air War 1

21 nrs.

Educational Methodology. Almost all these

courses were offered as "conference" periods, according to

the catalog (11:1-13). The researcher was unable to

¥ 4%, O B ) ) v OUOBON OO Qi ., ¥ QOCDCOLT 4 D Ot (X
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determine if this was a seminar conference or an expert
symposium. Tne "Military Potential of [the] U.S." session
was presented as a lacture, and "Air Power In Air warfare"
was handled as a "problem" (11:12). Again, the researcher
was unable to determine whether a problem was a seminar
session or some other type of meeting.

Academic Year 1947

Abstract of Curriculum and Its Context. The 1947

Carriculum Catalog (12), like the previous year, simply

listaed course titles, along with some administrative
details. There were now seven divisions, the new one called
the "Intelligence Division" (12:ii), The "Air Force
Division"™ was now called the "Operations Division" (12:ii)
ana the "Ground Forces Division"” was now called the "Army
Division" (12:ii), reflecting Air Force independence
achieved in September 1947.

The Operations Division was allocacaed 210 of 814 total
course hours (12:vi). Nineteen of 220 class sessions within
this division focused on basic doctrine, as follows:

Course Title (12:1,3,%5,9) Hours

war, an Iastcument of National Policy
Military Policy of the U.S3.

Air Power

Development of Air Warfare

U.S. and Future Wars

Principles of War (2 sessions)

Grand Strategy (2 sessions)

Air warfare (6 sessions)

Air Power in Wwarfare (4 sessions)

|.&a0n(\)t\,_a_.._._.__.

19 ars.

60
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g&; gaucacional Metnodology. The "Grand Strategy"
7&? course was the only new offering in the curriculum.
o Educational metnouology employed shifted to a heavier
.
#;Q emphasis on lectures. One of the "Principles of war"
)
X
{b\ sessilone was codea as a conference period, tne otpner as a
‘;2 ' lecture (12:1); one of six "Air Warfare" sessions was a
N
i
§ conference period (12:8), ana all of tne "Air rfower in Air
e
:& Warfare" sessions were presented as a proolem (12:9).
. Otnerwise, 13 of tne 19 hours were lecturs geriods.
NN
e Academic Year 1948
'!
0 .
gt Abstract of Curriculum and Its Context. The
Y . . , :
{ curriculum for the 1943 AY was similar to the two pravious
A , . .
% years. The Curriculum Catalog (13) now listed eight school
o
Wy Lo L i . L . ;
A divisions, witn the "Academic Plans Division" being added
»
.ﬁf (13:1II1). Additionally, each division was now broken down
e
b into "sections" (13:1I1). The Operations Division was broken
DA, , . . ) :
3 down into eight sections, which were Plans and Special
t '
'hf Overations, Tactical Air, Strategic Air, Air Defense, Troop
2
.f Carrier, Communications, Reconnaissance, ana Weataer
.Q.O
at
® (13:1I1).
L0 . o 4 - o
Y The Operations Division was Jiven 1539 of 340 acaaeanic
2
D)
)
ﬂb' hours (13:V)., Courses dealing with basic doctrine issues
l.l
];; used 9 of 159 class sessions, witn course titles and nours
'v'
S as follows:
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g
;’:.. Course Title (13:1,5,7) Hours
ey 7
M . .

7ﬁ( War, an Instrument of HNational Policy 1
Lo Military Policy of [the] U.S. 1
e Air Power 1
‘af Principles of war i
&J‘ Grand Strategy (2 sessions) 2
:ﬁ- Air Warfare (3 sessions) 3

9 hrs.

G ‘
.vz Educational Methodology. All of tnese courses

t
el
%ﬂ_ wer2 prasented as lectures. At this early stage in the
?.f.t
N
?ﬂ school's nistory, the trend seemed to be toward faculty-

W Y Y

. intensive classes. The lacture method was usea more
¥

) . .

;\j extensively, and the numpber of courses was being reduced,

"

Iyl ) . ,

:a: perhaps indicative of a trend toward wmore succinct
v pra2sentation of material.

e Academic Year 19437 (January = June 1343)

‘-,'

b Abstract of Curriculum and Its Context. For the
. ¥

2 194JA AY, course descriptions were included with the course
g ~‘

!b titles for the first time. The school still consisted of
!. '..

K - - “ . . . . .
f eignt divisions, and tne Operations Division still retained

L0
K its =2ight sections, - The Operations Division w~as given 185
i)

o,: of 574 academic nours. Of these 135 hours, courses relatag

1,
¢
o to basic doctrine consumed 8 nours, and 5 of 111 class
(Rl
,) 3531008 Wwitaln the Operations Division, as foliows:

o . ,

N Title (9:27,29) dours
c,j _— LA LA
zﬁ' War, an Instrument of National Policy 1
55 Air Power Concept 1
- Principles of War i
o Air Warfare 3
"y Grand Strategy 2
o 3
oy 8 ars.
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;?1 Accoralng to the courss objectives, tne purpose of tne
1" -
D . .
A "War, an Instrument of National Policy" course was
N L
oyt "...aiscussion of war as to its nature..." (3:27). "Air
*
1“.'
t . : .
WY Power Concept" was "...a review of air power to include ...
7s
&b [its] significance..." (3:27). The "Air Warfare" course was
- 2 ' apparently a history course looking at "...strategy employed
( .- . . .
é' in Worla war II..." (3:29). No course objectives were
o
’ . : .
K listed for tne "Grand Strategy" course, perhaps sincCe 1t w#as
-‘:..
. oresentea oy a guest speaxker.
'?j Educational Metnodology. All of these courses
.
*
o P'I .
'WI were presantad as lecturas. However, the "Air Warfare" and
'? "Grand 3trategy" sessions were jiven by guest speakers,
s
}: perhaps r=2vealing a tacit acknowledygyement that =2Xpertise 1n
N,
o these area did not axist at Air University. All other
. courses were presented as lactures.
o‘q. ‘
o Acadenmic Year 1349B (July - December 1949)
BN
ié Apstract of Curriculum and Its Context. The
R ,- -
ﬁi 19498 Curriculum Catalog (10) differed significantly from
) . .
fj tne 1943A e2dition. For the firsc time, the catalog includea
I. o
\ L
pﬁ' a statement of "dMission and 3cope" (10:II). The mission of
,’_ Zne Alr Commanda and 3t3alt s5cnool was "to prepar2 officers
L
ne . .
.&: for the command of groups and wings and for staff duties
™
N ) ) )
) appropriite to these grades" (10:I1I)., Eight descriptors of
o: the scope of instruction were also presented; instruction in
S
P
:2 doctrine was not ainony them. [Ine catalog simply stated tnat
1
)
N the scope of 1nstruction would 1nclude "...critical
i
o8
J‘"
*l
’.
li: h3
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2xamination of current equipment, technigues and acceptea
standards...with tne direction of thought toward
improvement" (10:1II).

The Operations Division, which still had eight
sections, used 157 of 508 instructional hours. Of these, 10
hours, and 10 of 1038 class sessions, were devoted to basic

doctrine, as listed below:

Title (10:29,31%) Hours
Wwar, an Instrument of National Policy i
Air Power Concept 1
Principles of war 1
Air Warfare 3
RAF Oparational Doctrine 2
RCAF Operational Doctrine 2
0 hrs.

The course descriptions were somewhat longer in this
Ccatalog. For most of the courses, however, the basic
objectives remained the same. For the "Principles of War"
course, students were to be made "...aware of the principles
and apply them to air power” (10:29)., The RAF and RCAF

courses, whicn apparently replaced the "Grand Stratagy"
course, were designed to "...present activities and future
plans of |[tne service in question]" (10:31).

Educational M2thodology. The educational

metnodoloyy employed was either lecture, or use of a guest
lecturer, as with tne "Air Warfare" and the RAF and RCAF
Ccourses, which apparzntly made use of Britisn and Canaaian

otficers.
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Academic Year 1959A (January = June 19354J)

Abstract of Curriculum and Its Context. The

1950A Regular Course Curriculum Catalog (14) was again an

apparent improvement over its predeczssors, Instead of
"Mission ana Scope," "Mission and Objectives" were now
listed (14:ii). The mission statement was as follows:

To provide selected officers, nhaving
preparation equivilant to graduation from
Air Tactical 3chool, with an effective and
progressive approach to the command of Alr
Force groups and wings and to the principal
staff tasks of Air Force wings and numbered
air force nheaaguarters [14:1ii].

This expanded mission statement was adopted from ths Report

of tne USAr Military Education Board (also known as tae

Faircnild Board), 24 - 25 January 1950.
Objective 3 (of ten) in the cataloy reaa as follows:
Provision of sufficient discussion of the
philosophies and theories of war for an

anderstanding of the military role of the

Departnent of National Defanse [14:11i].

Tnis was tne first time that study orf "...the philosophies
cf ...war" was a stated objective of the school.

Inst2ad of divisions, the school was now divided into
"Jirectoratzs of Iaszcuction® (l4:v). Thes2 wer2 tae
Dir=ectorates of Military Management, Operations, and
Logistics (14:v). Tne Directorate of Operations Instruction
nad five sections, which were Plans and 3pecial Overations,
Alr Defense, Tactical Air, Stratsgic Air, and Iatelligence
(14:v). Tnis division was allocated 243 of 1 scnool total

of Sb4 academic nours {(14d:viii).

A S AT AT AT T My ¥,

L0 2 LA OGNS LS




"I'

9

3& In adaition, the courses was now pnas=d 1anto five

KN phases, as follows (14:1v):

_e Phase I Inaoctrination,
o Phase II The Air Force Group Commander.
;ﬂg Phase I11 The Winyg Commander and winy
el Headguarters.
i, Phase 1V Tne Numbered Air Force Headguarters.

Phase V Planning and Directing Air Force
im Employment.
RN . . ‘
39. The objective of these phases was apparantly to orgjanize tae
N
o..‘ A
Mr curricalum oy the ultimate application, 1n the student
o officer's carzer, of tne subject .matter. £acn 1astruactional
)
l';:i . '
ﬂ directorata taught classes 1n each phass=.
oy L . .
o) witnin the Operations Directorate, tne ra2scarlner
o
7! located two courses concerned with basic doctrinz, as
()
P tollows:
L)
1
Title (14:4) dours

!'C'
A .

': Instruments of National Policy i I
£ Alr Power Concept R

) 2 nrs.
i‘.

' -

) The objective of tne "Instruaments" codrse was to Jive
[y « )
o stagents "..,a fuller understanding of the many instruments
By
,? or fields of national policy" (14:4), waereds tne pgra2vious
?
1.‘ '

® ;2Aars' aescriution $,.0K2 D5 tiae "aatire of war" (lusly),

o,

:. "Alr Pow=r Concept" purportad to "...Jlve an apprecriation oL
e

Fag Alr Power and ...1ts significance i1n modern wa-fare" (la:d).
2.

o:
A Academic Year 1350B (July - December 1350)

. a

.
A Apstract cf Curriculum and Its Cont2x-. The

e
Ko~ 13508 Regdlar Course Curriculum Catalog (15) was similar to
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.
e tie 1950A catalog in most respects. ‘The same system of :
5
k' instructional directorates w~as used, as well as tne division
o of tne course into five phases. The "Mission and
S Objectives" statements were identical. One new feature to
¥ g : . . . .
oy this catalog was Juite sijnificant, however. This was that
> courses were linked directly to school objectives. Listed
‘l
1 . .
b along witn eacn course title in the cataloyg was the
g
I . . L .
", alphaoetic code of one or more of the school objectives.
N JObjective ¢ read as follows:
-ﬁ Provision of sufficient discussion of
o tne philosophles and taeories of war for an
A understanding of the military role of the
Department of National Defense [(15:i1i].

L

" . N . By .
o In Chaptar 1 of this thesis, tne rasearcher outlined
E. some of the detinitional difficulties 1anerent in the stuady
W

of doctrine, In attempting to assiygn specific courses of

R ™ .
. - lasTructlion to oojectives, the school oegan to experience
LS
S L L .

" this definitional ditficulty. Fally 23 of 43 class sessions
.
) handlea oy tne Operations Dilrectorate wer2 liaked to tilrs
L'
)
f' objective., wWhile all courses linked to this objJective were=
o
f. Supposed to nelp tne student develop a "tneory of war," many
R

] wer2 siamply; descriptive »f some ocroad threat, w2112 aany
W
e only descrioed the rol2s or alssions of a component of tne
) +
)
Jf armed forces or of forces of other nations. dere is tae
)

X cunplat> 13t of Ccourse titles which wer2 s4LDOS2d Lo meet
9 ¢ ' i

M tn= regjdirements of objective = {(15:4-48):
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Tu2 Navy's Mission aad tn=2 G2n2ril Joncant OF
S2apower

30viat Air Powar

The Soviat Army

s0viat S5=2a Power ‘

Strategjic Air Operations

stratagic System Of Air Basas

Valneraoility of tne USSR to Air Attacxk

Rol2 of the Aramy in Futur2 Jperations

The Flea2t Task Force and Sroup

Infantry, General

Naval Aviation Employmenc

Slooal Geography

3iological wWarfar=

Psycnological wWarfare

Introduction [to group leadar sessions|

<on¢capt of Stracaglic Alr Jperations

Objective Survaey

Jojactive 3Survey

The wording of this objactive was apparantly vagjgue

enoudh to allow tae scnool to apply it to .many courses. IL:
413 Ta2 r23earcner's viaw 'nat nany of tnesa Coldrsoes waak
o2yond tne teacning of basic doctrine, or anay nave only o224
423Zr1pciva i1a nature, Basz2d on analysis orf tae Zourso
titles and Jdescriptlons, tne rasearcher o2lieved the

toiLlowlng cour Wlore

ir Powar

wir as an Instrament of National Policy
1220101227100 00 3CraTgil Conlooi
Serve2runinaacs of Modarn ostrat2ygy
rialloizes of war

~

Tals AY

concs:pt 1n meonodoloyy 2aploy2a, 335 Datlia2g oy tae

Curricilun Cataloy:
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1
Jo8

.::'.
Q. : .
) I'wo general wmetnods are employed in Jiving
h; instruction in each of the above phases, The

z¢ tirst 1s presentations, or otner platform
. types of instructional periods, by specialists

" 1n various fields, =2itner faculty members...or

‘E guest speakers. ...The second method is in class

o periods conducted by leaders of student gjroups,

o« . . . . . . . .
e wherein the preceding specialist instruction 1is

Fh discusseda or put into practical application [15:iv].
o The class s2ssions listed above were nandled as

- Zollows: "Air Power" and "war an Instrumeat of National
1 . . , .

1y Policy," and "Identification of 3trategic Concepts" war.
2 "Preseatations” (lectures) given oy a faculty meaper. Tae
= last two courses were presented as "commnander's wmeetings,”
L

0

o WD1CH was

[ .

oY ...3 period whicn sinulates a gataering
o of Jroup or wing comnanders to discuss views
,\j and formulate policy vertineat to tne currant
Py conc2rns of tne comnani. These mee<ings will

K. - De conduct=2a oy 2 anewmber of tne ACxSS statif

acting as the next higaner commander [13:vi].

o v

o AcaJd2n1< Year 1951A (January = April 51)

19

.

Apstract of Curricalum and Its Context. 3=2cause

of tne Kor=2an war,

nﬁn',K,’

In January 13531 the Air Tactical School
and A1lr Jommand and 3tatf 3chool ware convern2ad
LAt snort Courses witn tae oojective of

L

- sroaviding r=29{r2sa2r training £or the malzitad:

® Oof raescry oftic20s Vel ratarned to oactige

Y 12t/ Lo otn2 e2xpandingy Alr Forca2 {(30:46).

- |

. M1s znang2 r:gucea tae aunper Hf cCourse holdrs cfr=r2a, and
.~
o chang=d taz2 aaminlrstration >t the vrojram. THare w2re now
> @, . i )

oA L9240 pnas:2s ol 1nstraction, 1s oouos2d to tive (Io:viil), 112
-l
L th2re were2 only 443 hours 2F 1astructioa. Instead “f tae
 €. A2 1nsTractional slrectorates, tnhnere Were? .uw S1X
-——

0 div3sions, 13 follows:

'

%

o

.\v'
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. Personnel & Administrative Division
NN Operations & Intelligence Division
% Electronics Division
Logistics Division
. Judge Advocate Division

(<7 Comptroller Division
oS o | ,
.y Instruction in basic doctrine apparently took place
) within the Operations and Intelligence Division, which was
»
\tﬁ allocated 130 of 493 instructional hours. Again, courses
i . . . . . .
\~$ were linked to school objectives, and objective ¢ remalned
B> : . , .
identical to the previous year. Thirty of 217 class
R . . . .
e sessions were linked to this oojective. However, lix2 ta2
L
L% ] . . :
ey previous year, tne researcner believed that not all courses
oL
N were actually concarned with pasic doctrine, Those that
[ werz ar2 as follows:
_.-‘t.
e Title (16:2-3) dours
S o .
, Identification of Strategic Concepts 2
K" war as an [astrument of Natilonal Policy 1
‘N Principles of war 1
4 - o .
,ﬁa General Concept of Air Power 1
N Considerations for Employing #ilitary
000y Power 3
?)' 3 ars.
W, . ‘ . .
b "2, Tne "period objective" for "Identification of
0.
.I‘ ~ : . .
:24 strateglc Concepts" was the provision of a "...method for
h"'
L
L _ . . .
® :dentif,sing tana) 2valuating various strategic concepts”
-
':2 {lo:¢). It was not ci=zar to the researcher 1f tals class
g
o
Y g , . , : 4
&? wis concarned entir2ly witn basic doctrine, pbut prooaoly
b
! » - . . .
; oresenta2a some of tne Alr Force's vasic beli2fs in the
\‘.'.— ) . . .
:Q’ couarse of surv=2y7ingy various strategies. "War as an
jx. [nstriment of National Pollicy" atteampted to "...promote
BT

inderstanding 2f war 15 4an accessory to other iastraments ot




b dial TR ROTwe ey M dog a0 4t

b
g
§tﬁ national policy” (16:2), ana "Principles of wWar" was
§!i designed to "...review the classical principles of war [and]
;“? to study tneir utility in modern war" (16:2).
ﬁ? : "General Concept of Air Power" hoped to "...promote
:ﬁ? understanding of the components of air power...lwithin] the
f!{ ) Department of Naticnal Defense" (16:3). The objective of
sz "Considerations for Employing Military Power" was
3}3 exploration of "...the considerations for employing military
i power to specific situations" (16:3).

&
:Ej Educational Methodology. The general methodology
;Q? of tne school was the same as for the previous AY, combining
hydl lectures and group sessions (16:iv). All the courses listed
S
‘£§ above were presented by lecture, with the exception of
Cﬁg "Considerations for Employing Military Power," which was
i:i nandled as a "commander's meecing,” discussed earlier, and
é? also as a "committee meeting,"” which was apparently a jroup
,?i report on tne subject produced by a small student

ﬁ, committee (16:v).
;Eé Academic Year 19518 (17 May - 17 August 51)
Egﬁ Abstract of Curriculum and Its Context. The

?4 1951B Regular Course Curriculum Cataloyg (17) changea
Eﬁ; extensively from its previous edition. The course was still
)ﬁ dividea into four instructional phases and instruction was
S
':” conducted by the same seven divisions mentioned for tae
t;% previous AY., However, the mission of the school was now to:
o

71




. l~ L]
1N
SV
‘;::;
oy ...lacr=ase tn2 anilicy of sealacted field
{b% grade Air Force officers to soundly approach
m& and 3§fect1vgly 2xacute tne cowmnand tasks
gm! associated with wings and groups and the
principal staft casks of numbered air forces,
';{ air divisions, and wings [17:ii].
’ "'“ ‘h‘ . . . . . . .
::¥ Along with tnis, the oojectives ware ravised. The oojactive
B
VY concerning "theories of war" was now changed to read:
)
5 . . ., L. .
,*9 «+.3ive sufficiant instruction and juidance
:\Q o provide a theory of war and sufficient
_%j discussion of stratagic concepts to insura
93 understanding of tne purpose of the
0 Departanent of Defense and tne organization,
functions and employment of its military
. Somponants {17:1ii].
n .
::¢ This broad definition allowed tns scaool to link 40 of
A
pALA 208 class sessions conducted by the Operations and
0 Incelligance Division (tne Jdivison was allocat2a 136 of 35J9
fod
s academic nours). As with previous years, many of theses
e
P \ . . . - .
L. Class2s wer= concerned witn descrioiag soame function or
1 mission of a component of the DOD or tne Air Forca, and vary
N
K fow wa -~ . i . PR - : <
) e~ W2re concerned, ia tne viaw of the resear:cher. Tnose
O
K tnat were are as follows
f ’ Title (17:2-3) dours
foe” , |
SO Wwar as an Instrument of National Policy 1
4&j Id=antification of Stratagic Concepts 3
A Principles of war 2
( Applization of 3tracagic Coaca2pts <
éﬁ‘ General Concept of Air Power 1
" 9 ars.
ki
~-‘ » . . 3
géﬁ The objective of "war as an Instrument of National
'1
@ Policy" was to "...oromote understanding of war as an
el
* Ald
A 5 . . .
'%j accessory to other instruments of national policy" (--:2).
’ ',"’: “ . . . - .. . " " R .
5 [dentification of Stratagic Concaepts" was to "...tostar the
oo
o
>
>
n"
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4
L
L
[
L

adoption of a methoa for identifying and evaluating various

O Ny e =~

strategic concepts" (17:3). "Principles of war" was

designed to"...review the classical principles of war ana to

e

study their utility in modern war" (17:3). "Application of

d Strategic Concepts" was apparently a follow-up to

X "Identification of Strategic Concepts" and enabled students

to "...apply the considerations for employing military power
to specific situations in land, air, and sea camoaigns"

" (17:3). "General Concept of Air Power" was designea to

4,

? "...promote understanding of the components of air

; power...and the purpose of tne Air Force”" (17:5).

Bducational Methodology. All of the above

courses were listed as "presentations," or lectures, witn
the exception of "Application of Strategic Concepts," which
was handlad as a "committee meeting," discusseda previously.
: Another methodology employed was outside readings. The

3: emphasis on the importance of outside reading was first

v stressed during this AY, out continued to play a very

3 important role in the coure of instruction in later years.
»

The Curricalum Catalog outlined this program as follows:

curing tne course, all officers are
required to read a limited numnber of selected
articles and encouraged to follow the Air
Force professional reading program. Those
. activities are intended to iacrease the
( professional knowledge of each officer as well
as to create incentives for continued study [17:1ii].

Y

T

- -
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K : Aacademic Year 13523 (13 January =~ 13 June 13952).
Ay
k&: Abstract of Curriculum and Its Context. Durinj
A
\ tals and otner AYs, tine scnool was conducting nuamarous
bty
A . . . . .
z:‘ specialized schools, such as the Logistics Officar Coursa
L)
5% and tne Comptroller Officar Course. The most jgenaral course
*
%) was called tne "Field Officer Course," and will be the
i
¥
;*ﬁ coursas lookad at in tnis study. As witn pravious AYs, tae
O
Ot
%ab mission of the school was wmodified slightly in this edition
LY

Of tne Curriculum Cacalog, tne mission r2ad as follows:

3‘2 The mission of tne Fi=2ld Officer Course is

- Lo lncrease tae aoilities of salected officers

? to execute command tasks associated witn wings

'n and groups, and to p=rform principal staff tcasks

: associated witn numpered air forces, air

e divisions, ang wings [28:ii].

WL

Qﬁ- In addition, the objectives were modified. lilow,

R0 . A L | .
R last2ad of a oroad oojactiva ralatiag to "tneorias of war"
§;$ and descriptive aspects of tne DOD, objective j simply said
f '\v

'ﬁ§: taat tne scanool inta2nded "...to increasae student
AN
23' anderstanding of the nature of war" (23:ii). Objectives
‘ﬁP ralatad tdo che missions and rolas of military componaacs
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i vare listed separately. The scnool itself was divided into
o

-;J 2210 "AC&sS3 agancizs,” inclauiag tas £sllowiag:

A

Oy Personna2l and Admiaistration Division

D Oparations Division

::ﬁ Logistics Division

oy Intelligence vDivision

" Comptroller Divisioan
‘\'; Electronics Division

.1 Inspector Division

G Judge Advocat=z Division

o Fi=2ld Officar Course Directorate

Headgguarc=2rs, Air Command and Staff Scaool
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L Zourses ralacad ©d vasic Joccriae wera2 apgdarantly ciuajac oy
J.: o “ I3 . -
ﬂf tne Operations Division, waich was allocated 2064 of 952
. academic nours (Z8:vii). TI'he cours2 was divided 1nto three
[}
et . . . o .
‘Wl nhases, which were QOrientation, Command Adminlstration, and
?.‘ &
4
' . .
ﬁg Command Employmeant (238:1v). Most courses concerned wiltn
<)
\r : basic doctrine were tauynht within tne Command Employment
o
AN L , .
Qf pnasa. Of tne 338 courses were offered during the Coanand
& LY
'."' s .
pb Employment Phase, six corresponded to tae objective
0
oy concarning the "natur: of war." Taese ware:
R)
\ t‘;
R Title (28:19) Hour 3
Q'
o war as an Instrument of National Policy 1
o~ Principles of war 1
G ‘ne dature of war (Lecturea) 3
oy The Nature of wWwar (Non-lecture) 4
o, Glopal Seograpny 1
.Q Psychological warfar=z 2
U alr Force Concept of Air Power 1
- 13 ars.
", j
Q. The oobjectives of these courses remained unchangei
’% from tiae previous years. "Glooal Geograpny," a course addaa
A
J to ‘the above list for the first time, was designed to
¥ :) .
ﬁ iiscuss "...the influsnca of 3jeograpny on warfara" (248:19),
Lf while "Psycnological warfare" wanted to look into the
-’; " . ..pSyIaological 270f2ct Of alr weapons" {(28:13).
e
A . . .
}- Educational Methodology. The lecture metnod was
IS
i. ,'v ~ ) . .
Y employad for all of the apove courses, witn tn2 exception of
o
;,' tnz four hour "Nature of wWar" section, which was nandled as
a
Wl , : :
i £two Jdilscussion periods.
i
Ry
o
.l:‘ :
¢
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Academic Year 1954B (14 July - 12 December 1952)

Abstract of Curriculum and Its Context. The

curriculum for 1951B AY was very similar to the 1951A
curriculum. The Operations Division was allocated 186 of
066 academic hours (29:ix), and tne course was divided into
the same phases of instruction., Out of 69 class sessions in
the Command Employment Phase, five were devoted to meeting
tne school objective concerning “"the nature of war."

(29:19). The courses 1n this catagory were:

Titl2 (¢3:1v0) Hours
The Natur= of w~ar (Lecture) 4
The Nature of war (Non-lecture) 4
Principles of War (Lecture) 2
Principles of War (Non-lecture) 3
Alr Force Concept of Air Power 2
15 hrs.
The course descriptions for these courses were
identical to tnose of tne previous AY. The "Global
Geoygraphy" and "Psychological wWwarfare" courses did not
appear in this year's catalog.
Educational Methodology. Lecture was the
predominant wmetaod noloy2a.,  dJowever, four hours of the
"Nature of war" anua t: e aodrs of tne "Principles of war"

courses used alscussion (29:10).

Academic Year 13453A (19 January = 19 June 1953)

Abstract of Curriculum. During this AY, the t=ram

"doctrine" was used for the first time in the Curriculum

Catalog (3V). Once again, the course objectives were
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cnanged. [he objectlive emphasizing "tneories of war" r-=au
as follows:

[The student will gain) an understanding of,
and interest in, national and international
geoygraphy, cultures, ideoloyglies, politics, theory
of war, and other subjects as they relate to and
affect military strategy [30:ii].

But another objective stressed "...an understanding of
current Air Force objectives, organizations, 4doctrines,
orocedures, strategies, and tactics" (30:ii). And yet
another objectlve iandicated that tne student spnould gain
"...an increased ability to analyze, evaluate and to project
his thinking in arsas of doctrine, strategy, and tactics"
(30:1i1i).

I'he school's philosophy behind its teaching of
doctrine was outlined in the introduction to the catalog.

There must pe a balanced approach between:

(1) the acceptance and understanding of current

United States Air Force doctrine, principles and

standardized procedures, and (2) the analysis,

evaluation, and projection of tnought 1in the arca

of new doctrine, principles, and procedures in the

Unitea states Air Force [30:vij.

As wWith previous AYs, the school was divided into
several divisons, with tne Operations Division and the Field
Officer Course (Division] apparantly handling most of tne
teaching on vasic doctrine. The course itself was alvided
into three phases: OJrientation, Command and Staff, and
Employment of Forces. All of the instruction in pasic

doctrine was conducted within the Orientation phase. Of the

174.5 instructional hours in this phase, 13 were devoted to
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tne t2achiag of basic doctrine. (tnere wWere 968 total

instructional hours for the school). The courses were:

Title (3vV:3-3%) dours
Nature of Conflict 2
8asic Characteristics of Military Forces 1
Principles of War (Lecture) 2
Principles of War (Non-lacture) 4
Evaluation of Doctrine and Concepts 4
USAF Basic Doctrine and Concepts 2
13 hrs.

These course titles and the course objectives were
rzpresented the first time that courses were taught which
dealt with officially published Air Force doctrine, In this

case, the basis for the courses was the draft AFd 1-2, USA

#9]

Basic Doctrina (45). This manual was wWritten by the staff

of the Air University, and was published later in this AY,
on 1 April 1953,

For the first time, courses were offered which
specifically mentioned "doctrine"” in the course titles.
"Evaluation of Doctrine and Concepts" wanted to give
students an

appreciation of the need for onjective

and critical analysis in applying old weapons

and methods to new situations and thne pitfalls

to oe avoided {30:4].

"USAF Basic Doctrine and Concepts" stressed "...knowledge of
USAF doctrine and concepts in regard to the components of
air power..." (45:4),

The other courses listed abov~, sucn as "Principles of

Wwar," "Nature of Conflict," and "Basic Characteristics of

Military Forces" were included because the course titles




tnemselves seemed to nave tneir foundation in AFM 1-2, =2ven

though this document was still in draft at this time. For
2xample, Chapter 1 of AFd 1-2 was callea "Military Force as
an Instrument of National Policy," and outlined the Air
Force view on the nature of war. Chapter II of AFM 1-2
closely parallels the "Basic Characteristics" course in its
discussion of the relationship of U.S. military forces.
Finally, Chapter III of AFM 1-2 was called "Air Forces and

tne Principles of War (45)." Tne courses offzred by the

school were apparently expansions of the Air Force's
official views on tnese suojects as expressed in AFil 1-2.

Educational Methodology. Of the 13 course hours

devotad to these courses, nine wer2 taken up with lactures.
The only exception was a four hour discussion period on the
"Principles of War." It also appeared that pr.fessional
reading as a part of the educational methodology became evan
more important during this AY. Included with the curriculum
package given to students was "A Selected Professional
Reaainy List"” (1), which included a bibliograpny and
apbstracts of books on foreign policy, the USSR, The United
States, Worlua war 11, Air Power, and Communications (1:1).

Context in Which Curriculum was Taught. These

courses on basic aoctrine were offered as part of the "Basic
Orientation" block of the Orientation Phase of the program.

Other course offerings in this block includea courses on

Soviet objectives, U.S. Army and Navy doctrine, and
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International 3Alliances, This block was apparently designead
to orient students to some basic wilitary thought in
preparation for more detailed study of military forces latar
in the course.

Academic Year 19538 (July - December 1953)

Aostract of Curriculum. The object of the

school's instruction was not, according to this AY's

Curriculum Catalog (4), "...aimed at the problems of the

speclalist, but ratner at the problems of a commander w~no
must make a decision and then implement it" (4:5). For tAais
AY, the mission statement remainea tne same as that of tne
last AY; however, the objectives were changed somewhat.
This year, students were to obtain knowledge of "...Air
Force objec.i.es, organizations, doctrines, and procedures"”
(4:6). Doctrine did not seem to be heavily emphasizezd,
given the wording of this objective.

The school was now divided into four dirs2ctorates:
Administration, Educational -Assistance, General Courses, and
Staff Instruction (4:7). 1In addition, the course was
divided into three phases: Orientation, Command and Staff,
ana Eaployment (4:21). This catalosg did not Jescrive in
specific detail the scope of each course, but did briefly
outline the types of instruction cffered during each phase.

Within the Basic Orientation Section of the
Orientation Phase, which consumed 60 of a course total of

969 instructional hours, several topics were listed whicn
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322.02ad Lo oe concernea witn vasic doctrine., Includea wer:
"Nature of Conflict," "National Objectives,”
"Characteristics of Military Forces," "Military Objectives,”
"Strate3jy and Tactics," and "Military Doctrine and Concepts”
(4:21), It was unclear whether cach of these topics was i
separate course, or parts of another course., It appeared
that tiiese topics wer2 taken almost directly from AFd 1-4.

Context in which Curriculum was Tauyht. During

tnis period in Air University's history, 1t was actiag as
the Air Force center for doctrinal development (61:182-200).
The task of developing doctrinal manuals had bee2n guite
difficult, as expressed by Colonel william W. Momyer, Air
War College Deputy Commandant for Zvaluation, in a 17
September 1952 l:stter to tne Deputy Commander of Air
University.

In this attampt to strike out on our own,

we have encount2red many obstacles that were

certalnly anticipated, and others that coula

not be foreseen. 0f course, we have encountareaq

the adaitional prejudice in respect to wnat

constitutes doctrine, tactics, technigues, and

proceaures, Thus, we have been seeking for a

level of writing that has no definition and is

not always appar=ant when one thinks it has

peen obtainea [68:1].

The "Evaluation of Doctrine and Concepts" course
specifically addressed "pitfalls to be avoided" (4:4) in tne
analysis of Air Force doctrine. It is possible tnat this
course devaloped as a result of the many years of

frustration that occured while Air University attemptea to

d=2fine and write basic doctrine. Thus it seemed to tne
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researsner that t©als3 AY was the flrst to oe latliuenca2ua

significantly oy W~ritten Air force dcctrinal statements,

gven tnouJn AF4 1-2 was only 1n draft foram at the peglaniag
oI 1953.
Academic Year 1954A (ls January - 18 June 54)

Aostract of Curriculum., This AY was the last
perioa 1n the scnool's history with a six-month course,
Little had changed from the 1953A AY, according to the

Curriculum Catalog (31). Tne mission and oojectives

renained the same, as well as the organization of tne course
itself. Again, the cataloy linkeda courses to specific
school objectives. Jf tne 144 class sessions, 30 were
linked to one or mor= of the three school objectives wnicn
mentioned the study of doctrine., Not all these courses
actually dealt with basic doctrine, as published in AF4 1-2;
they either went beyond the scope of the subject matter, or
were descriptive of some component of the national defense
structure., Seven courses concerned themselves specifically
with some element of basic doctrine; these were:

Title (31:4) Hours

U.3. Stratzgy and Tactics

Nature of Modern Conflict

Basic Ch-racteristics of Military Forces

Principles of War (2 sessions)

U.S5. Objectives and Military Strategy

Evaluation of Doctrine and Concepts
USAF Basic Doctrine and Concepts

N DO~ — N

21 nrs.
In terms of course oobjectives, "Nature of Conflict"

sought to give students "...an appreciation of ..,.now the

82




hScle el

.:l,

A

lastcaments of national power are Jasea 10 the pursuit ot
national objectives" (31:3). while "U.S. Strateyy and

Tactics" attempted to devalop "...knowl=2dage of strategy ana
tactics used by the U.S. in pursuit of objectives" (31:3).
"Basic Characteristics of #Military Forces"” described "...how
the typical phases of war influence [the employment of the
different types of forces|" (31:4)., “"Tne Principles of wWac"
sessions tried to pass along "...Kknowledyge and understanding
of tne principles of war and their application to air power”
(31:4).

"USAF Basic Doctrine and Concepts" was intzanded to
Jive students "...knowledge of USAF doctrine and current
concepts for employment of air forces" (31:4). On the other
nand, "Evaluation of Doctrine and Concepts" wanted to giva

students "...an appreciation of the need for oojective aad
critical analysis..." in evaluating any statements of air
power doctrine (31:4). Finally, "U.3. Objectives and
Military Strategy" was presented simply to "...reviaw and
analyze current U.S5, military strategy and its relationsnip
to national objectives" (31:13)., Again, it appeared from
the course titles and opbjectives that these courses were
expanded explanations of what the Air Force had made

official in AFM 1-2.

Educational Methodoloyy. All of the above class

sessions used the lecture method, with the exception of ona
of tne "Principles of war" classes, which took tine form ot

~w0o student-led discussions.

33
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el cont=xt 1n whicn Curriculum was Taught. As witn
;V previous years, these courses were conducted within the
o Basic Orientation block of the Orientation Pnase witn many
~

o . A . :
¢: of the same types of classes listed previously. This unit
:- was devoted appar=tnly to building a firm foundation of
i . . .
e basic military thought.
|/
b Acadewnic Year 1955
AN~
3? Abstract of Curriculum (September 54 - June 55).
& This AY marked the inauguration of a 10-month course, the
L
L}
O . ‘

$: pattern which would now continue for the rest of the
o
'Oy . . .
'5: school's history. Along with the lengthening of the course
- came a complete restructuring of the curriculum. For tne
o
Y . > . . « . . 1
-~ first time in several years, no "Mission and Objectives"
‘.!
5 . . : ,

o statement appeared ian the Curriculum Outline (22). Tne
’
} course itself was divided into nine units, as follows:
s

o I. Introduction
qﬁ II. Command and Staff
K- [II. Application

K

Iv. weapons

e V. The Enemy
o VI, Frze World
“ﬁ VII. Staff Functions and Prograas
f) VIII. Concepts for Air Operations
' IX. Application

[ e . : .

- within =ach unit, olocks of courses w~2r2 r2s3—n ..

9,
\

h N .
;. "prujects," wnich apparently represent o

<
#,
3

S attempt to present =2acn <odrse: 1n -, T

v seguence.
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o with eacn phnase apparantly building on the previous pnase.
> The charts indicated that the "Study of Doctrine" is the

foundation of the entire course of instruction. However,

% the term "doctrine" was not defined in the outline; it

8,

? appeared that the school meant to imply that "doctrine" as a
S ’ term meant the entire set of Air Force beliefs about any

2 subject.

é. For this AY, the researcher discovered two sets of

" somewhat contradictory curriculum guidances. The first was
ig- the Curriculum Qutline (22), mentioned above. The second

3 *

g was a two volume Curriculum Catalog set (20;21). In both

LN

o sources, the study of pasic doctrine was presentea in Units
[}

,%i I and IX. For Unit I, courses listed in the outline and the
'§ cataloy were nearly identical. However, the cours=z

“ offerings for Unit IX, the class listings were somewhat

:Z: different.

'

:n Witnin Unit I, several class sessions were conductad

; which concerned themselves with basic doctrine. For the

§; first time, an entire block of instruction was offsred in

:k "Air Power Fundamentals”" (20:8). Courses which concerned

,: themselves witn broaa national objectives were now off=ared
i; as a separate section. The "Air Power Fundamentals" section
;: had 11 courses, 8 of which covered some aspect of the Air

o Force's basic beliz2fs on warfare (coursas such as "U.S. Army
a - Organization and Doctrine" were also offered in this block

of instruction). These courses were:

i
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Title (20:8) dours

Evolution and History of the USAF 1
Ahat is Doctrine 1
Nature of Modern War 1
U.S. Military Strategy 1
Principles of War 4
J.S. Air Force Organization and Doctrine 2
Role of Air Power in Military Strategy 3
Air Power Fundamentals: A Summary 1
T4 nrs.

The stated objectives of all of the above courses was
that the student "gain knowledge" of the subject matter
(20:38). "What is Doctrine" was a new course offering, ana
proposed to give students "...an appreciation of what is
meant by the term 'doctrine' as used by the U3AF" (20:8).
Apparently, not enough officers understood this term, let
alone stddy its components.

Unit VIII, according to the outline,

-

provided the student an opportunity
to evaluate the current command concepts and
doctrine for employment with a view toward
examination and recommendation of changes
to AF4 1-2 [22:16].

-

P T

ey

T et T

Within this unit, students were apparently required to
produce written criticisms of AFM 1-2 and other Air Force
doctrinal statements. Tlhese classes included:

Title (22:16)

Basic Air Doctrine

Air Defense Doctrine

Strategic Air Doctrine

Theater Air Doctrine

Logistics Support Doctrine

Recommendations for Ai- Doctrine
wnile all of these courses addressed doctrine, only two

concerned themselves with basic doctrine; these were “"Basic

Alr Doctrine" and "Recommendations for Air Doctrine."”
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The specific nbjective of "Basic Air Doctrine" was
"...to develop through discussion an understanding of the
requirement for and the value of air doctrine" (22:10),
while "Recommendations for Air Doctrine" hoped to
"...proauce in writing conslusions and recommendations for
Air Doctrine” (22:16).

Courses offerea in the area of pasic doctrine,

Title (21:15-6) dours
Evaluation of Doctrine and Concepts 4
Logistics Support Doctrine 4
Strategic Air Warfare 4
Air Defense Doctrine 4

2

Theater Air Doctrine
Evaluation of AFM 1-2, USAF Basic Doctrine 1

36 ars.

When combined with the courses presented in "Air Power
Fundamentals," the total number of hours speant on doctrine
was 50, the greatest number to date. However, courses such
as "Logistics Support Doctrine," and the courses on
strategic, air defense, and theater doctrine probably go
beyond the scope of pasic doctrine. This leaves a total of
30 hours devoted to doctrine, still the most hours to date.

The objective of the "Evaluation of Doctrine and
Concepts" course was to give students "...an appreciation of
the need for objective and critical analysis in applying old
weapons and methods to new situations” (21:15), This course
description had been used previously. The purpose of
"Evaluation of AFM 1-2, USAF Basic Doctrine" was "...to
obtain student recoumendations for revision of AFM 1-2"

(21:16).
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Educational Methodology. Specific metnodologies

employed were not listed on a class-by-class basis. By
unit, Unit I comprised 64 hours of platform instruction and
8 seminars, toatling 32 hours, for a total of 96 hours
(22:3). Unit VIII was more seminar-intensive, with 1u hours
of platform instruction, and 6 seminars totaling 40 hours
(22:16).

Context in Which Curriculum Was Taught. The

snift to a longer course was a significant event in the
history of the school, and had been prompted by an internal
study by the Air Command and Staff School conducted in the
Autumn of 1953 (66). The study was concerned with several
aspects of field-grade officer education, and made several
recommendations to the Commander of Air University.

One of the study's findings was that

Study.areas essential to the proper

schooling of lieutenant colonels and majors

are slighted or omitted in the present

Field Officer Course due to the inadeguacy

of the present 22 week course length |66:1].

The study was also critical of the current system of
offering the Field Officer Course in addition to specialized
courses for officers in the logistics, communications,
intelligence, and cowptroller specialities. The study said
that this ".,..seriously inhibits the development of

realistic staff action problems in the field officer course”

(66:2).
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To remedy these problems, the study proposed a 4
lenghtened course, the first phase of which would consist of
"...coverage of basic concepts, ...and other subjects

- appropriate to the operation of units primarily employiny
fighter-type aircraft (66:4), with the last half of the
course concentrating on more advanced concepts. In
addition, the specialized staff courses would be phased out

and offered as separate courses. Previously, these courses

were offered concurrently, and officers elibible for these
were not eligible for the Field Officer Course (66:35).
Finally, courses offered by the Air Training Command were
beginning to duplicate material offered by the AC&SS
courses,Aand the study felt that Air University should not
concentrate as much on these technical areas (66:5).

Academic Year 1956 (September 55 - June 56)

Abstract of Curriculum. According to the

Curriculum Brief (23) for the 1956 AY,

The USAF educational system must be
oriented toward tne basic end of the profession,
air power. Thus it must...produce a discipline
necessary to future accomplishment of the
mission of the Air Force, consisting of under-
standing of aerial compat. This iacludes air
action in 'cold' and 'limited' war situations
and its support personnel [23:b].

Thus, the school expressed its committment to educating

officers in the art of war.

A

-
_ In addition, the statement of mission and objectives
returned to the Curriculum Catalog (25) for this AY. The

q

mission of the Air Command ana Staff School was now to:
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...1l0Crease the professional qualifications
of selected USAF majors and lieutenant colonels
and to improve their abilities to execute the
command and staff tasks required to implement
air strategy and missions of the Air Force and
to contribute to the development of air doctrine,
strategy, and tactics (25:iii].

The number of objectives was now reduced to four. The
objective concerned with doctrine read as follows:
To increase [the student's] knowledge

of the capaoilities and limitations of current

and future weapons systems and their relationship

to sound employment doctrine [25:iii].

The course itself was divided into two phases. Phase
I was called "Air Power Fundamentals" and the second phase
was "USAF Operations" (25:iv). A total of 13 units were
included within the pnases. Instruction in the area of
oasic doctrine occured throughout the program, and within
various units. The brekdown of the course was again
illustrated graphically, and again the "study of doctrine"
was aygain shown as the founaational element of the entire
course.

This AY was the first for which otner curriculum
documentation, such as study guides and instructional
circulars wera retained in archives ia addicion to tne
curriculum catalog. These documents were more descriptive

than the catalogs. 1In spite of the impression given oy the

Curriculum Catalog (25), the "study of doctrine,"” at least

basic doctrine, took place ia two units, not tiiroughout tne

entire coursa. These units will be separately analyzed

below,




dnit III, "U.S. Military Doctrine" was conductad over
the space of one academic week. The objective of the unit
was "...to provide tne officer with a better understanding
of U.S. military doctrine” (25:1). It consisted of four
projects, which were "Principles of War,” "J.S Army
Doctrine," U.S. Navy Doctrine," and U.5. Air Force Doctrine"
(25:1). For purposes of ;his study, only the "Principles of
Wwar" and "U.S. Air Force Doctrine" projects were considered
relevant,

The objective of the "Principles of War" project was
"...that the officer understand the principles of war and
tneir application to air power" - (38:2). The project
apparently consisted of a lecture by a member of the
faculty, followed by a discussion period covering tne
principles of war. This project hoped to give students a
feel for tne historical evolution of tne particular
principles of war, as espoused by AFM 1-2 (38:2). Students
were responsiole for- several readings prior to participation
in the project, including a handout on the principies of

war, AFM 1-2, and U,S. Military Doctrine, by BGen Dale 0.

Smitn,

The other project in this unit which dealt with
doctrine was called "USAF Basic Doctrine" (38:7). At the
end of tnis project, each officer was to understand "basic
Air Force doctrine, ...[(its| development, ...[and] how this

basic doctrine affects nim" (38:7). The project consisted
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of tnree lectures and four hours of seminar workx. As witn
the other project, students were expected to review several
sources in advance, again including AFM 1-2, and tnree
lectures by General Laurence 5. Kuter, a former Air
University commander.

This project apparently had the intent of insuring
that each student thorouyghly understood doctrine before
evaluating it later in the course (38:10). Some of tne
issues explored during the lectures and seminar discussions
included the reguirement for doctrine, the value of
doctrine, the development of doctrine, some misconceptions
about doctrine, the dynamic nature of doctrine, and the
relationship of doctrine to an officer's role in the Air
Force (33:9).

The other unit concerned with doctrine was Unit XII,
"Evaluation of Air Doctrine" (39). This unit was conducted
at the beginning of May 1956, about a month before the end
of ‘the entire course. The unit examined both basic doctrine
and what was at the time called "functional doctrine"
(39:1). 1In order to prepare for this project, students were
required to review several sources from popular and Air
Force literature. Twenty-eight hours were alloted to tinis
unit, two of whicn were lecture. The lecture periods served
to introduce the topic, and then seminars were conducted in
which the students developed their written critiques of Air

Force doctrine, and outlined proposed changes (39:5).
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Zducational Metnoaology. Exact numcer of hours

devoted to lectures and seminars were not explicitly stated
in the sources reviewed Oy the rescearcner. However, 1t
appeared that of the approximately 10 hours allocated to the
two projects examined in Unit III, about half were lecture
sessions, and the other half seminar (38:2)., In Unit XII,
26 of 28 total instructional hours were devoted to seminar
work (39:2).

In addition, it appeared that the school expectea more
of the students in terms of reading. Each unit examined
above had an accompanying reading reguirement, which ia some
cases was significant. For example, in order to prepare for
tne "Evaluation of Air Doctrine" unit, students were
expected to reviw 10 sources, three of which were full-
length books (39:4). A supplementary bibliograpny was also
available to students. This emphasis on reading was not new
for tne school, put seemed to be taking more precedence.

Context in Which Curriculum Was Taught. At this

point in time, tninking in the aresa of the changing nature
of war was apparently showing its influence at the school.
In stating 1ts educational pniiosopny, the scnool said that
the Air Force educational system must be able to produce
officers who understand "...air action in 'cold' and
'limited' war situations..." (23:b). This was the first
mention of these terms in the curricula. Academic thinking
of the time was beginning to find its way into Air

dnivarsity.
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Additionally, the greater emphasis on the seminar
method rz2flected the school's philosophy that

Traagition in thought and action may
inhioit evolution and be dangerous when life
or death depends on immediate solutions to
new situations. The JSAF carrer officer must,
therfore, avoid regimentation and rigidity
of dogma, and cultivate instead a bpehavior
of independent tninking and forward-looking
(sic) through an educational system, not of
post-war reflection and rationalization,
but of pre-war preparation [23:c].

Summary

Summary of the Contzxt of Curriculum Development. The

Eirst ten years of the Air Command and Staff School, as it
was then known, were apparently among the most turbulent in
the school's nistory. Not only did course titles and
Oobjectives change several times, but the school's mission
and objectives also underwent several revisions. It was
difficult for the researcher to determine which input
factors, as proposed in Chapter I, had the greatest
influence during this time period.

In the early years of this period, probably from 1940
through 1947 or 1948, the views of the Air Force as an
institution seemed aominant; at least the views of Air rorce
leadership seemed to dowinatz. Or it may pbe that, as
Tolson (65:80) saia, the schools simply "borrowed" courses
from other military scnools. The Jeneric course titles suca
as "War, as an Iastrument of Nitional Policy,” and

"Principles of War" indicated tnat tne courses coulda hava

been taught at any military institution.
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Latar, from about 1240 througn 1950, the faculty
seemed to be a wmore dominant force in the school. As the
faculty learned from experience, it tailored the course
offerings to meet the needs of students and also greatly
pared down the number of courses offered; for tne 1950A AY,
only two courses dealing with basic doctrine were offered.
However, another interpretation is that the faculty was in
fact ungqualified to teach anything at all about doctrine,
and could not offer too many courses. This interpretation
nad some support in tne form of tne Hood letter of 1351
(067), in whicn General Hood, then Commanaant of the school
expressed his concern with the faculty competence to the
Commander of Air University.

Starting with the 1950B AY, the school began to change
the curricula more drastically. The Faircaild 8ocard (37},
convenea early in 1950 conducted the first serious look at
professional military education in the Air Force, and the
issues it raised began to be reflected in the curricula,
with the appearance of such items as objective-based
curricula. This influence was felt for wmany years.

Starting with the 1353A AY, the influence of
officially~promulgated statements of basic doctrine found
their way into the educational process. Evaluation of Air
Doctrine, proposed and published, pecame a common f=2ature of
the curricula, and continued throughout this period. The

reader will recall tnat at this time during its nistory, Air
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University was tne official Air Force institution for
doctrine development; the evaluation courses were useful to
both the students and the institution.

Finally, in 1956, the influences of recent strategic
thinking in the academic community began to exercise
influence. The wmention in 1956 of 'cold war' and 'limited
war' reflected tne writings of a few strategists who wer2 at

the time trying to bring meaning to the East~West conflict.




oy V. Analysis of Data, 1957 - 1966

i@; Introduction

%: This chapter examined course curricula for the

;j academic years 1957 through 1966, Unlike Chapter IV, the
i . analysis was not accomplished on a year~by-year basis.

4

i' Instead, as explained in Chapter III, Methodology, tais

% chapter, as well as Chapters VI and VII, summarized the

'ﬁ curricula for a ten-year pariod of time. The same broad
3& areas of analysis used ia Chapter IV (Apbstract of

&n Curricalum, Educational Methodology, and Context of

"y Curriculum) wer2 used in tais and subseyuent chapters in

\

{E descrioing the research material. 1
;

3( This cnapter served two purposes. The first purpose

Wwas to present thsz subject matter in a summarized format ia

.

order to sav2 time for the reader. As was demonstrat=a ia

T

e
”..
R

Chapter 1V, the material lent itself to a year-by-year

T
-

A\ H

analysis, but the rasearcher assumed that most resaaers would

-

not be intarested in this level of datail for the entirz 40

gl e o

of f M o

72ars of tne Air Zomwmand and Staff College's existance.

Y Secondly, tials chapt2r demonstraced tne researcher's aoilicy
"
\ Z0o examine and analy;ze voluminous historical documentation
)
! and pra2sent in a coherent, succinct, and logical summary.
. « I3 .
- Abstract of Curricula. After reviewing the curricula
N for the ten-ye2ar period, 1957 - 1966, the researcher
"6
oy Jdetermined tnat tine material could be divided into three
Y

»
+
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distinct periods, based on differences ia the curricula.
The first three years of this decade from 1957 through 1959
seemed to e a natural extension of the years immediately
preceeding 1957. Another period was apparent from 1960
through 1963, with the final period occuring from 1964
through 1966.

In the 1357 - 1959 curriculum catalogs, the key
statement was that the "...curriculum is based on the Air
University as a center for development and dissemination of
USAF doctrine" (24:15). During this three-year period, mor=
hours were devoted to teaching directly related to AFM 1-2
than in all of the other seven years of the period combined.

During this period, the course, which took up 850 to
900 academic hours, continued to be divided into two paases
of instruction, with the first phase emphasizing air power
fundamentals; the second phase concerned itself with present
and future employment doctrine. Fifteen to sixteen units
comprised the two phases, with two units covering aspects of
USAF basic doctrine.

Doctrine was first treated early in the program,
around Unit III, wnere it was introduced along with topics
such as the principles of war, and U.3. Army and U.S. Navy
doctrine. The basic text in the 16 to 26 nours devoted to

USAF doctrine in this unit was AFM 1-2, USAF Basic Doctrine.

Many other articles and texts were assigned as required and

suggestad r2adings. And at least in 1957, an alternata AFM
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1-2 draft was used as a text in order to solicit commants
from students on content and readability.

Tne last unit of the course during this perioa was
devoted to future issues. As part of this course of study,
Students were asked to participate in seminars where current
USAF doctrine was appraised, and where written suggestioans
and criticisms of this doctrine were produced.

In 1960, the school which had been known as Commana
and Scaff Scnool came to be known as Air Command and Staff
College and the curriculum began to take on a new look to
ra2flect tinis change. The school was no longer considered,
at least according to the curriculum catalogs, as tne centar
for aoctrinal development wichin the Air Force. And in
general, the units in which doctrine was included as one
subject were allocatea more hours, but the number of hours
spent on USAF doctrine (the AFM 1-2 searies) was reduced.

For example, duriang tane 1961 AY, 84 acadewic hours
ware devoted out of a total of 898 to a unit called "The
Military Instrument of Power" (19:19). One section of tnis

uait was concerned witn "military doctrine" (19:18), with

section concerned with doctrinal appraisal also took a

five hours devoted to study of Air Force doctrine. The
raauction in nours, from 14 in 1960 to eight in 1963. Tnis
| 4

was while total course nours was increasing slightly.

R

Tne last pnase of this ten-year period was from 1964

until 1966. During these years, the curricula changed
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significantly in organization and content, and led into tne
next historical period. The course organization was the
first item to undergo change.

The course was organized during this period into three
or four areas, including Military Fundamentals (beginning in
1966), Military Management, Military Environment, and
Military Employment. The school tracked exactly the number
of hours each study area consumed in the entire progranm.

For example, in 1965, the military employment area, where
doctrine was discussed, was allocated 645 hours, or 47.0% of
the academic hours (5:10).

The military employment area aiscussed doctrine along
with many other issues, but the number of hours devoted to
basic doctrine, as made official by AFM 1-1, was reauced.
The low was four hours in 1964 and the high was seven in
1966. The doctrinal appraisal unit was no longer off=red,
and most courses in doctrine concentrated on simply
describing what USAF doctrine was,

Educational Methodoloyy. During this ten-year period,

the school formalized in writing its methodology more than
it had in previous years. During the last three years of
the period, "programmed learning" was mentioned for the
first time as a methodology (5:3). Again, using the three
year divisions mentioned previously, the researcher noted a
shift in the manner in which the wmaterial was presented.

During the first three years, heavy emphasis was placed on
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the seminar metnod. Tnhnis was propbably logical, since
doctrine appraisal, a large part of the program, lends
itself to this type of study. In 1959, for example, a total
of 32 hours were devoted strictly to official Air Force
doctrine. Of this total, 28 hours were conducted by
seminar, and four by lecture,

As official doctrine was Jiven fewer nhours in the
program, the use of the seminar method decreased. During
the 1963 AY, 1o hours were allocated to basic doctrine, with
four lecture and twelve seminar hours. In 1965, two of the
five hours devoted to doctrine were conducted as lectures,
and the other three as seminar periods. This may not be
significant, except that it points to a goal of meraly
informing students as opposed to showing interest in their
views, as would be done in a seminar.

The reading program, as an educational methodology,
increased in importance throughout this ten-year period.
Each unit of instruction normally listed many reguired
sources, and many optional sources as background. Beginning
in 1960 and continuing thereafter, supplemental reading
texts on most curriculum aresas were given to students,

These were apparently updated annually by the faculty. In
addition to reading, writing became a more fregquently used
method in the school.

A "special studies" program was introduced in 1961

(changed to "thesis" in 1964), which had the objective of
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forcing students to examine some problem ar=a, conduct

research, and write a research study outlining analysis of
the proolem (19:13). The first year this program was
introduced, 124 hours out of a total 843 were allocated for
all research and writing. By 1966, 769 of 1,860 acadenmic
hours were devoted to independent research, which also
included classroom research.

Textbooks were an important part of the school's
educational metnodology. Early in this period, tne texts
located by the researcher were directly related to some
seminar or lecture. For example, in the USAF Doctrine
sections of the Military Doctrine units, only reading
requirea for a seminar such as AFM 1-2 or proposad drafts of
this manual were included in the course material. 1In
addition, suggested questions for seminar leaders were part
of the text. These texts would probably be considered study
guides ratner than true textbooks.

Toward 1966, texus began to resemble supplemental
matarial. For example, during the 1965 AY, the school

distributed a book called U.S. Military Doctrine, Roles, and

Missions (40), which was 1 200 page 900k containing rapriats
of all current doctrine of the services and other pertinent
documents. Similar antnologies were produced for topics
such as limited war, genaral war, and counter-insurgencies.

Context in Whicn Doctrine was Taught. For the first

four years of this period, USAF doctrine was presented
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within instructional units concerned with doctrine. Unit
II1 of the school's course from 1957 through 1960 was
entitled "Military Doctrine." Along with the emphasis on
Air Force written doctrine, this unit also examined the
written doctrinal statements of the Army and the Navy, as
well as joint statements of doctrine. The emphasis was on
doctrine itself, and not on doctrine as one part of tne
military structure. Generally, this unit had as its
introduction a section on the "principles of war," with
thorough discussion of the historical development of these
Principles, as well as their applicability to modern
military forces. 1In addition, doctrine appraisal was
presented as the last unit of the course, and as part of a
unit concerned with future issues. The concern seemed to be
that future publishea doctrine must be responsive to
technological and political changes, and that students who
will live through these changes must be able to ensure that
USAF doctrine is kept respornsive.

In addition, this four year period saw the
introduction of units on "cold war," "limited war," and
"general war" into the curricula. The thought here was that
it was insufficient to simply talk about doctrine, without
demonstrating its applicability to actual warfighting.
Discussion of these subjects continued, and in fact

lncreased during the entire ten-yesar period.
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3eginning in 1962, doctrine was handled within a unit
concerned with "the military instrument of national power."”
This continued until 1964. Doctrine was discussed along
with issues such as technological advances, roles and
missions of DOD forces, and Soviet and Chinese military
capabilities. Also introduced was a project on "applied
military power," wnich noped, through war-gaming, to enaole
students to use their new knowledge to conduct operations
against the forces of Soviet Union ana the Warsaw Pact.
This trend would continue, and become more sophisticated,
making use of computer simulation.

Beginning in 1965, as stated previously, doctrine was
presentea in the broad context of military employment.
Military employment encompassed "...a survey of past
employment, an intensive study and practice of current
employment, and a careful examination of the future
employment of military forces" (5:57). Normally, doctrine
was nandled within a subunit called "Basis for Employment”
(5:65), a background section which also included descriptive
courses on various DOD and Air Force components.

In addition, units were added auring tnls perica whiczn
dealt with insurgency and counter-insurgJency as war types.
Tne units on ygeneral ana limited war were Kept. The

teacning of insurgency concepts was probably reflective ot

the growing American involvement in Southeast Asia.




Summary

Tnls chapter gJresented a review of the academic years
1957 througn 1966. During this perioda, the school cnanged
its name to the present title of Air Command and Staff
College, and the curricula took on a new form. At the
oeginning of this ten-year perioa, tne sciool was still
experimenting with different ways of presenting course
:matarial., By the end of this period, the curricula had oeen
thorougnly 2xamined, and a vary guantitative approacn to
teacning was in effecrct.

USAF doctrine, as it 1ls presentea in tne AFM 1-2/1-1
series was still used as a source material, but wita
decreasing freguency. One or two individual units witnin
tne projram were entirely or mostly devoted to pasic
doctrine in 1957. By 1966, official aoctrine was taught
witnin the broad context of military employment.
Signiticantly, military employment shar=a nearly egual time

with military management.
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VI. Analysis of Data, 1967 - 1976

Introduction

Tnis chapter examined course curricula for the
academic years 1967 througn 1976, Like Chapter V, the
analysis was a summary of the entire ten-year perioa, ana
not a year-by-year analysis, as was presented in Chaptar IV,
Chapter neadings remained idencical to thosa ia Chapter J;
tnese were Abstract of the Curricula, Educational
Metnodology, and Context in which Doctrine Was Taugat.

Aostract of the Curricula. During this ten-year

period of time, pasic doctrine as officially puplishea 12
AFM 1-1 enjoyea Jdecrzasing coverage in the school's
curricula, as compared to pgrevious years. The course at
tanls time was brokan down into three to five areas, witih a
sligntly differenc eapaasis given to the subject matter in
each division plan.

Regardless of tne specific division plan, »basic
doctrine was presented in an area called "Military
saployment™ for =z2aca ol tae 20 y2ars.  I[n oaadizion To TAaLs
section, tnar=2 w~as Jasually a section =2acn year on "Military
Htanagement” (also called "Command and Management"), and
"4ilicary Environment,”" alony witn various schemes of
arranjenent for tne 1ntroductory phase of tne course.

In jJene2ral, tais olock of instruc=ivn consaned 1

iecr 2as3103 anount of 1cadeniz nours (academic noars dia not




include hours allotea to the thesis or electives) auring
tais ten year period. In 1967, Military Employment held
about 45% of the total course hours. By 1975, this
percentage had declined to about 35% of total hours.
Military Management's share of total hours increased
slightly from a low of 20% in 1967 to a high of 35% in 19374.
Military Environment, whicn resembled a political science
curriculum, also increased in its total proportion of hours
from 14% in 1967 to 22% in 13974.

Within the Military Employment block, basic doctrine
was presented in a variety of ways. In 1967, it was
presented as the second of four phases, wihich was called
"U.S. Military Forces" (2:8). This phase was allocated 263
of 390 hours (69%) within the Military Employment block. 1In
19648, doctrine was taught witnin the "U.S. and Allied
Military Capabilities” phase, which consumed 116 of 361
(32%) block hours (2:13).

Frow 1%09 through 1971, doctrine was presented within
the U.S. Military Stratejy and Doctrine" phase, and was
jiven roughly nine percent of the total block hours. In
1972, doctrine was nandled as part of the "Fundamentals of
4ilitary Employment" pnase, and used.36 of 301 slock hours,
or about 12%., For the last four years of this ten-year
perioa, doctrine was taught during the "Introduction to
Military Employment" phase, which was given around 6% of the

total olock nours.
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Juring tais period, tne number of courses Jdevotad to
Alr Force oasic doctrine jradually declined. For 2xample,
oejinning in 1969, chis numoer of classas stood at a aijn of
2ight. Tais went to a low of three in 1975, 1In 1969, th=2
list of classes offared witnin the 32 academic nour "U.S.
Military Strategy and Doctrine" was as follows (6-:17).
Tnose indicat2d with an astarik(*) are tnos2 wnich the

rasearchar Jdetermined to be concerned with official aAir

Force doctrine.

*dature of Military Strategy and Doctriae
*Principles of wWar

Alternative U.S. Military Strategi=as
U.5. 8trategic Objectivas

Conflict Analysis

Escalation Theory

Arms Control and Disarmnament

Range of National Policy Choic2

R2ading and Analysis of "TdE PLAN"

JSAF Planning Concepts
*Comparitive Analysis of Air Doctrine
*Aerospace Force Characteristics and Capaoilitias
*Air PForce Basic Doctrine
*Doctrinal Concepts of AFM 1-1
*Joint Doctrine at Operational Lavels
*Joint Doctrine

8y 1973, the list of courses offzared witnia the 13
aour "Introduction to Military Employmneant" phase was as
Sollows (7:43-44), witn doctrine-r2latad courses agaia
indicaced oy an asterik (*):

Military Employment Area Introducction
Evolution cf Modern Strataegic Thougnt
Strategic Options
*J.S. National Security Strategy

*Doctrinal Studies
*Joint Doctrine

[RVE-]




Textbooks used by the school continued to be of thne
collected readinys type. Prior to each unit of instruction,
students were yiven copies of the regquired readings, whicnhn
were collections of the most recent writings in the
particular subject matter.

In the area of doctrine, a refer=znce usea throughout

most of this period was Comparative Analysis of Air Doctrin=2

(26). This book was actually a reprint of two pre-
independent Air Force Army manuals, two of the latest
@ditions of AFM 1-2/1-1, and the Royal Air Force's
officially published doctrine. This was to date the most
extensive text used for comparison purposes, although in
previous years the school offered courses along this line.
It is unclear if and when tnhe school quit using tnis book,
but was probaoly dropped when tne "Comparative Analysis"”
course was deleted after tne 1973 academic year.

Educational Methodology. In general, instiuction time

was for courses dealing with doctrine was diviaded evenly
oetween seminar and lecture sessions. As with the previous
ten-yzar period, tne thesis program remained a strong part
of the curricula, with approximately 103 of total acadenic
time dedicat=a to this project.

During this time, the school also initiated an
electives prograw, which typically consumed apout six
percent of total academic time. This program was

estaolisned to meet the needs of individual students who




wished to gain a more 1indepth Kknowledge of certain arz2as or
to gain a specialized knowledyge wnich would benefit th=
student during future assignments. A wide range of courses
of study was offered, including one on U,S. military
strategy, and another on countser-insurgency (42).

Context in Which Doctrine Was Taught. As the iist of

courses presented under the abstract section indicated, tne
numper of courses concerned with officially-published
doctrine declined tnroughout this perica. In the earlier
years, doctrine was presented along with courses dealing
with U.s. strategic interests and tne nature of nationaly
policy. In tne "Military Environment" section, specific
courses were presentad on the nature of the East-West
strujgle and Soviet objectives. The "Military Employment"
saction, tnen, attsmpted to relate this international
struggle to specific national milita. . objectives.

By the end of this ten-year period, bota the number of
courses dealing with national objectives and the number of
Courses dealing witn doctrine were reduced substantially.
From specific courses, such as "Arms Control and
Jisarmamenc" (6:17), the scnool szemed to display a
oreference for more genaralized survey courses, such as
"JU.5. National Security Strategy" (7:44).

In addition, the trend continued from tne previous

z2n~-y72ar period of offering entire study units in various

levals of war. For example, units were offered dealing witn
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Limitea wars, wars of counter-iansurgency, Jjeneral wars,
high-intensity wars, and in military applications of space.
Tne teaching on doctrine and national objectives, which
usually preceeded these units, served as a pnilosophical
background to the application-oriented curriculum of these
conflict-specific units.

In summary, courses in doctrine were presented during
this entire period within the context of U.S. national
strategy and objectives, The intent was to motivata
students to see the "big picture," to gain a larger
perspective of the role of Air Force beliefs witnin the
larger pattern of national policies and beliefs. However,
in the early years of this period, Air Force doctrine was
given a greater emphasis in this learning process (witn such
Classes as "Comparative Analysis of Air Doctrine," and
"Doctrinal Concepts of AFM 1-1" (6:17), while by the end of
this period, official doctrine was treated only lightly, and

in wnore general terms.

Summarz

Duringy tnis period, the school's curricula becaine mor=
focused on the issue of national objectives and their
relationshiy to official Air Force doctrine. Yet very
little time was devoted to the study of this relationship,
and so courses could only present surveys of the subject
matter. At the same time, courses dealing with the

Particualars of doctrine became less important.
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¥ In addition, the units in which doctrinal issues wer2

&

;é

o explored began to consume less of the total academic time of
C the school, and courses devotea to management oecame morsz

important.
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VII. Analysis of Data, 1377 - 1387

Introduction

This chapter analyzes curricula for the academic years
1977 througn 1987. This was the final chapter of analysis
ana chapter headings ramained the same as taose used 1a tae

previous two cnapters.

Iy

h

dpstract of Curricula. Tails final =en-y2ar perioca o

tne Air Command and 3taff Colleys was anotner period of
rapid change. In tne 1350s, as tane reader w#ill r=call, tne
3chool was exparimenting with different approaches to
or2sencing the mat2rial. During this final jeriod, tne
faculty ajain was Juite active ia tne devalopment of
original curricula, and several major innovations war2
achizved.

Tne years 1977 tnrougn 1379 seemed to oce a
continuation of the previous years, at least in tarms of how
tihe course was organiza2d. Doctrine was grasented witala tae
first pnase of tae dilitary Zmployment area. Texts used
r2mailed £0e 3402 13 Ta0sS2 1524 11 Pravious years,  How=sar,
the aours devoted to the t=2acaing of doctrine nad incr2ased
to 46 of 269 total ar=za hours. This was significant because
a4 anumber of new courses ware added to tne doctrine

curriculum. Tne list of courses offerea in doctrine for

13979, for exampla, w~as as follows (3:35-36):
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doctrine: Taeory and Practice
Principles of war

Concepts, Doctrines, ind Principles
Jdrigins of U.S. Air Doctrine
Unconventional Doctrine

Another View of Doctrin=z

3pace Voctrine

Strategic Doctrine

Ta2 course descriptions for tne aoova2 courses
ampnasized that nost of the coursas were presented from
aistorical perspectiva. Taz2 faculty wanted students to
decom2 familiar wsith tn2 way tnat various viaws of Jdoctrin=
nai devazloped.

During the 1330 Ay, tne ficulty introduced in its z2x=
for tne doctrine pnase of tns curricalum a model called tne
"stratagy Process Model" (35:1i,17). Tais amodel apparancly
originated with faculty .emoer Lieutenant Colonel Dennis
Dr2w and Dr. Donald Snow~ of tne Univarsity of Alapama. Ta=
model itself is pictured later in thls chapter as Figura 1,
It servad as tin= oasis for tne presantation of all
curriculum in the area of ddctrine presented throughout ta2
r2st of tnis period. Tnis aodel i3 descripbed 1atar 1n tais
Chapter.

During -“nils s2riod, tn2 3°nooL Wil att2@mpTing O ouLld
a mor2 integjrated projram of instruction than it nad
pr2viously. For exaapls, t2xcs incladed l2arning odjectivaes
and Jdiscussion guestions as well as readings. The texts

s2rvad as tne foundation of the curricula, ratner than as

just a set of additional readings.
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A t2xt Jallad lacrodaczrion o strac23y (73), Dy Jr2w

and Snow of tne Air Jniversity faculty w~as used extensivaly
in the ar=2as dealing witin Jdoctrine. In addition, duriay =a=
1334 AY, three new t=2xtoooks were introduced, includinjy

Sr2at Jdarriors (33), Gr2at Paninkers (32), and Ailitacy

distory and Theory (34). These texts served a3 tne

founaation for tne carriculaan. L2aralajy 20j2Tciv23, 1S w20l
13 lectar=s and seminars W2re ouilt around tae naterial in
12 tiesa J00<3.

Tae 1939 AY was tane last y=2ar tne Carriculaa Tataloy

was used. Ac a substitute, the school used nandout monthly
schedul2s to infora scudents aoout tn2 proJran.  T1is3 naide
analysis difficult, since tne course could no longar o2 s22n
in its 2atirity. Howaver, ia 1337, tae scanool 22jan

puolisning a Curricilum Compendium (27), whica once again

pr=2s2nt2d tne 2ntir2 cours2 11 one HOOK.
During che 1337 AY, tie course was Jdivided into si«
ar2as, as follows (z%:ii—iv).
Ar2a I 3taff Communications and Rasearca

Ar2a II Cowanand, L2adersnip, and R2soudrce
4ani32mnent

arza LUl dazlonal 32curity ALfairs
Ar=a IV Tnlaking About Jdar
Arza v Jarfara Stuaizs
Area VI Space Qp=rations

I- wi3 sijnificant thnat tour of six ar=2as aavz to do
witn warfigazini. In the iatroduction, th2a coapendian saild

"

=117 tne s3-avol's "...currizulan foouses on warfiljgatiig i1ni

r2lated subjecst areas" (27:ii). According to tne




coap2ndiin, ta2 "lfaiakiajl Adout w“ar" ana "warfarz2 stadizs
ar=2as used nearly nalf of tne acadamic nours in tae course,
witn 307 of 309 total acadamic noars (27:3).

Tae "Tninxiag About wWar" area included four pnases,
including anilitary theory, ailitary aistory, military

doctrin2, and military strategy. The doctrine phas=

'y
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concanad 2J aours, iacliadingd taree Zours2s on J3AF OfF
doctrine (27:2-4). Tne otasr pnases Iin tais arza look23 a:
=2 1atallacrtual foundacions of nod2rn war aand <ric=d a2

1iscorical thr2ads of current tnought on warfigatingj.

tiucational Adethodology. During tne amidile: parc

of tails period, the scnool stopped puolisaing tae

10

arricilan

citalog used during pravious p=2riods, 30 it was Jdiffisuiz ©o
d2tarmine tne or=2akdown of lecture versus s2a2minar
tascruction. dowevar, in 1379 it appear=23d tnat n=2arly all
of tine classes devoted to Jdoctrine ware presenta2d as
L2ctares (3:35-35). 8y 1387, courses war2 a2arly 2vaaly
di}ijed petween lectﬁre andrseminar sessions. For tin2 total
1247 Af, 451 acadenic nours were saalnar s23s5ions ani 4:0
N42r2 Lacrnuar2s.  JWivain tae "Tala<iag Apous war"™ ar=2a, 52 o:
31 aours W~2r2 pr2s2nc2d as s2minars, Wiz cie 025t as
Lactures (27:4).

Jont2xt in wnlz>n Doctrina was [faugnt. For nost ot

tals period, doctrine was taught as ona part 2f 31 systan o!f
3trat23y7 W~aica d2ta2cnin2d tne way taat the Jalt2d 57ates

dent to war. Inst2ad of presenting Jdoctrine a1s a statanenc
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0f Janijue allivary oeli=2f3, a scaool >f taoujat w~as
devaloned oy tn2 facalty which viewed doctrine as only on:
of mnany factors playing a rol= ia national actions.
Pravious curricuala implied that doctrine was only on2 parc:
of national strat=2gy process, out tne curriculam of 1939
formalized tais thought. According to the philosopny

iriviag tae naws curriculan was tne taought tnat allitar;

tactics ased in W~ar wer=2 the resalt »>f the ilatarac=tion amony
s2varal facrors, 1occrin2 iaonyg ta2am. Jalture2, T2canoidy/,

and the type of tar2at oeing facad were 1also playars in tals
process. Aaen a souna national strat2gy was coupla2a vita
sound military tactics, favoraple rasults woila occur.

Tais taiaking was put into grapaical foran ia ta2
"Strategy Proc2s3 Model" (27:13), and also formed ta2 aajoars

aypotinesis of Introduction to 3Strat2:v (73). Tais undd2l ~as

devaloped oy two faculty nembars, and was the basis for al:l
t21caia3 12 tae arz2a of Joctrine. [na:t 13, 24ac¢a ol ta2
factors included as part of tne stratagy proca2ss was

tacliaded in tn2 cucriculun, and special attaation ~15 2iild

r

tat2raccald. Tae n0d2L

£a

LR

5 Za2 1aan=2r in ~nicn Ltaas2 o vib)

~
v}

~

152403 D21o4 a3 Filjur2 1,

RO RN OO N X X DT Co S St SR

¢

.

W




NATIONAL OBJECTIVES

l

Grand Strategy

Other Otner
Strategy Strategy

v
Military Strategy

Threat ——> €——Culturs
Domestic Politics—> v &———1Int'l Politics
Tactics
Economics —> &——Geography
Technology —> &— Doctrine
N
RESULTS

Figure 1. Snow's and Drew's Strategy Process Model
(Adapted from 27:13)
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A3 ZJan D2 5223, Tae Ar1lviag £astors 1a taz ad32l wer:
aational oojectives, w~nicn in tiurn produced tne nation's
jrand scrat223y;. Ta2 nilitary tinen devaloped i:ts scrat:jy
oased on tae national jJrand strategy. Many factors
Lafluence ta2 application of nilitary strat2gy, Jdoctrine
anony taese.

I'nris moldz2l was >f acadanic interzsc si1apnly o2Caas2 of
Za2 fontrast WNith pravious cdrricula it r2present2a,  In
2arliar y2ars, son2 Jurrilcd.i nad 1anxli231 <aan nilicacy o«
Air Force doctrine could not oe developed, taujnt, or aseld
1a i vazaan. But now tae 3trategy Proc233 AMod=21 aad
fornalized tals syst2mns approach to strateyy and doctrinz.,
£1L5 may 1av2 also tne first cine ia tae 3-aocol's ailscory
tnat tine faculty anad Jevaloped a complate area o»f curricaiaan
from scart to finish. In orevious y21ars, i1t app2ir2a taax
tae cuarricala was siaply nodified, The stratejy proc2ss
nod2l pr=s2ata2d a complat2 scnool 2L taougnt and n2tnodsioyy
for tne study of doctrine, and tais entire curricilim ar=2a
#3153 Jullt on 1it.

Juria: Tals Tin2 D2r010d, 2 320000 120013773721 2
r2n2wed commitwment to tn2 stady of war as its priaary
n1ssion. dor2 tine was devotad to doctrine tnan Juriag =a2

Dr27ious ten-year p2riod, oOut MmOr2 tln? ~as ilso Jevot2d to

N

allizary nistory ana classizal nilitary taougarn.




sSd.nnary
SR &

Juring tais ctan-year p=riod, it appearad taat tae
facalty gJreacly influenc=2d the devz2lopment of curricila in
zn2 area of doctrine, Inst2ad of nerely t=2acaiag cours2s in
doctrine, nistory, national strategy, and military sclence,
<a=2 faculrty was influencial 2n0uygn to estaolisa a2 3cao00l of
“adugnt in tne area of stratejic studies., Previouds
curricdla jave ta2 lapr=ssidn taat ta2 facalcy sinply
inneric=23 the zlass wor<loai, and nadz2 son2 amodifications
Na2r2 necessary. Ine faculty involvad 1ia the devalopaznt of
curicula in tnhis last ten-year period seamed intent instead
0a ensarinjy taat ill courses w~2r2 pr2sa2ntad as i1 1at2jratad

~Nnole.,
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VIII. Joncludsions ana Recommenaations

Introduction

Accoraing to tie problewn statement expressad in
Chapter I of this study, .many critics, civilian and
anilitary, contendea that tne Air Force failed to teaca pasic
doctrine. Chapter I raferenced many authors who =xpressed
za13 opinion. dowavar, tae r2sgarcher detaraianed taaz wnile
nany people have asserted that the Air Forcs failed to tzachn
doctrine, little historical work has been accowmplished to
suostan-iite or reject tais <claim. The intent of tais
oroject W4as to fiand nistorical docuimentation whica woulz
elitner validate or aryue ajaianst this assertion. In order
to exaine this iIssue, thr2e rasearch objectives were
2staolished. The first objective was to determine wihether
the Alr Force nhad conducted education in tn2 ar=a of JSAF
sasic doctrine since tae 2nd of the 3econd World war. Tae
secona opjective was to deteranine the cont2xt in whizcn tails
=2ducation, 1f any, nad taxken place., The taird objectivz was
TO 24341732 1y A1355r01C4al Tr2nas waiTn wW2r2 appar2nt 1 T2
sasic Jdoctrine educational process. As an 2xamnple of Air
Jniversity 2ducation, the rescarcher chose to examine Zae
Air Comanand and Staff College and its aistorical
pregecessors.,

Tais component of tne Air university system was

s2lecz2d pecause this school has traditionally served as the
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int=2rmediate level of Air Force Professional Military
Education. 3ources cited in Chapter I direct some of their
narsaest c<riticism at Air Force field jrade officers, whowm
they say either misapplied doctrine or were never taught
doctrine, and therefore failed to make proper wartime
decisions. Since the intermediate level school was
responsible for educating many of tnese officers, it was
logical to examine the education they had received.
Originally, tne ra2searcher proposea to study doctriaal
education within the entire Air University system, to
include Air war Collage, Air Commanda and Staff Colleye, and
Squadron Officer School. Also proposed was a literature
raview of all articles concerning basic doctrine pub..shed

in the Air University Review between its first issue in 1947

and 1ts last issue 1n early 1987. After spending many hours
reviewing volumes of curricula held in storage in the Air
Jniversity Liorary at Maxwell AFB, Alabama, the researcaer
determined tnat a project of this magnitude was beyond tns2
scope of this degrz2e program, Howevar, studi2s examiniay
doctrinal education at the other Air University schools, and

an 2xaanination of Air University Reviaw's contrioution to

the educational orocess ar2, in the researcher's opinion,

2ndeavors which should be unaertaxkxen in tne future.

Conclusions

Conclusions Concerning Research Opjective 1. Resz2ar:n

Objective 1 was to determine whether education in the ar=2a

of JSAF basic doctcine nad taken plac2 siace worlda war LI,
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As demonscrat2a in Chapters IV, V, vI, and VIl, the Air
Command and Staff College has in fact taught doctrine
throughout its nistory. However, official doctrine, as
stated in the AFM 1-2/1-1 series of publications, has
enjoyed varying levels of importance and emphasis within the
education process.

Early in the schnool's existence, from 1947 until 1952,
the Air Force nad no puolished doctrine as an independent
service. Thertore, officially puolished doctrine could not
play a role at this time. However, the curricula did

reflect Air Force thinking at the time, altnough some of the

curricula may have been borrowed from other service schools,
as was contznaed oy Tolson (7Y9), cited in Chapter 1IV.

In 1953, the Air Force puplished the first AF4 1-2,
and tne school's curricula began to closely resemble tne
thinking expressed in this document and its revisions. From
1953 tarougn the middle part of the 1960's, official USAF
doctrine nlayed a major role in the curricula. A course
concerned with the analysis of doctrine was a standard
feature in the lat2 1950's. The comments and sugyestions
jenerata2d oy these seminars formeu tne pasis for revisions
to AFM 1-2, at least while Air University was responsible
for writing Air Force doctrine.

Around 1970, officially vublisned Air Force doctrine
began to experiente a dacline in usa as a source wmatarial
for the school's courses.. The Aew curricula began to

reseabl=2 the early stajes of a systems agpgroach to the

123

UMY ()
’"e“‘!‘!‘.&’?‘n‘!’n.‘h‘!h"‘l

(W)
PR

OO
J.'.v‘n




2

-

oy

%

" e G R A B G e G R N A

. .-
l‘ - w® -
ARSI NI N SRS i Ve rh

subject of wmilitary strategy and aoctrine. That is to say,
the courses presented emphasized subjects such as national
volicy, strategic choice, and foreign policy. Ailr Force
doctrine was seen as one component of tais holistic system.
This thinking was even further developed in the late 197Us
and early 1980s.

In 1979, the Air Force again revised its official
doctrine by puolishing a new edition of AF# 1-1. As was
discussed in Chapters I and 1I, many experts thouyht taat
this particular revision represented the poorest effort in
the field of doctrine that the service had ever produced.
At ACSC, this manual was seldom used as a reference during
the early 1280s, put doctrine was taught, again as part of a
system.

Conclusions Concerning Research Objective z. Research

Objective 2 was to examine the context in wnich basic
doctrinal =2ducation took place within ACSC and its
predecessors. In other words, what types of courses were
presenteda In tine same unit of instruction? What was tae
school philosophy oehind the method of presentation?

Basic doctrine was presented at ACSC witnin different
contexts, with the curricula coming full-circle from 1347 to
1387. For example, during the first ten years of the
school's existence, doctrine was always presented in the
larger contzxt of national objectives and the principles of
war. It was true that the curricula itself underwent many

pnysical chaages auring this ten-year perioa, out doctriae

124
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Fan, W33 always presenteu as part of a largjer national scneme,
2}. Jrooaply because doctrine was presented this way in tne AFAd
S
, 1-2 series,
1 B
ﬁ& Starting arocund 1980, doctrine was agaln prz2sented as
) :-
;ﬂ part of a large national strategy system. In fact, this
\3 ’ tairaking was formaiized during tnis period with the
1 ‘.
%) . . , - . ..
UI. introduction of tne strategy process model descrioped 1n an
}
‘ . . _ . o
.gf 2ariler chapter of this report. The main diftference oetween
%
, tae w~ay doctrine was presented during tais period and tae
. way 1t was presented during the school's early years was
:ﬁ: tnat earliar courses presented doctrine as part of a large
8
national strategy scheme pecause it had always oeen taugnt
b}-
"" . . 3 . - . " . L3 1
;: tais way 1in traditional military schools, while 1in tae
o
7 1980s, aoctrine was taugnt as part of the stracegy process
pecause certain members of the faculty nad, tnrougn tneir
N
‘.‘.
5;: own researcn, devaloped a aypotnetical wmoauel of nationail
o~
o policy, of waich doctrine was one part.
: During tne liantarveniny years of 1965 to 197s, aoctrinae
‘
b9 ; . . .
'ﬁ# ~#as presenced as part of the larger national oojectives

context, out other courses, mor2 descriptive 1a natur=s, wers

’ E" XA AN o &' ;'?-’.

1130 lntagracted into the curricula. <Courses waicn aoped Lo
descrioce roles ana missions of different DOD cowmponents wera
taugnht alongside doctrine., The 1979 revision of AFM 1-1,

~#nich tne reader Will recall from Cnapter 11 as very

"y

. e

descriptive in nature, probably was a codification of tals
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Conclusions Concerning Reszarch Objective 3. Research

Objective 3 sought to define any historical trends which nad
occured 1in tne teaching of basic doctrine. It appeared to
the researcher that the teaching of doctrine could be
separated into five distinct historical phases, as follows:
Phase 1. The Pre-AFM 1-~1 Phase, 1947 - 1952 .,
Phase 2. The AF4 1-1 Phase, 19Y53 - 1963.
Phase 3. The Transition Phase 1964 - 1972.
Phase 4. The Decline of Doctrine Phase 1973 - 137s.
Phase 4. Tne Strategic Thinking Phase 1979 - 1987.
During the Pre AF4 1-1 phase, Phase 1, the Air Force
had not yet officially promulgated its doctrine in the form

of a USAF Basic Doctrine manual. Basic doctrine was

presented in the context of national objectives and the
principles of war. The source material was matarial
borrowed from other military schools or decided upon at the
higher levels of the Air University. Most of the thouyght
reflected in the curricula appeared to come directly froin
worla War I1 experience.

Phase 2, the AF4 1-1 Phase, took place during the
years Air University was the center for doctrinal
development in the Air Force. The curricula duriag tnese
years was heavily loaded with source material directly froa
tne AFM 1~2 and 1-1 series. Course titles such as
“Characteristics of Military Forces" and "The Instruments of
National Power" appeared to have tneir origin in the ovasic

doctrine manuals, and the course material was a wore

1206
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:§ descrigtive extension of the saae thought reflected in the :
;5, manuals, Usually during this period several seminar

ot sessions were devoted to "appraisal" or "evaluation" of

; doctrine, in which students would propose changes to

‘%‘ AFM 1-2/1-1. Air University apparently incorporated the

s ' oest of these, or at least a synthesis of tne thought behind
33 tnem, into its next revision of the manual. After 1360, the
{f Air University was no longer the center for doctrinal

e development, out it continuea to teach doctrine in a si.ailar
; way until 1963,

if Academic Year 1364 launched the Transition Phasa.

t During this phase, doctrine, as promulgated by the Air Force
; in official writings, declined as a source for course work.
» The school continued to present courses comparing current

'% air doctrine to past thought, and doctrine was still given a
3 significant amount of academic time. But also during this
j timne, the curricula of the school as a whole graw more

& complicated and crowded. A thesis program was initiated, as
fn well as an electives program which emphasized specializea

i

s ksnowledg=. Whil=2 time was available in earlier years to

‘a teach doctrine, during this pnase time was becoming a

L)

& premium commodity, so the teaching of doctrine began to

A

m decline.

q

T Duriang Phase 4, education in the are=a of bpasic

:~ doctrine declined to its lowest point. In fact, some

i

5 writers nave saia that doctrinal thinking in general within
o the Air Force reacned its nadir during this period,
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Fapyanic (38) anda Draw (53), Juoted in Chapter 1I, mada thls
ooint. At ACSC, courses weare more summary in style.
whereas, 1ln previous y=ars, many courses nad been oftarad to
explain various aspects of doctrine, during this period only
one or two classes wer2 offered during the entire course to
explain the role of doctrine in the Air Force. While
doctrine enjoyed less classroom time, studies of .nanagjeaent
appeared to be on the rise, as outlined in Chapter VvI. Tals
trend continuea until 137s or 1979%, when a reanewed facalty
commitment to strategic studies apparently started to gJuide
curriculum development.

Tne 197y AY saw an increase 1n the number of aours
devoted to doctrine. Though not explicitly stated, the
curricula began to take on a bias toward the study of
nistory. Course descriptions mentioned the inclusion of th=
alstorical development of thought in relation to the subject
matter at hand. This was leading into 1980, when for ths
first time the school presented a theoretical wmodel w~nich
would serve as the vasis for curriculum development. Tais
"Strategy Process dodel,” descritbed in Chapter VII,
Attempted to descripbe tne strategy-doctrine, and in dolng SO
formea tne foundation of a complete revision of tae
curricula.

Wwith the introduction of tnis model, the faculty was
for th2 first time trying to consciously develop a true
"school of tnought" within tne institution. Doctruine,

stratejy, and national objectives would not be presented as




-
2%

gs; separdate entities, out would pe viewed as a systa2m, Wwitn

%ﬁ inputs (3jrand strategy), a process (milicary strategy as

0. impactea by doctrine), ana an output of results. The stuay
;Eé of anistory played a laryge part in this curricula, as did the
D

fof study of the iantellectual origins of doctrine.

ﬁg . Interestingly, the 1979 edition of AFM 1-1 was only slightly

33: used, out the curricula itself appeared vastly superior to
;ﬁ; any contrioutions this manual could have made.

ﬁ?; Otner Conclusions. Through the study of tne volumes

:oé of material associated witn ACSC curricula, tne rasearcner
gh’ determinea that in addition to the above conclusions,

f' several hueristics could be developed concerning the

o5

ﬂg teaching of doctrine withian the Air Force. These ar= as

W

g follows:

s 1. Ooctrine cannot be taught in a vacuum.

,

3' Doctrine naturally falls into some historical or political
ﬁkﬁ context, and it snoula be presented as such. This tiniakiay

W was formalized in 1980.

‘% 2, Doctrinal development and doctrinal eaucation
ke

73 should be two steps in the same process. In the 1950s, w~h2n

“:; Alr UJniversity was a center tor doctrinal development 11 tne
ﬁf Alr Force, curricula seemed to be part of a process of

Ei development, education, and r=vision of doctrine. After

:ﬁ tnis time, the relationsaip ba2tween doctrine as promulgiteu

'Eé by the Air Force and doctrine as taught oy Air University

:ff seemed strained.
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:; 3. Many factors impact doctrinal development Aand
N

: doctrinal education. While tne researcher was unable to

: discover 2nough evidence to argue convincingly for its

R

L/

W .

" acceptance (because of research time limitations), it 1is .
LY

* believed that doctrinal education follows the model

oy described pelow.

By

L

) The Doctrinal Education Model. Doctrinal

.)

Iy .

" education within the United States Air Force, as shown 1in
’§ Figure ¢ below, was the output of a process which proauc=a
? educational philosopnies, goals, objectives, and curricula
N in response to certain laput factors. These iaput factors
4 : : . , . )

fell into three categories: primary inputs, environmeatais

'\

‘2 inputs, and Air University inputs. These 1nputs includeu,
W4 .

N but were not limited to:

[}
» 1. Primary inputs.

8

K1 a. War experiences.

5. o. Basic doctrine.

)

' 2. Environmental inputs.

x | |

K a, Presidentlial concerns.

. b. Chief of 3taff concerns.

i c. wWeapons technology.

N 4. Intellectual milieu.

q o . .

.; 3. Air University iaputs.

4

" a. AU Commander concerns.

: o. Quality of students.

. c. Quality of faculty.

o
L, .
e
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INPUTS

Wwar Experiences as
Interpreted by
USAF Leadership

|

lasic Doctrine

ENVIRONMENTAL INPUTS AIR UNIVERSITY INPUTS
~Presidential Concerns -AU Commander Concerns
-Chief of staff Concerns -Educational Level

-Je2apons Technology (Quality)of Students

-Quality of Faculty

v

PROCESS

Devalopment of Educational
Philosophy, Goals, and Objectives and
Course Development by Faculty

OUTPUTS

Doctrinal Education
' (Doctrine as viewed by
Alr University)

Air University Review
researcn and commentary

|

1

\

Figure 2. Tne Doctrinal Education Model 4
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Additionally, it 13 nypothesized that the factors whicn
significantly influenced doctrinal education changed over
time. For examplse, during one period of time, the official
pasic doctrinal litesrature published by the Air Force may
have been the most significant factor; during another time
period, the guality of the ACSC faculty may have played a
gr2ater role.

As the model shows, factors in addition to wars and
oasic doctrine cane into play in the process. Three of
tnese factors influencea both the writinyg of pasic doctrine
and the doctrinal education process. These wera :

1. Military coancerns of the presidential
administration.

2. Doctrinal interest of tne USAf Chiet of 3tar:f.

3. 3tate of the art in weapons technology.

Taree other influences existed strictly witnin tne
educational process:

4. Particular areas of emphasis of tne Air Universicy
commander.

5. bkducational level (and other gJgualitative ractors’
of students.

6. wuality of faculty.

Recommendations

The r 2scarcher believes that the model gescrioea aovnov:
nas wmerit, but was unable to begin to argue for 1its

acceptance, oecause lack of time limitad researcn 1ato nraay
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OL tne ar2as presencad as laputs.  dowavar, tne caviaw Of
the curricula pointed toward the influence of several
factors in ctne Joctrinal esducatcion process, Muca mora2
researcn is needed to validate or raject tals .odel.
3pecifically, research sihould pe conducted in tne following
areas:

1. Strangta of tue various ianfluences ia the process.
For example, at some point in history, did cthe concaras 2f
“ne prasident 2xarcise a very strongy iLafluence coapara2u w1lin
otnar points in aistory? TIne researcner suggests tnat 2acn
0f tne laput factors pe iavestijatad sa2parately. Tais coald
lead to sevaral thesis-length studias. Sowe suggescad
titles ara:

1. dow tne Quality of tne Air University Facalzy

Influencas Doctrinal Educaction.

2., dow tne Juality of Air University Students
[atluencas Doctrinal £ducation.

3. dow Air University Commanders dave Inflaencad
Doctrinal Education.

4. dow tne 0Ooctrinal Devalopmant Process 1a3
Infidenc2d Doctrinal dducaczioan.

>. Has 3 climacz of academic fr2edom o2en

traditionally encouragyed at Air Uaiversity, and wnat 20f2C0%
na3 tnls clinat2 aad on tnhe t2acaiag of Jdoctrine?

Ta2 r2s2arcaer ov2li2vas that sufficient data 2xists at ta:

i

Alr Jdniversity Lliorary aad tne USAF Historical <2s:»ar:a
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center, both at Maxwall AF3, 1n order to completa2ly exaaniae

o . e

these issues., In addition, studies similar to tais one
shoulad be accomplisned for botn the Air WAar Coll2ge and tine

Squadron Officer School.

Summarz
The rescarcher oelieves, oasaed on this nistorical

stuay, that the contention tnat the Air Force has failled to

- e .- - -

t2ach Jocrnrine cannot oe validatad, Sf Tourse, 1t st oe
aanitted that tairs stady 2xamined only the Air Command and

Starf Collegje and 1ts historical preaecessors. The Air

Force has continued to teach its pasic oali=2fs aoout

Jncl=ar w~hetaer alr

-
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3 scudy. Thne rasearcher oaliaves that sincz 19y8d, aACsC

o
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113 dJevaloped a curriculum approach tnat i3 sound ana
jastifiaole. Doctrine sinould bs viewed in its aistorical
ana national strat24gy contex:ts, and not 13 a ai1scre2c2 3:% of

uanijue bali2fs. Hora rasearch snould oe accomplisined in

TJa13 ar=1,

Vi,

O T e Ty

OSSO 0
ok !T«“g!’iu',‘?l.,f,‘!'\ e .!

DA
RN



'.giS( R P WS T WY N W W WY U WU W W W W e W e v v *

l’..

A.;':
Y ]
A%, 0
w
K
ﬂ& Appendix: 3ipoliograpny of Additional Sources Used but not
) Cited in Hain Biolliograpny

&) (Arranged in Chronological Sequence of Publication)
¢H‘

3
N | i o
1 4 Academic Years 1956 - 1966.
o
) Alr University. Unit III, Military Doctrine. CS3

¥- Instructional Circular No, 57-3. Maxwell AFB AL:
s Air Command and Staff Colleye, 27 September 1950,
R
’ n
‘W Air Uaiversity. Uait XV, United 3tates Air Force of th2
AN Future. €SS Instructionai Circular No. >7=1>.

laiwell AF3 AL: Air Comaand and 3taf€ College,

: 21 day 1357,

«‘h
@ﬁf Air University. Summary of Instruction, Class '57 CTss.
ol Memorandum to All Command and 3taff Activitias at
" daxwell AF3 AL, 14 August 1357,

o

s Air University. Command and Staff School Curricalum

o Cataloy, 195s. Maxwell AF3 AL: Alr Commana and
. 7- 5tatt College, 27 August 1357.
Ny Alr University. Uni=z III, Military Doctrine. CS3

Instructional Circular No. 58-3. Maxwell aF3, AL:

5 ; Air Cowmmana and Staff Colla2ge, 24 September 1357,
o~
4N Air University. Command and Staff School Curricalum
Qe Catalog, 1959. Maxw21ll AFB AL: Air Commana ana
WY Statt College, 15 August 1958,
J
e Air University. Unit II[, Military Doctrine., CSs
B Instructional Circualar No. 59-3., ™Maxwell AFB AaL:
" . Air Command anu 3taff Collage, 30U September 1355,
)

OO
ﬂﬁ Air Uaiversity. Jnit XVI, Doctrinz Appraisal. <CS3
€. fnscriczionat 2ircoular No. »>4-19,  Maxwelil AP35 aL:
,“: Air Conmand and 3taff College, 3 June 1359.
A -;' .
»s Alr University. cCommana and staff College, 1v6U. Maxwell
G AFB AL: Air Command and 3tatt College, August, 1339.
.h

On Alr University. dJnit III, Military Doctrine. Iastructional
I Circular No. 60-3, Maxwell AF3 AL: <Command ant
N staff Collzge, 28 Septeanber 1359,
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Alr

Air

Alr

Air

Alr

Alr

Alr

Alr

Alr

AL

Alr

Alr

Jnilversicy. Jnit KIII, Cold wWar. Inscructional
Circalar No. ©0-13. “Maxwell AFB AL: Clomnand and
staff College, 1o May l1iJb6u.

University. Unit KIV, Future Concepts. Instructional
Circular No. o0-11., Maxwell A¥F3 AL: Command and
3tarf College, 23 May 1960.

University, Unit XV, Doctrine Aporalsal. Instructional
Circular No. 60-15. Maxwell AFB AL: Command ani
Sctaft Coll=2ge, 1 June 19569,

Univarsity. Unit IX, General War. Instructional
Sircular No. 61-19, Maxwell AF3 AL: Zommand and
Staff College, 23 darch 1961,

Jnlversity. Jnit X, Limiz2a war. Iastractional
Circalar No. o1-19. Maxwell AF3 AL: <Zommana anai
Statr College, 17 April 1361,

Jniversity. Unit II, International Conflict,
Instructional Circular No. n2=-<4. Maxwell AF3 AL:
Command and Staff College, 25 September 1961,

University. Unit VII, Tne Military Instrument Of
Power. Instructional Circular No. 25, Magwell Arfs
AL: 25 January 1962.

University. Unit VII Required rReading Supplement.
Instructional Circular Jo. 52-7A. HMaxwell AFB AL:
command and Staff College, 25 January 1362.

Univarsity. Unit IX, Gen=2ral War. Instructional
Sircular No, 64-9. Maxw2ll AF3 AL: Commana and
Staff College, 22 Harca 1902,

Jniversity. Jnit K, Limited War. Instruct.onal
Circalar Wo. 52-1u., YMaxwell AFB AL: <Coammand and
staff Tollege, 16 aApril 1462.

Jnivarsity. dnit X Required Reading Supplament.
[astructional Zircular No. 62-1JB. Maxwell AF3 aL:
Zommand And 3taff College, 17 April 1962.

niversity. Unit XI, Cola war. Instructional Circular
do. 62-11. “axwell AFB AL: Command and 3tatft
Coll2je, 14 day 1902.

Jnirversity. Unit XIL, The Futur=. Instructional
Jrrealar oo 52-12.  Adaxweli AFB AL:  Jomnand and
staft College, 21 May 1362,
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D, ;
R _— | o | .
oo Alr University. Unlt V, Int=rnational Conflict.
I Instructional Circalar No. o03-5. HMaxwell AFB AL:
e Air Command and Staff College, 13 Noveaber 1962,
v 1
o Alr University. Air Command and Staff College Catalogue, :
‘{v 1962-53., Maxwa2ll AF3 AL: Air University,
o 27 August 139062,
I Alr University, Unit VI, The Military Instrument of
) Power. Maxwell AF8 AL: Air Command and Staff
gud College, 3 January 1963.
?J Alr University. Alr Command and Staft College Curriculum
o Class ACSC-o+. Maxwell AF5 AL: Alr dniversity,
N 3 September 1963.
ﬁ‘ Alr university. Unit XI, Tne Fatur2. Instractional
g Circular No. 63-11, “Maxwell AFB AL: Air Commnani
M ana Staff College, 2V May 1963.
ﬁu Alr University. Uait X, Liamited war, Instructional
Circular No. 03-10. Maxwell AF3 AL: Air Commana
N and Staff College, 22 April 1363.
;j Alr Jniversity. Air Commana and Staff College Bulletin.
" Maxwell AFB AL: Air Command and Statf College,
Yy 26 Auguast 1964,
a ' Alr University. Air Command and Staff College sullatin,
-{ Mdaxwell AFB AL: Air Command and 3Staff College,
SN 26 August 19653,
'CNY
o Air IJniversity. Air Commana and Statff College Curriculim
) Catalog, ACsSC-65. Maxw=2ll AFB AL: Ailr Zowmmana ana
Y Staff Colleg=, 30 August 1965.
.
e Academic Years 1367 - 1374,
h.
L] Alr Jniversity. J.53. Military; Basis Locuaments.  Volame >t
e Readings 1n Military Employment. Maxweli AFB AL:
% : ~ - ~ -
oL Alr Commana and 3taff College, 1Y9060.

Y
Y
X Alr University. <Concepts and Strategies f[or rorce
o) gmployment. Volume 3 of Readings 1a Military
)
¥

@ mmployment., Maxwell AFB AL: Air Command and scaft
S Coll=age, lvybo,.

Jdd . . . . . . s

s Air University. Countarinsurgency., rReadings 1a Milizary
b Zmployment. Maxw2ll AF3 AL: Alr Jonnand ana 3tadl:
e College, 13606.
- ¢
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Alr

Alr

Alr

ALT

Alr

AlT

Jnlversity. U.S. National Securicy Strategy. Volume 1
o0 Readings iIn Military Employment. Maxwell AFB AL:
Air Command and 3taft Collsge, 1960.

University. Air Command and 3taff College Bullstin,
1967-638. Maxwell AF3 AL: Air Comwand and 5taft
College, 21 August 1967.

University. The nNatur2 of wWar. Volume 2 of RrReadings ia
Military Employment. Maxwell AFB AL: Air Command
and Staff College, 13907.

Jniversity. Curriculum Cataloy, ACSC-69. Maxwell AF3
AL: Ailr Commana ana 3tatff Colleg=, 26 August 1393,

Jnlversizy. <Curriculdm Catalog, AC3C-7u. dagwell AF3
AL: Air Connand and 3taff College, 13 August 1963,

Sniversity, Curriculam Cataloy, ACSC-71. Maxwell AF3
AL: Alr Comnmand and 3tatff College, 17 August 1973.

Calversizy. Curriculam Cataloy, ACSC-72. Maxw2ll AF3
3L: Alr Command and Start College, 16 August 1371,

.niversicy. Curriculum Cactaloy, ACSC-73, Maxwell AF3
AL: Air Coanaand and Stact College, T4 August 1972,

.n1versizy. Curriculim Cacalog, ACSC-74. Maxwell AF3
AL: Air Comnand and Staff College, 20 August 1973.

nlversity. Special owerations. Volume 4 in Reaaings
n 4dilitary Employment. Maxwell AFB AL: Air Command
ind statf College, 13974,

2
2

yoad=aoic {2ars 1977 - 1387.

Al
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onisersity. <Carriculam 2lan/Circular, Class ACsSC-=74.
fagw2ll AFB AL: Air Zommand and 3taff College,

LiohagasT 1277

JnlJersity. dxc=rpts from 3tratejy oy B.d. Liadell-
dart, Maxw2ll AF3 AL: Air Command and Statt
olleges, 1379,

(9]

Jni7z2rsity. Curriculam Plan/Circular, Class ACSC-31.
1axwell AFB AL: Air Comnmand and Staff College,
s du3i1st 1949

Jnlr/erslzy.  dilitary Employment and Doctrine. Volume 14
1n AJSC Readainds and Se2minars. Maxwell AFB AL: AlLr
Zommanl and 3taff Coliege, 1984.
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J Air University. General Purpose Forces. Volume 12 in ACSC
Readings and Seminars. Maxwell AFB AL: Alr Comnnand
and Starft College, 1981,

140

DOO 't 000
ARSI

3t



g R T wRw WY e eewirrvwvevrowey T

Bioliograpny .

1. Air University. A Selected Professional Reauiny List.
daxwell AFB AL: Air Uaiversity, December 1952.

2. Air Jniversity. Air Command and Staff Collzge
Bulletin, 1966-67. Maxwell AFB AL: Air University,
22 August 1966.

3, Alr University. Air Command ana Staff College
Bulletin, 1967-68. Maxwell AFB AL: Air Universizy,
21 August 1967.

4. Alr Jniversity. Alir Command an 3taff Scnool J3ta:oid.
Mazwell AFB AL: Air Univarsity, July 1253,

5. Air Janiversity. Air Command and Staff Collzge
Curriculum Catalog, Class ACSC-65., Maxw=sll AFB AL:
Alr Uaiversity, 31 August 1964.

oN
.

Air University. Air Command and Staff Collzge
Curriculum Catalog, Class AC5C-6Y9. Maxwell AF3 AL:
Air University, 26 August 1969.

7. Air Jniversity. Air Command and Staff Collage
Curriculum Catalog, Class AC5C-75, Maxwell AF3 AL:
Air University, 29 August 1974.

d. Air University. Air Comwand and 3taff Colleage
Curriculam Plan/Circular, Class ACSC=-7Y. Maxwell
AFB AL: Air University, 21 August 1978,

9. Air Jniversity. Air Command and Staff School
Curriculum, 1949A. Maxwell AFB AL: Air University,
17 January 1949.

9. Air Jniversity. Air Command and staff Scnool
Cadrriculam, 12493, Maxw~21ll AF3 AL: Ailr JnilJersizy,
18 July 1249,

11. Alr University. Air Command ana Staff sSchool
Curriculum Catalog, 12406. Maxwell Field AL: Alr
University, 10 June 1940,

12. Air University. Alr Command and Staff School
Curricuium Catalog, 1947. Maxw=2ll Fiela AL: Air
Univearsity, 15 Decembar 1347.

13. Air Jniversity. Curriculum, Air Command ana staft
Scaocol,Regular Course, 1943A. Maxwell AFB AL: Air
1 Jaiversity, 13 July 1343,
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:ﬂ% 14, Air University. Air Jommand and Stafi scnool Regular
Q? Course Curriculum, 1950A. Maxwell AFB AL: Air
Unlversity, Te January 1350.
L) i
j&: 15, Air University. Air Command and Staff School Regular
rﬁﬁ Course Curriculum, 19508. Maxwell AFB AL: Air
e University, 17 July 1950.
1}
) lo. Air University. Air Command and Staff School Ragular
o Course Curriculum 1351A, Maxwell AF3 AL: Air
5;: University, 8 January 1951,
' -
o ' . . . -
‘%5 17. Air University. Air Command ana Staff 3cnool Regular

N Course Curriculum 19513, Maxwell AFB AL: Air
Jnlvarsity, 7 HMay 1951,

14 o™
Ay
.@E 13, Air University. Air Jniversity Cataloyg, 1384-1983.
o Maxwell AFB AL: Air Unlversity, 1934.
P W v
B -
hag 19, Air Jniversity. Command and Staff College Catalogue,
) 1960-51, Maxwell AFB AL: Air University,
R 6 September 1960.
0~
A . 3 - .
tfp 20, Ailr YJniversity. Command and Staff Course Curriculuam,
}3 Class 1953, Phase I Period of Instruction. Maxwell
s AFB AL: Air University, 2o July 1954.
};Q 21, Air University. Command and 3Staff Course Curriculum,
o0 Class 1955, Phase II Period of Instruction. Maxwell
&\: AFB AL: Alr University, 4 January 1955.
s
N A . . . - -
O 22. Air University. Command and Staff School, Class 55
J _ Curriculum Outline., Maxwell AFB8 AL: Air Jniversity,
T 7 September 1954.
I

e, 23. Air University. Command and Staff Scnool Curriculun
408 Brief, Class of 56. Maxwell AFb BL: Air University,
Y 3 Sentempber 1955.

N 24, Air ‘Jniversity. Command and 3tatf 3Scnool Curriculum
1 thy Catalogue, 1957. Maxwell AFB AL: Air University,

oy 15 April 1956.

) h

§,§ 25, Air University. Command and Staff Scnool Curriculun,
> @0 Class 1950. Maxwell AFB AL: Air Universi:y,

Sah 6 Septemober 1955.

oy

.;C: 26. Air Jniversity. Comparitive Analysis of Air Doctrine.
:,; Air Command and Staff College Text for IV=->13. Maxwell
5 AFB AL: Air University, 1965.
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28.

29,

30.

31,

32,

33.

34.

3o.

33.
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Alir Jnlversity., Curriculum Compendium, AYS7,
axwell AFB AL: Ailr Command and 5taff College,
1o August 139389,

Air University. Field Ofricer Course Curriculam, Class
1952A. Maxwell AFB AL: Air University,
14 January 1952.

Air University. Field Officer Course Curriculam, Class
1352B,., Maxwell AFB AL: Air University, 14 July 1352.

Air University. Field Officer Course Curricalum, Zlass
1353A, Maxwell AFB AL: Air University,

19 January 1953,

Alr Jniversity. Fi=21d Officer Course Cuarriculum, 21liss

1254A. Maxwell AF3 AL: Alr University,
18 January 1354.

Air Universicy. Great Taninkers. Air Command ana 3tafef
College text (not numbered). Maxwell AFB AL: Ailr
Univarsity, 1984.

Air University. &Gr=2at Jarriors. Air Zowmmana and 3taf:
College text (not numoared). Maxwell AFB AL: Airc
Jniversity, 1934.

Alr University. #ilitary History and Taneory. Air
Command and Staff College text (not numobered). ‘laxwell
AF8 AL: Alr Univ=ersity, 19386,

Air University. Military Stratejy and Doctrina., Alr
Command ana Staff College Reaaings and Seminars
volume 11. faxwell AF3 AL: Air University, 1374,

Air University. Report of tne JSAF Educational
Conf=rance 0of 1o - 19 October 1356 (Rawlings 3oaru).
Adaxwell AFB AL: Ailr Univarsity, 8 Novewmoer 1450,

3oard on tne Prof2ssional zducacion Systam LOf Lsar
Officers (Faircnild Board). Maxwell AFB3 AL: Alr
University, 1 Marca 1359.

Alr Jnivecrsizy. RE@o0ct 0L e US3AF dilitar, Bda2Ci3tion

Alr University. Unit II[: U.3. dilitary Doctrinz,
Command and Statf School Instructional Circalar

No. 56-3, Maxwell AF3 AL: Air Jniversity,

3 Dctober 1955,
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Air Jniversity. Unit £II: Evaluation of Air Doctrine.
Command and Staff School Instructional Circular

No. 56-12. Maxwell AFB8 AL: Air University,

3 October 1955,

Air University. U.,S. Military Doctrine, Rol2s, and
Missions. Air Commana and Staff College Text
No. ACSC-27. Maxwell AFB AL: Air University, 19065.

Barnes, Capt Deiter. "Education: Formal 3cnooling
Plus Personal Preparation," Air University Review,
Vol XXXVII, No. 2: 99-100 (January-February 1985).

3lank, B8Gen Jonas L., Commandant, Air Command and 3taff
College, Correspondence to students, 15 :darch 1963,

3usha, Charles d. and Stephen P. darter. Researcn
Methods In Liorarianship: Technigues and
Interpretation. New York: Academic Press, 198dJ.

Conner, Major Leland W.C. The USAF Doctrinal Process:
An Analysis. Air Command and Staff College Student
Paper. Air Command and 3taff College (AU), Maxwell
AF3 AL, May 1377.

Department of the Air Force. United States Air Force
Basic Doctrine, AFM 1-2., Washington: HQ USAF,
1 April 1953,

Departaent of tne Air Force., United States Air Force
Basic Doctrine. AFM 1-2. Washington: HQ USAF,
1 April 1954.

Departaaent of tne Alr Force. united States Alr Forcz
Basic Doctrine., AFM 1-2, Wasnington: HQ USAF,
1 April 1955.

Department Of tne Alr Force. Baslc Aerospace Doctrine
of tne United 3tates Air Force. AFM 1-2, washlajton:
B, J3ar, 1 Diecember 1129,

Departuaent of tne Air Force. Uni%t2d Stat2s Air Forcz
Bdasic Doctrine., AFM4 1-1, Wwasnington: Hy UJSAF,

14 Augustc 1964,

Department of the Alr Force. Unit=d States Alr Force
Basic Doctrine., AFM4 1-1. Wasningtoa: H2 USAF,
23 Septemoer 13971,

144

" O LR A 2 - S L LIRSV I A -
BERUUA SOOI o MO DCL L e OGO OGSO DO SO

" 19

i L)
¥, !‘i':‘t',»‘:: LY ‘.n’!



52.

53.

0l.

fonl

Force. United States Air Force

Jdevartanent of the Air
Baslc Doctrine, AFM 1-1. Waspnington: HQ JSAF,

15 January 1975.

Departunent of the Air Force. Functions and Basic
Doctrine of the United 3tates Air Force. AFM 1-1.
Wasnington: HQ USAF, 14 February 1979.

Departiment of the Air Force. Basic Aerospac2 Doctrine
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3lock 19 Abstract
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" The purpose of this study was to examine the historical
treatment of Alr Force basic doctrine within the Air Force
Professional Military Education System. The curricula of one
specific component of this system, namely the Air Command and
Staff College, was located and analyzed. The reason this
research was undertaken was to answer the criticisms of
several authors who have contended that the Air Force has
historically not conducted education in its basic doctrine.
This failure has led, maintain the critics, to poor performance
in war.

The study had three objectives. The first was to determine
1f the Ailr Force had conducted doctrinal education. The second
was to examine the context in which this education had taken
place. The third objective was to determine the existence of
historical trends in the area of doctrinal education.

The research was conducted at the Air University Library
and the USAF Historical Research Center at Maxwell AFB, Alabama.
Curricula was contained in closed storage. The material was
remcved, examined, and analyzed according to the methodology
presented in Chapter III.

The author determined that the Air Force did conduct
education in the area of basic doctrine. Emphasis placed on
doctrine has differed from year to vyear. In addition, the
context of other courses in which doctrine was taught varied.
The author determined the existence of five distinct
nistorical periods, which were discussed in Chapter VIII. vV

The contention that the Alr Force did not teach doctrine
could not be substantiated by the researcher. However, it
was apparent that doctrine was presented within very different
contexts through the history of the Air Command and Staf?
College. The author hypothesizes in Chapter VIII that cdoctrinal
education is the result of several sometimes conflicting inputs.
dcwever, r2search time limitatlions preciuded the author Ircom
ccilecting suificlent evidence to argue convincingly for thnis
mccdel's acceptance. It was therefore presented as the basis
for future study in the area of doctrinal education in the
Alr rorce.
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