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AIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REPORT ABSTRACT
TITLE: A Survey of Studies Addressing Graduate Education in
the United States Air Force

AUTHOR: Marcella V. Powvers, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

This report provides summaries of studies and other
documents affecting graduate education. Presented chrono-
logically, the summaries provide a historical perspective of

the Air Force's graduate education program.




BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Lieutenant Colonel Marcella V. Powers has been
interested in Air Force education matters since her assign-
ment to the plans and operations staff of the Air Force
Institute of Technology beginning in 1977. Additionally,
she has served on the staffs of Headquarters Air Training
Command and Headquarters United States Air Force. Lieutenant
Colonel Powers holds a Master of Arts degree in Business
Administration and Management from Central Michigan University.

She is also a graduate of the Air Command and Staff College

class of 198l1.




PREFACE

The author of this survey spent the years 1983-1986
working graduate education matters at Headquarters USAF/DPPE.
While serving in that capacity, she became aware that many
of the issues raised were not new but had been studied in
previous reviews of graduate education policy. The chief
issues that repeatedly came up for study focused on the
need for officer graduate education, the subject areas that
require graduate education expertise, numbers of the officer
corps needing graduate education, the most costworthy methods
of education, and incentives of graduate education for re-
taining officers in the military Service. It was felt that
a summary of studies would be a helpful reference for those
involved in management and policy decisions affecting grad-
uate education matters.

Additionally, the Headquarters Air University Plans
staff believed such a reference document was needed.

Major Daniel P. Bangs, an Air Command and Staff College stu-
dent in 1985-1986, and Major Glen A. Kendrick, an Air Command
and Staff College student in 1979-1980, provided surveys for
professional military education. The Headquarters Air
University Plans staff found these products valuable and

thought a companion survey on graduate education would

be appropriate.




The author appreciates the opportunity to review the
studies of the two officers named above. Additionally, she
appreciates the support provided by the Headquarters Air

University Plans offices and the members of the Air University

Library.




CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

The objective of this project is to produce a single
document that will provide managers of line-officer, degree-
granting graduate education programs with summaries of
studies that have been done on the subject of graduate educa-
tion. The idea is to provide a useful tool that will pre-
clude significant research to determine whether an issue or
problem has been addressed before. It should thus save time
for program managers.

To limit the scope of the project, student theses, Board
of Visitors reports, and reports of the Educational Require-
ments Board (after the initial years which set the tone for
the program) are excluded. Several of the reports reviewed
for this project cover more than just graduate education.
Inasmuch as some early reports pertain to the Air Force
Institute of Technology as other than a graduate institution,
several of the reports covered herein deal with that aspect
of education. They are included for the perspective they
provide on the development of the graduate education program.
Also, other Services are included as an integral part of some
studies and ace therefore included incidentally in this

project.




The Air Force line-officer graduate education program
in its modern form began in 1946. This project, then, begins
with that year, and continues to the present time. Following
the summaries of studies, presented chronologically in
Chapter Two, a listing of sister-Service studies is found

in Chapter Three. Chapter Four contains a reference list of

key terms from the summaries in Chapter Two.
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SUMMARIES OF RESEARCH

February 1946. Report of War Department Military Education on
Board on Educational System for Officers of the Army. (The
Gerow Board). United States War Department. 83 pages.

4
PURPOSE: To establish the basic structure for the education of
Army (including Army Air Forces) officers. The charter of the
board covered commissioned officers only.

SUMMARY: The military leadership emerging from World War II
recognized that the United States would play 2 major role in
world affairs. The military officers of the United States
needed to be educated to assume military leadership under more
complex situations and using more sophisticated technology than
had been the case before that time. The bulk of this study,
chaired by Lieutenant General Leonard T. Gerow, deals with
professional military education. Annex 10 (which addresses
Army Air Forces) includes the requirement for the Air Institute
of Technology. At this early stage of the development of
modern-day military education, no specific reference is made to
graduate education. The board established the mission of the
Air Institute of Technology as assuring "scientific
technological development of Army Air Forces equipment and
efficient operation of procurement, supply, maintenance, and
service responsibilities assigned to the Army Air Forces."(p.
75) It would be heavily science-and-research oriented.
Instruction would be provided in those subjects to prepare
officers to serve in the Air Technical Service Command and
tactical operating units. Provisions called for Reserve and
National Guard officers to attend an associate, condensed
course and for the Air Institute of Technology to provide a
correspondence course for officers on inactive status. -

Thus, the instruction to be provided by the Institute was seen
as technically oriented. Its growth into a graduate school
with the changing demography of the officer corps in the coming
years was a natural extension of this orientation. The
Institute (at Wright Field,) had been in existence in some form
for many years, and the Gerow Board sanctified its
continuat:on.




February 1946.

Report of Army Air Forces Educational

Conference, 18-20 February 1946. 131 pages.

PURPOSE: To discuss ways to integrate the education and
training programs proliferating throughout the commands of the
Army Air Forces.

SUMMARY: This conference was called to consider post-war
education and training needs and the elimination of dupli-
cation. As a result of the lack of a single focus on education
and training needs during the war, a duplication of effort and
some waste of resources had taken place, according to the
report. The conference committee (representing several
commands) was charged with pulling all the requirements
together into one coherent plan. Discussions of higher
education focused on the need for the Army Air Force Institute
of Technology, timing of attendance, types of educational
programs needed, and the need for graduate work. The main
points made are given here. The Army Air Forces Institute of
Technology was regarded as necessary to ensure that the
military had benefit of the latest technological knowledge.
The committee believed emphasis should be on young officers, as
they would be able to adjust quickly to the academic
environment. Curricula at the Institute, according to the
committee, should include supply and logistics, s well as
engineering. It was noted that when World war II started,
military personnel did not know how to figure requirements for
spares; overproduction and waste resulted. Further, an
integration of engineering with the supply-logistics-
maintenance-procurement discipline (in which officers of each
discipline would spend some time studying in the other) was
believed necessary in order to provide a broad base of
knowledge for the officers.

The major recommendations of the committee dealt with
requirements for civilian institutions education and selecting
officers to attend them. The committee recommended that the
management of civilian institutions requirements be handled at
Headquarters Army Air Forces level for the time being but
should be moved eventually to Maxwell Field. When Maxwell
Field assumed responsibilities for the requirements, the
responsibilities would also include establishment of standards
and qualifications for prospective students. Processing,
selecting, and assigning sutdents to attend civilian
institutions, the committee believed, should be accomplished at
an echelon higher than the school headquarters at Maxwell.

March 1946. "AAF Officers Technological Education®
{Preliminary Report). (The Markham Report). Headgquarters Army
Air Forces. 32 pages.




PURPOSE: To study the technology education needs of the Army
Air Forces officers of the post-war era and determine the best
ways to provide that education.

SUMMARY: This committee, chaired by John R. Markham of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, reviewed the charter of
the Army Air Forces Engineering School and stated that the
program established for the school needed to be extended. The
committee found that the Army Air Forces needed about 700
officers with bachelor's degrees having a technological
orientation and about 300 with some graduate work. Committee
members addressed requirements by assuming an officer provided
a technological education would serve a five-year tour of duty
in one of the thousand designated positions. Therefore, about
200 officers a year needed to be graduated to keep the
positions filled.

The committee found that Army Air Forces officers had an
average of two years of college education and that civilian
institutions did not serve the needs mainly because programs
were too general to fit military needs. To meet the techno-
logical and supply problems of the Army Air Forces, the
committee believed a school should be established, to be called
the Army Air Forces Institute of Technology (AAFIT). (NOTE:
AAFIT is referred to by the same name in the February 1946
conference.) Students completing the school should be awarded
a Bachelor of Science degree, the report stated. For graduate
work, the committee thought students should be sent to civilian
institutions.

The recommendations of the committee followed from its
deliberations. Officers should be carefully selected so that
they would be prepared for a rigorous academic schedule. The
curriculum should consist of two fields of study: engineering-
maintenance-procurement and logistics. Although the two
curricula were to be separate, a requirement for integration
was seen as needed so that even though a curriculum was
specialized, it was as broad as could be. In other words, all
AAFIT students would take certain core courses, no matter which
curriculum they pursued. Policy recommendations from the
committee dealt with entry requirements, grading, individual
references libraries, and types of degrees to be awarded. The
committee recommended that all entering AAFIT students have two
years of college. Officers already possessing bachelor's
degrees should complete one of the two AAFIT curricula before
beginning graduate work at a civilian school. The grading
system recommended by the committee reflected systems commonly
found in civilian schools. A "C" average would be required in
order to maintain school standing. The committee recommended
that AAFIT students be allowed to retain their textbooks after
completion of studies in order to build reference libraries for




professional use.

August 1946. Second Army Air Force Educational Conference,
20-22 August 1946. Army Air Forces School. 34 pages, plus
attachments.,

PURPOSE: To continue efforts to build an integrated Army Air
Force (AAF) education plan, eliminating the duplication of
effort that had occurred during the war.

SUMMARY: This conference was a continuation of the earlier
conferences on the same topic. The AAF expected soon to number
its officer corps at above 52,000. The Air University had the
mission of all training in the AAF. Conferees recognized the
need for officers with undergraduate and graduate degrees and
discussed a report on the number of officers in school and
their fields of study. (These details were not given in the
report, although it is clear from the report that the
discussion on fields of study emphasized guided missiles,
logistics, supply, procurement, storage, distribution, and
maintenance.) A briefing on the Army Air Forces Institute of
Technology (AAFIT) brought out the possibility of conferring
degrees on graduates of the school. The briefer pointed out
that the Air Material Command needed personnel with both
graduate and undergraduate degrees to fill requirements in
various materiel career fields. To this end he proposed an
"Advanced Supply and Maintenance School."(p. 14) The Air
University position was that such a school should be operated
by AAFIT under the auspices of the Air Materiel Command.
Conference members also discussed AAFIT grading vis-a-vis
officer effectiveness reports. They discussed whether an
officer's academic grades should be a part of his personnel
record and concluded that although an academic rating must be
made, it should not be a part of the personnel profile. Aall
education programs were to be fitted into an officer's overall
career development ladder. The conference discussed the issue
of whether Army Air Force officers all needed a baccalaureate-
level education. Further, it dealt with the significance of
grades vis-a-vis the officer effectiveness report, recognizing
that an otherwise outstanding military officer may not fare
well academically. The committee also recognized the necessity
of maintaining serious, long-term relationships with civilian
institutions once begun.

The recommendations pertaining to higher education were as
follows. A college degree would be a requisite for
commissioning as an rated officer. For non-rated, an
individual must have a degree or be a graduate of Officer
Candidate School. An Air Academy was suggested as a way to
help fulfill requirements for the education of Air Force
officers. The subcommittee reviewing undergraduate and




graduate education provided three broad recommendations.
First, that the education level of all officers be brought up
to two years of college. (This might require "subsidized
enrollment®” (p. 31) in civilian universities, or use of GI
Bill, for example.) Second, the committee recommended further
study on ten aspects of graduate education; areas included
scholastic achievements, choice of school, selection of
subjects of study, and the establishment of long-standing
arrangements between the Army Air Force and universities.
Third, a need for a particular type of expertise would have to
. exist before the education program could be established.

September 1949, Research and Development in the United States
Air Force. (The Ridenour Report). Air Force Scientific
Advisory Board. Variously paged.

PURPOSE: To review the status of the Air Force's research and
development activities.

SUMMARY: The Ridenour Committee, chaired by Louis N. Ridenour,
Professor of Physics and Dean of the Graduate College of the
University of Illinois, reviewed all aspects of Air Force
research and development, including mission, functions,
funding, and personnel policies (which, in turn, included
education). The report detailed three major recommendations of
the committee affecting the education of Air Force officers.
They are summarized below.

The first dealt with civilian university research. The
committee recommended that the Air Force sponsor fundamental
research in some of the nation's universities, funded from the
Air Force research and development budget. According to the
report, a small amount of funds from that budget should be
dedicated over the long term to contracting with civilian
education institutions for fundamental research.

The second education recommendation given in the report was the
establishment of a fellowship supporting fundamental research.
The committee reasoned that such a program would facilitate
staffing Air Force research and development organizations with
technically competent officers and would aid in the retention
of those officers.

Last, the committee recommended that the Air Institute of

. Technology be converted into a graduate school of engineering
to serve the needs of the Air Force. The school, as
envisioned, would equal in quality the high-ranking civilian
schools of the nation. The committee noted that the
availability of research facilities at Wright-Patterson would
greatly enhance an Institute graduate program. Further, such
facilities were simply not available at civilian universities.




More importantly, research to be done under the Institute
resident program had no equivalent in civilian universities.
For these reasons the committee believed it necessary to
establish a graduate school of engineering within the Air
Force, specifically at the Air Institute of Technology.

November 1949. Research and Development in the United States
Air Force. (The Anderson Report). Headquarters Air
University. 23 pages.

PURPOSE: To study the Air Force research and development
program to learn whether the structure could sustain air power
requirements for continued superiority.

SUMMARY: Taking place shortly after the Ridenour Committee
report, this study, chaired by Major General Orvil A, Anderson,
Commandant of the Air War Coliege, dealt with the structure of
Air Force research and development. Reviewing policies
affecting personnel, operations, administration, and
procurement, the study committee found that support for
research and development was generally given scant attention.
According to the report, this reflected a lack of understanding
of the importance of research and development and, perhaps more
fundamentally, a lack of thought to the mission and capability
of the Air Force of the future. The portion of the report
pertaining to education refers to the Ridenour Committee
recommendation that a graduate school of engineering be
established at the Air Institute of Technology. The Anderson
Board pointed out that the Institute would be better for
teaching classified subject matter and that the availability of
the wind tunnel and other laboratory facilities at Wright-
Patterson made the establishment of the resident program even
more desirable. Additionally, the committee noted, a higher
quality of research employee would be attracted to the Wright
Air Development Laboratories by the possibility of some
teaching opportunities at the Institute, thus benefiting all
concerned. In sum, the Anderson Board agreed with the Ridenour
Report on the matter of establishing resident graduate
engineering program at the Air Institute of Technology.

January 1950. Report of the USAF Military Education Board on
the Professional Education System for USAF Officers. (The
Fairchild Report). 42 pages.

PURPOSE: To review the Air Force education system to ensure it
met Air Force needs.

SUMMARY: Chaired by General Muir S. Fairchild, president of
the USAF Military Education Board, this board discussed the
viability of the institution known by then as the U.S. Air
Force Institution of Technology (USAFIT), the expansion of its




curriculum, and the numbers of officers to be educated. Thus,
in general, the board members discussed the mission of USAFIT.
Regarding USAFIT's viability, there were several major points
of discussion. First, it was noted that the high level of
education of officers entering the Air Force negated the need
for an undergraduate institute; agreeing with previous studies,
this board felt a better use of USAFIT would be as a gradauate
school. Such a conversion would provide the Air Force with a
source of education not available from civilian schools. The
Air Force needed officers educated in weapons engineering,
which the board recognized to have no civilian counterpart.
Facilities already available at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base
would allow for this kind of study as nowhere else could.

Also, because the facilities were already there, the board
expected that no great expense would be incurred by a
conversion.

As further justification for the continuation of USAFIT, the
board referred to the needs of the new Research and Development
Command, which was expected to obtain the best scientists.
High-caliber scientists could be attracted to the Air Force by
the opportunity for teaching and research. A graduate
institute at Wright-Patterson would fulfill this need. The
board felt, however, that the scope of studies at USAFIT should
be broader than just that required by the Research and
Development Command. The opportunity to study areas more
broadly related to science and engineering should also be
included in the Institute's curricula.

The board considered whether the volume of USAFIT's output
justified its existence. (The report did not give numbers; it
simply stated that only a small percent of the officer force
was receiving USAFIT education.) It concluded that the student
load was high enough to assure viability. The board stated
that resident studies should not duplicate civilian institution
programs, as this was unnecessary and could jeopardize contin-
uation of the Institute. The resident graduate program, which
the board recommended be developed over the five ensuing years,
was not expected to cover all the Air Force's needs for grad-
uate education. The board envisioned the resident program

as oriented toward only the technical education needs of the
Air Force. The board recognized that the viability of such a
program would require hiring high-quality instructors and
expected the availability of excellent research facilities at
Wright-Patterson to attract the right caliber. The board also
recommended that the undergraduate program be phased out.

Having determined the continued need of USAFIT, the board
turned to the topic of organization. Although the discussion
was not elaborated on, the conclusion was that the organi-
zational alignment of USAFIT should be moved from Headquarters




USAF to the Air University. The board also concluded that
responsibility for the civilian institutions program, already a
part of USAFIT, should remain so. (Responsibility for civilian
institutions had rested with Air University and Air Materiel
Command previously.) Keeping the program at USAF1T would
permit all the Air Force's on-duty college education mattcrs to
be managed from one location.

Finally, the board took up the question of attendance at USAFIT .
by Reserve officers. The point of contention was payback; an
officer might complete his course of study and be separated
from the Air Force soon afterwards. However, the board
concluded that this possibility should not exclude a Reservist
from attendance.

May 1952. Report on A Study of the United States Air Force
Institute of Technology. (The Hammond Report). 56 pages.

PURPOSE: To analyze the activities of the U.S. Air Force
Institute of Technology (USAFIT) and make recommendations for
improvements.

SUMMARY: Soon after the re-establishment of the U.S. Air Force
Institute of Technology, the leadership began to see its
possibilities as a graduate school. This study, prepared by
H.P. Hammond, looked first at the continuation of the
undergraduate program, and concluded that in preparing students
for graduate work in civilian institutions, the Air Force would
need to continue undergraduate offerings for those whose
backgrounds did not qualify them to pursue a master's degree in
a chosen field of study. (The report noted that the better
civilian schools were finding that Air Force students required
two years of study to obtain master's degrees.)

In 1952, USAFIT did not have degree-granting authority.
According to the report, this limitation diverted top-quality
potential students to civilian institutions and made credit
transfer from USAFIT to civilian colleges difficult. Further,
it adversely affected drawing high-quality instructors to
USAFIT. Therefore, authority to grant master's degrees was
recommended as a near-term goal and to grant doctorate degrees
a long-term goal.

The study further recommended that a coordinator be established
to arrange research activities between USAFIT and the Wright
Air Development Center laboratories. Under such an
arrangement, faculty members could pursue research at the

o laboratories, while laboratory employees could lecture at the
,fa Institute. For faculty pursuing such research, the report

y recommended that the teaching load be correspondingly
decreased. The study also recommended curriculum changes to

A0k 10




strengthen the academic program. It recommended the addition
of courses in chemistry, metallurgy, engineering materials, and
industrial engineering and the expansion of courses in nuclear
energy, and report writing. These changes would require
expansion of faculty, staff and facilities but would move
USAFIT further along the road to top-flight institution status.

Of the 53 civilian and military members, only 12 held doctorate
degrees; the study concluded that those members should be
doubled. The civilian-military mix (29-24) was considered
adequate. The turnover of military members would ensure
introduction of new ideas and practices. In attracting and
retaining civilian instructors, however, the Institute could
expect to face stiff competition. To meet this challenge, the
study proposed an increased salary range which, for top
personnel, could mean an increase of some $220@0. To provide
the additional courses and expanded instruction the report

recommended an increase in the number of faculty members from
53 to 84.

The study recognized "a critical shortage of engineers and
scientists throughout the country" and attributed that to both
a drop in the birth rate in the 1930s and rumors in the 1940s
of an oversupply of engineers and scientists. (p. 33) The Air
Force requirements, in the meantime were expected to grow.

1956. United States Air Force Institute of Technology:
Degrees. United States Statutes at Large, 84th Congress.

PURPOSE: To permit the conferring of degrees.

SUMMARY: This law (Title 18, Section 9314) grants authority to
the commander of the Air University to confer degrees upon
resident Air Force Institute of Technology students who meet
degree requirements, (NOTE: Undergraduate degrees were first
conferred in 1956, and the first graduate degrees in 1958.)

November 1956. Report of the USAF Educational Conference of
18-19 October 1956. (The Rawlings Report). 106 pages.

PURPOSE: To review officer education programs and make
recommendations.

SUMMARY: The Rawlings Board, chaired by General E. W.
Rawlings, Commander of the Air Materiel Command, reviewed four
areas of interest concerning the Air Force Institute of
Technology (AFIT). First, the board looked at the role of the
resident college, which at this time comprised the School of
Enginering, the School of Business, the Installations
Engineering School, and the Logistics Education and Research
program. Its undergraduate program consisted of aeronautical

11




engineering and electrical engineering; the graduate program
included several engineering programs (for example, aero-
nautics, aircraft structural design, and nuclear engineering)
and management programs such as comptrollership industrial
administration, and logistics. The board recognized that in
offering these graduate programs, AFIT was following the
recommendations of the Fairchild Board and the Ridenour
Committee. The board discussed the utility of the under-
graduate programs in light of their value to the graduate
programs and the change in force structure brought on by the
Korean War. The undergraduate programs were seen as having
unique military applications and supporting graduate students
who needed to strengthen their backgrounds prior to taking up
graduate studies.

Turning to the implications of the force structure change, the
board recognized that many undereducated people were being com-
missioned, leaving the Air Force with the problem of upgrading
their education levels. Retention of the undergraduate program
was one way to attack the backlog. Because the shortage of
scientists and engineers in both the Air Force and civilian
li1fe was severe and civilian institution enrollments were
rising in response to the need, those institutions were
expected to be very selective in screening applicants and less
willing to accept Air Force officers. Along this line, the
board discussed the possibility of increasing resident fields
of study. Members also discussed the possibility of using
incentives to attract resident students and the level of
emphasis that should be given to the enrollment of Air Academy
students upon their graduation.

A brief discussion of the Civilian Institution program focused
on a lack of funding to support quotas. The board agreed that
support for officer attendance at civilian institutions was
necessary to the building of a properly educated force
structure. The board had several recommendations concerning
AFIT's role. It recommended that both the graduate and under-
graduate programs be retained and that the resident graduate
program be increased. The board also recommended that
incentives be explored and that Air University continue to seek
other ways to increase the numbers of AFIT applicants. Addi-
tionally, the board recommended increased priority on the fund-
ing of education programs.

Second, the board took up the question of what the annual out-
put (graduate and undergraduate) should be. After noting that
the Air Force could not always attract the best personnel from
college, the board commented that the leadership needed to
determine the importance of education and then support the
program appropriately. The board noted that Air Force policy
dictated a goal of a baccalaureate for all its officers, but

12




that of the officer strength at the time of 138,314, only 37
percent of the Regular officers and 34 percent of the Reserve
officers possessed that level of education. Eight percent of
the Regulars had a master's degree, while only three percent of
the Reserve officers held that degree. Getting the officer
strength up to a baccalaureate degree level was a chief concern
of this part of the discussion. Finding volunteer applicants
represented a significant limitation of the program.

The board recognized a need for long-range goals to solve
shortcomings in education. The two recommendations from this
part of the discussion were that the guotas for both graduate
and undergraduate education be increased and that requirements
be established in support of long-range goals. The total
fiscal year 1958 requirement for officers with graduate degrees
was 4,500, while the program was producing only 300 per year.

The third area dealt with the selection system for AFIT
programs. The substance of the discussion was that since not
enough officers were volunteering to support a high-quality
program, nonvolunteers should be identified. The board
believed a system to support this could be established through
the use of machine coding. Recommendations were that a central
selection system be established, along with a way to maintain
academic transcripts.

The final topic concerned the effect of external factors on
USAF education programs. The increased enrollment in civilian
colleges was expected to reduce the attendance opportunity for
Air Force officers, necessitating an increase of space required
in AFIT'S resident programs. In addition, the board noted that
the Air Force faced stiff competition with industry for highly
qualified personnel. This would increase the pressure on the
Air Force to provide better education programs to retain its
best officers. With these concerns in mind, the board
recommended that the Air Force increase its public relations
efforts with accredited civilian institutions and review its
capacity to handle an increased resident program (to
avcommodate officers not accepted into civilian institutions).

June 1958. Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Research and

Development. (The Stever Report). Air Force Scientific
Advisory Board. 41 pages.

PURPOSE: To review the Air Force's Research and Development
Program in all its aspects and recommend improvements.

SUMMARY: The committee reviewed education levels of officers
in light of Research and Development requirements and
technological advancements. It concluded that more officers in
the research and development community needed advanced degrees.

13




The committee noted that although 93.5 percent of research and
development officers holding technical assignments had
bachelor's degrees, only 32 percent had master's degrees and
2.5 percent, doctorate degrees. Although the committee praised
the Air Force for its efforts to upgrade the education levels
of its officers, it called for a greater effort in order to
keep pace with the growth of technology. The report
recommended increasing the opportunities of officers for
assignments to universities and other civilian research
laboratories. The committee also stated that officers in the
research and development career field should be allowed to stay
in the community throughout their careers.

December 1959. Report of the USAF Educational Conference of 17
November 1959. (The Power Board). Headquarters United States
Air Force. 91 pages, plus attachments.

PURPOSE. To review officer education programs in light of Air
Force needs and provide recommendations.

SUMMARY: Chaired by General Thomas S. Power, the Power Board
reviewed officer education needs in terms of quality, quantity,
patterns, faculty education, students, financial support, and
facilities. The report noted that earlier in 1959, an officer
career management program had been established which was
designed to address, among other things, the level and kind of
education an officer needed for progression through a given
career field. (This initiative included the appointment of a
standing Educational Requirements Board.) Requirements for
advanced degrees were determined on a percentage basis. For
example, in the field of electrical engineering, all officers
were required to have a baccalaurate degree, while five percent
of the career field would be required to have master's degrees.
This long-range plan would be used as a point of departure by
the Educational Requirements Board in the future. The Power
Board outlined the broad duties of the Educational Require-
ments Board, which included determining the academic
preparation required to support all the career fields and
determining the percentage of each career field required to
possess the education level prescribed.

The board believed that scientific, engineering, and technical
management needed increased emphasis in graduate education.

The projected increase in total graduate degree holders from
8.6 percent to 12 percent in 1965 would not meet Air Force
needs. The board recognized that quotas for attendance at the
Institute of Technology had been increased over 16 percent to
accommodate the increased need for technical education but that
manpower resources were a limiting factor. Although it would
be unrealistic to expect one hundred percent of the education
requirements to be met, the Air Force needed to motivate
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officers it wished to educate and to review entrance require-
ments to make sure they were not unrealistically high.

Next, the board addressed the topic of career patterns for
officers. The discussion covered general needs of officers for
all types of education, including the demand for both
specialists and generalists. The report stated that "officers
should be trained for a job and educated for a career."(p. 35)

L e v e s
P I

R Faculty qualifications were a matter of concern to the board.

N - Discussion of this focused on the difficulties of getting
highly qualified civilians for the Institute of Technology. As
an incentive the board recommended that Air University select
top civilian instructors to attend advanced education. As a
further incentive, the board recommended that Air University
try to increase the grade levels of its instructors.

Lot Looking at student matters, the board discussed factors
N associated with filling assignments to the Institute. The

. factors listed are some of the same ones we face today:
‘ military performance, date of last PCS, recency of previous
education programs, overseas tour dates, depth of military

K experience, and rated status. Board recommendations were that
D commmanders should consider the education needs of their
": officers when making career decisions about them and that the
g factors listed above be used as guidelines.

Considering the question of whether active duty service

o commitments for the Institute were adequate, the board
Q; discussed the consequences of increasing the commitment. (In
RS 1959 a 12-to-24-month student tour entailed a four-year
gt commitment.) The board concluded that reducing the commitment
4%y might entice noncareer officers to seek an Institute education

" to further their civilian career goals. The average student
had six years of service before an Institute tour of one to two
o years. A four-year commitment generally ensured the graduate's
S services to the Air Force for 12 years, and probably 28. The
N board recommended that the four-year commitment be retained.

_;; June 1959. HQ USAF Report of Staff Study on Relocation of the
i Institute of Technology. Headquarters United States Air Force.
i Variously paged.

PURPOSE: To study the possibility of moving the Institute of
o . Technology's School of Engineering.

; SUMMARY: The committee met at the direction of the Vice Chief
S of Staff to study a proposal to transfer the School of
‘ﬂ" Engineering to the U. S, Air Force Academy. Subsequently, the
K charter was enlarged to include a review of all Institute
ot programs, as well as the viability of the Institute. The study
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group visited the Institute and concluded that the school
should be moved. They cited inadequate facilities and lack of
funding for new facilities. Conversely, the facilities at the
Academy were known to be modern and high-quality. The quality
of the faculty and the academic atmosphere of the Academy were
given as the other reasons for moving the School of Engineering
to the Academy. The remainder of the Institute would be
divided between three organizations. The School of Logistics
would fall under the control of the Air Materiel Command; the
Civil Engineering Center would operate under the auspices of
Air Training Command; and the Civilian Institutions Program and
the Admissions function would be handled directly by Air
University. Throughout the majority report there was reflected
a s2nse of competition between the Academy and the Institute.
The minority view, which eventually held sway, argued that
there was no competition between the Academy and the Institute.
They were established for different reasons, argued the
minority, and neither drew anything away from the other. The
minority agreed that although the facilities needed improving,
the Institute was still producing quality graduates that
because of the proximity of the research laboratories, could
not be produced elsewhere. The master's degree institute was
further evidence of the Institute's excellence and its value tc
the Air Force.

October 1968. Report of Symposium on Long Range Air Force
Qualitative Educational Requirements of 17-18 October 1960.
Air Force Educational Requirements Board. 76 pages.

PURPOSE: To learn perspectives of the civilian community
concerning long-range gqualitative education needs of the Air
Force.

SUMMARY: This symposium provided a forum for an exchange of
views on Air Force education needs, graduate education being
only one aspect of the discussions. A recognition of the high
cost of education, according to the conferees, demanded a
review of scientific and social trends to aid the Air Force in
determining how best to guide the education program. The panel
discussions of this conference included broad topics such
qualities of excellence desired in the officer corps and
indications of future requirements. Some basic disciplines of
study, such as economics, political science, and mathematics
were seen as providing the "generality, permanence, and
relevance for management" that would allow the nonspecialist to
serve the Air Force in a variety of ways.(p. 19) The graduate
education panel also recognized that the Air Force would have
continuing requirements for specialization. One comment in
this regard was that many officers would be both generalists
and specialists. A growing requirement for scientists and
engineers, urged in the late 1950s because of Soviet

16




technological advances, was expected to continue unabated. The
commandant of the Institute of Technology discussed the efforts
of th» Institute of in that reqgard. He stated that in
providing technological education to the Air Force, the
Institute emphasized education rather than training. He
further noted that not all the Air Force's engineer
requirements were so highly specific as those addressed in
residence. For the less specific disciplines, civilian
institutions were ideal. On a related topic, the commandant
spoke of the voluntary aspect of the education program. While
Air Force leaders in the field called for officers with higher
education, filling the needs depanded on volunteers for both
reiident and civilian institution programs.

The remaining portions of the report dealt with topics of
general interest to the military education community, broadly
applicable to all military education programs. This report
provides valuable insight into the thinking of the education
community about its graduate education needs and reemphasizes
the role of the Institute of Technology as an educational
rather than a training institution.

June 1961. Inventory of Educational Requirements. Air Force

Educational Requirements Board. 345 pages.

PURPOSE: To determine the education requirements of
commissioned officers in six career fields.

SUMMARY: To determine education requirements 1in the career
fields of civil engineering, comptroller, intelligence,
miintenance, materiel, and operations, the board surveyed some
25,000 officers. Respondents were directed to show how much of
their time was taken up by various functions belonging to their
carzer fields. (Functions varied from the general--written
comaunications--to the specific-~inspection of manufactured
items.) The survey included for each career field a list of
university courses considered applicable to that career field;
the respondents' tasking was to indicate which courses would be
nz=2Jed for the jobs they neld at the time of the survey. If 50
percent responded that a particular course was needed, the
board considered the need significant. An example will
illuminate the survey. Of the 48 functions listed for
production control officers (AFSC 6524), 92 percent of the
respondents said written communications consumed most of their
time. General English was the course seen as the most needed
of the 69 courses listed. Written communications and spoken
communications took second and third place. The board drew
several conclusions from its survey. For instance, it
conciuded that this kind of survey was a successful way to
determine the education needed to perform the functions of the
$iz career fields. Further, the board found education in
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communicative arts to be the greatest of all education needs
listed. Management and technical functions were found to
consume the bulk of an officer's day. This catalog of
education requirements was probably very useful to the
Educational Requirements Board as it sought to establish the
base and the goals of the Air Force education program.

October 1961. DOD Conference at U.S. Naval Postgraduate

School--16-20 Oct 1961. Headquarters Air University.
Variously paged.

PURPOSE: To review trends and consider ways to accommodate
them 1n the education community.

SUMMARY: This conference dealt with topical matters of
interest to the military education community. Those pertaining
to graduate education had to do chiefly with making the best
use of resources, sending civilians to graduate programs,
determining requirements, and establishing academic ratings.
The conference considered the use of professors of air science
(PAS) as a monitor of the activities of graduate students at
civilian institutions. The Navy had such a system and the
question for discussion was whether the Air Force should adopt
a similar approach. The Air Force's system differed from the
Navy's in that the senior graduate Air Force student at a
civilian campus performed the duties for that the Navy PAS
performed for Navy students. Air University felt that for Air
Force students its system worked well and that no change should
be made,

Another consideration concerned the exchange of information
between the Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) and the
Naval Postgraduate School (NPS). A greater information
exchange was seen as advantageous to both institutions. Air
University noted that efforts for an increased exchange would
continue.

Conferees further noted that NP5 had begun cost studies on its
operations in anticipation of Congressional interest and urged
AFIT to develop cost studies, too. It was recommended that the
two institutions keep in contact throughout the studies in
order to provide a sound statement to Congress if required.

The group next discussed the establishment of educational
programs for officers on submarines and missile launch sites
and at other isolated locations. Air University was not
optimistic, noting that the Extension Course Institute had
tried unsuccessfully to get the American Council on Education
to evaluate its courses for credit. Air University also
referred to a Strategic Air Command program used by alert crews
for which the command was attempting to secure accreditation
through the University of Omaha. Finally, the conferees
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addressed the education of civilians. Both civilian and
military manpower resources of all Services were expected to
come under scrutiny of DOD and Congress. Air University stated
that the Air Force Education Requirements Board was looking
into the matter for the Air Force.

November 1961. AU Report of a Staff Study to Increase the
Emphasis of Education in the Air Force. Headquarters Air
University Cover Letter AU/CC to HQ USAF/DP dated 2 November
1961. Variously paged.

PURPOSE: This study actually is a report of several efforts
the Air Force had going on at this time. Thus, the report
covered various facets of the education program.

SUMMARY: For the purpose of this summary, four topics will be
covered: the requ