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I. INTRCDUCTION: TEE FRCBLEM
"Wwhat is past is prologue"
(National Archives)

A great deal has been written during the past decade on
the subject of military history, its nature, its uses and
especially its role in the professional development of
military officers. While the approaches and facets of the
problem vary, the general theme decries the loss of histor-
ical awareness, perspective and judgment within the military.
Characterizations of the United States Army officer corps in
such terms as "historically illiterate," "ignorant of mili-
tary history" and "historically naive," tend to get
attention.1

Not surprisingly some of the shrillest voices so raised
are those of avowed critics of the military. Others, notably
many members of the so-called "military reform movement,"
seem truly concerned with what they view as a problem of
institutional fixation on science and management, at the
expense of leadership and the art of warfare. BEut many of
those also lamenting this inattention to military history
are from within the services, both officers and civilian
professionals.

Symptomatic of this lack of serious study of warfare and
military history, they contend, is the Army's failure to
produce strategists, planners, tacticians and, especially
theorists. The art of war cannot be learned through the

study of management, engineering or political science; great
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generalship is not a product of an Officer Fersonnel
Management System (GPNS) specialty. MNost consternating of
this line of criticism is the implication that such American
military failures as Vietnam, the kayaguez affair and the
abortive Iranian rescue attempt are direct consequences of
a lack of seriousness toward the study of war and its
history. The latter fiasco, for example, defense analyst
Edward N. Luttwak attributes directly to the planners having
been "“quite ignorant of the history of commando operations."2
Whole volumes exploring the Army‘'s failings in Vietnam
have focused on our apparent lack of historical perspective
in understanding the nature of the war and its problems.
horeover, this argument goes, fascinated with hardware,
imbued with a system management approach and motivated by
selfish careerism, the officer corps has lost touch with the
theory and operational art of war. So serious does Repre-
sentative Newt Gingrich see this problem that he advocates a
"revolution” in our approach to strategy and doctrine and
urges us to replace our "bureaucratic/administrative" Army
with a "professional, soldierly" one.>
An influential member of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, Senator Gary Hart, in answering his own question
"dhat's Wrong with the kilitary?" insists that the services
have become mired in a "bureaucratic behavior" mold which
the officer education system and promotion process have
institutionalized. To ask how all this came about, the

Senator asserts, partially answers itself: “If the military




schools do not provide an education in the art of war, and

if those who educate themselves and act on their knowledge

" are not promoted, there will be few at the top to see the

Aneed.“u Similarly, writing in Harper's. Jeffery Record sees

a lack of serious study of warfare and its nature having led
to a mindset which inevitably seeks technological, adminis-
trative, or managerial solutions to problems of the battle-
field.5 In words certainly calculated to get the military's
attention, an academician and frequent defense consultant
writes that "the distinguishing characteristic of American
officers is their lack of interest in the art of war."6
All three critics Jjust discussed place the blame
squarely on the paucity of historical study. "Inattention to
the history of warfare," notes Jeffrey Record, "is perhaps
the greatest weakness in the training of American military
officers."7 After berating the officer corps severely for
its "ignorance of the military art," Edwa;d Luttwak echos
the theme that the root cause lies in the staff and war
colleges treating military history as "a marginal embellish-
ment instead of... the very core of military education."8
likewise, Senator Hart expressed dismay in finding greater
interest in the services in aerobics and running than in
military history. He cites as evidence a recent Command and
General Staff College reduction of a military history reading
requirement from ten books to four to allow for an expanded
physical training program.9

The overall argument of the *“military reformers” seems




flawed in two principal ways: first, by stretching evidence
of inattention to history into causes of institutional fail-
ings and, secondly, by ignoring numerous initiatives within
the Army to correct what has long been recognized by some
officers as a serious problem. Their criticismshowever, that
Army schools have failed to give adequate attention to
military history and of a resultant historical ignorance
among Army officers were essentially valid.

That this situation was recognized within the Army is
evidenced by Department of the Army in 1971 directing a

review of the Army's need for the study of military history]:O

An ad hoc committee formed under the chairmanship of the
eminently qualified Head of the History Department, United
States Nilitary Academy, Colonel Thomas E. Griess, and in
just three months produced a four volume report with some
61 conclusions and 40 recommendations. Although the findings
were rather mild and conservative, they left little doubt of
the Army's need for the study of military history or of the
committee's view of the inadequacy of military history
instruction in the officer education system. Perhaps most
important though, was the committee's reaffirmation of the
need to develop "historical mindedness” in the officer corps
at 1arge.11
Unfortunately, this unique study seems not to have
received the attention it deserved at the Army's highest

levels. Nevertheless, although a complete turn-around cannot

be cited, some important steps have occured to resurrect




military history to its former place as a vital element of
the Army officer®s education., Enough steps have been taken,
says LTC Reg Shrader in a short but excellent review of the
subject, that "the issue now is not the quantity of the
corrective effort but its quality."12
3till,all of the criticisms noted above were written

since April 1980 showing that many people remain unconvinced.
Accordingly, the purpose of this paper is to determine how
the study of military history has fared at just one com-
ponent of the Army school system--albeit the capstone course,
the War College--and to assess trends in War College student

attitudes toward military history since the original 1971

study.

II. MILITARY KISTCkY: ITS MEANING, VALUr, AND USES

. o

"To be a suceessful soldier, you must know history."
(George Fatton)

mtituaeiiniety

For the purpose of this paper, the definition of

"military history" provided by Army Regulation 870-5 as "a

record of military and related activities in peace and war"
--though all encompassing--seems toobroad.13 Ferhaps a more

exact statement is impossible; it has been said that history

has nearly as many definitions as there are historians.
Kowever, since much of the controversy already discussed
lies in this very vagueness, an attempt will be made. While

recognizing the usefulness of studying the totality of past




human endeavors, here we will focus on those aspects contrib-

uting directly to illuminating the nature of warfare in iteg

g tactical, operational and strategic dimensions--proper realr

for senior military thinkers. Again in this context, the

i categories enumerated by the Ad Hoc Committee--operational,

b |

k : administrative/technical, and civil/military relationships
P

* --take in more ground than we need include in a basic con-
; 14

b

ception of military history. Hence, herein the meaning
intended is the history of those operational activities

E involved directly in the preparation for and actual conduct

of war.

Value.

Like any discipline, history has its advocates and

critics. Even professional academic historians who make

{-j their living by it cannot agree on its value; some, in fact,
insist history should not be studied for any utilitarian
reason. Soldiers though, have traditionally sought a special

? relationship to history which has emphasized its utility.15

f_ Rarely does one see mention of the study of "military"

| ' history in context of any intrinsic value--such as an

ST

exercise for intellectual improvement, enhancing critical

analysis skills, etc.

Although still couched in utilitarian terms, the latest

B st
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Army regulation on military history does acknowledge a number
of inherent values, such as: "enhances individual perception;”
"complements experience;" and "sharpens the individual's

awareness of principles, ideas, concepts, and priorities."l6




One would think the Army's recognition of such educational

benefits in an academic discipline would be sufficient to

place on it a very high priority, any other utility aside.
Indeed, "lLeaders,...are encouraged to broaden their profess-

ional knowledge and skills through individual study of

military history and participation in formal education pro-
grams that include military history," says Army regulation%7
Yet as we shall see, acceptance in principle is not always

translated into practice.

If, in another sense, human nature and human character
are immutable and, as noted military historian MNichael
Howard observes, war is "a distinct and repetitive form of
human behavior," one would think it worthy of study for its

18

own right. And if, after all, one considers war the most

important of all human endeavors, so much greater should be
our efforts to understand it. Yet, as Peter raret laments,
"few enterprising minds are interested in war and in military
institutions for their own sake."19 Unfortunately, we might

add that too many of the few are civilian scholars and
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analysts. Finally, historical study can give one perspective
--an anchor in time, yet a liberation from the captive
present.
Uses

Little still exists of the utter skepticism displayed
by Walter Millis in 1956, when he concluded that "The advent
of nuclear arsenals has at least seemed to render most mil-

w20

itary history... outdated and inapplicable. But thirty
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years of living with knowledge and information explosions,
tremendous technological advances and potential nuclear
holocaust led to this type of thinking in many circles. The
military was particularly effected. As bernard brodie aptly
noted, not only had the soldier's profession become vastly

more complex but his whole raison d'etre seemed to have

flip-flopped, from war-fighting to war-prevention.21 If the
past seemed to offer little of use in such a dramatically
changed and rapidly changing world, one should little wondcer
that military history seemed meaninglzss to soldiers.

In this light, what might otherwise seem a very strange
first objective for the Army's new military history program,
makes more sense. It is:

To gain acceptance within the Army that nmilitary
history is a basic source of knowledge for solving
milipa?y problems, advancing the theory and Egactice
of military science, and managlng resources.
Then, presumably after having gained the aforesaid accept-
ance, the Army's further objective is to "use" military

history to achieve:

(1) Sound strategic and mobilization planning.
(2) Doctrine appropriate to the demands of modern war.
(3) Effective training and professional proficiency.

(4) Management knowledge and proficiency tempered by
experience.

(5) High individual morale and organizational esprit.23
If it can do all this, one is amazed-~unless the Army writes
regulations tongue-in-cheek--that resistance still exists to
greater incorporation. of military history in Army schools.

Finally, of a more general nature, three classic ways




.

I

T

i SN e
N T N e s T

(R SR

stand out in which history is uniguely useful to the
soldier. First, to use a phrase ] coined elsewhere, histocry
is the "Soldier's laboratory."zu It is the milieu to whrich
we must take our questions, hypotheses and theories for tecst-
ing. Granted it is imperfect in not providing the precisely
controlled conditions we would like; but it remzins--ac we
cannot stage actual combat--the only "empirical basis" for
the study of war we have.25
Secondly, as so admirably stated by kernard krodie,
"liilitary history provides vicarious experience, broader in
scope and cheaper to acquire than that available to one

26

individual in his lifetime."”  Even a combat seasoned officer
is limited by time and space from complete knowledge of the
relatively few battles he may get to experience directly.
Besides, only if one has developed the needed critical skills
is he likely to learn the correct lessons.

Thirdly, it must be from history, as Clausewitz
observed, that general truths of cause and effect relation-
ships are discerned. But one need not emulate the great
Prussian's quest of theory to gain from history more modest

insights into the nature of war or to improve understanding

of its imperatives.

III. THE ARNY WAR CCLLEGE: FURPCSE, SCOPE, CURRICULUL..

"Military History...is indeed the true school of war."”
(Jomini)

From the previous discussion, the mission of the Army
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War College "to provide professional military education in
land warfare" should sufficiently justify instruction in
military history. In fact, the list of functions prescribed
for the War College by the governing Army Regulation would
seem to demand it.27 So, what has caused the problems
discussed earlier and where has the Army war College fit in
both the problems and solutions? This is a much bigger
question than can be fully explored here; but certain aspects
of the war College's role must be touched upon.

Eefore World War 1I, authorities acknowledge that

military subjects were the sine qua non of the war College

curriculum and military history was at the core of most

28 In fact, like the German General Staff and

instruction.
War College, an Historical Section constituted a significant
portion of the staff and faculty up to 1940. History, in this
pre-war period was used openly and directly observed the ad
Foc Committee, in contrast to what it calls "less obvious or
‘soft sell®' use of history" in recent years. The differences
between the curricula of the two periods is so drastic, the
committee concluded, that they must be considered as
distinct eras.29
After the ten year lapse in the Army war College funct-
ioning as a consequence of World War 11, its reestablishment
on short notice in 1950 necessitated use of a curriculum very
similar to that of the last class in 1940. In the 1950- 51
academic year, approximately 32% of the 36 weeks (90.3%) were

devoted to military subjects; and, although more difficult to

10




measure, historical study was clearly the dominant method . 3¢

rapidly however, as soon as deliberate curriculum form-
ulation could occur and with the arrival of LTG Edward ..
Almond as Commandant, the number of purely military subjects
compared to non-military began to wane. By the second academic
year the ratio was 70% to 30% and by the third year €5, tc
35%. horeover, better than one-third of the "studies" that
comprised the various subcourses in 1951 were totally hist-
orical; this proportion dropped to 27% in 1952 and a mere 3;.
in 1955 (2 of 61). At

This trend did indeed continue as shown in table 1 below,
but might have been even more drastic had General almond been
able to implement all the recommendations of a civiliarn
advisory group he invited to Carlisle EBarracks. among other
things, this group urged study of international politics,
American government, civil-military relations, position of
the United States in world affairs, american foreign policy
and national economics. 32 Apparently, only the disapproval
of the Commanding General, Army Field Forces, saying "time
in the Army war College course cannot be spared in which to
dwell excessively long on matters that are not primarily

United States Army affairs,” prevented further civilianiza-

tion .23
TABLE 1 - Nilitary/lion-military Content. 34
MIL NON-MIL-
1951 905k 10%
1952 70% 30%
1953-56 66 3k
1957-60 53% 74
1960-64 50% 50%
1981 % 69%

11




Instruction in military history fared even worse, to
the extent that a 1957 study by hasland and Radway observed:

one of the [Eenior Service] colleges, with the

exception of the Air War College, attempt to provide
the student with a sense of historical perspective...

The consequence of this is an absence of concern for

the histor%gal and theoretical aspects of security

problems.

Around the mid-1960's, a number of observers started to
suggest that with the bathwater had gone the baby. kdward
Katzenbach, a former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense,
for example, believed that in "the war colleges ... the sense
of military professionalism has been on the wane.” WNoreover,
he asserted, "the curriculums ... of the war Colleges are
not designed to alleviate this decline in professionalism,

d."36 largely in

for they are not military service-oriente
response to such criticism, the influential Haines Board
(LTG Ralph E. Haines, Chairman), met in 1966 and recommended:
1) continued military-oriented curriculum, 2) limiting ind-
ividual research to military subjects, and 3) establishment
of an elective program. It also recommended addition of in-
struction in operations research, systems analysis and auto-
matic data processing; but it took little note of the paucity
of military history taught.

The elective program which commenced in 1967-68 with
ten offerings also reflected the War College's lack of in-
terest in history. Despite its growth over four successive
years to 21 choices by 1971, the program still offered no
military history. Finally, in 1972, largely resulting from

the Ad Hoc Committee Report, the college offered the course

12
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New Dimensions in Nilitary History (representing 4.3% of the

total).
Table 2 - kilitary Kistory Electives37
TCTAL FIL.EIST. g
(Range) (Range) (AVG
68-71 10-21 0 o
72-76 23-52 1-2 L. 55
77-E1 Lo-63 L-5 7 .95
1982 56 8 14.3,.

Although the number of military history electives has
increased and may be sufficient, it should be noted that
disincentives to an individual taking them apparently exist.
Cfficers opting for the eight courses with substantial
history content this year, for instance, average only 7.5 .
per course compared to 13.1 for the other 48 electives. The
reason for this is not clear, especially in light of data
reflecting the tremendous interest in military history dis-
cussed in section IV. But the comment of one 1982 class
member--that, despite his belief in the value of history, he
felt compelled to take courses contributing more directly
to his CPNMS specialty--may be instructive. In any case,
history courses should improve competitively as realization
of their importance to professionalism increases.

Along with improvement in history elective offerings,
the college also acted on Ad Hoc Committee recommendations by
filling three chairs in military history (one a visiting
professor in MHI) with prominent historians, ?& adding
uniformed historians to the faculty, and by enc;ufaging

student exploitation of Military History Institute (MEI)

13




resources--although the success of this latter effort is
mixed (see figure 21-23, Appendix 4.

while this discussion has certainly been critical of
the Army war College curriculum, it has not intended to
imply culpability or even myopia by any person, group or
institution. After all, many smart people--educators,
historians and Army officers--believed as asalter lLillis that
nuclear weapons had so drastically altered the nature of
warfare that combat had become one of the soldier's lesser
functions and mili tary history nearly meaningless. They Jjust

happened to be wrong.

IV, .THE WAR GOLLEGE STUDENT: BACKGROUND AND ATTITUDES

"we cannot escape history. we will be remembered

in spite of ourselves."
(Abraham Lincoln)

The section following assesses the interest and back-
ground in military history of current U3 army war College
students and attempts to measure their collective attitude
toward its value and uses. This is accomplished by analysis
of responses to a questionnaire (appendix b) to which 178
members of the 1982 class replied during the month of harch.
Nereover, these data are compared to the results of a
similar survey conducted in 1971 by an ad hoc committee
created by Lepartment of the Army.38 Although this earlier
effort surveyed the whole Army, the responses of Army War

College students could be separated for comparison. Thus,

even such highly subjective indicators as attitudes and

14




beliefs are valuable in their reflection of trends when
compared with like data of eleven years earlier. Results are
portrayed graphically in Appendix a, figures 1 thru 24. [hLe
questionnaire was developed to provide data directly compar-
able with the 1971 results in determining the following:

A. The extent War College students have studied military
history. (see figures 5-7,.

L. terceptions of the value and usefulness of military
history. (see figures 9-13).

C. How military history should be taught in the arny
school system. (see figures 9-13).

L. Whether a military history specialty should be estab-
lished. (see figures 14-16).

In addition a number of new questions sought to measure the
extent to which the 1982 class:
A. Ferceived the need for the study of military history
as an element of professional officer education (see
figures 17-20;.

E. Involved themselves with military history reseurces
available at the Army war College. (see figures
21-24,

In general, the survey appears to have been quite suc-
cessful. Cf the 214 questionnaires distributed, 187, or a
surprising 88j, responded; although nine were too late for
inclusion in the computer assembled data. This provided a
data population of 178, comparable to the 186 responses (727)
of the somewhat larger 1971 class. Although unsolicited,
numerous narrative comments from participants reflected
favorably on the need for such a study and showed genuine

interest in the results. Most importantly, all indications

are that respondents answered hanestly and openly.

15




Survey population background

In light of the mention earlier of the Army war College
mission to teach "land warfare,"” it is astonishing to note
the trend in class make-up by branch; presently only 40, are
combat arms officers compared with 587 just 11 years ago.
(see figure 1). This decrease is accompanied by significant
increases in combat service support branches and "other”
which includes civilians and other services. The percentage
of combat support branches changed little. FHow "branch" or
service correlated with answers to other questions is an
important variable discussed later.

Although less of a surprise, another dramatic change in
class background is source of commission (see figure 2).

The percentage of Reserve (fficer Training Corps (ROTC)
graduates rose from 30 to 56, with corresponding decreases
in United States Kilitary Academy (USka) (284 to 18%) and
Cfficer Candidate School (CC3) (23% to 14%) graduates. A
sizeable number of battlefield commissions in the 1871
class probably explains the drop in "other;" this is sug-
gested by combat experience in World war II and Korea when
such commissions were more common (see figure &4).

Interesting trends also appear in the education level
and combat experience although these do not appear to be
significant variables in the way respondents answered other
questions. Over four-fifths of the present class have
advanced degrees compared with three-fifths in 1971. Few

today (1%) have combat experience in other than the Vietnam

16




war and a sizeable increase in those with no experience stems
from more civilians attending (see figures 23 & 4. The sanme
two percent represents the number with graduate degrees in
history--a very small percentage indeed for a profession

that must derive much of its corporate knowledge from this
discipline (see figure 5).

Extent of military history studied

Except for degree producing courses in history, this is
a difficult area to quantify. The paucity of graduate degrees
in history Jjust noted, holds true also for undergraduate
study--eight percent (15 individuals) inclusive of the four
with graduate degrees. (Whether one had an undergraduate
degree in history was not asked in 1971--see figure 5). The

two additional means used to measure extent of historical

study, while ingeneous in concept, are somewhat flawed in
methodology. Cfficers were asked to indicate:

A. The extent they had studied military history
(occasional reading, intensive home study, college-
undergraduate, college-graduate, service school, or
other) (see figure 6).

BE. wWhich books, from a selected list of thirty, they
had read (see figure 7).

Phrasing of the first question proved deficient in the
1971 survey by allowing participants to select multiple

responses rather than the most appropriate, thus prohibiting

determination of a true percentage or which exposure to
miljitary history was most important (221 responses by 186
participants were redistributed as a percentage). As the

1982 question sought the most appropriate response, direct

17




comparison is suspect. Still, exposure to military history
in undergraduate school or service school was at least mearn-
ingful (or memorable) enough to be listed in 53% of the
responses. These were undergraduates of the late 40's/early
5C0's and attendees of some service schools before the larcge
decline of military history in course content. This year, the
proportion noting undergraduate and service schools totaled
only 39% (figure 5).

when analyzed by branch and service, two significant
trends appear. Combat service support officers had a substan-
tially lower exposure to military history through the four
more "serious" means (38%) compared to the remainder of the
population (55%). The other category, occasional reading,
accounted for 62x% of the combat service support answers vice
k5% for the rest. Secondly, rather surprisingly, Navy and
Air Force respondents proved twice as likely as Army class-
mates to indicate service school as their main exposure.

Analysis using source of commission as a variable also
produced some minor surprises. Although as expected, Military
Academy graduates were the most likely to have studied
military history as undergraduates (and GCS graduates the
least), only 28% indicated this as the most appropriate
response despite all having taken the history of military
art course at West Point. Similarly, in spite of military
history having generally been a required course in the ROTC
curriculum, only 11% of the ROTC graduates answered "under-

graduate school” as their main exposure. Apparently the more

18
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or less formal courses in military history that most officers
have received in undergraduate or service schools were not
particularly memorable.

The second measure of the extent of military history
studied also yieled some interesting results. Although the
thirty books selected by the 1971 4Ad Hoc Committee leave
much to be desired, duplication of the same list for this
study allowed for a direct comparison (see questions 14 thru
43 of questionnaire at appendix B).39 The most significant
finding is that considerably fewer books from the list have
been read by the 1982 Army War College class compared to the
1971 class (See figure 7). Those indicating they had read
ten books or more, for example, decreased from 44 in 1971
to only 29% this year. The percentage having read less than
five books almost doubled from 17 to 30.“0 The reason for
this overall decline in books read cannot be determined and
is indeed puzzling in light of other data (discussed later)
reflecting a greater appreciation of the value of military
history by the present class than in 1971.

On the average this year's class claimed to have read
7.1 books from the list. (Median = 6, mode = 5). When ana-~
lyzed by branch and service another interesting picture
emerges. Combat arms and combat support officers read an
average of 8.0 and 9.C books respectively; these far-exceeded
the 5.0 for combat service support, 5.9 for Air Force, 6.4
for Navy/Coast Guard and 4.7 for civilians in the class.

Significantly, the Marines in the class--who indicated elsk-

19
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where less exposure to formal courses in military history--
were the most well-read group with 10.3. Thus, except for
slightly more books read by combat support officers, the
1971 Ad Hoc Committee conclusion that the extent of military
history studied decreased with distance from the "sound of

L1

the guns,” appears to remain valid. Average number of

books read by branch and service is summarized:

TASLE 3
C/A S CSs AT NAVY/CG AR CIV CLASS
8.0 9.0 5.0 5.9 6.4 10.3 L.7 7.1

Contrary to the Ad Hoc Committee finding that U3KA
graduates (Army-wide) had read a significantly greater
number of books, this year's survey of just War College
students showed source of commission not to be an important
variable. In fact, although West Point graduates read an
average of 7.7 books compared to the class average of 7.1,
CCS officers read 7.9 books.

Although there are some timeless classics on the list
of 30 books and all are still worth reading, the fact that
all are 11 years older than when used in the 1971 survey.
could admittedly skew the results some. In anticipation
of this possibility, ten important works of a similar nature
and published since 1971 were added to the original list
(seé Appendix B). That the average rate of these newer works
having been read of 25.0% is comparable to the original 30
book rate of 23.6%, supports the validity of comparing the
1982 and 1971 results.

20
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Some “"best-rellers" emerged from the survey; not too
surprisingly, serious works generally took a back seat to
more "popular" histories and political science oriented
books. Eight of the ten most popular books were also among
the top ten with War College students in 1971. These top
ten and the percentage of the class having read the book
along with its 1971 ranking are shown below:

61 .3% Shirer, Rise and Fall of the Third keich---5 tie

60.1% Clausewitz, On Wgr----=ee--ceemmmmceccaanan 1 tie
57.2% Liddell Hart, Strategy--~---------coeomoaoa 7
51.4% Fall, Street without Joy-----==--cmecaau--- L
45.7% Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons_and Foreign
Policy-~=~-m-comcmmmm e 15
41.0% Tuchman, The Guns 0f August---~--ceccecacao 3
34.1% Freeman, Lee's lLieutenants-----ceeccccecaa 5 tie
32 .4% Ridgway, The Korean War-----ecec-mcemcemccac-- 10
32."7% Hitler, Mein Kampf--cecoemcmcmmcn e 13
31.2% Narx, Communist kanifesto-----cceccemcmccaaa- 1 tie

Value and usefulness of military history

Perhaps the most decisive and unequivocal finding of
the whole survey was the way in which Army War College
students assessed the value of studying military history.

An astonishing 90% acknowledged it as valuable--41% saying
highly valuable--against only 6% seeing it as less valuable
than other disciplines and 4% with no opinion (see figure
13). Compared with the 1971 data, this represents a signifi-
cant 11 percentage points increase in those judging military
history "highly" valuable and 10% decrease in the number of
those believing it less valuable than other disciplines. hot
reflected in any chart yet probably the most important factor
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of all 3s the absence of a single participant selecting the
response "of no value at all; a waste of time," in eitlrer
survey. Army war College students obviously do not share the
doubts walter i.illis expressed in the 1650's.

Combat arms officers were most likely to view military
history as highly valuable (47.9%), followed by combat sup-
port (41.9%), and combat service support (only 33.3%,. Al-
though the sample was small, 10C% of the harines surveyed
answered highly valuable, compared to 25% ©0f the Air Force
and none of the Navy officers. Again it appears that the
closer one's branch might be expected to bring him to combat,
the higher one's interest in and perception of the value of
military history. Koreover, those considering its study to
be highly valuable tended put their belief into practice,
reading an average of 8.5 books, compared to the group answer-
ing only valuable, who read 6.4 books.

An additional series of four questions asked this year
(not in 1971) also sought tc measure the class' attitude
toward the study of military history. These were questions
10 through 13 at Appendix B; the results are portrayed graphic-
ally in figures 17 through 20 and are summarized below:

A. with Clausewitz's belief that"empirical” study is
essential to knowledge of the art of war and that such
knowledge comes best from "Historical examples:" 905% of the
g%??s agreed (41% strongly) while only 2% disagreed (figure

B. With Bernard Brodie's assertion that our generation
has sadly produced alleged military strategists who are
ignorant of military history: 78% agreed (31% strongly),
while only 10% disagreed and 9% felt ambivalent (figure 18).

C. Of the so-called "military reformers" criticism that
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the officer corps has suffered a loss of historical minded-
ness, awareness and perspective: 81% agreed (30, strongly).,
while only 10, disagreed (figure 19).

D. Cf the "military reformers" frequent attribution cf
the Army's success in wWorld wWar II to the almost exclusive
use of military history as the method of study: 49x agreec
(105 strongly;, compared to 23j. disagreeing; 18% expressec
ambivalence and 9% no opinion (figure 20).

Taken collectively the dramatically affirmative responses
to these four questions appear not only to substantiate a
basic premise of the military reformers, but alsc to reflect
a recognition among senior officers of the need for further
corrective action. A sensitivity to the problem and aware-
ness of the value of historical study to our profession has
even been reflected in recent remarks by both the Secretary

of the Army and the Chief of Stai‘f.l+2

lbhen the responses 1o these four questions are cross-
tabulated by branch a trend similar to the degree of interest
in military history emerges: the extent of agreement was
invariably higher for combat and combat support over combat
service support officers.

TABLE 4 - Agreement % in questions:

CA oF CsSs AF FAR
#10 93% 90% 8 3% 93% 100%
#11 76% 87% 71% 757 1007
#12 82% 90% 745 695 1007
#13 51% 52% b 5% 38% 100%

Again, though a rather small sample, the Marines came in
strongest on the need for study of military history while
Air Force officers answered most like combat service support
officers. |

Finally, a question on the utility of military history
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produced results very similar to the 1971 study (see figure
). The 20% versus 165 selecting "Ny study of military
history has actually benefited me very little” is not
particularly significant but might be due to the lower
inclination of this year's class to read military history
despite their higher appreciation of its value. The other
responses indicate no significant trend.

I.Lilitary history in Army schools.

A third crucial area for which Army uar College student
opinion was sought--how military history should be taught in
the Army school system--also revealed some interesting
trends. Although the 1971 survey was formated for multiple
responses (which unfortunately could not be repeated) and
considered only mandatory and elective courses (ignoring the
possibility of integrating in other courses), the data have
been tabulated for comparison (See figures 9 thru 12). Ekven
if one combines the other responses, it is evident that a
substantially increased number of officers believe in requir-
ed courses at most levels: USNA/RCTC - 90%, Advance Courses-
747, C&G3SC - 67%, and War College - 53%. When combined with
those selecting the "integrate" responses, the vast majority
of war College officers apparently see military history as
too important to leave to electives only. (One does not have
to be too clever to realize that adding elective offerings
to a curriculum is meaningless if no one takes them.) The

technique of integrating history with other courses, at least

as done this year at the War College, received mixed reviews.




Although 32% thought it effective, 39% labled it ineffective
or a failure, suggesting that something gets lost in the
integrating process (see figure 24). In addition, this
technique suffers immensely by leading in practice to norn-
historians teaching history--a fallacy worse than ignoring
history altogether.

Dramatically, though the 192 survey allowed for the
response that military history be "not taught" at eaclh level
of Army schools, this appears only once in regard to advancecd
courses; not a single participant said it should not be taught
at the War College, C&GSC or USKA/ROTZ levels. Branch did not
appear as a major variable in how officers responded, with
two exceptions. Iavy officers and civilians were less inclined
to favor required courses at any level. And, combat service
support and Air Force officers, who were less enthusiastic
toward military history in other areas, were substantially
more inclined to favor mandatory courses at the war Ccllege
(627 and 69%, versus 48% for the rest).

As might be expected a cross-tabulation showed those
responding "highly valuable” to the study of military history
question were much more likely to desire required history
courses at all levels--~-for the War College, for example, 73
versus 39% for the rest of the sample.

Nilitary history specialty

As in 1971, Army War College students remain overwhelm-
ingly opposed to the establishment of a military history
specialty. Additionally, a graphic portrayal of results in

figure 14 shows practically no shift in opinion. A second
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question on this subject in attempting to identify the number
of officers interested personally in assignment to such a
specialty, does show a heightened interest (65 versus 2,
among those few who consider themselves qualified (figure
15).

finally, a significantly increased awareness of the
Army's lack of attention to military history and less than
effective use of the resources it does have is evident in
the responses at figure 16. The number of officers consider-
ing the Army's use of its military history resources optimum
or "Ci" dropped by 12% while those thinking it is poor rose
from 245 to 57%. Such a dramatic shift certainly suggests
that all is not yet well with the Army's military history
program; this seems to reflect a rising expectation that

remains largely unfulfilled.

V. CCNCIUSICNS

An overriding general conclusion of this study is that
military history in the Army Wwar College curriculum has
indeed been inadequate, at the detriment of historical mind-
edness in the officer corps; however, there has been an
incressed recognition of this problem since the 1971 ad Foc

committee Report and some progress has been made.

The three specific recommendations of the ad Hoc
Committee regarding the Army War College have been substan-
tially implemented.

Critics of the servicew education systems discussed in

section I, particularly the so-called "military reformers,"
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are essentially correct in their premise regarding inatten-
tion to military history; but seem unaware of a resurgence
of interest in the subject and internal army initiatives tc
improve its acceptance and use.

The Army's recognition, as an institution, of the value
and usefulness of military history seems adequately anc
firmly established by the objectives of its latest Ak 870-%.
Yet there is little evidence of any effort or even willing-
ness to implement measures to achieve those objectives.

While the inattention to military history at the Army
Wwar College probably resulted partially from skepticism in
the inherent value of history generally, its demise as an
instructional vehicle was also a consequence of the civil-
ianization of the curriculum in the 195C's and 60's

Along with rather dramatic changes in makeup of the war
College class, there was a significant decrease in the
extent to which members have studied military history ser-
iously (based on both individual acknowledgement and number
of books read). Furthermore, the degree of serious study
decreased with distance from the sound of the guns.

Curiously, in light of the above, this year's war
College student harbored a much greater appreciation of the
value and usefulness of studying military history. Accord-
ingly, participants substantially agreed with the critics
who allege loss of historical mindedness in the military.

While this dichotomous situation of lower exposure to

history despite higher interest is unexplained by the data--
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motive being always difficult to assess--two suggestions are
offered: 1) Career demands for performance (not thoughtful-
ness) and competition by the demands for proficiency in (ril
specialties, 2) Today's officers simply lack the formal
training to go about the study of history properly. 1ln
addition to mandatory formal courses, this suggests a need
at all levels to develop in officers a concept or "theory"
of history as well as the proper background for self-study,
such as could be accomplished by a specially-designecd course
in historiography.

Such increased attention to military history in Army
schools, to the extent of being required, is heavily sup-
ported by wWar College students.

Creation of an CH\3 specialty in military history con-

tinues to be opposed by most officers.
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APFEIDIX A

TARULATED SURVEY RESULTS -
Figures 1 thru 24
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ArPERDIXK B

{ MILITARY HISTORY QUESTICHKNAIRE




9 March 1982

Dear Classmate:

I suspect you have received a number of questionnaires
recentlys I know they can become a pain. However, as you--
collectively--are the only source of the information I need
to complete a study (course requirement), 1 am compelled to
ask your cooperation in one more.

I have tried to limit the length and complexity of the
questionnaire. There are a couple aspects, however, that
may seem awkward and deserve some explanation. First, as
my data will be compared to the findings of a 1970 DA study,
many of the questions were retained from that earlier effort
which surveyed various levels of the Army (not just SSC).
Secondly, although many questions assume the background of
an active duty US Army officer, I definitely seek the varied
perspectives of other components and services.

Hopefully you will not find this too time-consuming and
will be able to return it promptly--just drop this question-
naire with the answer sheet attached into the distribution
slot in the mail room.

Thanks, in advance, for your time and cooperation.

llpure Honp—

Dave Hazen

Return to:

LTC Dave Hazen
Box 79




® Name and other identification are not required--leave blank.

1) SERVICE (STATUS):

Army - Combat Arms

Army - Combat Support

Army - Combat Service Support
Air Force

Navy/Coast Guard

UsSMC

Civilian

International Fellow

Other

O OO~ M FW o -

4 2) SOURCE OF COMNMISSION:

1. ROTC
. USMA
. 0CS
« Other
. NA

WnmrFEwn

3) HIGHEST CIVILIAN EDUCATION:

1. Bachelor's Degree
, 2. Masters's Degree
! 3. Doc tarate

o

4) COMBAT EXFERIENCE:

1. Korean Wwar
2. Vietnam

. SER< adr oo st o)

3. Other

4. None
- 5) UNDERGRADUATE DEGREE IN HISTORY:
E 1. Yes
¢ ' 2. No

-

6) GRADUATE DEGREE IN HISTORY:

Tt A e e i

H R A

1. Yes
2. No

B

T —m—p




7) To what extent have you studied military History?
(kark most appropriate response)

. Occasional reading

Self-designed home study program (intensive)
College level (undergraduate)

College level (graduate)

Military Service School

Other (Please explain on the last page)

ownEswhE

8) In what way has your study of military history proved
A most beneficial to your effectiveness as an Army officer?
(Mark most appropriate response)

# 1. Lessons learned from studying success and failure
2. Insights gained from studying problems similar to

problems faced today

Inspiration of great deeds performed by others

Improved decision making ability

Enhanced understanding of behavioral problems

My study of military history has actually benefited
me very little

. NA

Lt e
@ e & e

L ey
~J [0 NV, — W3}

‘ 9) How valuable do you feel the study of military history
4 (as defined above) can be in enhancing the professional
Army officer's ability to perform his mission?
1. Highly valuable
2. Of some value
3. Not as valuable as the study of other disciplines
4, Of no value at all; a waste of time
5. No strong opinion

10) From his statements that "the knowledge which is basic
to the art of war is empirical” and that “"Historical
examples...provide the best kind of proof in the empirical
sciences," Clausewitz seems to view historical study as
essential to the profession of arms. Do you?

1, Agree strongly
2. Agree glightly
3. Feel ambivalent
k. Disagree slightly
5. Disagree strongly
6. Have no opinion




11) Bernard Brodie in his introductory essay to On War (which
we, the “Clausewitez class,” presumably all read) seemed
to include the military profession in his observation that:
"Our own generation is unique, but sadly so, in producing
a school of thinkers who are allegedly experts in military
strategy and who are certainly specialists in militarg
studies but who know virtually nothing of military history,
including the history of our most recent wars, and who
seem not to care about their ignorance." Of his statement
do you?

1. Agree strongly
. Agree slightly
. Feel ambivalent
. Disagree slightly
. Disagree strongly
. Have no opinion

AW

) 12) One of the criticisms of the military by the so-called
*military reformers"--along with technology, possessing
a "firepower-attrition" mentality, substituting manage-
ment for leadership, etc --has been a loss of historical
mindedness, awareness and perspective. Do you?

1. Agree strongly
Agree slightly
Feel ambivalent
Disagree slightly
Disagree strongly
Have no opinion

o Fwn

13) Some of this same group (12 above) attribute the Army's
success in developing effective combat leadership in
former years (particularly before WW II) to an almost
exclusive use of military history as the method of study
in higher Army schools. Do you?

1, Agree strongly
2. Agree slightly
3. Feel ambivalent
4, Disagree slightly
5. Disagree strongly
6. Have no opinion

D .
v :




The following series of questions seek to assess the type
and number of books read by Army officers. Flease mark 1 on
the answer sheet if you have read the book; mark 2 if you
have not.

14) Weigley, R., History of the United States Army
15) Machiavelli, The Art of War

16) Ropp, T.R., War in the Modern World

17) Earle, E.N., Makers of Modern Strategy

18) Clausewitz, C., On War (Prior to AWC)

19) lLiddell Hart, E.H., Strategy

20) Chandler, D.G., The Campaigns of Napoleon
21) Freeman, D.S., Lee's Lieutenants

22) Barnett, C., The Swordbearers

23 Graig, G., The Politics of the Prussian Army

24) Taylor, T., The March of Conquest

25) Ridgway, M.B., The Korean War

26) Fall, B., Street Without Joy

27) Giap, V.V., People's War, People‘s Army

28) lawrence, T.E., The Seven Pillars of Wisdom

29) Greenfield, K. (ed.), Command Decisions (OCMH)
30) Albright, J. et al, Seven Fire Fights (OCMH)
31) Hemingway, E., Men at War

32) Tuchman, B., The Guns of August

33) Pike, D., Viet Cong

34) Kissinger, H., Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy
35) Marshall, S.L.A., The River and the Gauntlet

36) MacDonald, C., Company Commander

37) Marx, K., Communist Manifesto

38) Hitler, A., Nein Kampf

39) Shirer, W.L., The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich

40) Manstein, E., Lost Victories

41) Pogue, F.C., George C. Marshall

42) Matloff. M. and Snell, E., strategic Planning for
Coalition warfare

43) Thompson, R., Revolutionary War in World Stirategy

1945-1969

L4) Lewy, G., America In Vietnam
45) Weigley. R., The American Way of War
46) Huntington, S.P., The Common Defense

47) Ryan, C., A Bridge “Too Far
48) Brodie, B.,.War and Politics
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49) Matloff, M. ed. American Military History (OCMK)

50) Blumenson, M. The Patton Papers

51) Sc~tt, H. and W. Scott. The Armed Forces of the USSK
52) Kohn, R. Eagle and Sword
53) Westmoreland, W . A_Soldier Reports

The following 4 questions seek to assess at what levels
military history should be taught in the Army's officer -
education system. Please indicate how it should be taught
at each level:

54) USMA/ROTC

1. Required courses

2. Elective courses
. Integrated in other courses
. Not taught

55) ADVANCED COURSES:

1. Required courses

2. Elective courses

3. Integrated in other courses
L. Not taught

56) CGSC

1. Required courses

2. Elective courses

3. Integrated in other courses
4. Not taught

57) WAR COLLEGE

1. Required courses

2. Elective courses

3. Integrated in other courses
4, Not taught

58) Please indicate the extent of contact you have had
with the Military History Institute (MHI).

1. None
2. I know its there
z. Am familiar with its purpose and facilities
. Am quite knowledgeable of its purpose and facilities
5. Have worked with the Institute




S9) Please indicate the number of "“Perspectives in Military History"
seminars sponsored by MHI that you have attended to date.

1. O
2e 1
3., 2
4, 3
S. &4

6. 5 or more

60) Please indicate the number of advanced courses you will take for
credit or audit.

1. 1
2e 2
3,3
b b
5. 5
6. 6

61) Please indicate the number of the following advanced courses with
extensive historical content that you will take?
Military History and Theory of War
The American Civil War
History of US Military Strategy
Strategic Issues of World War II
Molders of 20% Century Strategy
Changing Nature of Modern Warfare
Men in Battle: The Human Dimension of War
Studies in Peace and War
Contrasts in Command

1. O
2e 1
2,2
b, 3
5. 4 or more

62) How do you rate attempts thus far in the course to "integrate"
military history into other material? (Consider, for example,
the lecture on the "Great War," or the student report on US
forces in Russia during WW I).

1. Highly effective
2. Effective

3, Neutral

L4, Ineffective

S5¢ A failure

6. Can't remember




63) CHNS utilization of officers in relatively narrow
fields has suggested the possibility of a specialty
in military history. What is your reaction to such
a proposal?

1. Favor
2. Oppose
3. No feelings

64) Considering the present-day career development
objective of your particular branch, would you con-
sider assignment to such a program?

1. I would not be qualified for such a program

2. I may be qualified and would be interested

3. I may be qualified and would not be interested
k. Not Applicable to my status

. 65) If the present-day career development objectives

: were changed to allow for more specialization in
fields such as Military History, without the con-
current danger of being "sidetracked" or “left
behind," would then be interested?

1. Yes
2. No
3. Not Applicable

66) In your opinion, how effective is the Army's use of
its Military History resources? (Mark only one
response)

1. I do not know what the Military History resources
are

2. Optimum

3. Adequate

4. Poor

L TRy
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821 FREEMANS LEE'S LIEUTELAnTS
ARSOLUTE
CATEGORY LABEL COUE  FREQUENCY
YES | 61
RO 2 117
TOTAlL 172
REAN 14657 STL ERR
AQDE 2¢000 STL DEv
kURTOStS -1057) SKEWNESS
RINIMUM 1+000 MAX MU
VALID cASES 178 MISSING CASCS

RILATIVE
FREAUCNCY
(PERCENT)

3447

65.7

10N.0

0e030
0eaT6
=-0e6569
2000

o

MILIT,.RY CTURSFS BRY AFFICERS

CREATED 04-26-E2

ADJUSTEL
FRECQUFNCY
(PERCENT)

34,3

€S,7

100.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE

CUMULATIVE
ALY FRED
(PERCFNT)

1730
0e227
1000




TMPDQTA“CE

{4-26-82

[UPY

FILE - nOuAME - CREATED (¢-26-8B2

p22 FuRLETTS THE SYORUBEARZRS

CATEGORY LAy

YES

no

MEAN
NODE
KURTQOSIS
MINIMU

VALID CASES

." ‘.

”: W
e a A e d wal.
L

17258
2000
17'827
14000

178

"ELATIVE
ABRSDLUTE FRZourNey
COUE FREQUEINCY (PERCTHT)

1 g 445

2 172 95,5
TOTal 172 100.C
STD ERR 0.016

STL LEV Le20F
SKEWNESS -l o830

MA XTI MU 2.000
MISSING CASES 0

LEDJUST N
FREQUENTY
(PERCENT)

4.5

95.5

10040

MEDIAN
VARTANCE
RANGE

r= WwISTIPICAL STUDY 17 MILIT.LRY COURSFS BY OfrICceRS PesE

CUMULATIVE
ALY FFFrQ
(PERCENT)

4,5

1090.0

1e976
De"43
14000

2f




IMPORTANCE oF HISTORICAL STUDY 1 MI_ITaRY COURSTS BY DFFICERS PAGE 29

f4e26-82 FILE - NONAME - ZREATED C4-26-82
023 GRAIGS POLITICS OF THE PRUSSIAN ARuY
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSOLUTE FDPEQUILIICY FREQUENCY ADJ FREQ
CATEGORY LAREL COLE FREQUTHCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) (PERCENT)
IES 1 6 3.4 3.6 3.4
RO 2 171 96, 0645 100.0
CUY DF RANGF 1 0.6 MISSING 100.0

TOTAL 17t 100.0 100.0

REAN 1966 STD ERR 0e016 MEDIAN 10982
RODE 2000 sTi» pfEv NDe181 VARIANCE 0en33
KURTQS1S 250277 SKEWWESS -5196 RANGE 1000
AINIMUM 1000 MAXTMUM 2.000
VALID CASES 177 MISSING CASES 1

. e R

.
L et OB W T b e
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ce
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IMPORTAKNCE nF HISTARICAL STUDY I ! MILITARY COURSES BY OFFICERS

D4~-26-82

024

FILE

CATEGORY L AREL

YES
RO

MEAN
RODE
KURTOS1!S
AINIMUM

VALID CASES

NOINAME

A&SOLUTE
CrtE FREOUINCY
1 8
2 175
TOTal 175
19955 STL ERR
20000 ST, DEV
170827 SKEWNESS
1000 MAXIMUNM
178 MISSTNG CASES

TAYLORI THE MaRCH OF CONQUCST

RELATIVE
FREAQUENCY
{PERCENT)

GOeD16
0208
=40430
2000

0

- CREATED P4-26~-82

ADJUSTED
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

45

S5.5

100,90

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE

CUMULATIVE
ADJ FRTQ
{PERCENT)

4.5

100.0

1¢976
00043
1000

30

R




IMPORTANCE rF HISTORJCAL STUDY I MILIT.RY COURSES BY NFTICERS PACE

Pa=-26-82 FILE - NOwaAME - CREATED 0a-26-82

a2s RIDGWAYS THE KOREAN WaAT

'
|
3
&
]

i

i

i

i

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ASOLUTL FNEQUFIICY FREQUENCY aDJ FRLO
CATEGORY LAFTL crLE  FREOUZHCY (PERCCUT)Y  (PERCENT) (PERCENT)
YES 1 6L 33.7 33,7 33.7
RQ 2 117 66.7 6643 100.C

TOTal 172 10040 100,0

MEAN 1663 STU ERR 0036 MENDJAN 1e766
RODE 2000 sTu CEy CebTé VARIANCE 09225
KURTDS1S ~1e534 SKEWNESS -0e695 RANGE 1000
RINIMUM 1000 MAXIMUp 2.000
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CaASES 0

v on

Y v — L




06-26-82

XES
RO

REAN
MODE
KURTDS1IS
MINIMUM

VALID CASES

Q26 FaLL:

TMPORTANCE nr HISTHARICAL

FILE

CATEGORY LARCL

1e¢0483
1¢C092
~2¢018
1000

178

cpuE

sTuby 1.

NOI.AME -

ST2EET WITHIUT U=

ABSGLUTE
FREQUENCY

1 92

2 8¢

TOTAL 173

STL ERP
STl DEV
SKEWKESS
MAXIMU

MISSING CASES

MILITARY

NELATIVE
FREQUCHNCY
(PERCENT)

CZURSES BY OFTICERS

CREATED 04-2€6-F2

EDJUSTED
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

S1e7

48,3

100,40

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE

CIMUL_ATIVE
aDJ FRTQ
(PERCTIIT)

51.7

120.0

le4b6”
0e25;
1¢000

T R Il TN




Ca-26-82

627

YES

rO

MEAN
RODE
KURTDS1IS
RINIMUM

VaLID caScC*®

F i - A .\ H et
. L . K b
[ 2
et A ke Al L -

—_—

frLF:

IMPORTANCE 0F HISTORICHL

FILE -

CATEGORY LAREL

10742
2¢C00
=Ce?70
1000

178

PEOPLE*S wAR,

sTupy 1

NDWAME -

AL,S()LUTE
coiF  FREQUTHCY
1 46

2 13z

TOTAL 17¢

STL ERR
STL ULEV
SKEWNESS
HMAX TMUN

MISSING CASES

PEXPLEYS

Lpuy

nNELATIVE
NEQUINCY
(PERCC!IT)

25.8

0e033

0430
-1¢113
2¢000

(&

CREATED 04=26~F2

tDJUSTED
FRCQUFNCY
(PERCENT)

25.8

T4e2

1600

MEDTIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

MI_IT:RY CDURSFES EY NFrICERS Pant

CUMUL ATIVE
Ly FPRFEQO
(PERCTIT)

25.86

192.0C

j1eP26
Del%3
1000

o T e et b




y s o el o . o o i
. A )
FETPE S O P

THMPORTANSE onF HISTORICA. STuDY 1.

{e-26-82
028 LAWETHCE: THE SEVIN PI_LARS
ALSDLUTE

CATEGRRY LARFL Cri B FREQUTNCY

YES 1 13

RQ 2 157
TOT.L 172

MEAN 1893 STU EFR

MODE 2200 sTL DEvV

KURTDSIS 44651 SKEWNESS

RINIMUM 1000 MAX MUK

VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASTS

DF wIsCcOr

NCLATIVE
FRLEQUFNCY
(PCRCENT)

10.7

6%.2

100,32

Je 023
0e310
-2:560
24000

(4]

MILITARY COURSES BY NFTICERS

FILE ~ NOLAME - CRELTED M4=2kaf2

ADJUSTED
FREQUENTY
(PERCENT)

MERTAN
VARTIANCE
RANGE

DASGE 34

CUMULATIVE
ALY FERFD
(PERCT!I'T)

10.7

100.0

134"
OelB6
1000

< A YR e




IMPORTANCE F HISTORICAL STUCY 170 MILITLRY CIURSNS BY DFTICERS PLnGE 35

N4=26=82 FILE - HOWLARE -~ CREATED n4-2C=82
029 GrReENFIELDS cnMuaiD DECISIONS
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSOLUTL FREQUENCY FRCQUENCY ADJ FREQ
CATEGORY LARFL cOnE FREQUENCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) (PERCTNT)
YES 1 12 67 6.7 6.7
o] 2 162 93.3 63.3 100.0

TOTal 178 100.2 1C0s0

REAN 1933 §TL ERR G019 MED I AN 10964
HODE 2.000 STL PEV 0251 VARIANCE 0063
KURTDS1IS 10228 SKEWNESS =3,480 RANGE 1,000
MIMIMUM 1,900 MAXIMUM 2.000
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES ¢

. - —— o




v s o

TMPORTANCE nF HWISTORICAL STUDLY I’ MiLITARY COURSES BY DFTI1CERS

f4-26-82

830

FILE =~

FILRRIGHTS

CATEGORY LARTL

YES

N0

MEAN
MODE
KURTDSTIS
MINIMUM

VALID CASES

10933
20000

10224
1000

{78

SEVEN

CoUE

TOTaAL

NOHAME

FIRE FIGHTS

ALSDLUTE
FREQUENCY.

1e

166

178

SYL ERP
sTu pEV
SKEWNESS
MAXTIMUM

MISSING CASES

RELATIVE
FREQUFPNCY
(PERCENT)

6.7

92.C

100.0

Ne0l19
1e251
~-3¢480
2000

0

- CREALTED 04-26=-22

LDJUSTED
FREQUENCY
(PCRCENT)

6.7

93.3

100,90

MEDIAN
VARIANTE
RANGE

PAGE

CUMULATIVE
ADJY FREQ
(PERCFNT)

6.7

100.0

1096¢
0e063
1¢000

ad
(o)
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IMPORTANCE €F HISTDRICAL STUDY I ! MILIT.PY CH'JR3IES BY NOFEFICERS

D4~26-82

a3 HEMIMNGY AT

FILE

CATEGORY LARTL

YES

Ro

REAN
MODE
KURTDSIS
RINIMUM

VALID CASES

1eT736

2,00
~0e884
1000

ire

Copt

NOKAME e CRELTED Jae=-25-82
AY wiF
NELAYIVE ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE FREQUTHCY FRLCQUFNCY
FREQUENCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT)
1 «7 2644 2644
2 13} 73.¢ 7346
TOTalk 178 100.C 100.,0
STL ERR 0033 MEDIAN
sY(r DEy Y LY VARIANCE
SKEWNESS «14080 RANGE
MAXTIMUM Zs000
MISSING CASES 0

PAGE

CUMULATIVE
ACJ FRCG
(PERCTCHT)

26.4

1004,0

1821
0e195
1000




TMPORTANCE rF RISTORICAL STUCY 1.

pa=-26-82 FI1LE = NOHAVE -

032 TUCKMAY S THE GUNS OF AUGUSY

ALSOLUTE

5 CATEGORY L/REL COLE FREOGUENCY
i
i YES 1 74
; RO 2 156
; TOTAL 17¢
i MEAN 16584 STL ERR
, MODE 2,000 sTL DEV
| . KURTOS1S -1¢903 SKEWNESS
: MINIMUM 14000 MAX T MUM
YALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES

RELATIVE
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

Ce037
Oeb94&
=0e345
2.000

MILITLRY CSURSFS BY OFTICERS

CREATED 04~-2€-22

LDJUSTTD
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

4146

£Bea

10049

MEDTAY

VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE

CJIMULATIVE
ADJ FRTG
(PERCTNT)

41.6

1C’°o\rl

10644
QeZéd
14000
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IMPORTANCE nF RISTORICAL STuDYy I MI_IT:RY COURSFS BY OFFICERS

par26-02 FILE - NONAME
é3a PIKE: VIET CouG
ALSOLUTE

CATEGORY LABEL COLE FREOUENCY
YGEs 1 25
RO 2 153

Yo Tal 175
NEAN 1:860 sTL ERR
f0DE 2000 sTL DEV
KURTDS1IS 20303 SKEWNESS
RINIMUM 14000 MAX IMUM
YALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES

RELATIVE
FREQUILNCY
(PERCENT)

14,0

0e026
0e343
-2087
2000

- CREATED 04-26-E2

ADJUSTED
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

14,0

8640

10040

MEDTAN

VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE

CUMULATIVE
ADJ FREC
(PERCTNT)

18.0

100.0

1¢918

0ell2l
1¢D00




IMPORTANLCE nF HISTDALICAL STuUDY I MI_ITARY CCURSES BY QOFTICERS PAGE 40

La=26-82 FILE - NDiiaME - ZREALTED D4-26-82

03a KT1SSTHGER: NUCLEAF WEATQNSRFOMPEIN POLICY

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSQLUTE FrTQUENCY FPEQUENCY ALY FRTQG
CATEGORY LAREL COULE  FREOUCHCY (PERCICNTY  (PERCENT) (PERCENT)

YES 1 &2 46,1 46,41 46,1

RO 2 95 53.9Q £3.,9 100.0

TOTAL 173 100.2 100,0
. MEAN 1539 sTh ERR 0e037 MEDTAN 14573
b RODE 24200 sTu Uiy UeS00L VARIANCE 0e25"
‘ KURTDSIS ~1e997 SKEWNESS -0e159 RANGE 1200
MINIMUM 19200 MAXIMUNM 2.000

. VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES 0
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IMPORTANCE n= HISTORICAL STUDY I'! MILIT-RY CPURSFS BY DFFICERS

L4-26-82

03s

CATEGORY L AREL
YES

RO

REAN
ODE
KURTDS1S
RINIMUM

VALID CASES

FILE =

MaRSHALLS

10820
2000
0'839
1.000

178

THE RIVER ANC

CODE

!

2

ToTal

NONAME -

THE GWUNTLET

RELATIVE
AESCLUTE FREQUENCY
FREQUENCY (PERCENT)
32 1840
14¢¢ 8240
178 100.C
sSYL ERR 0s029
SYD DEV 0.385
SKEWNESS ~1¢682
MAX ITMUM 2,000

MISSING CASES 0

CREATED 04-26-82

ADJUSTED
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

1860

8240

10040

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PALGE

CUMULATIVE
ADJ FRTG
(PERCINT)

18.0

100.0C

1e890
0elanB
12000

41




IMPORTA!.CF F HISTORICAL STUDY 1 MI_ITALRY CRURSES 8Y OFFICERS PAGE

N4 -26~82 FILE - NORAME ~ ZREATED 04-2€=-82

n3e Wa L OALD: COKWPANY EOMU“ANDETR

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

AESOLUTC FREQUOCMNCY FRLCAQUENTY ADJ FRrQ
CATEGORY L 4F7L COUVE FREQUEKCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) (PERCENT)
YES H 2?7 152 15,2 15.2
RO 2 151 B4 .8 C4,e8 100.°0

TOTal 178 100,9 1n0,0

MEAN 1548 STLU ERR 0e027 MEDI AN 1911
MODE 2000 sTu pEV Ce360 VARIANCE Oel20
KURTDS1S 1¢857 SKEWNESS -1¢959 RANGE 1000
QINIMUNM 1,000 MAXIMUN 2.000

VALID cASES 178 MISSING CASCS 0
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IMPORTANCE nF wHISTNRYICAL STUDY 17 Wwl_1T.2Y CCOURSES LY OFFICESS

f4a-26-g2 FILE -
037 vapx: COMLUIST
CATEGCRY LARFL cnoE
YES i
RO 2
TOTAL
REAN 1¢665
MODE 2000
KURTQSIS -1¢367
NIHIMUM 1000
VALID CASES 178

HOLAME

UMANIFESTO

PELATIVF
ALSNLUTE  FREQUINCY
FREQUZHCY (PERCINT)
56 31.5%
- 68.°¢
17¢ 1009
STL ERR Ve 035
sTL LEV 0e466
SKEWNESS -0,805
MAATMUM 2,000
MISSING CASZS 0

- CREATED 04-2€-£2

LDJIUSTED
FREQUENTY
(PERCENT)

31.5

MEDY AN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE 42

CUMULATIVE

ADJ FETU

(PERCENT)

31.5

106.7

1'773
Qecl?”
1¢000




TMPORTANLCE oF HISTORIC:L STUDY T1'i MI_IT.PY COURSTS BY NFFICERS PAGE 44

D4~-26-82 FILE - NO.LAME - CREWTED 04-26-T2

038 FITLER?S MIEN KAMPF

NELATIVF ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ALSGLUTS  FREQUINCY FREQUENCY ALY FREN
CATEGNRY LARFL COLE  FRECUZHNZY  (PERCCHMTY  (PERCENT) (PERCTIIT)
YES 1 52 3246 32.6 32.6
RO 2 122 67" 674 100,.C

TOTal 178 10040 100,0

FEAN 16674 sTL ERFK (035 MENTAN 19758
ROpE 24200 STy LEV Ue&TD VARIANZE De221
KURTQDSIS -106458 SKEWNESS -Ce769 RANGE 10000
MINIMUNT 1000 MAXTMUL 2,000
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASCS 0

BV ata e o ok S
e R ke W . .
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ITMPORTANCE nF WISTOKICAL STubDY I©°

Pa=26-82

039

FILE -

CATEGORY LARTL

YES

RO

HEAN
RODE
KURTDS!IS
PINIMUM

VALID CASES

1368
1000
~1+804
1000

178

NOHAME

ALSOLUTE
coLE  FREQUZNCY
i 106

2 6%

YO Tal 178

STL ERR
STL DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXTHUI4

MISSING CASES

SHIRZRS RISE & FALL OF THE THIRD REICH

RELATIVE
FrEQUENCY
(PERCFENIT)

61.2

3g.8

100.0

00037
0e489
0s465
2000

0

MI_LIT.RY COURSES BY OFFTICERS

- CRELTED 04-26-82

ADJUSTED
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

61,2

28.8

100,0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE

CUMULATIVE
ADJY FRCQ
(PERCENT)

61.2

100.0

1317
0e239
14000
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IMPORTANCE nF HISTORJCAL STUDY 1! MILITARY COURSES BY DOFFJCERS

D4-26=-82 FILE - NONAME
040 MaANSTEIN: LOST VICTDRIES
ABSOLUTE
CATEGORY LARFL conE  FREODUENCY
YES 1 g
RO 2 172
TOTAL 172
REAN 1955 sTL ERR
RODE 24000 STL DEvV
KURTQSIS 17827 SKEWNESS
RINIMUM 1,000 MAXIMUR
VALID CcASES 178 MISSING CASES

RELATIVE
FREQUENCY
(PERCEMNT)

4.5

95.5

109.0

()0016
0206
~4e430
2.000

o]

- CREALTED 04-26~-82

ADJUSTED
FREQUENCY
{PERCENT)

4e5

95,5

100.0

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE 40O

CUMULATIVE
ADJ FPRFO
(PERCENT)

4,5

100.0

14976
0¢043
10900

M R e




ITMPORTAL.-F nF HISTOARICAL STupy I+ MILITLRY CODURSES BY OFFICERS PAGE 47
Dae=26-82 FILE - NOHAME - CREATED D4=-26-82
061 PAGUE S GEORGE €T MARSHALL
PELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE
ABSOLUTE FPREQUENCY FREQUENCY ADJ FREG
CAYEGPRY LAnTL COLE FREOUENCY (PERCLCHT) (PERCENT) (PERCENT)
YES 1 28 15.7 157 15.7
[&{s} 2 157 86,7 Bbe3 100.0
ToTal 178 100.0 10040
REANM 1863 sTL ERP De027 MEDTAN 1907
1 KODE 24000 STu DEvV 0365 VAPIANCE 0133
E KURTDSIS 1¢623 SKEWNESS -14899 RANGE 12000
AINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 2,000
= VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES 0




IMPORTANCE nF

D4<26-82

042 MATLNFF 3 PLANGING FOR CUALITICN WARFANF

CAYEGORY LARTL
YES

RO

MEAMN
MODE

KURTOSIS 15929}

AINIMUH

VALID CASES

HISTOICAL STuDY 17

- NOIAME

PELATIVE
FREQURRCY
(FPERCENT)

ABSOLUTE
FREQUENCY

SKEWNESS

MISSING (ASFS

MILITWRY CIOURSFS LY NFTICERS

CRELTED (0a~-26-B2

ADJUSTED

FREQUENTY
(PERCENT)

Sel

94.9

10060

MEZTAN
VARIANTE
RANGE

CUMULATIVE
ADJY FRFQ
(PERCTNT)




IMPORTANCE OF HISTORICeL STulY 1I'° MILIT.RY COURS™S BY NFFI(EFS FLGE W%
C4-26-82 FILE - NODJANE - CRCLTED (6-2(=82
043 THOMPSONG REVULUTIONADY WAT T WOPLD 4.

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSOLUTD FREQUENCY FRECQUENTY ADY FRTG
CATEGORY LARFL crLE  FREOQUSKNCY (PERCENT)Y  (FERCENT) (PERCTT)
YES 1 17 5¢6 Se6 5.6
NO ? 161 93.€ 94.“ loooo
OUT DF RANGF 1 (o MISSING 100.0

TOTak 172 100,.,2 100,90

REAN 10940 STL ERR 0e017 MEDIAN 1970
RODE 24000 sTD DEV (,232 VARIANZE 0e 054
KURTDSIS 13162 SKEWNESS ~-3.875 RANGE 1000
RINIMUM 14000 MAXIMUN 2,000
VALID CASES 177 MISSING CASFS 1

sosem aw

o e e

Ao "R PN Y




IMPORTANCE nF HRISTORICAL STUDY 1" MI_ITaRY CCURSES LY AFTICERS PLGE SO
N4-26-82 FILE NOI:AME - CRELTED 04-26-22
Qa«sd LrwY: AMERICA IN VIETHZ:
RELATIVE LtODJUSTCD CUMULATIVE

ABSOLUTE  FREQUCNCY FRCQUENZIY ALY FRCO
CATEGORY LARIL FREOUTHCY (PERCENHT)Y (PEPCENT) {PERCT ™)
YES 75 4241 4241 621
ND 153 q?-?’ ’.‘709 looor}

ToTal 172 100.7 100,40

MEAN 1579 sT(: ERR Ne037 MEDTAN 10636
RODE 24000 sTu pEV De&95 VARIANCE NDe245
KURTDSIS -~10918 SKEWNESS «-0e¢321 RANGE 1¢000
PINIMUM 1000 MAXTIMUN 2.000
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES c

T
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FEPUPUPRTE

cee maem g

IMPORTANCE nF HISTARICaL STUDY IV MILITLRY COuRSTS 5Y DFTICERS past
ta-26-82 FILE - NONAME e CRELTED o6-2F=02
045 WFIGLEYS THE AMERICAN WAY OF WAR
TELATIVF ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ARSOLUTE  FREQUONCY FRCQUENTY ADJ TkRrEOG
CATEGORY LZIRTL CouE  FREGUEWCY (PERCFNT)Y (PERCENT) (PERCTHT)
YES ' 1 57 33,1 33.1 23.1
KO 2 113 66.% €£6e3 100.2

TYOTab 17¢ . 10048 100,90

MEAN 10669 sTu ERFE e 035 MEDIAN 19752
RODE 24000 sTy DEV el T2 VARIANTE 0e2273
KURTOS1S -19695 SKEWNESS -UeT22 RANGF 1700
RINIMUM 1,000 MAXIMUH 2,000
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASTS o

!
-
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TMPORTANCE NE KHISTORIC L STuUDY I MILIT.RY CCJURSTS BY OFTICERS PLSE T
f4-~26-82 FILE - NOLAME - CREATED 06-c€~FC
046 HUNTINGTD s THE COmMMOIl DEFINST

FELATIVE LDJUSTED  CUMULATIVE

AESO_UTE  FrTQUFCY FREQUENCY ALY FFEZ
CATEGORY LAREL CCrE FREQUEIHICY (PERCFNT) (PERCENT) (PERCT%T)
\]s) 2 137 772 776t 100.0
o OUT DF RANGF 1 0.5 MISSING 100.0
7 TOT.L 17¢ 1007 10040
1 MEAN 1774 STU ERR 0032 MEDIAN 1eP5¢4
- RODE 2000 STe bEV 0.419 VARIANCE 0e176
KURTDS:IS -7 0857 SKEWKNESS -1e322 RANGE 100N
g RINIMUM 1500 MAXIMUL 2000
= ~ VALID CASES 177 MISSING CASES 1

TR -
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IMPORTANCE nF HISTORICAL STuDy 17

fa-26-82

Qa7 Ry&t.

FILE

CATEGORY L AREL

XES
ro

MEAN
MODE
KURTQS1IS
RINIMUM

VALID CASES

10376

1000
-1¢T55
1200

178

¢cnok

MOLAME -

A BRIDCF TOO FAR

APSOQOLUTE
FREQUZiCY

! 114

2 67

TOTul 176

STL ENR
sTu vLEV
SKEWNESS
MAXJIMUNM

MISSING CASrCS

PELATIVE
FPEZourticy
(PERCENT)

62.4

37.€

100.0

(e036
0Oe&80

0e515
2000

o

MI_IT.RY CAURSES BY NFFICERS

CREJTED 04=-26=-22

ADJUSTCD
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

£2e8

3745

10040

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE

CUMULATIVE
ADJ FREQ
(PERCE!LT)

6244

100.C

1202
0e?36
1000

i e e e




TMPORTANCE 0F HISTORICAL STUDY I+ MILITLPY COURSES LY OFTICERS

ADJUSTED
FPEQUENTY
(PERCENT)

48,0
6249

MISSING

100.0

MEDJIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

{4r26-82 FILE - NOHAME = CREATED 04-2€6~-922
0a8 BRACTESY waF Al POLITICS
PELATIVE
ALSOLUTE  FREOQUENCY
CATEGORY LAFFL FRLOUZ.ICY (PERCENT)
YES g5 47.8
RO 9z 1.7
OUT DF RANGF 1 0.6
173 100,02
REAN 1e520 sSTb ERR 0+038
MODE 2,000 sTu DEvV 0+501
KURTDS1IS ~29¢017 SKEWNEST -0¢080
RINIMUM 1000 MAXIMUR 2,000
VALID CASES 177 MISSING CASES 1

P4GE

CUMULATIVE

ADJY FREQ

(PERCENT)
8.0
100.2
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1¢538
0e251
1000
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IMPORTANCE OF HISTORICAL STUPY T MILITaARY CDURSFS BY DFFICERS PAGE

fe=26-82 FILE - NOWAMEF - CRELTED 04-26-82
Q49 MATLOFF§ AMERICA MILITARY HISTORY
NELATIVF ADJUSTED
AESNLUTE  FREQUENCY FREQUENCY
CATEGORY L *REL COLE FREOUENCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT)
YES 1 ° 561 Se1
] o] 2 lci 94,7 04,49
TO Tl 1782 100.0 100,0
REAN 1.¥49 sTu ERRP fe016 MENIAN
MODE 2000 sTU DEvV 0e22C VARIAMNCE
KURTOSIS 150291 SKEWNESS ~44138 RANGE
RINIMUM 1,000 MAXTIMUS 2,000
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES o}

CUMULATIVE
ADJ FRZC
(PERCENTY

5.1

100.(‘

14973
0«048
1000




IMPORTAILCE OF HISTOR]ICAL STUDY I MILITARY COURSCS BY DFTICERS PAGE

04~26~82 FILE - WOWAME ~ CREATED 04-20~B2
050 Al UMENSON: THE PATTON PAPERS
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSNLUTE FREOUENCY FREQUENTY ACJU FREQG
CATEGORY LARFTL ¢nuLE  FREOUZHCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) (PERCTNT)
YES 1 4 225 2245 22.5
RO 2 137 77.5 7745 100.0

TO0Tal 173 1000 10040

fEAN 1775 sTL ERR 0.031 MEST AN 1855
MoODE 2000 STU ULEV Uebl9 VARIANCE 0el175
KURTDS1S -09¢233 SKEWHESS -1¢330 RANGE 1000
AINIMUM 14000 MAXIMUM 2000
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES 0
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Nu=26-82 FILE - NONAME ~ CRELTED (4=-26-82
051 ScnTTi THE ARMED FDRCES OF THF USSR
PELATIVE ADJUSTED
ARSCLUTE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY
CATEG RY (. FTL COpE  FREQUENCY (PERCCHMT)Y (PERCENT)
YES } 18 10.1 1061
NC 2 | YA 89.9 89,9
TOoTul 178 100.0 10040
MEAN 199 STL ERR Ge0D23 MEDIAN
RODE 2000 sTL pEv 0302 VARIANCE
KURTDSTIS Sel79 SKEWNESS ~2e669 RANGE
RINIMUM 1000 MAXIHMUN 2,000
VALID caSES 178 MISSING CASES 0

P4GE

CUMULATIVE
ADJ FRFO
(PERCT%T)

10.1

100.0

{0944
0e0DS91
10000
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- | 052 koun: EAGLE anl SwWorD
- | RELATIVE  ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE
. AESOLUTE  FREQUINCY FREOJUEWCY ADJ FRCG
. CATEGORY LARTL coLE  FREQUENCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) (PERCTINT)
! YES 1 ¢ 5.1 5.1 5.1
RO 2 167 94.9 9449 100.9
To0Tal 178 10042 10040
REAN 14949 sTL ERR Ce01D MEC TAN 1973
f0DE 2.700 sTLU LEV Ge220 VARIANCE Del4®
KURTDSIS 150291 SKEWNESS 4138 RANGE 14000
, RINIMUM 1,900 MAXIMUN 24000
—i VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES 0
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053 WrESTMORELAND: A SOLDIETS REPORT
PELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSOLUTE  FREQUENCY FRCQUENTY ADJ FRFEU
CATEGORY LAREL coLE FREQUEUCY (FEPCCNTY (PERCENT) (PERCTNTY
YES H 74 41.6 623 42.3
RO 2 101 56.7 7.7 100.0
QUT DOF RAMNGF 3 1e7 MISSING 100,0

YOTLL 17¢ 100.9 19040

REAN 1577 sTu ERR 04037 MED I AN 1e636
uODE 2.000 sTo DEV 0e495 VARIANCE De265
KURTDS!S -1¢923 SKEWNESS ~0e31l5 RANGE 1000
PINIMUM 1+200 MAXIMUM 2,000
VALID CASES 175 MISSING CASES 3

.
P it

e P RN P RV PN

AR e gt -




- - —
i IMPORTALCE OF HISTARICeL STUDY I'0 MILIT&RY CZURSES BY RFTICERS PLGE 6C

1! 04=26-82 FILE - NOiNAME - CREWLTED 04-2€6-82

|
i

- Q5a HISTORY TAUGHT?: USM =P~ T(C

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ALSO._UTE FREQULNCY FREQUENCY ADJ FREQ
CATEGORY LAREL CnLE  FRECQUEHCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) (PERCFIIT)
R REQUIRED CPURSFS 1 162 89.9 £9.9 9.9
ELECTIVE CCURSES e by 1.1 1.1 91.0
INTEGREATE It OTHERS 3 16 9.5 9.0 100.¢C
TOTul 172 1002 1C0eD
P MEAN 10193 STL ERR (2043 MEDIAN 14056
RODE 1,000 sTy DEvV 74580 VARIANZE 0¢33¢
KURTOSIS 5¢664 SKEWNESS 2775 RAHGE 24000
! RINIMUM 1,000 MAXIMUN 3,000
;- [
4 VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES 0
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oss HISTNRY TWUGHTS ADVAMCT COURSIS
RELATIVE ADJUSTCD CUMULATIVE
aLSOLUTE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY ADY FRTQ
CATEGORY LARFL COLE FREGUENHCY (PERCENT)  (PERCENT) {PERCEM™)
REQUIRED COURSES 1 132 T4.2 74,42 74.2
ELECTIVE COURSES 2 22 112 11,2 85.4
INTEGREATE IN OTHERS 3 25 14.C 14,0 99.4
NOT TAUGHT 4 i 0«6 Oeb 1000
4 . - gy o P o w - - D ay e - - e o W ap w
1 TGTal 176 100.0 160,9
A !
¢ REAN 19810 STO ERR 04056 MEDTAN 1el17¢ j
L i MODE 1000 STUL DEV 0e764C VARIANCE 0560
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faw26-82 FILE - NOIaAME ~ CREALTED 94-2£-82
056 HISTNRY YLJGHT? CGSC
PELATIVE ALJIUSTED
ABSOLUTC FFEQUENCY FREQUENTY
CATEGORY LABTL COLE  FRECUENCY PERCENT) (PERCENT)
REQUIRED COURSES 1 113 66,9 669
ELECTIVE CPURSES 2 27 15.7 157
INTEGREATE IN OTHERS =~ 3 31 17 .4 17.4
TOTal 175 1000 10040
REAN 10506 sTLU ERR G058 MENDIAN
RODE 1200 STD DPEv 0776 VARIANCE
KURTDSIS -0eb03 SKEWNESS 1e120 PANGE
RINIMUM 1000 MAXTMUIY 3,000
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES v}

PLGE 62

CUMULATIVE

ADJ FKEC

(PERCE iT)
66.9
82.5

100.,0
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De€02
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Cu=26-82 FILE - NDwaAME

857 KISTORY TAUGHT? WaAR COLLEGT

ABSO_UTC
CATEGORY LARFL COLE FREQURICY
REQUIRED CCURSES ) 94
ELECTIVE CNURSES 2 51
INTEGREATE 1IN OTHERS 3 33
TOTalL 173
MEAN 19657 STD ERR
RODE 1000 STL DEV
KURTQDS1IS -10010 SKEWNFESS
RINIMUM 1000 MAXIMUM
VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES

»

RELATIVE
FREQULNCY
(PERCFNT)

52.8

28.7

~ CREATED 0#-26-22

ADJUSTED
FPEQUENTY
(PERCENT)

S2.8
28Be7
18e5

- - -

1C0,60

MEDIAN
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RANGE

PAGE

CUMULATIVE

ADJ FRFC

{PERCFHNT)
52.8
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FILE -
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ExTENT DOF CONTACT WiTit MHI

TMPORTANCE F HISTOPICAL STUPRY 17 MILITARY CAURSES BY OFFIiCERS

CRE.LTED 264-26-82

PAGE

(XA

NELATIVF ADJUSTTD CUMULATIVE
AESCLUTC FRTQUINCY FREQUENCY ALY FPREC
CATEGCRY LAREL ChnE  FREQUENCY (PERCCNT) (PERCENT) (PERCTLT)
1 KNDWw ITS THEFRE < 37 16.7 1669 21.6
FAMILIAR wlvTH 3 105 59,7 59,0 80.9
f DUITE KKEOWLFLGEAYLE “ 16 9.0 940 e3.5
F‘ WORKED wITk 5 13 10.1 16,1 100,06
EX 1 O X K I R R - @2 oo
TOTAL 17¢ 100,90 10040
b¢
S PEAN 3022 sSTh ERR De07C MEDIAN 2¢775
} PODE 2700 STLU DEV 0e932 VARIANZE D¢BTH
KURTDS1S ne607 SKEWNESS Ge336 RANGE 40700
RINIMUM 1000 MAXIMUL 52000
, VALID CcaASL® 178 MISSIMG CASTS 0
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;  04-26-82 FILE - NONAME - CREATED 06=-26-82
as59 ATTENDED: PERSPECTIVES MILITARY HISTORY
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE
ABSUGLUTE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY ADJ FREOQ
. CTATEGORY LABREL coLE  FREOUCHCY (PERCENT) {PERCENT) (PERCTHT)
I | 1 57 32.0 3240 32.0
3 2 34 19.1 1914 S51.1
e 3 39 21.9 21,9 73.0
2 4 27 11.2 1102 84.3
. & 5 13 7.3 73 9).6
i i
B DR MDRE 6 15 Bad Bet 10040
- TOTAL 178 100.2 10060
REAN 2¢680 sTL ERR 0120 MEDIAN 20461
AODE 12000 STU DLV 1596 VARIANCE 24547
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VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES o
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3 0RO

[ A
3

A

o

& OR MDRE

MEAN
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RINIMUM

VALID CaSES

FILE -

CoLE

!

4

3

6

)

é

ToTal
30393
40000
0e046
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FREQULZICY

19
11
60
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6

- e gy -

17¢

STL ERR
STU OEy
SKEWHESS
MAXTIMLUN

MISSING CASES

MHUMBER OF ADVAMNCE CDURSES TAKFN

RELATIVE

FREQUENCY

(PERCFUT)
10.7
6.2
33.7
$5.4
10.7
3.4

10040

0Ve09%90

1194
-(e316
6+00C

0

MILITARY COURSFS BY OFTICERS

CRELTED 04-2€6-F2

ADJUSTED
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

10.7
6.2
33.7
35,4
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3ea

- - -

10040
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VARTANCE
RANGE

PASGE

CUMULATIVE

ADJ FRESG
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fe=26-82 FILE - KROUAME ~ CRE&TED 064-26=-82
861 NUMEER OF ADVANCE COUVRIES WITH HISTORY
RELATIVE ADJUSTCD CUMULAT]IVE
AESDLUYE FREDUCHNCY FRECUENCY ADJ FRT(
CATEGORY LARFL FREQUENCY PERCENT)Y  (PERCENT) (PEFCINT)
e 127 T1.3 71.3 71.3
b ¢ 42 23.6 23.6 96.9
4 9 S.1 5.1 100.0
e gy - - gn P ev = - - - e~
i7¢e 100.0 100,0
BEAN 10337 STL ERR 0043 MEDI AN 120}
vDDE 1,000 STy DEV 0e571 VARIANCE 0e326
KURTDSIS 16259 SKLEWNESS 1494 RANGE 2¢000
AINIMUM 1000 MAXIMUN 3.000
VALID CASES 17e MISSING CASES (o]
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IMPORTALZE nF MISTORICAL STulY 1. MILIT.RY COURSES BY OFTICERS PAAE
£4~-26-82 FILE - NOHAME -~ CRELTED 06-26-32
662 INTEGRATICHY OF MILITARY WISTOTY MATERIAL

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

AESDLUTE FREQULCNCY FREQUENZY ADJ FRFG
CATEGORY L ARFEL CriE FRFOUENCY (PCRCENTY  (PERCENT) (PEPCENT)
HIGHLY EFFECTIVE 1 g 2.8 2.8 2.5
EFFELTIVC ? 51 28,7 28,7 31.5
REUTRAL 3 47 2644 2644 57.9
INEFFECTIVM 4 52 292 2942 BTl
6 FAILURE 5 18 10,1 10.1 97.2
CAN'T REMEMRER 6 5 2.8 2.8 100,0

TOTak 17¢ 100,C 100,0

MEAN 3e236 STL ERR Ne0B5 MEDIAN 34202
MODE 40009 STu pEV 1el40Q VARIANCE 1300
KURTDSIS -0e534 SKEWMNESS He286 RANGE 5000
RINIMUM 14000 MAXIMUM 60000

VALID CASES 178 MISSING CASES )
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; IMPURTANLCE OF HISTOKICAL STuDY 1+ MILIT.PRY CTUURSES BY QFTICERS PAGE &%
-f! 04-26-82 FlLt = HONAMF -~ -“REATED C6-26-52
B

!
-1 0€3 CREATE OPrS MILITAPY HISTORY? SPECIALTY

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSOLUTE  FREQUENCY FREQUENCY ADJ FREO
CATEGORY LARFL cnLE  FREOUENCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) (PERCFNT)
FAVOR 1 264 13.% 13,6 13,6
QPPOSF ? 112 612 21 75.7
RO FEELINGS 3 62 24.2 2Ge3 100,0
QUT DF RANGF 1 0.6 MISSINS 100,0

TOTul 175 100.C i%0e0

MEAN 20107 sTu ERP Ge0GE MEDIAN 2+086
MO0E 2000 sTLU GLEV 0e608 VALRIANZE 0e369
KURTDSIS —0e316 SKEWNESS -6.+055 RANGE 24000 1
AINIMUM 1000 MAXTIMUN 3,000
VALID CASES 177 MISSING CASES 1
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TMPORTANCE 0F RISTORICAL STUDY I'! MILITLPY COURSES BY OFTICERS PAGE TO
06-26-82 FILE - NOKRAME - CRELATED 0&4-26~82
064 INTEREST 1N MILITAPY HISTORY SPECTIALTY
RCLATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE
ABSOLUTE FPREQUENCY FREOUENCY ADJ FREOQ
CATEGORY LaREL CovE FREQUENCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) (PERCFNT)
NOT QUALIFIED 75 42.1 4244 42,0
QUALIFIED-INTERESTED 17 St 546 48,0
QUALIFIED-NO INTERST 32 2143 2168 69,5
R0T APPLICABLE 56 303 30es 100.0
QUT OF RANGE i Ce6 MISSING 100,0
'---'.--.-a -—r S U A v o m - o on e gy W=
TOTAL 178 100.¢ 100.0
REAN 2+%0] STD ERR 0096 MEDIAN 24592
ADDE 1000 sTL DEV 1,307 VARIANCE 14707
KURTDS1S ~107867 SKEWHESS 0056 RANGE 3,000
AINTMUM 1,000 HMAXIMUN 44,000
VALID CASES 177 MISSING CASCS 1
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TMPORTANCE OF HISTORICAL STLDY 1% MILIT4ARY COURSES BY OFFICERS PAGE
D4r26=-82 FILE - NONAME ~ CREWLTED 04-26~B2
§
Q68 INTEREST IN MIL HIST SPEc "PRNTECTED"™
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSDLUTE FrEQUENCY FREQUENCY ADJ FREQ
CATEGORY | AREL COUE FREOQUCCY (PERCENT) (PERCENT) APERCFNT)
YES 1 24 13,5 1346 13.6
RO 2 113 63,.° 63.8 77.4
ROT APPLIABLE 3 43 22.5 22.6 100.0 r
OUT DOF RAMNGE 1 0.6 MISSING 150.0

TOTaL 178 100.2 100e0

REAN 22090 sTD ERR 0¢045 MEDIAN 2071
ADDE 29000 sTu DEV 0596 VARIANCE 0e355
KURTOS1S -~0el98 SKEWNFSS ~0¢03C RANGF 2¢000
RINIMUM 1000 MAXIMUNM 3.000
YALID CASES 177 MISSING CASES 1
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poeé

CATEGORY LAREL
DO NOT KNCW
OPTItim
ADEQULTE

FOOR

OUT OF RAKGF

REAN 2017
A0pE 4000
KURTDSIS ~19187
PINIMUM 1900
VALID CASES 177

FILE

~ NONAME

FFrECTIVEUESS OF MIL HIST RESNURCES

RELAYIVE
ABSODLUTE FfFrREOQUENCY
COLE FREQUENCY (PERCENT)
i 48 27.0
2 2 1.1
3 26 164.6
& 101 67
1 D6
TOTAL 178 100.0
sTD EFRR 0097
sTyu LEV 1298
SKEWNESS -0s796
MAXIMULY 4,000
MISSING CASES 1

W1STox1CAL STUDY 1" MILITaRY CCURSES BY OFF1CERS

-~ CREATED 0a-26-82

ADJUSTED
FREQUENCY
(PERCENT)

27e1
l1e1
16.7
571
MISSING

100,60

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

PAGE

CUMULATIVE

ADJ FREOQ

(PERCENT)
27.1
28.2
42.9

100.0

100.0

3e624

10676
3000
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