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A general officer recently elicited a thunderous silence when he boldly told a group of faculty at a service staff college “There is nothing more important than deploying to support the fight; certainly nothing we do here.”  He made it clear that educating officers was not nearly as important as deploying.  He made it clear that deployment to combat zones and furthering an officer’s education were mutually exclusive.  He made it clear that it didn’t matter what you did when deploying, as long as you deployed.  Sadly, he is most certainly not in the minority among Air Force leadership.  Anti-intellectualism is becoming firmly grounded in the Air Force and it spells ill for the country and for the service’s future.  The Air Force must own up to this insidious culture and should seriously consider the recommendations offered at the end of this paper.  
The most interesting discussion resulting from General David Petraeus’s recent article on the importance of sending officers to civilian graduate programs was the fact that he felt strongly enough about the topic to take time to write the article in a national journal while leading the war effort in Iraq.
  To take officers out of their intellectual comfort zones, to teach them about thinking in different ways, about different issues and to see issues from different angles makes better officers.  Why did Petraeus feel it important to write this article at this point in his tour in Iraq and at this point in American history?  I contend that he is using his position to fight a trend of anti-intellectualism in the field grade and  general officer ranks of the military officer corps.  
There is a robust literature on the topic of anti-intellectualism in American society and specifically in the armed forces.  Unfortunately, Air Force leaders do not seem to know about this element of our history, and thus take us headlong into it.  To lay the foundation for this argument, that will be the first issue discussed herein.   From there, we must look at the potential impact of such thinking on the Air Force’s future combat capability.  The article concludes by addressing potential remedies for the current situation.  
Before we can civilly discuss anti-intellectualism in the senior officer corps, we need to be clear about what is and is not discussed herein.  The discussion of intellectualism is often a delicate issue that polarizes people into two camps.  This is not an attempt to do that.  Anti-intellectuals are not unintelligent.  Far from it.  For the purpose of this paper, the term falls in line with the conceptualization from Colleen J. Shogan in which Intellectualism is a “dedication to acquiring knowledge from reason, contemplation, or analytical thought.”  Anti-intellectualism is the attainment of knowledge through instincts, character and moral sensibilities.”
  
The distinction boils down to a divide between those who believe their experience and instincts are sufficient sources from which to derive decisions against those who follow methodologies and look beyond individual experience to affect institutional change.  It is important to note that while the literature on intellectualism often employs pejorative language on both sides, this article is not about belittling anyone who disagrees.  It attempts to explain why it is critical to our national defense to change the general mindset of senior Air Force leaders.
For the military, anti-intellectualism means valuing doers over thinkers.  It is important to be technically proficient because of the nature of the equipment and machinery the services use.  But technical proficiency, no matter how ingrained in the service culture is not the same as an ability to analyze issues critically and apply the people and technology at hand to achieve a specific end in differing political and military contexts. 

Instead of being wedded to its machines, the Air Force really should be developing the thinking-doer, or warrior-scholar.  It should challenge the doer who makes claims that cannot be supported by evidence and whose anecdotes cannot be generalized into best practices and principles.  Likewise it should challenge the thinker who cannot put ideas into the context of the task at hand.  To those who say that a strategy didn’t work, we should ask how we should make it better for next time.
Intellectualism in the armed forces is not an on-off, black and white, binary issue.  Intellectualism is rather a continuum.  As Lloyd J. Matthews eloquently pointed out in his two-part article in Army magazine in July and August 2002, “there are among the human race no pure intellectuals any more than there are pure men of action.”
  

This is not a chicken and egg dilemma of thought leading action.  Without some intellectual, or critical analytical foundation, how can anyone act without pure uncertainty?  Just as services train to decrease the likelihood of unexpected situations, they realize that they do not have—and can never acquire--enough experience to cover all situations.  Thus they must think, analyze, and infer what they may not know from experience.  Without intellectual underpinnings, they can only react to what they see for the first time.

Perhaps one way to conceptualize why this is important is through the words of Carl von Clausewitz.  He wrote in On War of the importance of critical analysis, which would work well as a definition of intellectualism.  For Clausewitz, critical analysis is the “application of theoretical truths to actual events…tracing effects back to causes.”
  
Yet today, the officer corps seems to be moving away from that analysis of tracing effects to causes towards an experience-based paradigm, and one in which critical analysis is debased.  Maj Gen Mike Worden reminds us that strategists must remember that the nature of war remains eternal while the character of war changes.
  Experience plays a role, but that experience alone is not sufficient for developing winning strategies.
Richard Hofstadter, in his Pulitzer Prize winning book, Anti-Intellectualism in American Society, comments that “the leading anti-intellectuals are usually men deeply engaged with ideas, often obsessively engaged with this or that outworn or rejected idea.”
  He further points out that throughout American history “an immediate engagement with the practical tasks of life was held to be more usefully educative, whereas intellectual and cultural pursuits were called unworldly, unmasculine, and impractical.”
  
Most officers are familiar with the poem about the “Man in the Arena” written by Theodore Roosevelt in which he says he’ll take a man who entered the arena and lost over the critic who stays home and critiques the participant.  But few are aware that Roosevelt worked extremely hard to highlight his active side over his intellectual background when he entered politics knowing the American desire to follow doers rather than thinkers.
  This reality is not only true for politics in America, but also in the military. 
To this end, the most oft-heard question by Professional Military Education (PME) students revolves around who their faculty are and what they think they can teach those who have “been there.”  Witness the Army colonel who, upon being asked by a deployed PME instructor with a PhD if the stated center of gravity in the Iraqi Freedom campaign plan was truly what we should focus on, told the officer “that’s the problem with you pointy-headed, ivory-tower academic types; you know nothing about war.”
  This kind of comment assumes that officers with advanced degrees, and certainly civilian academics, have nothing to offer to military operations.  This perspective is every bit as wrong as the academic who snobbily looks down on those who don’t hold his degrees.
Petraeus never claimed that officers cannot become critical thinkers or better writers without going to civilian institutions.  But if there was not an overwhelming benefit gained from civilian education, there would not be the volume of literature on this issue today, especially not from General Petraeus.  
What is interesting with respect to Petraeus’s argument for more officers to attend graduate schools is the variance in the directions of the counter-arguments.  Some contend that, while we want our officers to have graduate degrees, we simply do not have the time to send them given the drawdown of forces and the high tempo of deployments to support overseas operations.  Others contend that graduate education actually hampers the development of good officers by teaching them to think too much.  
Many of today’s DoD’s senior leaders strongly argue in support of the first counter-argument.  Sadly, while saying that education is important, the Air Force Secretary and Chief of Staff are both considering limiting the number of people going through graduate programs, both in civilian institutions and Professional Military Educations schools.
  But it is not only the Air Force thinking along these lines.  In 2005, Air University was asked to respond to a request from the Secretary of Defense on the impact of shortening or eliminating resident Professional Military Education.  This request was well-intentioned in that the Defense Secretary constantly hears from commanders in the field that they need more people.  In the end, the services responded that the negative impact of reducing throughput or eliminating resident studies would be greater than any realized gains in increased personnel availability to support combat operations.

Several senior officers who recently sat on promotion boards as well as selective early retirement boards and reduction in force boards (but who cannot be named due to their positions in various command and staff assignments) recently related to this author that officers that went to school in residence to earn doctoral degrees fared poorly compared to the population in general.  The primary reason is that in whatever career field they came from, a large number of their peers either commanded or deployed to combat zones while these officers went to school.  And in today’s professional development environment, command and deployment are the most important elements that boards consider for officers.  
The statistics show this to be the case.  In 2006 there were 338 Lieutenant Colonels in the Air Force with doctoral degrees but only 133 Colonels with PhDs.  So even if promotion to Colonel was purely random, assuming the historic 50% promotion rate, we should see more Lieutenant Colonels with PhDs promoted.
  But even given that these numbers might be acceptable given aggregation bias from year to year, one must consider the number of hard sciences doctorates that are critical to the nature of research and development in the Air Force and factor those in.  The point is that there are few senior officers with doctorates that are specifically applicable to strategy development for war.  
In the May 15th Washington Post, Ann Scott Tyson discusses the Army’s decision to bring General Petraeus back to Washington to chair the Army’s next promotion board to select Brigadier Generals.  The Army has made an institutional decision to bring select key senior generals back to Washington to select those officers the Army thinks are innovative, unconventional thinkers.  Those considered the top candidates generally have experience in Iraq or Afghanistan, but that is not what the Army is looking for in their new generals.  The Army is seeking those who have thought of innovative strategies in the face of new threats and many of those expected to make the cut are intellectuals.

But not everyone thinks that is a good approach.  Ralph Peters, a retired US Army Lt Col and prominent commentator on defense matters, argues that the US should not spend time or money sending people away to school since it takes them out of the field and out of rotations to the combat zones where real learning is done.
  Peters, in terms almost exactly predicted by Hofstadter in 1964, denounces civilian graduate education specifically for its intellectualism.  
Peters claims that “we need intelligent generals.  But we should fear intellectual generals.”  Furthermore, he claims that: 
“a Ph.D. is deadly (if not to the officer receiving it, then to his subordinates)…I know not a single troop-leading general—not one—whom I believe is a more effective combat commander because he holds a doctorate.  On the contrary, too much formal education clouds a senior officer’s judgment, inhibits his instincts and slows his decision-making…the sudden exposure to the theoretical world of the campus enchants them [senior officers] through its novelty—like the new girlfriend who clouds the devoted husband’s judgment.  Ill-equipped to navigate the murky waters of theory, they jettison their common sense and lessons of experience to doggy-paddle behind professors who couldn’t swim in real world currents.”
 
It is a sad truth that many within the field grade and general officer ranks agree with Peters without deliberately thinking about what they agree with.  The prevalent mindset among students at the services’ Command and Staff Colleges and War Colleges as well as senior officers in command and staff positions is “I don’t need thinkers.  I’ve been there. I know what it takes to operate in combat.”  
But it is rarely that easy.  An Army officer who authored a book on his experience as a tank company commander was extremely skeptical about what “academics” could teach him or anyone else who had “been there.”  Yet, by the end of the first core course at Air Command and Staff College, this truly outstanding officer came to tell his instructor that he was nearly tortured by his growing realization that the issues he was absolutely certain about, namely how we as a country should think about and conduct wars, were actually unformed concepts in his mind and that he now needed further research in these areas.  
According to Peters, this is a fine example of an officer whose heretofore sound judgment is now clouded in the theoretic world of the civilian campus brought to a service school.  But this officer didn’t see the issue this way.  Nor do the overwhelming majority of his peers – if one takes as an indicator their end-of-year surveys of the curriculum and its perceived effect on their professional development – who feel that it is an extremely relevant experience in their careers.  
Yet it is all too evident from the papers written at Air University that apart from the very top level officers, many of those considered to be the best of the best by their virtue of selection for resident attendance cannot form coherent sentences, let alone cogent arguments.  Most cannot grasp the difference between an opinion piece and a research paper. And when the senior leadership of the Air Force tells its best officers that their “targets” for their research papers are congress and senior civilian decision-makers, then the line from objective research to advocacy is crossed.  

Today’s officers learn the importance of what Lieutenant Colonel Paul Yingling wrote in his May 2007 article “A Failure of Generalship”: “The most tragic error a general can make is to assume, without reflection, that wars of the future will look much like wars of the past.”  He argues that by relying on past experience and not critically analyzing the global strategic environment, we have prepared for large-scale interstate conflict with heavy forces rather than preparing for wars that we are fighting today that should have been clearly predictable.

The history of the United States is one of nearly continual military engagement in nation-building and what could be considered today as small-scale contingencies.  Few are the decisive wars like World War II.  Yet by not studying history and theory, we often make groundless strategic decisions that lead the services and the country away from the actual objectives and end states.  The other possible outcome is that with the inevitable changing end states and objectives from administration to administration, our officers fail to adjust our strategies to adapt them to the new desired outcomes.   
Furthermore, if we accept Peters’ premise that “officers don’t need to study elaborate theories of conflict resolution (none of which work anyway)” [sic], but that they should develop strategies based on what they know works from experience, leaders must then ask how they know what experiences will be relevant to developing officers with the right knowledge at the right places and times.  They need to know whether or not their experiences are common or if they are all idiosyncratic.  Then they need to know if there is a mean or average experience.  It would be nice to know if there were any variables affecting those experiences on a systematic level.  In other words, did something consistently change an outcome?  

The specific circumstances surrounding military experiences all form and influence the very theories that anti-theorists say are not worthy of study.  The intellectual leader, regardless of academic background, when told “what worked” will ask whether the conditions are the same today as then; will want to know the enemy’s understanding of the situation, since the enemy gets a vote in the conduct of operations, and will ask what the political expectations are from national leaders.  
This studying of conditions in which certain strategies work is almost exactly the definition of theory which so many scorn.  Clausewitz himself said “a working theory is an essential basis for criticism.  Without such a theory it is impossible for criticism to reach a point at which it becomes truly instructive.”
  Yet we continue to ignore such well-known and oft-repeated admonitions.  A recent war gives us a good example to explore.
American political leaders, advised by senior Air Force generals, in 1998/1999 determined that the best way to make Yugoslavia accede to NATO demands was to bomb key targets in Serbia, especially within Belgrade, rather than to focus on the paramilitary and army forces attempting to cleanse Kosovo of ethnic Albanians.  This strategy followed John Warden’s 5 Rings theory of strategic attack.
  But there was no history or agreed-upon sociology to indicate that such a strategy would ever make an enemy concede.  Yet such a strategy was developed and followed.  And after 78 days of bombings when Yugoslavia agreed to pull forces out of Kosovo and NATO agreed to ensure the province remained within Yugoslavia, airpower advocates hailed the campaign as clear proof of the power of bombing,
 while opponents, especially those supporting other services in the fight for funding said airpower did little.
  Still others wrote from outside the lens of service rivalry and looked for theoretical reasons that might explain what happened and why.

If officers don’t take the time to study social science methodology and argumental logic, how can we expect them to find flaws in unsound arguments and develop sound strategies for war?  In The Logic of Social Inquiry, Scott Greer writes that a logician, in this case let us call him an intellectual, has a “blood-lust to expose ‘error’.”
  Our professional officers should be more concerned with finding our strategic errors through critical analysis before we find them out through loss of life.  The officer corps should be less concerned with self-affirmation about “seeing the elephant” than applying analytical skills to put that experience into context to develop sound strategies, some even supported by theory.
The Air Force needs a conscious force development policy derived from theory about social interactions in the countries where forces deploy.  Without that theory, we would hunt and peck for the right experience until we found one that worked and then proclaim “I don’t need theory when I have experience.”  But inherent in Peters’s preferred trial and error approach is an acceptance of a string of failures and funerals that represent the price of experience.  
Without exposure to social science methodologies in history and international relations, the Air Force will suffer what Hofstadter so presciently stated:
“Just as the most effective enemy of the educated man may be the half-educated man, so the leading anti-intellectuals are usually men deeply engaged with ideas, often obsessively engaged with this or that outworn or rejected idea.”

To explain it in common military terms, developing experience in this way dooms the practitioner to always prepare to fight the last war instead of looking forward, informed by a variety of perspectives and theories, to discern the likely outlines of future wars and conflicts.
To that end, it is should be comforting, rather than head-scratchingly maddening to senior leaders to read articles such as Vincent Goulding’s “From Chancellorsville to Kosovo, Forgetting the Art of War,”
 or books such as A.C. Grayling’s Among the Dead Cities,
 which, rather than threatening the foundations of our services, challenge our senior leaders and their subordinates to rethink and justify our strategies.  Only thus can our services stay sharp.  Resting on “what we all know to be true” dulls minds with which officers plan and conduct war and with which they lead people into battle. 
But it is not merely the dulling of minds through complacency that contributes to an anti-intellectual or anti-theoretical culture.  If that were the only outcome, we as a country could probably accept it.  But there is a further geo-strategic implication of anti-intellectualism in the military.  That is the potential to lose our position in world politics and to fail in future military operations.  This is not a mere scare story, but a timeless issue of civil-military relations and national defense.
In his seminal work The Soldier and the State, Samuel Huntington proposed that senior military leaders have three responsibilities to the state.  First, a representative function in which they keep civilian leaders informed on the minimum military force posture necessary to ensure state security given the capabilities of other states or potential enemies.  Second, an advisory function in which leaders analyze the implications of various strategies or courses of action.  This does not mean giving the military’s preferred course of action, but presenting the inherent risks of each strategy.  And finally, an executive function in which the military carries out the decisions of civilian leaders even if that strategy “runs violently counter to his military judgment.”

Anti-intellectualism threatens the military’s ability to perform all three functions.  By relying on experience without putting that experience into an analytic or testable framework, the military cannot keep the state informed on the minimum security requirements because it cannot conceptualize future threats outside the framework of past experience.  Furthermore, discounting the theoretically possible makes it harder for officers to carry out policies of civilians that they oppose due to their grounding in a particular intellectual framework to which civilians may not be able to relate. 
Can officers develop a strategy in which a force designed to fight a Central European concentrated, conventional, symmetrical army finds itself confronted with a dispersed, unconventional, asymmetric insurgency?  Why would senior Army commanders request armor units be deployed to Kosovo during Allied Force when almost none of the bridges in the province could support the weight of a single Abrams tank?  What does the Air Force see as a threat that justifies a large F-22 purchase that congressional staffers and others do not see?  Our experiences must be put into the context of the given situation of that experience and cannot be generalized to all potential future conflicts.  This requires not just intelligence, but intellectualism, the realm of ideas. 
There was a particularly telling case in Iraq in which officers from each of the regional commands within Iraq briefed General Casey’s staff on the progress of attaining Iraqi control in each of the provinces.  A Marine officer reported that at the present time (this was November, 2004), Al Anbar province was “red”, meaning there was no local control, but that the province would be “green” (meaning full local control of the province) in January.  Someone asked the Marine how he could justify such a prediction.  The officer responded by saying “The CG [commanding general] says he wants it green so it’ll be green.”  But what was worse was the willingness of so many in the room to accept the report.  Ultimately, the staff changed the prediction to “red” but this was a clear example of a failure of the representative function of the professional officer.
  But in this case, the point was that only when questioned in an analytical fashion was a staff member able to perform his Huntingtonian representative function.  It took critical analysis to set the military record and recommendation to a commander straight.
Thus, relying on experience alone cannot help the senior officer perform his advisory function.  Without putting experience into a theoretical framework, it is impossible to analyze the implications of alternative strategies.  Without understanding that not all experiences are the same, even within a single conflict, the senior officer cannot know what strategy will work best, what risks will emerge in a given context.  It becomes a case in which the military puts forth only its own experience as a recommendation, whether successful or not, since that is all it knows.  He becomes blind to any other possibilities because he has not thought to consider any others.  
Tami Davis Biddle, when discussing the advocacy of strategic bombing by air forces in Britain and the United States, asks why the expectations of military planners were so at odds with reality and why certain ideas are resistant to new information that does not support them.
  These questions get to the heart of the intellectualism issue.  Many senior leaders understand that certain variables recur throughout history, but many believe themselves immune to being affected by those variables.  That belief in immunity, so often based on personal experience, forms the basis of a threat to national security.  How and why does this happen?
So how do we remedy the issue of anti-intellectualism in the Air Force?  We need to take four actions.  First, the Air Force must follow General Petraeus’s advice and send more officers to civilian graduate programs for advanced degrees, especially in topics germane to strategy and war.  Second, it needs to systematically provide officer force development opportunities to increase understanding of methodology and logical argumentation. Third, as a matter of routine, it needs to deploy officers with advanced degrees to combat locations where they can question the strategies being developed and make them stronger.  Fourth, it needs to staff it War Colleges and Staff College to its authorized manning levels with officers who are competitive for promotion and command.  
On the first recommendation, it seems clear that the service’s leaders are moving in the wrong direction.  Saying that we do not have enough forces to allow officers to leave for 2-3 years is viewing the manning issue from a short-term perspective.  Few can imagine senior Air Force leaders today drastically cutting seasoned instructor-pilots at the F-16 Replacement Training Unit and staffing the training squadrons with newly minted pilots or keeping the elite Weapons School open by teaching future Weapons Officers with non-graduate pilots such as the French did prior to WWII.
  
But when we fail to fully man our staff colleges and then cut officer advanced degree opportunities, the service puts hard-working, good officers – many without the background teach courses on international security, applied warfare strategies and research electives – in the most difficult positions.  They must be given the tools (theory, teaching experience, academic preparation, etc.) to prepare others to analyze arguments at the requisite levels for strategic and operational war plans.
The second recommendation for dealing with anti-intellectualism is to increase the understanding of logic and methodology within the officer corps.  Our officers and especially the leadership must understand that when making an assertion, first, all the premises must be true.  Then, the conclusion must follow from the premises.  And they must also know whether there are any conditions which affect those premises.  

For example, the Air Force Chief of Staff is undertaking a study to replace the standard (9mm) sidearm for Air Force officers in deployed locations because of his belief that it is insufficient in combat situations.  If that premise is true, then we should expect to see sufficient evidence of situations in which the sidearm failed to stop (knock down or kill) enemies attacking those firing the weapon.  This evidence should be sufficient to necessitate the cost of changing to a new weapon.  We should see that the benefit purchasing the new weapon outweighs the mass purchase cost as well as the cost of being the only service with that particular weapon (i.e. you can’t get more bullets if you are on a Marine base).
It is a methodological challenge which forces the Air Force to explain under which conditions airpower is decisive.  One must have a methodological mindset to find or develop a certain strategy that will necessarily and deliberately lead to the attainment of objectives and the end state.  As Maj Gen Worden said: “Strategic success requires an understanding of the human and social activity called war and of the probabilities of human behavior in conflict.”
  To the Air Force, this means it cannot accept predictions that simply because airpower worked in a particular manner in one conflict that it would work the same elsewhere.  We must find generalizable models and state clearly under which conditions we expect to attain similar results.  
Third, the Air Force needs to send more officers with advanced degrees into the field and on combat deployments.  General Petraeus, by packing on his Baghdad staff officers with advanced degrees, is following in the footsteps of his predecessor, General William Casey, who brought numerous officers with Ph.D.s to work on his Campaign Progress Review.
  But the most important reason we should send intellectuals to the field is not merely to improve staff skills, but to produce warrior-scholars.  These officers with advanced degrees can best learn to apply their knowledge in the field.  And while honing their own skills as a warrior-scholar, they raise the bar in their units and multiply their education by teaching others to analyze their own issues and command decisions.
Here the Air Force should acknowledge that education and training jobs are not considered good assignments and it must change that perception.  It would be simple to merely ask for more promotion opportunities for educators, but this is not good for the service either.  Senior Air Force leaders must look to see what happens inside their faculties be convinced of the evidence on their own.
The typical in-resident service school lasts 10 months in which students interact within their seminars--usually 12-15 students--in an intellectual environment and a few more socially. They interact with 7-10 faculty members in the classroom environment. Contrast the potential development with the faculty member who serves 2-3 years Contrast the potential development with the faculty member who serves 2-3 years.
Faculty members research and develop the curricula they teach. They interact with other faculty members, including military and civilian PhDs, guest lecturers, and senior officers who agree to support the curricula by speaking to the students. They must prepare themselves to teach each lesson each day by having a wider range of knowledge than that developed by the students. Instructors serve in leadership positions by being responsible for evaluating officer performance in the classroom, by a full range of mentoring activities, by providing detailed feedback on thinking, speaking, and writing. They serve as course directors, department chairmen, student squadron commanders, vice deans, and deans of colleges, all while immersing themselves with the curricula for 2-3 years.

It is ironic that the Air Force places a greater value on a major who is about to graduate from a service school than on a lieutenant colonel graduate of the same school that stayed on as a faculty member.  The Air Force sees that as time on faculty as time away from the field rather than as time spent developing future warrior-scholars.
Finally, the Air Force should send the best promotable and command-ready officers to teach at its Staff College and War College.  While the Air Force makes a point of sending only the top tier officers to Air University, the service apparently is so short of manning that it accepts non-graduates as resident instructors.  This means that many officers who did not attend staff college as well as those not competitive for promotion or command become faculty instructors teaching those majors who the Air Force signals out as the next generation of leaders.  While these are nearly always excellent instructors, the fact is not lost on the students, who wonder why they can’t have the best teaching the best.  A combination of intellectual faculty and experienced faculty with a strong mix of those who have both advanced degrees and deployed experience cannot help but produce better graduates.
General Murray  Scales pointed out that in World War II, 31 of 35 Army corps commanders taught at the service schools.
  General Walter Kreuger, McArthur’s Army commander in the Pacific, served as a faculty member at both the Army War College and the Naval War College.
  Today, such an officer would likely be passed over for promotion.  But it should not be that way.  Air Force Major General Charles Dunlap argues that 
“the responsibility of teaching forces one to focus on the subject matter with special intensity and from a variety of perspectives.  The process of assimilating and articulating materiel teaches the teacher many things – skills that will serve him or her well in the future battlespace.  In a real way, the instructing process is itself an education that can be invaluable in future leadership positions.”

As an example of how this might work in the future, we need only look to our rich military history.  As Kevin Holzimmer, Kreuger’s biographer, explained the effect of PME and intellectual thinking on operations in World War II:
“With applicatory instruction in advanced PME, it was no longer expected that leaders such as Shafter would by themselves formulate battle plans based on their own experience and expertise in complex joint operations. No longer was the individualistic and heroic leader the ideal. Instead, officers collectively analyzed issues from a broader vantage point, seeking inputs from sister-service counterparts. With the rise of the managerial style—introduced in part via PME—the commanders of SWPA defaulted to skills they acquired at the war colleges.”

So these leaders in WWII did not necessarily have experience to fall back on.  They were not able to say “I know how to do this.  I’ve been there.”  They fell back on the critical analysis skills they learned in their service schools.  They practiced intellectualism in that they explored the world of ideas.  
Air Force Chief of Staff Gen T. Michael Moseley, in discussing the need to have more AF intelligence general officers said, “Ultimately, I'd like for the Air Force to be able to grow more Mike Haydens” referring to General Michael Hayden, now CIA Director.
  But the sad fact is that if General Hayden was a lieutenant colonel or colonel today, he might not be promoted to general officer.  He never commanded a squadron, group, or wing.  He taught ROTC, earned a masters degree in a residence program and served as an attaché while moving back and forth between operational assignments.  So while General Moseley meant that he would like to see us grow more intelligence generals, those we would get today would not look or think like General Hayden.
The Air Force must at least momentarily step back from the tempo of current operations and think about what we want senor leaders to look like in the future.  Strategic thinking can be the first casualty when tactical imperatives such as stopping IEDs today can transfix and overwhelm the best of intentions.
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