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IN MAY 1945, in a small San Francisco 
ho tel room overlook ing the bay, Maj 
Gen Muir S. Fairchild formally reviewed 
his 28-year career in the Army Air Forces 

(AAF).1 In his mind, it had been a memora ble 
one—a virtual “rags to riches” story from the 
mili tary point of view. He had entered the 
Wash ing ton National Guard as a private in 
1916 and by the end of World War I, had re­
ceived a commis sion, attended flight school, 

and flown in bomber combat missions with 
the French air forces over Germany. After the 
war, Fairchild won a regular commis sion, be-
came a test pilot, and attended the Air Corps 
Tac ti cal School (ACTS) at Maxwell Field, Ala­
bama, the Army Indus trial College, and the 
Army War College at Washing ton, D.C.2 One 
of his most momen tous adven tures was his 
trip with Capt Ira Eaker—the Pan-American 
Good will  Flight to South Amer ica 
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(1926–27)—as a result of which he became 
one of the first airmen to receive the Distin­
guished Flying Cross. 

In 1937 Fairchild was assigned as an in ­
struc tor at ACTS, and within two years he was
pro moted to perma nent major and became 
di rec tor of the Depart ment of Air Tactics and 
Strat egy (a depart ment that one histo rian 
called the most impor tant at the school). As 
war became immi nent, his reputa tion and 
con nec tions with some of the most sen ior of­
fi cers in the Air Corps paved the way to his as-
sign ments in the Of fice of the Chief of the Air 
Corps. He was appointed secre tary of the 
newly formed Air Staff (1941) and then the
as sis tant chief of the Air Corps and promoted 
to brigadier general. In March 1942, when 
Fairchild was named direc tor of military re-
quire ments, he pinned on his second star. In 
No vem ber, Hap Arnold, command ing gen­
eral of AAF, se lected him to work closely with 
the three-member Joint Strate gic Survey
Com mit tee of the Office of the Combined 
Chiefs of Staff.3 From that posi tion and 
through liv ing at Fort Myer, Vir ginia, he came 
to know some of the key senior military lead­
ers of the midtwen ti eth century, includ ing
Ar nold, George C. Marshall, and Ernest King. 
Fairchild worked closely with Stan ley Em bick 
and Russell Wilson, and renewed friendships 
with Eaker, Hoyt Vanden berg, Larry Kuter,
Hay wood Hansell, and Gordon Saville. Al­
though Fairchild felt over looked for a com bat 
com mand, he made sig nifi cant con tri bu tions 
to the formali za tion of Air War Plans Divi­
sion, Plan 1 (AWPD-1) and AWPD-42 and be-
came, as David MacI saac asserts, “the intel­
lec tual father of the Strate gic Bombing
Sur vey.”4 

Yet, as Fairchild reminisced in his hotel 
room, these events seemed irrele vant and 
part of a time that was rapidly coming to a 
close. Shortly, he would be attend ing the 
open ing session of the United Nations (UN)
Con fer ence on Inter na tional Organi za tion at 
the request of Edward Stettinius, but 
thoughts turned toward his future.5 The war 
in Europe was over. Japan, he reasoned, 
would capitu late within a year, and people 
who had served in combat commands over-

seas would be coming home to claim the 
good jobs that they had earned as “heroes.” 
Rather than take some assign ment overseas 
and be a burden to theater command ers, who 
nei ther needed nor wanted a two-star butting 
into their business, Fairchild hoped that the 
War Depart ment might have some plans for 
him. He even liked the idea that John McCloy 
thought of him as an “elder statesman for the 
War Depart ment.” Never the less, should his 
friend Ira Eaker, now deputy commander of 
AAF, suggest that he look for a job overseas, 
Fairchild would “thank him kindly” but say 
no and retire. Fairchild wanted to be needed 
by AAF. If his “services were no longer re­
quired,” he would not go “some where just for 
the job.”6 Indeed, he and his wife, Florence, 
had their eyes on a small ranch in Rancho 
Santa Fe, Califor nia, and hoped to be living 
there soon.7 

Even as Fairchild thought about the fu ture,
sev eral senior gener als and their staffs were 
work ing on plans for the post war AAF. One of 
their central concerns was the estab lish ment 
of a series of schools and colleges for profes­
sional military educa tion (PME). Gener als 
such as Arnold, Eaker, Vanden berg, and Don­
ald Wil son were con vinced that war time tech-
no logi cal inno va tion and the success of the 
air cam paign de manded a school sys tem sepa­
rate from that of the Army.8 As early as 1942, 
AAF leaders described the need for reopen ing 
ACTS and estab lish ing the Air War College 
(AWC).9 By 1944 it be came ob vi ous that such 
a post war sys tem of of fi cer edu ca tion must be 
de vel oped because of AAF’s need to train its 
of fi cer corps and to estab lish an educa tional 
prece dent for its separa tion from the 
Army—and because many AAF senior leaders 
had attended Army profes sional schools and 
found them wanting. 

By mid-August 1945, sen ior AAF lead ers ar ­
gued vehe mently that the war had squarely 
placed AAF in the vanguard of techno logi cal 
wars of the future and that it deserved the 
status of a separate service. Not all people 
agreed, however. As early as 1944, some
mem bers of the War Depart ment questioned 
the deci sive ness of the strate gic campaign in 
Europe.10 When Fairchild, then a member of 
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Air War College as it was in its first decade. 

the Joint Strate gic Survey, received word that 
the air campaign in Europe was being seri­
ously ques tioned, he sug gested to Gen eral Ar­
nold that an inde pend ent commit tee be es­
tab lished to study the AAF’s effect on 
in dus trial centers in Germany. Impressed 
with the quality of civil ian speakers he had 
lis tened to when attend ing the Army Indus­
trial College in 1936, Fairchild believed that 
it would be both politi cally and in tel lec tu ally 
worth while to obtain the most qualified aca­
dem ics and indus tri al ists to assess the effect 
of the air campaign in Europe. As the plan 
evolved, the Commit tee of Opera tions Ana­
lysts re ceived a course on stra te gic air war fare 
from Fairchild. After inten sive efforts, the 
com mit tee reported that the campaign had 

been essen tial to victory over the Germans. 
These well- res pected civil ians provided a 
credi ble deter rent to anti–air force argu­
ments. With the end of the war, civil ian and 
many military leaders and analysts alike 
agreed that, with the advent of nuclear tech­
nol ogy and long-range deliv ery systems, the 
next war would be fast and atomic—and 
would oc cur on Ameri can soil.11 The strength 
of this argu ment, coupled with the AAF’s 
show ing during the war, ensured the AAF a 
place next to the Army and Navy in the new 
Na tional Military Estab lish ment created in 
Sep tem ber 1947.1 2  

De spite general agreement that AAF de-
served a separate military role in the postwar 
world, the trend toward joint military educa-
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tion seemed to under cut the need for a sepa­
rate educa tional system for air offi cers. In 
light of the lesson learned in the war and the 
em pha sis on post war de fense uni fi ca tion, top 
Army gener als such as Marshall and Dwight 
D. Eisen hower questioned the need for the 
serv ices to maintain separate profes sional
edu ca tion systems.13 From 1944 to 1947, sev­
eral at tempts to de fine post war PME ended in 
the deci sion either to continue the various 
serv ices’ school systems or to estab lish a se­
ries of joint schools (which in essence would 
re place the other serv ice schools).1 4Al though 
the Army chose to keep its war col lege closed, 
both the Navy and AAF pursued plans for the
con tinua tion of their separate school sys-
tems.1 5 Fairchild noted in The Army Times that 
re cent devel op ments in long-range super-
sonic aircraft and nuclear weapons, along 
with the pos si bil ity of guided mis siles, broad­
ened the scope of air power and de manded an 
edu ca tional sys tem that pre pared lead ers and
plan ners for global war beyond the magni­
tude hereto fore consid ered.16 

Ul ti mately, each of the armed services 
would maintain a separate educa tional sys­
tem, but a new series of joint schools, known 
as National Defense Univer sity, would be 
added; this univer sity would provide cap-
stone courses in an offi cer’s profes sional ca­
reer. Never the less, during 1945 and 1946, 
AAF’s hopes for a separate school system 
seemed threatened by a push toward unifi ca­
tion. Gener als Eaker and Vanden berg rea­
soned that if AAF were to create an “Air Uni­
ver sity,” it would have to be “the best mili tary 
school in the world.”1 7 Once so recog nized, 
no per son, agency, or de part ment could cava­
lierly discard it. Moreover, the creation of a 
sepa rate postwar educa tion system for AAF 
would help demon strate the uniqueness of 
air forces and help fur ther the cause of sepa ra­
tion. 

Cre at ing the “best military school in the 
world” would take much planning, as well as 
a respected leader who was part vision ary, 
part taskmas ter, and all air force. Records are 
sketchy on the reasons for Fairchild’s selec­
tion: he had no college degree but was well 
known for his even temper and integ rity, su­

pe rior knowl edge of air strat egy and doc trine, 
and—most of all—his keen mind.18 Many
high- ranking offi cers had referred to him as 
the “brains of the Air Force” because of his 
pene trat ing insights as well as his ability to 
syn the size dispa rate views into what many
peo ple referred to as the “big picture.”1 9 Cer­
tainly, he was highly respected by civil ians in 
the War De part ment as well as by mem bers of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), espe cially Mar-
shall and Arnold.20 His record on the Joint 
Stra te gic Survey, along with his work on the 
air war plans and Strate gic Bombing Survey, 
gave him a repu ta tion as a global thinker who 
un der stood the inter face between war, soci­
ety, and indus try. 

For such a posi tion as commander of the 
new postwar schools, he was perhaps aca­
demi cally unpar al leled in AAF because of his 
at ten dance at the Army In dus trial Col lege and 
the Army War College, his training at the AAF 
En gi neer ing School at Dayton, Ohio (later 
named the Air Force In sti tute of Tech nol ogy), 
and his work as a test pilot and later as an in­
struc tor and chief of air tactics and strategy at 
ACTS. He also had good friends such as Van-
den berg, who as A-3 (Opera tions) was in 
charge of outlin ing the postwar school sys­
tem. Eaker knew Fairchild’s intel lec tual abili­
ties, his me ticu lous work hab its, and his dedi­
ca tion to duty. Arnold saw Fairchild as an 
in tel lect, a doer, an elo quent spokes man, and 
a firm be liever in airpower.2 1 When 
Fairchild’s name was brought up to head the 
AAF school and fu ture Air Uni ver sity (AU) sys­
tem, undoubt edly Arnold and Eaker (given 
most of the other air leaders’ penchants for 
edu ca tion) were relieved that Fairchild was 
avail able and willing to take on the project. 

Eaker offered the job to General Fairchild 
in late August or early Sep tem ber of 1945, rec­
og niz ing that Fairchild was still commit ted to 
the UN con fer ence and to his job with the JCS. 
The first war college course was scheduled to 
be gin in early Septem ber of 1946. Because 
Fairchild was unable to take the job of com­
man dant un til re lieved from JCS in De cem ber 
of 1945, an acting com man dant would be ap -
pointed until then. Eaker and Vanden berg 
agreed that Fairchild should have the choice 
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of the best people available for admin is tra­
tors and instruc tors—of course, other com­
mands also wanted them.2 2 Fairchild asked 
that David Schlat ter, his former di rec tor of air 
sup port at the Depart ment of Military Re-
quire ments, be his vice com man dant and act­
ing comman dant until Fairchild could take 
full- time command.23 Gen Joe Cannon, 
Schlat ter’s boss, ini tially said “no” to the re as -
sign ment because he thought it was some-
thing for the “boys in the backroom [in 
Wash ing ton, D.C.] to do.”2 4 Arnold con­
vinced him oth er wise. In Sep tem ber Schlat ter 
was reas signed, assum ing command of the 
AAF School on 8 Novem ber 1945.25 

Fur ther dis cus sions among Eaker ,  
Fairchild, and Vanden berg resulted in an 
agree ment about the broad philoso phy that 
should gov ern the AAF School. The cru cial as­
pect of the pol icy fo cused on what some peo­
ple had suggested as early as 1940—that a 
school should consist of a tacti cal course, a 
com mand and staff course, and an air war 
course.26 They fur ther agreed that the schools 
should be geographi cally colocated at Max-
well, Gunter, and Craig Fields and placed un­
der Headquar ters AAF.2 7 Eventu ally, these 
schools would be come the Air Tac ti cal School 
and the Air Command and Staff School 
(ACSS); the advanced course would become 
AWC. These schools, accord ing to Arnold’s 
di rec tive, would then be placed under the 
cen tral ized control and direc tion of AU.2 8  

Fairchild, who recog nized the impor tance of 
ini tial direc tives in setting precedents, en­
sured that the direc tive in cluded a clause that 
stressed the schools’ focus on inno va tion 
(not tradi tion al ism) because students must 
be prepared “for future wars and not for past 
wars.”29 In addi tion to offi cer profes sional
edu ca tion, the direc tive assigned the AAF 
School with broad super vi sion over the AAF 
En gi neer ing School. 

Eaker, Vanden berg, and Fairchild also 
agreed that AWC was the most impor tant 
course at the AAF School. It would set the 
tone and estab lish the reputa tion for AAF’s 
sys tem of educat ing its offi cers gener ally. 
Schlat ter, as acting comman dant, was as-
signed to help construct the curricu lum for 

the Com mand and Staff school (which was to 
open in Septem ber 1946), as well as recruit 
the neces sary instruc tors and staff person nel 
to run the entire AAF program.30 Fairchild, 
when not busy with his du ties as a dele gate to 
the UN con ven tion or at JCS, was to con cep tu­
al ize the overall mission of the AAF 
School/AU, recruit the comman dant for 
AWC, and help devise the curricu lum for the 
air war course that was to begin in Septem ber 
1946. 

With the excep tion of a few trips to the 
West Coast, from mid- November through De­
cem ber 1945, Fairchild stayed in Wash ing ton 
to discuss the proposed univer sity with other 
sen ior of fi cers and to work out the larger plan 
for putting it into service.31 By 26 Novem ber, 
Fairchild had envi sioned an AU system that 
con sisted of “several schools and at least one 
col lege” which would em brace a new phi loso­
phy of PME.32 In a letter to Isaiah Bowman, 
presi dent of Johns Hopkins Univer sity, 
Fairchild noted that 

this system of schools must take into account an 
entire new world of war fighting. Considering 
this new world that lies ahead with its atomic 
bombs, guided missiles, bacteriological warfare 
and the prospective startling developments of 
scientific warfare in general, it is mandatory 
that the Army Air Forces school system be 
brought up to the highest standards of modern 
education, not only in the tactical field but in 
the technical and strategic fields as well.3 3  

Fairchild postu lated that future air of fi cers 
would face situations unknown to those liv­
ing in 1946. He believed that they must be 
edu cated in all fac ets of air war fare and the ad-
mini stra tion of its forces. Air offi cers must 
have techno logi cal breadth in order to be 
open to emerging scien tific technolo gies; the 
abil ity to under stand tacti cal doctrines and 
em ploy ment; and the ability to think in 
global strate gic terms.34 These offi cers could 
not be paro chial or believe that airpower 
alone would solve the na tion’s mili tary prob­
lems. Finally, there should be something of 
the statesman in all senior offi cers; that is, 
they should be well read, educated broadly, 
and willing to consider the creation and im­
ple men ta tion of military policy from a 
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number of differ ent perspec tives. In order to 
do this, Fairchild believed that AAF’s educa­
tional system must take offi cers from their 
ini tial assign ments, teach them a techni cal
spe cialty, send the most techno logi cally pro­
fi cient to ad vanced ci vil ian schools, and then 
train them in the profes sional as pects of their 
jobs, from squadron leader through wing
com mander and beyond.35 

The first pro fes sional school would re sem­
ble the old ACTS.36 Now called the Air Tac ti cal 
School, its mis sion was to of fer in struc tion in 
the tacti cal employ ment of fighter and 
bomber aircraft; it would later cover guided 
mis siles as well.37 All tacti cal offi cers (not 
tech ni cal of fi cers) would at tend this school at 
some point during the first four years of serv­
ice. Much of the instruc tion would focus on 
pre par ing offi cers for “general squadron du­
ties, includ ing squadron command, and 
would stimulate their thinking and encour­
age indi vid ual study.”3 8 The course would 
also in clude an in tro duc tion to mili tary ge og­
ra phy and, in time, air in tel li gence and pub lic
re la tions. Accord ing to Fairchild, geog ra phy 
and intel li gence were “of cardi nal impor­
tance to the air of fi cer of the fu ture,” be cause 
they related directly to target ing. Public rela­
tions was the key to mak ing Ameri cans aware 
of AAF’s roles and budget ary needs.39 Finally,
af ter read ing hun dreds of after- action re ports 
of of fi cers dur ing the war, he wanted to make 
sure that the course offered re me dial train ing 
in reading and writing—“es pe cially in the 
prepa ra tion of clear, logi cal, and con cise staff
memo randa and reports.”4 0  

The sec ond phase—ACSS—would ad mit the 
best quali fied of fi cers at the 10th year of serv­
ice. It would pre pare them for group and wing 
com mand as well as staff duty at all eche lons, 
from the squadron through the Air Staff. 
Fairchild wanted the course to provide in ten­
sive cover age of all aspects of air warfare 
through the opera tions of air forces.41 In-
depth courses on geo poli tics, ge og ra phy, and 
in tel li gence collec tion rounded out the cur­
ricu lum.42 ACSS would offer courses in logic, 
clear thinking, and the formu la tion of sound 
con clu sions. Instruc tors would teach reme­
dial English, both written and spoken.43 

AWC, ac cord ing to Fairchild’s con cep tu ali­
za tion, would select only the best senior offi­
cers with at least 12 and no more than 20 
years in the service. This advanced course 
would stress the “broad aspects of war from 
the national viewpoint.” In other words, the 
course would teach students how to relate 
large air forces to grand strat egy and then how 
to make air, ground, and na val power work to­
gether to meet those objec tives. The type of 
in struc tion to create such global thinkers 
would vary from preas signed problems com­
pleted in seminars (or by commit tees) to lec­
tures by out stand ing ci vil ian and mili tary per-
son nel.44 A course on world politics would be 
added later.45 

Af ter reading Fairchild’s exten sive dis­
course on the under pin nings of this new AU 
con cept, Bowman agreed to serve on a Board 
of Visitors that would advise the command­
ing general on the “proper way” to intro duce 
such “modern educa tion” into AAF’s curricu­
lum. Fairchild also wrote educa tors at Har­
vard and MIT, as well as some in the Univer­
sity of Califor nia system, relat ing the same 
de tails about the purpose of AU and seeking 
their advice.46 Based on their response, 
Fairchild began concen trat ing on AWC. First, 
he sought the “right” per son for the com man­
dant’s posi tion. Then he worked toward Eak­
er’s admo ni tion to create the most outstand­
ing senior service school “in the world.” 

Fairchild knew whom he wanted as the 
War Colle ge’s comman dant. He had known 
Or vil Arson Ander son since his days at ACTS. 
An der son was blunt, bombas tic, and overly
exu ber ant at times, but he knew air theory 
and strategy as it related to World War II bet­
ter than anyone, includ ing Fairchild him-
self.4 7 An air pioneer, like Fairchild, he had 
made the Explorer I balloon flight into the 
strato sphere in 1933; was later a test pilot at 
Wright Field, Ohio; and had attended ACTS, 
Chemi cal Warfare School, and Command 
and Gen eral Staff School at Fort Leav en worth, 
Kan sas. In June 1943, he had gone to Europe 
as the chairman of the Combined Opera­
tional Planning Commit tee, which planned
op era tions for the strate gic bombing offen­
sive. In 1944 he became the deputy com-
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In the beginning: the old Air Command and  Staff School building. 

mander of opera tions for Eighth Air Force. As 
the European war moved toward a close, 
Fairchild was instru men tal in getting him se­
lected as senior mili tary ad vi sor to the Stra te­
gic Bombing Survey. Expe ri ence and back -
ground made Ander son conver sant in all 
as pects of airpower, espe cially those that re­
lated to the appli ca tion of Allied air offenses 
to indus trial targets. Fairchild was positive 
that he needed Ander son now. The signifi­
cant prob lem was get ting him as signed to the 
AAF School system.48 The Strate gic Bombing
Sur vey would not release him until the late 
sum mer of 1946, too late to be of much help 
in design ing AWC’s initial organi za tion and 
cur ricu lum. 

Lack ing a com man dant for AWC, Fairchild 
be came heavily involved in organ iz ing and 
staff ing the college, and in deter min ing the 
cor rect model of instruc tion for senior offi­
cers. Unlike some AAF offi cers, Fairchild had 
at tended the Army War Col lege and had ac tu­

ally liked the instruc tion he received there. 
He wrote to Ander son, “I am convinced that 
the [Air War College] should be run on the 
model of the old Army War College [because 
their only problem] was the mate rial, not the 
meth ods of presen ta tion. The scope of the 
Army War College course was very narrow 
and not all that imagina tive, but . . . the 
method of presen ta tion and instruc tion was 
truly ex cel lent.” 49 Fairchild later prom ised AU
stu dents that they would never see a map of 
Get tys burg (not the first, sec ond, or third day)
dur ing their stay at Maxwell.50 

What Fairchild wanted was a semi­
nar/com mit tee system in which senior of fi­
cers consid ered a specific problem and then 
lis tened to a lec ture on the sub ject by a va ri ety 
of indus trial and military experts. He wanted 
dis cus sion, problem solving, and creative 
think ing to highlight each seminar. Much 
like graduate school, the college would force 
sen ior offi cers to think, share ideas, and re-
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ceive critical feedback. Fairchild and Ander­
son agreed that the war had demon strated 
how quickly new tech nol ogy had made many
pre war tactics and doctrines obso lete. In ­
struc tion at AWC must “forego doctrine and 
re sort to logic.” Offi cers in this new age of 
war must at tend a school whose fo cus was not 
on his tori cal ex am ples or mod els but on pro­
jec tions and possi bili ties. AWC, like AU in 
gen eral, was to be a “prewar,” not a postwar, 
school.5 1 This format had practi cal justi fi ca­
tions. Given the incom ing class’s expe ri ence 
in World War II, most of the sen ior of fi cers at -
tend ing the course would know as much as 
their instruc tors, if not more. From a staffing 
per spec tive, the number of course in struc tors 
could be kept to a minimum.52 

An der son did not take command of the 
col lege until August, so Fairchild and the 
grow ing AWC staff con tin ued to flesh out the 
first year’s curricu lum. Ulti mately, the nine-
month course would include three phases.53 

First, the academic phase stressed overcom­
ing service-oriented paro chi al ism through 
the study of the “psychol ogy of thinking and 
prob lem solv ing.” Ci vil ian edu ca tors taught a 
course in basic logic and the scien tific 
method in order to under stand bias, preju­
dice, doctrine, and dogma—and to eliminate 
them. Another signifi cant part of the course
in tro duced the student to manage ment prin­
ci ples “in order that senior offi cers might 
more effec tively and economi cally manage” 
large instal la tions, research facili ties, and 
huge arma das of aircraft. Again, civil ian edu­
ca tors and indus tri al ists were brought in to
lec ture on how to adapt these princi ples to 
mili tary situations. 

The second part of the course, the evalua­
tion phase, built on these methods and man-
age ment princi ples. Because there was to be 
no school so lu tion, the cur ricu lum pre sented 
the students with background factors that af­
fected a prob lem. Dis tin guished mili tary of fi­
cers and civil ians presented lectures bearing 
on the prob lem. In struc tors then is sued a bib­
li og ra phy for the students’ reading and re -
search. The seminar group of five to seven
stu dents discussed the problem and then 
came up with its own solu tion. The group 

pre sented its findings to the entire student 
body for cri tique and pos si ble syn the sis into a
com pos ite student solu tion. During the first 
year of classes, students devel oped a model 
for evaluat ing battle scenar ios and applied it 
to the strategy and conduct of World War II. 

The final part of the course, known as the 
pro jec tion phase, aimed at helping students 
un der stand how air strategy is only one com­
po nent of military strategy, just as military
strat egy is only one compo nent of national 
strat egy. The fac ulty in tro duced cur rent mili­
tary problems such as the air defense of the 
United States, postwar military postur ing,
joint- service strategy, and ways of extend ing 
the range of weapons. Students analyzed 
these problems from various politi cal, eco­
nomic, social, and military perspec tives and 
worked out a po ten tial so lu tion. The out come 
of these seminars was often sent to the Air 
Staff for consid era tion and possi ble imple­
men ta tion.5 4  

Al though Fairchild spent a great deal of 
time working on AWC’s curricu lum, other 
prob lems also called for im me di ate so lu tions. 
He had to find good instruc tors, estab lish a 
work ing rela tion ship with the major com­
mands, schedule renowned lectur ers, and 
help devise curric ula for the other profes­
sional schools. One of his biggest concerns 
was the di vi sion of sub ject ar eas. What he did 
not want was a school that was divided into 
“old” catego ries such as bombing, pursuit, 
tac ti cal matters, and recon nais sance. AU, like 
AAF, must stress airpower as an inte gral 
whole. Nei ther AAF nor AU should be di vided 
into a series of fiefdoms.55 Moreover, he was 
con cerned that the major commands would 
send him their worst person nel rather than 
their best.56 He wanted A-1 (Person nel) and 
A-3 of the Air Staff to per son ally take charge of
as sign ment to the schools.57 Fi nally, Fairchild 
wanted AU to have major-command status in 
or der to have the bureau cratic power to go
head- to- head with certain major-command 
com mand ers, namely Joe Cannon, George 
Ken ney, and Pete Quesada. 

Fairchild offi cially took command of the 
AAF School on 20 Decem ber 1945, with a 
man date to create the “best school in the 
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world.”58 The insti tu tion’s name would 
change to Air Uni ver sity on 12 March 1946 (it 
was made a separate command on 4 January 
1946).5 9 Doors would open to students on 3 
Sep tem ber of that year. Fairchild’s inau gu ral 
ad dress spoke of the future of war as well as 
the role that AU would take in “edu cat ing and
pro duc ing” future planners and leaders who 
would design an air force that hopefully 
would “never be used.” But should it fail as a 
de ter rent force, it must also be an air force 
that could re store peace on “terms ac cept able 
to us.” Peace, to paraphrase General 
Fairchild, was indeed the AAF’s profes sion.6 0  

In 1954 Lieuten ant General Kuter told 
gradu at ing students of ACSS about Muir 
Fairchild’s contri bu tions to AU. Kuter, like 
many of his contem po rar ies, found Fairchild a 
vi sion ary and an intel lect who was able to 
marry his profound un der stand ing of air power 
to of fi cer edu ca tion. “The suc cess that has been 
at tained by the AU—using the organi za tion, 
meth ods, and aims, which [Fairchild] con­
ceived and set in mo tion—is a trib ute to his wis­
dom and judgment,” Kuter reflected.61 

Fairchild, prior to his death on active duty in 
1950, became the vice chief of the Air Force, 
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