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LESSON DESCRIPTION


Title:  United States Air Force Core Values


Teaching Method:  Guided Discussion/Case Study


References:		Policy Letter Digest, Air Force News Agency, May 1995


				Little Blue Book 


				AFDD-1


				URL: http://www.usafa.af.mil/core-value/   (USAF web site)


Instructional Aids And Handouts:  CSAF Introductory video, sample case study videos, distance learning tools


Student Preparation:  Read USAF Core Values manual; AFDD-1.


Educational Objective:  The objective of this lesson is for each Air Force member to respond positively to their role in demonstrating USAF Core Values.


Method(s) Of Evaluation:  Commander’s Guide Climate Checklist and Quality of Life Survey sample questions.
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USAF CORE VALUES STRATEGY


We must ensure the culture of the Air Force is a culture of conscience, not a culture of compromise.  The Air Force exists solely to provide for national defense through the application of aerospace power.  The Air Force does not exist to provide us employment.  The Air Force exists for the sake of defending the United States of America, its form of government, and its people against all foreign aggression.  The culture of compromise dangerously erodes our capacity to carry out this mission.  We must fly, fight, and win; but how can we have confidence in our ability to do these things if we accept a "me first" culture of compromise?


That is why we have the Air Force Core Values—Integrity first, Service before self, and Excellence in all we do.  If all our people accepted the operational importance of these values; and echelons across the Air Force used these values as the basic principles for guiding their professional conduct; and if these values could become the windows through which all of us examine and appreciate the requirements of public service—we would be sure to have the culture of conscience needed to successfully serve in the defense of our country.


By infusing the core values into our organizational structure and operational procedures, the Core Values Strategy will help to ensure that ours is a culture of conscience and not a culture of compromise.


The Core Values Strategy is designed to educate the force, encourage a climate of conscience, enforce the observance of standards, and evaluate who we are and where we’re going.  The strategy will develop through three ‘rounds’ or phases:


Round 1 : The Field Weave(As its name suggests, the purpose of the Field Weave is to infuse, imbed, or weave the Core Values into all Air Force operations.  The Field Weave has two basic components:


The Top-Down, Command Cascade:  All commanders(from MAJCOM to Flight(will be required to initially teach the Air Force Core Values and the implementation initiative to all of their subordinates.  This duty cannot be delegated, and the first such training session will be conducted by the CSAF at General Officers conference.  The purpose of this lesson is to (1) explain the meaning of the Core Values in terms concretely meaningful for the members of the unit in question and (2) to announce, explain, and heartily endorse the Core Values initiative.


The Bottom-Up Review:  The purpose of the Bottom-Up Review is to identify and repair those policies, procedures, and paradigms that contribute to a culture of compromise in the Air Force or one of its units.  This process will be briefed up-channel and incorporated into MAJCOM briefings given at CORONA Top.


Round 2: The Schoolhouse Weave(The goal of the Schoolhouse Weave is to introduce the Core Values to as many Air Force courses as possible.  Selected Core Values Cadres will be created for the purpose of teaching all Air Force instructors/educators to do the following:


Appropriately insert or weave Core Values discussions into their respective curriculums.


Select and apply the active learning technique appropriate to the learning level of the course they are teaching.


Write proper cases, simulations, and other instruments for use in Core Values lessons.


Teach the entire spectrum of active learning methods.


Coordinate their efforts across all courses (accession, PME, technical) so as to maximize teaching the efficiency of the cradle-to-grave training continuum.


Ensure that the education and training they offer will best prepare their students for the Core Values challenges they will face on their next operational assignments.


Round 3: Continuation(The purpose Round 3 is to ensure the initiative continues, especially in the push to the field.  This will be accomplished by the following:


Creation of a cadre of consultants or disciples whose job it will be to stay current with respect to the latest Core Values materials and to provide their commanders with the best possible advice concerning ways to establish a local initiative and to keep it moving forward.


Creation of an Air Force Core Values Website.


Publication of official doctrine about the Core Values and their definitions.  AFDD-1 will contain a chapter on the subject, and all Air Force personnel(officer, civilian, and enlisted(will receive a copy of the Core Values manual (AKA the “Little Blue Book”).


Creation of an “Architectural Control Committee” (ArchConCom) that will have oversight on all curriculums, the Website, and field initiative plans.
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LESSON LEADER INFORMATION


Lesson leaders must be aware of and prepare for the unique requirements and pitfalls associated with the teaching of the Core Values.  


Active learning is the best way to teach the Core Values.  It is called “active” learning because it demands much more action from students than the traditional “lecture” method of teaching. 


Normally, students are asked to consider a real-world problem that contains within itself the fundamental concepts and principles the teacher wishes to cover during that particular lesson.


Through a guided-discussion, the students discover the desired concepts and principles on their own, and by so doing they come to see the truth of those ideas and take ownership of them.  It has been claimed that people retain “10% of what they read; 26% of what they hear; 30% of what they see; 50% of what they see and hear; 70% of what they say; and 90% of what they say as they do something.”


Because we want Air Force personnel to do more than merely memorize the definitions of the Core Values(because we want them to understand, accept, apply, and, live by the Core Values(active learning promises to be the single best method for this initiative.


This means that the lesson leader must be prepared to lead a guided discussion as well as to give a lecture.


In the case of commanders or supervisors, this may mean telling a story from real life and then asking subordinates to discuss the Core Values issues at work in that story (see the attachment of this lesson plan for examples of such stories).


In the case of Schoolhouse lesson leaders, this may man asking students to read a formal case study and to analyze it in accordance with pre-defined methods or techniques.  (The Blackhawk Shoot-down and B52 cases in the attachment to this lesson plan are good examples.)


To lead a guided discussion well it is important to carefully select and prepare the stories/cases you intend to teach.


Is the story or case ambiguous enough to stimulate different perspectives that can be argued during the discussion?


Are you sure you have properly identified the Core Value issue(s) at work in the story/case?


Is there a way to introduce the story without giving away your analysis of its issue(s)?


Is there a way to tell the story or teach the case without giving away the ending (so students can discuss what they would do without the pressure of knowing what was actually done)?


Leading a discussion means introducing the story and then inviting the active involvement of all participants.


They should be encouraged to perform their own analyses: Given the definitions of the Core Values, what is the Core Value issue at work in this story?


They should be encouraged make their own decision about the issue: What would you do in this situation and why?


They should be asked to consider ways of preventing the re-occurrence of this problem:  How could we fix the organization so that this situation wouldn’t happen again?


They should be asked to relate this to their own experience: Has something like this happened to you?


They should be asked to evaluate their unit in relation to this case or story: Do we have a similar problem?  Why do you say this?  How can we fix it?


The single biggest problem in leading a guided discussion about the Core Values is the so-called ‘food fight’ or ‘free-for-all’.  The lesson leader should be willing to nudge the discussion in the directions he/she identified during lesson planning.


It should always be remembered that this is not a values clarification exercise.  The Secretary and Chief of Staff have clarified the Core Values for us.  The purpose of these directed discussions is for students to discover the relevance and importance of the Air Force Core Values.  There are correct answers, and those answers are found in the Air Force Core Values.


Additional Help: Lesson leaders should consult available resources prior to teaching a Core Values lesson.  These resources include the following:


The Air Force Core Values Website, especially those materials under the “Do It Yourself” file;


In the Field, commanders and supervisors should consult the local Core Values Consultant; while this person cannot be delegated the task of actually teaching a lesson, he or she is prepared to fully assist you in your efforts.


Schoolhouse instructors, course directors, and supervisors should consult the members of the local Core Values Cadre.  Some of these persons have been specially trained in active learning techniques.
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THE LESSONS


Three distinct lesson types are required to be taught under the Core Values initiative: 


Introductory type, in which a block of time is created for the discussion of the Core Values, their definitions, and the strategy for their implementation.


Pre-planned Values Opportunity, in which an opportunity to discuss the Core Values is anticipated to exist in the context of the discussion of some other subject matter.


Spontaneous Values Opportunity, in which an opportunity to discuss the Core Values is capitalized upon as it arises spontaneously in the course of discussing some other subject matter.


Schoolhouse personnel are expected to regularly employ all three lesson types to ensure a maximum Core Values weave.


Initially, Field personnel will be most concerned with the Introductory type of lesson plan, but as they develop an active Core Values initiative in their units, Field personnel also will want to employ Pre-planned and Spontaneous values opportunities as ways of weaving the Core Values into their operations.


A.  INTRODUCTORY LESSON


ORGANIZATIONAL PATTERN:  Topical


LESSON STRATEGY:  This lesson is designed for all Air Force members--headquarters, commanders and supervisors at all levels, schoolhouse and training environments, officer, enlisted, and civilians.  Regardless of your level, this lesson should be used in an informal setting to encourage discussion without repercussion.  


First, review the definitions of the USAF core values, considering the exposure these folks may have had to this information previously.  


Second, the lesson leader uses case studies to highlight the culture of compromise versus conscience that exists in daily activities, using the example cases provided to develop personal examples, or sanitized unit examples.  


Last, move ahead and answer the “what do we do about it?” question.  The lesson leader needs to point out personal growth and appreciation of the core values doesn’t stop with one encounter.  Leaders should use every opportunity, planned and spontaneous, to reinforce the values.  There is no solid time frame for presentation of the material; the lesson leader should use his/her judgment.


LESSON OUTLINE:


1.  Definitions of core values:


a.  Integrity 


b.  Service Before Self


c.  Excellence in All We Do


2.  Do we have a culture of compromise?


a.  Case Studies  (See Attachment 4)


3.  What do we do about it?


SAMPLE:  For a sample of this lesson plan, see Attachment 1.


B.  PRE-PLANNED VALUES OPPORTUNITY


ORGANIZATIONAL PATTERN:  Topical


LESSON STRATEGY:  The strategy of a Pre-planned Value Opportunity is to anticipate and capitalize upon the opportunity to discuss the Core Values in the context of another teaching or discussion point.


LESSON OUTLINE:  Pre-planned Values Opportunities do not have a distinct outline of their own but rather occur in the context of the outline of the original teaching or discussion point.  The can be formally introduced or they can arise in a ‘by-the-way’ fashion.


SAMPLES:


Schoolhouse:  SSgt Smith teaches a course in Avionics Maintenance.  A particular lesson in that course requires SSgt Smith to discuss the completion of a certain aircraft maintenance form.  She knows that pencil-whipping is a real temptation with this form because most people in the maintenance community don’t like its length or the ‘stupid’ questions it asks.  She also knows, however, that the form is a ‘necessary evil’ that is used by planners to order parts and to track aircraft maintenance rates.  Consequently, as she prepares to teach the course, she identifies the discussion of the form as a golden opportunity to bring up and discuss Integrity first and Excellence in all we do.


Field:  Lt Col Jones commands a Security Police Squadron.  He has noticed that one of his junior enlisted personnel has been getting to work early and leaving late to take care of various additional, but important tasks around the squadron.  Lt Col Jones also is aware that at the next Commander’s Call, the First Shirt will discuss the annual Holiday Charity Drive.  Lt Col Jones decides that this would be a golden opportunity to discuss Service before self.  He will make the point that it is important to support the charity drive, but that Service before self means much more than community service projects:  It also sometimes means sacrificing personal time to get the job done (like the airman who has been coming in early and leaving late).


C.  SPONTANEOUS VALUES OPPORTUNITY


ORGANIZATIONAL PATTERN:  Topical


LESSON STRATEGY:  The strategy of a Spontaneous Value Opportunity is to capitalize upon an unexpected opportunity to discuss the Core Values in the context of another teaching or discussion point.


LESSON OUTLINE:  Spontaneous Values Opportunities do not have a distinct outline of their own but rather occur at the spur of the moment as some other topic is being discussed.


SAMPLES:


Field:  Captain Blue flies a mission during the ORI and fails to release his bombs on target on time.  When the aircraft lands, Captain Blue gives his squadron commander the bad news, and then he tells the commander: “You know, sir, I’m sure it’s a maintenance problem.  Let’s lay the blame on the maintenance pukes.”  But when the commander inquires as to whether or not Blue faithfully followed his checklists, he is told: “Well, not exactly.  I didn’t recycle the circuit breakers because I could tell they were all the way in.”  The commander takes this spontaneous opportunity to discuss all three Core Values with the Captain.


Schoolhouse:  A Basic Military Training instructor is giving a lesson on standards of appearance to a group of basics.  As he is explaining Air Fore policy regarding hair length and the wearing of ear rings, one of the basics raises his hand and says, “Who’s to say whether or not I can wear my hair long or wear an ear ring while I’m in uniform?”  The instructor takes this spontaneous opportunity to point out that Service before self requires default rule following and that the leaders of the Air Force have the total prerogative to formulate the rules.  Following the Core Values is a condition of continued Air Force service.
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TRAINING STRATEGY


The concept of a Training Strategy applies to the Field as much as it does to the Schoolhouse.  Because the Field Weave applies to education and training units as much as it does to any other unit in the Air Force, school units will have to develop a double training strategy(one for their student populations and one for their permanent party personnel.  


A.  THE FIELD TRAINING STRATEGY


In the most general terms possible, the Field Training Strategy should consist of two major components: (1) Initial and (2) On-going training.


Initial training supports the Command Cascade portion of the Field Weave, and to that extent it should focus on introducing all assigned personnel to the Core Values and the Core Values initiative.  In this regard, commanders and supervisors will begin by teaching lessons of the first or Introductory type, and then subsequently follow-up in the short term with lessons of the second and third types.


On-going training supports the continuing effort to weave the Core Values into the operational activities of the unit, and it can include the following:


Using Core Values discussions as part of an active mentoring program;


Insisting that supervisors include Core Values training as part of their On-the-Job-Training responsibilities;


Establishing a schedule for visiting work centers on a regular basis to conduct Core Values discussions with assigned personnel;


Taking a few moments during commander’s call to discuss the Core Values relevance of recent events in the news;


Including Core Values training as part of your newcomer orientation: Where is the newcomer likely to come across counter-value situations in your organization?  Under what operational conditions is he/she likely to be tempted to violate the Core Values?  .


It is imperative that unit-level training not become a fill-the-square or pass-the-buck exercise.  It is quite possible that questions like those found in Attachment 4 will be made a part of the Air Force Quality of Life survey.








B. SCHOOLHOUSE TRAINING STRATEGY


Training strategies will be formulated by each AETC training wing, PME school, and professional course, as well as each of the major mission elements at the USAFA.  Oversight for these strategies will be assigned to the ArchConCom (see above in II).  The ArchConCom will review these strategies with the following questions in mind:


Is there a true weave of the Core Values represented in this strategy?


Does the weave extend across the entire curriculum?


Are Pre-planned Values Opportunities identified?  Are there enough of them in each course?  


If Introductory lessons are taught, are there too many of them across the curriculum?


Does the strategy suggest that the various course developers have collaborated to ensure maximum efficiency from the weave?


Is there evidence that active learning is the method most used to conduct these lessons?


For example, are appropriate cases being written and woven into the curriculum?


For example, is the Core Values Cadre actively and adequately preparing other instructors to conduct active learning?


For example, is there a program in place to provide platform instructors the feedback they require to become good active teachers?


Is the strategy sensitive to the requirement that students will be trained in the Core Values to a level commensurate with the responsibilities of their next job in the field?


Deficient strategies will be returned to the MAJCOM/DRU commander for correction and other appropriate action.


�
ATTACHMENT 1


LESSON EXAMPLE:


INTRODUCTORY TYPE





ATTENTION�
�
�
(Optional:    Consider the perfect working environment.  The type of environment where mutual trust exists, people work in unison to accomplish the mission.  How many of you have that right now?  Why not?  What are you doing about it?  What can you do about it?)


�
�
�
MOTIVATION	�
�
�
There is a difference between accepting less than ethical behavior and approving of behavior which incorporates integrity, service, and excellence.  The best way to understand this is to evaluate yourself based on these USAF core values.  As an ethical member of the Air Force, you are trusted, respected, and approved of by your subordinates, peers, and superiors.


�
�
�



OVERVIEW�
�
�
1.	Definitions of core values


	a.  Integrity 


	b.  Service Before Self


	c.  Excellence in All We Do


2.  Do we have a culture of compromise?


	a.  Case Studies  (See Atch 1)


3.  What do we do about it?�
�
�
�
�
�
BODY�
�
�
�
�
�
1.	Definition of Air Force Core Values�
�
�
�
�
�
a.	INTEGRITY


�
�
�
Integrity First is the primary core value.  It is the bedrock of professionalism.


Integrity is the willingness to do what is right even when no one is looking.  It is the trait that includes other essential   character traits: courage, honesty, responsibility, accountability, justice, openness, and self respect.  Integrity holds these other traits together.


Integrity is the moral compass of the military professional.  It's the inner voice, the source of self control, the basis for the trust that is imperative in today's military.





Integrity means having the courage to take responsibility for your actions and those of your subordinates.  Don't quibble . . . don't shift the blame . . . don't look for scapegoats in your outfit.  If you fouled up, ‘fess up and press on.  In doing so, you set the right example for your troops and earn the respect of subordinates and superiors alike.�
�
�
�
�
�
b.	SERVICE BEFORE SELF


�
�
�
Service before self reminds us that military service is a calling.  Leaders must subordinate personal needs to the mission, the people, and  the nation.  Air Force leaders must measure personal success in terms of mission accomplishment and the welfare of their people.  Characteristics include:  rule following, respect for others, discipline and self control, and faith in the system.


Examples of careerism and self interest are all too common, but these traits do the most damage when displayed by a leader.  A leader unwilling to sacrifice individual goals for the good of the unit cannot convince other unit members to do so.  The mission suffers with potentially devastating effects.  While personal goals often coincide with Air Force goals, there is no room for personal agendas at the expense of the American people.


�
�
�
c.  EXCELLENCE IN ALL WE DO�
�
�
�
�
�
The third core value tells us that military professionals must be in continual pursuit of excellence.  There is no room for the 'good enough' mentality in the Air Force.  Good enough is never good enough.  Anything less violates the sacred trust of the American people.  Traits include:  product-service excellence, personal excellence, interpersonal excellence, personnel excellence, and organizational excellence.


Air Force members cannot accept the status quo.  We live in a world of rapid change; this means that today's answers will not satisfy tomorrow's questions.  The obligation to excel is a moral one for military professionals. 


We are not engaged in a game or sport.  The old saying that "it's not whether you win or lose that counts, but how you play the game" does not apply.  We must follow rules as we conduct our operations, but failure is not an option.  Only success is acceptable. 


Likewise, we’re not promoting work for the sake of work, rather excellence of the work accomplished.  The goal is the best effort possible--best energy, creativity, and use of time and talents.�
�
�
2.  Is there a culture of conscience or compromise in our unit?  We’ll explore this question through the hands-on use of case studies (See Atch 1). 


�
�
�
NOTE:  Develop personal or unit sanitized examples from the examples given.  Emphasize the core values issues in each area.  These cases are designed to highlight gray areas, results developed from peoples’ action or inaction.�
�
�
�
�
�
3.  What are we going to do about the ethical climate we have right now? Hold everyone--officer, enlisted, or civilian; junior, senior, or middle management; headquarters staff, schoolhouse, or field--to the same high standards of conduct and professionalism through career-long learning.�
�
�



CONCLUSION�
�
�
SUMMARY�
�
�
1.	Definitions of core values:


	a.  Integrity 


	b.  Service Before Self


	c.  Excellence in All We Do


2.  Do we have a culture of compromise?


	a.  Case Studies  (See Atch 1)


3.  What do we do about it?


�
�
�
REMOTIVATION�
�
�
You must take with you a commitment to improve our ethical environment.  To do this, each of us must live the core values.  This is not a program that you should support, this is the foundation of your Air Force.


�
�
�
CLOSURE�
�
�
(Optional:  Success is impossible unless officers, enlisted, and civilians understand, internalize, and operationalize the core values.)�
�
�
�
ATTACHMENT 2





SAMPLE CASE STUDIES





CASE #1





You are a junior officer assigned to the Protocol Office of a MAJCOM command section.  For the past six weeks you have been breaking your neck to complete a very important project(the visit of the Secretary of Defense to your MAJCOM.  Without a doubt, this is an important visit: every few days the Vice Commander asks for an update on the preparations, and all sorts of people from around the headquarters are suddenly dropping by to offer their support.  Three NCOs have been assigned to you for the duration of this visit.  You, and they, are working fifteen hours a day, seven days a week, to make sure everything is squared away.


The SECDEF visit goes without a hitch.  The MAJCOM commander is overjoyed with your performance.  The day after the SECDEF departs, one of the three NCOs who worked on the project with you stops by your task and says, “Hey, Captain, did you hear the news?  The boss is going to give us all Achievement Medals for the great job we did on the SECDEF’s visit.  What I don’t understand, though, is why Major Smith is going to get a medal, too.”  Major Smith is the Chief of Protocol, and in your opinion she did absolutely nothing on this project.  In fact, if anything, she caused more problems than she solved.  


Lead Off Question (LOQ):  Is it fair that she should get a medal?  What, if anything, should you do about it?


Follow-up Question (FUQ):  How do the moral traits of Courage, Honesty, and Responsibility apply here?


FUQ:  What about having faith in the system?  Should you question areas where you may not have all the facts?


FUQ:  Relate this scenario to Excellence.


FUQ:  What should be done to improve this ethical environment so the person feels they can bring the facts out without repercussion?


CASE #2:





During mobility exercises, deploying members are required to carry their mobility bags, which are usually heavy.  In many cases, since the members know they’re not going anywhere, they stuff their bags with newspaper so the bags appear full.  It is the responsibility of the unit mobility officer or NCO to ensure the bags are complete and checked off before the exercise begins to ensure readiness.





LOQ:  Discuss the Core Values of the deploying member and the mobility officer/NCO in this scenario.





FUQ:  What type of environment is encouraged by not exercising the way we fight?  What should be done about it?  





FUQ:  How does it damage morale in the unit if this practice is “common and accepted?”�



CASE #3:





SMSgt Young is the scout master for his base's only Boy Scout troop.  His troop recently finished a lengthy fund raising drive and purchased some much-needed camping equipment that had been chewed up by mice in their scout hut.  The troop now needs some decent, air-tight storage containers to help protect the equipment.  SMSgt Young is the superintendent of a maintenance squadron and knows that such containers have been gathering dust in his organization for some time.  The containers had been used to ship spare avionics parts and then put into a storeroom to get them out of the way.  The containers are recyclable and could be sent back to depot.  SMSgt Young’s scout troop is not an "official" DOD organization, but it does support the children of many families on base.





LOQ:  Should he use the containers to store the scout troop equipment? 





FUQ:  What about going through channels to get the equipment donated to the scout troop?  





FUQ:  What if he did use the containers and three months later the containers are needed for their original purpose?  Would he get the containers back from the troop or request more containers?





FUQ:  What if you’re the squadron commander and find out about this situation? 





CASE #4:





Lt Col Grant commands a maintenance unit.  Her troops, many of them young airmen living in the dorms with little extra money, don’t get to use MWR facilities (like the auto hobby shop) very much because they work “odd” hours compared to most other units.  Several of the airmen have asked for her permission to use squadron tools to do off-duty work on their POVs.  Lt Col Grant knows they’re unable to use the auto hobby shop because they are too busy supporting the mission when the auto hobby shop is open.  She has been unable to get the hobby shop manager to change operating hours.  She decides to let her troops use squadron tools and even makes a squadron vehicle maintenance bay available to them.





LOQ:  Is there anything wrong with this situation?





FUQ:  Service before self tells us that a good leader places the troops ahead of one’s own comfort.  What’s wrong with taking care of the troops?  Isn’t the commander permitted to use her own judgment?





FUQ:  Part of integrity is moral courage - doing what is right even if the personal cost is high.  Did the commander do the right thing?  Could she have been more innovative in coming to a different solution?





FUQ:  Assuming there is no adverse mission impact and the commander does nothing to hide what is taking place - after all, she thinks this is a reasonable accommodation, does the appearance of wrongdoing, perceived by other troops in the dorm, make a difference?





FUQ:  Assume wrong-doing has occurred, despite the best of intentions, what happens now?�
�


CASE #5:





Doctor Daniels is the course director for a tough, required engineering course at the USAF Academy.  It is one week before the mid-semester progress report .  Ten days after the report, the football team will play Notre Dame in a nationally televised game.  The star running back for the Falcons (a serious Heisman candidate) today failed the examination in Dr Daniels' course and will be placed on academic probation – meaning he will miss the Notre Dame game.  The Falcons will likely be humiliated on national TV.  He failed only by four points out of 250 and Dr. Daniels doubts whether the core course is all that relevant to officer preparation.  He believes that a victory over Notre Dame will have very positive implications for the Academy in upcoming Congressional hearings.  Dr. Daniels considers “finding” an additional four points on the running back's test.





LOQ:  If you were Dr Daniels, what would you do?





FUQ:  Is there an integrity problem if the change in score has no effect on anyone else’s course standing?  Suppose Dr. Daniels changes the “cut sheet” and re-scores everyone’s test to reflect the additional points?	





FUQ:  How may this be viewed from an excellence standpoint?  Dr. Daniels is the course director and may redo the “cut sheet” at his discretion.  Suppose another instructor queries Dr. Daniels about his change of mind and perceives Dr. Daniels is up to something.





FUQ:  Service before self speaks of rule following and doing one’s duty.  Is Dr. Daniel’s doing any more than rationalizing if he finds a way to pass the failing football player?





CASE #6:





Capt Stanley is the Executive Officer for a strategic reconnaissance unit whose mission is controlled and dictated by the highest levels of the Executive Branch.  Recently, Congress has been charging that Capt Stanley's unit is filled with a bunch of "cowboys" who don't care about rules, regulations, or civilian control of the military.  Capt Stanley's commander, Col Webster (also known as "Buckaroo Bonsai") is a wild man who is deeply respected and loved by his subordinates.  Capt Stanley knows Col Webster, who is married, is having an affair with SSgt. Stark (whose husband works in another unit on base).





LOQ:  What actions should Capt Stanley take?  How does he KNOW an affair is taking place?  (Should the suggestion of wrongdoing be a commander’s undoing?)





FUQ:  What is Capt Stanley’s responsibility for changing Col Webster’s behavior?  Is it Capt Stanley’s business that Col Webster is possibly doing something wrong? 





FUQ:  Suppose Col Webster’s extramarital affair is harming no one, except that SSgt Stark is in his chain of command - a blatant violation of fraternization policy.  Does this make a difference?





FUQ:  Is this entire situation, more or less, a UCMJ issue?





FUQ:  You’re a flight commander working for Col Webster: what should you do?


�


CASE #7:


TSgt Brown was assigned as NCOIC, Personnel Readiness Unit (PRU), within the Military Personnel Flight (MPF), responsible for maintaining base level strength accounting (assigned versus available), and for managing deployment of personnel for contingency TDYs.  TSgt Brown’s predecessor was MSgt Johnson who retired after running the PRU for three years.  TSgt Brown quickly realized that MSgt Johnson ran a laid back section.  The two other people assigned to the section, SSgt Smith and A1C Jones, didn’t do much during the day and TSgt Brown knew much of their work wasn’t getting done.





TSgt Brown spoke with each person in private and after getting to know them, he provided initial feedback clearly stating his expectations for doing their jobs.  TSgt Brown noted an immediate change in A1C Jones’ work output, but not in SSgt Smith’s.  TSgt Brown spoke with him again.  During counseling, SSgt Smith stated he worked with MSgt Johnson for three years in PRU and he never complained about not getting work done.  TSgt Brown showed SSgt Smith five to six important tasks he was responsible for that weren’t getting done.





In SSgt Smith’s mind, TSgt Brown was too “gung-ho” and meticulous.  SSgt Smith had worked for MSgt Johnson in the PRU for three years; they had all the tasks down to a science.  The relatively smaller tasks couldn’t be too important.  After all, no one up the chain was saying anything.  Why should TSgt Brown?





Four months later, TSgt Brown received a phone call from his assignment manager at the Air Force Personnel Center (AFPC), offering him a remote assignment to Saudi Arabia.  TSgt Brown eventually learned that AFPC’s records reflected that he was a volunteer for an overseas world wide remote assignment.  TSgt Brown explained that this was a computer error, and that he would immediately change his status to a non-volunteer.





TSgt Brown did some investigating and determined that three weeks earlier, someone updated him as a volunteer for an overseas world wide remote assignment at a computer terminal located in the separations section of the MPF.  He also determined the password used to access the computer terminal belonged to SSgt Hamlet, who later admitted to letting SSgt Smith borrow the password on the day the computer update was made.  Naturally, TSgt Brown suspected that SSgt Smith made the computer update.  After informing the commander, the SP’s conducted a formal SP investigation and SSgt Smith admitted to making the update.  SSgt Hamlet received an LOR from the commander for not protecting his password.  SSgt Smith was eventually discharged.





LOQ:  What happened in this organization?





FUQ:  Why did SSgt Smith do what he did?  How well do his actions conform to ANY core values concept? 


	


FUQ:  What were some of SSgt Smith’s other alternatives?  





FUQ:  What could TSgt Brown have done differently?  Would anything he had done prevented SSgt Smith from going as far as he did?





FUQ:  How culpable is MSgt Johnson?





FUQ:  Discuss the consequences of giving a friend your computer password, especially knowing that it was against regulations to do so.


�


CASE #8:





Sunday morning Captain Roberts was planning to sleep in when the phone rang. Roberts answers the phone and is surprised to hear the flight commander, Major White, say “I’m looking for volunteers to fill sandbags for a nearby community threatened by a flood.” Captain Roberts says he has plans for the day and will not be able to help. He will see what he can do tomorrow. 





LOQ:  How do the core values relate to an off-duty time situation like this?





FUQ:  Is an Air Force installation’s relationship with the local community your responsibility?  What if your wing commander believes it is, and prompts regular “volunteer” projects?





FUQ:  Captain Roberts didn’t give a specific reason for not helping, is he performing less than Excellent in his duty?





FUQ:  Does Service before self mean you must respond to all requests for help?


�


CASE #9:





CT 43 Crash:  Failure of Integrity and Excellence





The investigation board for the CT 43 accident concluded there were three causes for the accident:  Failure of Command (to enforce AF instructions), aircrew error (with both mission planning and execution of the approach into Dubrovnik), and improperly designed instrument approach procedures (Croatian designer didn’t provide 2,800 foot obstacle clearance, only 2,200).  As with most accidents, the tragic chain of events could’ve been broken along the way, but wasn’t.





Failure of Command


The failure of command was a failure of senior leadership at the unit involved to follow HQAF instructions forbidding the use of uncertified airfields newly opened to the USAF in the former Soviet Union.  This was even after a waiver was specifically denied, compelling all aircrews to violate the instructions as well.





Air Crew Errors


Additionally, the aircrew made basic errors.  Crew rest was broken at least twice in getting late weather information updates and changes to the mission.  The pubs used in the accident squadron were out-of-date, though current pubs were available.  Aircraft configuration for landing, approach airspeed ,and course settings were in error.





LOQ:  What do you do in a squadron that breaks the rules, even “little ones nobody follows” to get the mission accomplished more quickly?  





FUQ:  What is the impact on morale when the leaders “turn the other way,” allowing violations?  Are there examples you can think of?  How did you feel about the situation ?





FUQ:  What can you do to pursue excellence and minimize complacency when a job includes mundane planning and constant, tedious, preparation?  





FUQ:  What are the areas under your control that you could make better? (Are your Operating Instructions current?  Are you asking to get the best training possible?  Are you as sharp in required task performance as the mission requires?)





FUQ:  What if your supervisor asks you to do something regularly that isn’t within the rules?  How can you fix it now?


�


CASE #10:





A GS-13 engineer, working in a contractor facility as part of a Systems Program Office, has uncovered evidence of questionable production practices in an aircraft plant which have resulted in undue, although not unsafe, stress on structural components.  These may be the cause of premature failure and replacement of these components. 





The engineer persuades his commander (O-6), Procuring Contracting Officer (GM-15), supervisor (GM-14), program engineering (O-5), and flight operations (O-5) to initiate a government study of the situation.  Results are due in 6 months, but nothing happens - the study is not accomplished.  The same people in the organization are informed of this inaction by SPO engineering.





The engineer is given the impression that this is not very important in this multi-million dollar program and that this minor matter is just aggravating the contractor and the government.   Business as usual - not much has changed in 25 years of government service.  





LOQ:  Is Excellence missing when production practices MAY be responsible for premature failure of parts?





FUQ:  How is the omission of the study an Integrity issue?





FUQ:  Does it make a difference that most people think the commander wants a job with this contractor when he retires in 2 years?  How can you pursue Excellence when your supervisor clearly has personal objectives?





FUQ:  How would you improve this situation?


�


CASE #11:


	At approximately 0730 local time in Turkey, an E-3A AWACS aircraft departed Incirlik AB on its assigned mission:  to provide airborne threat warning and air control for all Operation Provide Comfort aircraft operating inside the TAOR.  As normal operations directed, the AWACS was the lead aircraft and would fly the first of the 52 sorties scheduled for that day’s operations.  The AWACS proceeded to its assigned air surveillance orbit located on the northern border of Iraq.  The crew included a mission crew commander (who supervises all controllers) and a senior director (who supervises all weapons controllers).  The mission crew commander had limited experience and was not currently qualified because he had only flown one sortie in the past three months.  The weapons controllers included an en route controller (responsible for clearing OPC aircraft in and out of the TAOR) and a TAOR controller (who controls OPC aircraft inside the TAOR).  Also on board the AWACS was an airborne command element (ACE), a CFACC representative who works directly with both the mission crew commander and the senior director.  OPLAN 91-7 directed that the ACE  “will be aboard [AWACS] to serve as the representative of the CFACC for time critical decisions.”  However, according to CFACC testimony, the ACE had no decision-making authority. 


	The two UH-60 Black Hawk helicopters took off from Diyarbakir at approximately 0820 local.  Their mission was to transport passengers and cargo from Diyarbakir to the MCC Headquarters at Zakhu.   From Zakhu, their mission was to transport the co-commanders of the MCC and other staff officers to the Kurdish towns of Irbil and Salah ad Din, Iraq, and return.  The Black Hawk pilots reported to the AWACS en route controller as they entered the no-fly zone of northern Iraq at approximately 0920 local.  Six minutes later, they landed at Zakhu.


	The Black Hawks were detected by the AWACS shortly after its onboard systems reached operational status.  The surveillance section assigned the flight a “friendly general” track symbology and a track designator.  Both the senior director and the mission commander had the track symbology displayed.  The en route controller acknowledged the helicopters’ entry into the TAOR.  The senior director changed the Black Hawk helicopter “friendly general” symbology to a “friendly helicopter” symbology, but there is no evidence to indicate that the en route controller attempted to perform a Mode IV check on the Black Hawks as the ACO implies that the AWACS crew should.  The en route controller monitored the helicopters until the IFF returns faded from AWACS coverage at approximately 0924 local.  The helicopters’ symbology was suspended, an action that maintained the symbology in the vicinity of Zakhu.


	At approximately the same time the Black Hawks were landing at Zakhu, two F�15Cs took off from Incirlik.  The AWACS en route controller identified the F�15s and maintained radar contact with them as they proceeded to the TAOR.  Their mission was to perform an initial fighter sweep of the no-fly zone and clear the area of any hostile aircraft prior to entry of coalition forces.  Following the fighter sweep, the F�15s were to establish a combat air patrol (CAP) for their defensive counter air mission.  


	All fighter aircraft operating from Incirlik AB conduct missions in the TAOR in accordance with the standing ACO and SPINS and the daily ATO.  It is the responsibility of all aircrews flying OPC missions to understand all directives governing air operations.  The CFAC DO is responsible for ensuring that arriving aircrews are briefed on all aspects of the OPC flying mission.  These rules of engagement (ROE) briefings were provided by the CFAC DO for change-outs of complete flying units, but there was no arrangement to ensure that individual replacement pilots coming to OPC were centrally briefed.  Briefing these personnel was an individual squadron responsibility.  Both F�15 pilots had come to OPC on temporary duty assignment rotations.  Both had read the Aircrew Read File, and both had received a squadron ROE briefing. 


	The rules of engagement provided were reduced, in briefings and in individual crew members’ understandings, to a simplified form.  One result of this simplification was that some crew members were not aware of all specific considerations required prior to engagement.  These considerations included identification difficulties, the need to give defectors safe conduct, and the possibility of an aircraft being in distress with its crew unaware of their position.


	At 0954 local, the Black Hawk flight reported to the AWACS en route controller that they were en route from “Whiskey to Lima” (codewords respectively for Zakhu and Irbil).  The en route controller who received their call was not familiar with the location of “Lima” and did not look it up, although materials to do so were available.  At that time, the en route controller reinitiated the helicopter track symbology.


	According to directives, the TAOR controller was responsible for controlling aircraft inside the TAOR.  However, neither the en route controller nor the senior director instructed the Black Hawk helicopters to change from the en route radio frequency to the TAOR frequency, which was being monitored by the TAOR controller.   To compound the situation, the Black Hawks were squawking the wrong Mode I code (no changeover from en route code to TAOR code); but there is no evidence that either the en route controller or the senior director told the helicopters that they were still “squawking” the Mode 1 for outside the TAOR. Even so, the “H” symbology assigned to the Black Hawk flight was regularly displayed on the senior director’s radar scope from 0904 until 1011 local.


	Interviews with helicopter pilots assigned to the Black Hawk unit revealed that they were not aware that the ATO specified separate transponder Mode I codes for operating inside versus outside the TAOR.  In fact, they had routinely flown in the TAOR using the Mode I code designated for use outside the TAOR.  “Normal ops” for the Black Hawks was to use the one code, and AWACS had not pointed out the incorrect procedure on previous flights.  There is nothing to indicate that the correct code and procedure were briefed on the morning of the accident.


	At approximately 1011 local, the Black Hawk flight entered mountainous terrain at low altitude and faded from AWACS radar and IFF coverage.  At that point the controller suspended the helicopters’ track symbology, which caused the computer to move the symbology based on the last available heading and airspeed information.  Unfortunately, the en route controller, who had not transferred control of the flight to the TAOR controller, did not note the heading and speed the flight was following to point “Lima”; nor did he identify the flight path the helicopters had reported they would follow.  


	At approximately 1013L, the air surveillance officer designated the Black Hawks’ last known location on the senior director’s radar scope by placing a computer-generated “attention arrow” to point out the area of interest.  Even though the arrow was accompanied by a blinking alert light, the senior director did not acknowledge.  Sixty seconds later, the arrow and light were automatically dropped from the scope.


	The F�15 flight lead reported entering northern Iraq to the AWACS TAOR controller at approximately 1020L.  Since the ATO did not contain any detailed information on the Black Hawk helicopters and the AWACS TAOR controller had not advised the fighters of friendly activity in the area, they had no knowledge of the helicopters.  Although several independent sources aboard the AWACS had knowledge and visual display of the Black Hawks, no one informed the F�15 pilots of their presence.  Unfortunately, the en route controller dropped the Black Hawk symbology--the only visual reminder to the AWACS crew that the Black Hawks were in the TAOR--from the radar scopes at 1021L.


	At approximately 1022L, as the fighters began their TAOR “sweep,” flight lead reported a contact to the TAOR controller.  The TAOR controller had no radar return or IFF replies from that location.   Moreover, neither the mission crew commander nor the senior director aboard the AWACS directed the weapons or surveillance sections to locate and identify the reported contact.  Meanwhile, the F�15 pilots attempted to identify the contacts by electronic means but were unsuccessful.  They initiated an intercept to investigate.


	At approximately 1023L, the AWACS received intermittent IFF signals from the helicopters in the area where the F�15 pilot had called his contact.  Simultaneously, the “H” character also reappeared on the senior director’s radar scope.  Clearly, the Black Hawks were squawking the same IFF Mode I and II codes that they were squawking before the AWACS lost radar contact at approximately 1012L.  However, AWACS personnel made no radio calls regarding the IFF returns to the fighters, even though the returns increased in frequency and remained on the display without interruption from 1026L to just before 1028L.


	When the F�15s, now at approximately 20 NM from the helicopters, reported another contact, the TAOR controller responded with “Hits there,” which means corresponding contacts.  However, a replay of the AWACS magnetic tape recordings clearly show “IFF paints,” rather than “hits,” at the reported location.  (A “hit” describes a radar return; a “paint” describes an IFF reply.)


	At 1026L, the Black Hawk helicopters’ IFF returns were clearly visible, along with intermittent radar returns on the AWACS radar scopes.  Nevertheless, at 1028L, the en route controller initiated an “Unknown, Pending, Unevaluated” track symbology in the area of the helicopters’ returns and attempted an IFF identification.  By this time, the F�15 flight lead had closed to within 5NM of the helicopters and visually detected a single helicopter.  As the fighters began to close for an identification pass, no one aboard the AWACS attempted to determine specific IFF aircraft identification or to do a Mode IV check on the helicopters.  The “H” character previously attached to the helicopters’ IFF return was still present on the senior director’s radar scope.


	At approximately 1028L the F�15s made a visual identification pass (VID) at 450 knots indicated airspeed, approximately 1,000 feet left and 500 feet above the Black Hawks.  The lead F�15 pilot visually misidentified the Black Hawks as Iraqi Hind helicopters.  The F�15 wingman saw the two helicopters but did not positively identify them as Hinds.  At this time, the F�15s and the Black Hawks were too close together for the AWACS crew to identify separately.  The F�15 flight lead again reported “two Hinds” and the TAOR controller responded, “copy Hinds.”


	The F�15 lead flew to a position approximately 5-10 NM behind the helicopters and called “Engaged” to AWACS, indicating his intention to attack the helicopters.  He also told his wingman to “Arm Hot” and proceeded to brief the engagement--he would shoot the trail helicopter and the wingman was to shoot lead.  There is no indication that the AWACS senior director, the mission crew commander, or the ACE made any radio calls throughout the intercept or that they issued any guidance to either the AWACS or the F�15 pilots.


	At 1030 local the F�15 flight lead reported they had “splashed” two Hind helicopters.


	Immediately following the engagement, the F�15 pilots flew two visual “recce” passes over the crash cite.  Nothing could be identified except burning debris.  Following an air refueling with a KC-135 tanker, the fighters resumed their defensive counter air mission for another 1.5 hours, then returned to  Incirlik AB at 1300L.


	Shortly after 1100L, the JSOTF operations officer at Incirlik received initial notification from CTF C2 of an accident allegedly involving Hind helicopters and that the location of the Black Hawk flight was unknown.  The JSOTF directed their response force at the MCC (forward) to prepare to launch a search and rescue (SAR) team.


	Following the intercept, the AWACS crew had continued their routine mission.  At approximately 1130L the CFAC ground-based mission director called the ACE, onboard the AWACS, to report that the Black Hawks were unaccounted for.  At around 1214L, the CFAC ground-based director instructed the ACE to find the Black Hawks and confirm good radar contact with them.  Unable to locate the Black Hawks, the AWACS departed the TAOR and landed at Incirlik AB at 1915L.


	At 1315L, Kurdish civilians notified MCC (forward) of the crash site location of two US helicopters that had been shot down.  Immediately, the CTF gave the authorization to launch the SAR force.  Almost simultaneously, a team of Special Forces personnel and civilian interpreters departed MCC (forward) at Zakhu, by ground transportation, en route to the crash site.


	At 2015L, almost ten hours after the accident, the JSOTF on-scene commander confirmed to the CTF commander:  US Black Hawk wreckage--26 casualties, no survivors.


LOQ:  Given the definitions of the Core Values, what is the Core Value issue at work in this story?


FUQ:  What would you do in this situation and why?


FUQ:  How could we fix the organization so that this situation wouldn’t happen again?


FUQ:  Have you been involved in a similar situation?  What, if anything, did you do about it and why?


FUQ:  Do we have a similar problem?  Why do you say this?  How can we fix it?


�


CASE #12:


	On 24 June 1994, Czar 52, a B�52H assigned to the 325th Bomb Squadron, 92d Bomb Wing, Fairchild AFB, Washington, launched at approximately 1400hrs local time to practice maneuvers for an upcoming base open house and air show.  The crew of four was very experienced in the B�52 and included as pilot the Chief of Wing Standardization and Evaluation (5000 hours in the B�52), as co-pilot the 325th Bomb Squadron Commander (2800 hours), as radar navigator the 325th Bomb Squadron Operations Officer (2900 hours), and as an observer in the instructor pilot seat the 92nd Bomb Wing Vice Commander (3200 hours).  Following a maximum thrust (TRT) takeoff on runway 23, the aircraft performed a climbing 360 degree turn around the control tower with flaps down.  45 to 60 degrees of bank were used.  After completing the 360 degree turn, the aircraft turned right to a heading approximately 30 degrees off the runway 23 heading, continued to climb, and retracted flaps.  The aircraft then turned left and descended for a low altitude (estimated at less than 500 feet above the ground), medium speed (estimated 250-270 knots airspeed) pass down the runway (runway 05) perpendicular to the one used for takeoff.  After completing this pass the aircraft turned left approximately 30 degrees, using 45 degrees of bank angle, to set up for a high speed approach to runway 23 (the runway used for takeoff).


	The aircraft then turned further left to line up with the runway 23, accelerated to approximately 370 knots of airspeed, and at midfield initiated a pull up to approximately 60 degrees nose high.  This high pitch angle climb was held for 24 seconds until the aircraft reached approximately 9000 feet above the ground where a low-G pushover was executed.  The aircraft then turned to offset to the right before beginning a descending left teardrop to make a pass down runway 05 at 1200 feet above ground level.  At the end of the runway, the aircraft started a left turn, extended flaps, and rolled out on a downwind leg to set up a landing attitude demonstration.    


	On downwind, the aircraft’s landing gear was extended and then a descending 90 degree turn was executed to a base leg.  Another descending left turn to a final heading down the runway 05 was completed and the aircraft leveled off at approximately 50-100 feet above the ground.  The airspeed for this demonstration was below that normally used for final approach, but greater than that for landing.  Midfield down the runway, the aircraft gear was retracted and a steeply banked (approximately 60 degrees of bank) turn to the left was initiated.  After 90 degrees of this left turn, the aircraft was rolled out and then turned back to the right 90 degrees to a modified downwind leg for runway 23.  The aircraft then turned right to a base leg and then right again to set up a low approach to runway 23.  The aircraft then accomplished a low speed approach (estimated at 150 knots airspeed) at an altitude of less than 200 feet above the ground.  At the end of the runway a large amount of power was added and the aircraft made a steeply banked (approximately 80 degrees), climbing right turn.  Part way around the turn the aircraft entered a partially stalled condition and began a tail first slide, losing approximately 100 feet of altitude.  


	As the aircraft rolled out approaching a downwind heading the stall was broken and the climb to pattern altitude (1200 feet above ground level) was continued to set up for a landing approach to runway 23.  This was to be the end of the planned air show profile.  After rolling out on final to runway 23, a go-around was executed because another aircraft was on the runway.  The landing gear was raised, but flaps remained down.  The aircraft then turned slightly left to offset from the runway and a 360 degree turn around the control tower was requested.  The tower acknowledged the request, but did not specifically clear the aircraft for this maneuver.  During this go-around the aircraft maintained approximately 250 feet above ground level and 170-180 knots of airspeed.  As the aircraft passed in front of the tower a level left turn was begun and a small amount of additional thrust added.


	As the aircraft rolled into the left turn the pitch angle was increased, bringing the aircraft’s nose slightly above the horizon.  Initial bank angle was greater than 70 degrees and increased to past 70 degrees after accomplishing 60 to 90 degrees of the turn.  At this point the aircraft again entered a partially stalled condition and experienced another tail slide, losing 50 to 100 feet of altitude.  The aircraft then rolled out to approximately 45 degrees angle of bank, which broke the stall and arrested the descent.  No additional power was added and the aircraft was now flying slower than the 170-180 knots at the start of the turn.  The aircraft was then again rolled to approximately 90 degrees of bank, entering a stalled condition once more, and its nose began to drop.  The pilot did attempt to bring the right wing down and roll out.  This effort failed and the bank angle actually increased as the nose continued to drop.  The aircraft impacted the ground at 150 knots of airspeed and 95 degrees of bank.  The co-pilot attempted ejection but was out of the envelope and the ejection sequence was interrupted by ground impact.  All four crew members were killed in the crash.  The flight lasted approximately 18 minutes.


	The accident investigation eliminated maintenance, weather and crew medical conditions as factors in this crash.  The focus became the airmanship and flying behavior of the crew.  The question remained, why did four very experienced crew members fly a fully mission capable B�52H into the ground?  The accident investigation established that the pilot was flying the aircraft at time of impact and that the air show profile flown violated regulatory provisions, flight manual guidance and directions from the wing commander.


	During the accident profile, restrictions on bank angles, altitude minimums, airspeed restrictions, and aircraft aerobatics were violated.  The Pilot’s Flight Manual for the B�52H specifies that the maximum bank angle for circling or visual approaches in the pattern to be 30 degrees.  Bank angles greater than 30 degrees are considered to be “steep turns.”  Steep turns should not exceed 50 degrees angle of bank maximum and will not be accomplished at altitudes less than 1000 feet above ground level according to Air Combat Command Regulation 51-50 Volume 22, B�52 Aircrew Training and Air Combat Command Regulation 55-152, B�52 Operating Procedures.  Except for takeoff and landing the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) restricts aircraft to a minimum altitude of 500 feet above ground level.  The Air Force authorizes a lower altitude of 250 feet for flyovers if approved by the FAA and approved by Major Command (MAJCOM) headquarters.  No approval was requested or granted by either agency for this flight.  FAA and AF regulations also prohibits the operation of aircraft below 10,000 feet at speeds greater than 250 knots indicated airspeed without waivers and MAJCOM approval.  The high pitch angle climb performed in the profile is defined as an aerobatic maneuver and such maneuvers are prohibited in air traffic control zones without FAA and MAJCOM approval.  Aerobatics are also prohibited by the B�52 Pilot’s Flight Manual.


	Immediately following the accident, a letter was sent by a former associate of one of those killed in the accident to the commander of Air Combat Command alleging a repeated history of flight discipline violations by the accident pilot and a refusal by senior leaders within the 92nd Bomb Wing to discipline this pilot.  The accident investigation panel then conducted an inquiry covering the previous three year period to determine the veracity of these claims and the extent any problems.  The investigation revealed a continuing pattern of flight discipline breaches by the accident pilot.  Over the same three year period the wing leadership took no significant corrective action or in any way documented breaches of the rules by the accident pilot. 


	The failure to document any of the actions against or problems with the accident pilot meant that in a period of great transition in the wing (four wing commanders, three vice wing commanders, three ops group commanders, and five squadron commanders in a three year period) there was no “memory” by which to measure the repeated flight discipline violations.  In addition, the wing leadership was unfamiliar with regulations concerning air shows as well as the basic flight procedures contained in the B�52 pilot’s manual and appropriate ACC regulations.  This ignorance of the rules and procedures prevented the wing leadership from recognizing air discipline violations and in several cases led to wing leadership apparently approving illegal maneuvers and profiles.


	In May 1991 the accident pilot flew the B�52 exhibition at the 1991 Fairchild AFB air show.  During this show high-banked turns (excess of 30 degrees of bank) and a high pitch angle (over 45 degrees) climb were executed.  In addition, part of a high-banked turn was flown over the crowd.  Neither the wing commander or the ops group commander (equivalent) were aware that this exhibition profile violated FAA regulations, MAJCOM directives, and flight manual procedures.


	Two months later, in July 1991, the accident pilot flew a B�52 fly over for a 325th Bomb Squadron change of command ceremony.  The aircraft flew over the ceremony formation at a height of less than 500 feet  above ground level.  One observer estimated that the pass was between 100 and 200 feet above the ground.  Earlier in the day several passes were practiced that also appeared to be at an altitude of less than 500 feet.  One pass included a steep banked turn (over 45 degrees of bank) and another ended with a high pitch angle climb followed by a wingover.  Scheduling a fly over at a change of command required Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force approval.  It was not requested.  The bank, pitch angles and wingover maneuvers violated pilot manual guidance and the passes below 500 feet disobeyed FAA regulations.  Both the wing commander and the ops group commander (equivalent) were present at the fly over and though their testimony to the accident investigation board indicated some concern over the very low altitude of the fly over, no further investigation was conducted, no actions were documented, and nothing was annotated in the pilot’s permanent training or qualification folders.


	Ten months later, in May 1992, the accident pilot again flew the B�52 exhibition at the Fairchild AFB open house.  A new wing commander, Col A, was unfamiliar with the previous incidents.  The profile for this show included low altitude steep turns (greater than 45 degrees of bank) and a high speed pass down the runway followed by a steep pitch angle climb and a wingover.  A Stan Eval flight commander who witnessed the exhibition described the maneuvers as “a little bit insane.”  At a minimum this profile violated flight manual procedures and would have required Strategic Air Command (SAC) headquarters approval.  Col A testified he believed the exhibition to be in compliance with applicable MAJCOM policies.  However, the wing assistant deputy commander for operations (Col B) saw the exhibition and was concerned with the profile.  Seven days later Col B became the 92nd Ops Group Commander and called the accident pilot into his office.  At this meeting Col B told the accident pilot that he was never going to fly in another air show as long as Col B was the ops group commander.  Col B also told the accident pilot that that any future violation of flying regulations would result in permanent grounding.  Col B communicated this position to his deputy, Col C.  But Col B did not communicate this decision or his opinion of the air show profile to Col A.  Nor did he document any of these decisions or opinions in the accident pilot’s records.


	In April 1993 the accident pilot was mission commander for a two aircraft Global Power mission to the bombing range located in the Medina De Farallons, a small island chain off the coast of Guam.  During the mission close, visual formation was flown to take pictures.  This type of formation was prohibited by Air Combat Command for B�52s.  Later in this mission the accident pilot permitted a crew member to leave the main crew compartment and take up a position near the bomb bay access door to take a video of the bomb bay while live munitions were released on a target.  The 92nd Bomb Wing commander, Brig Gen A was never informed of the actions that occurred during the flight.  Col B did not recall being made aware of these events.  However his deputy, Col C, did become aware of the flight’s events sometime afterwards and believes he did discuss them with Col B.  In addition Lt Col A, the commander of the 325th Bomb Squadron at the time, remembers some discussion of impromptu flight activity; however he did not learn (nor did he attempt to learn) specifically what happened and who was involved.  No action was taken concerning these events and nothing appears in the accident pilot’s records.


	In May 1993, Col B was reassigned and left the base before the new 92nd Ops Group Commander, Col D,  arrived in June.  Colonels B and D were never able to meet and discuss personnel in the group.  Col C, the deputy group commander, did remain in his position to provide continuity.


	In August 1993 the accident pilot again flew the B�52 exhibition for the Fairchild AFB open house.  A crew member on the flight described the profile as being flown with extreme aggressiveness.  The flight profile included turns with very steep bank angles, over 45 degrees of bank, at very low altitudes, less than 500 feet above ground level.  The exhibition also included a high speed pass down the runway followed by a steeply pitched climb ending with a wingover.  The airspeed at the beginning of the climb was 390 knots and the pitch angle was estimated to be between 60 and 80 degrees nose high.  ACC approval was required for this exhibition, but it had not been asked for or granted.  The Bomb Wing commander, Brig Gen A, testified that he looked to his Ops Group commander, Col D, to ensure that the exhibition was in compliance with appropriate ACC and FAA regulations.  Col D testified that he counted on the accident pilot to coordinate with the appropriate authorities.  It appears that no one in the wing command structure realized that the profile violated ACC, FAA, and flight manual guidance.


	In March 1994 the accident pilot flew a single ship mission to the Yakima Bombing Range to drop practice munitions and provide an authorized photo opportunity for a free-lance author.  During this mission the aircraft repeatedly flew closer to the ground than the minimum 500 feet above ground level specified in ACC regulations.  The aircraft consistently crossed ridge lines at less than this minimum altitude.  The lowest crossing altitude was estimated at less than 30 feet.  A member of the crew believed that if he had not intervened and demanded a climb, and then assisted with the controls, the aircraft  would have hit the ridge.  During the low crossovers the aircraft flew directly over people on the ground, contrary to FAA and AF regulations.  Also, while on the range, the aircraft joined a formation of A-10s for an impromptu flyby that was not planned or pre-briefed and contrary to ACC policies and directives.  After hearing of the events on the range, the 325th Bomb Squadron commander, now Lt Col B (who would later be the co-pilot killed in the crash), asked the Ops Group commander, Col D, to restrict the accident pilot from further flying.   Two meetings were held in April 1994 concerning the accident pilot’s airmanship at the Yakima Range and the poor example it set for younger pilots.  The accident pilot attended the second of these meetings.  Col D testified that he was not aware was not aware of the events on the range until Lt Col B brought them to his attention.  In explaining his actions to Col D, the accident pilot claimed to be demonstrating the capabilities of the aircraft.  Col D verbally reprimanded the accident pilot, calling the actions at the bombing range a breach of air discipline.  The accident pilot assured Col D that there would be no further violations of air regulations.  Col D denied Lt Col B’s request that the accident pilot be grounded.  Col D testified that he was unaware that another member of the crew had to intervene to prevent an accident and never did see (or ask to see) the videotape of the mission.  Lt Col B did not pursue the issue with wing or MAJCOM leadership.  However, Lt Col B did decide to fly with the accident pilot anytime he flew, rather than expose young members of the crew force to his poor airmanship.  Col D did not inform the wing commander, Col (Brig Gen select) E, of the accident pilot’s actions at the range and nothing was annotated in the accident pilot’s records.


	Some time in the April-May 1994 time frame the 92nd Air Refueling Squadron Flight Surgeon, Lt Col (Dr) C, became concerned when he heard that the accident pilot would be flying the B�52 exhibition at the 1994 Fairchild AFB open house.  Dr C had on at least one occasion been informed by a patient that the patient would not fly with the accident pilot because of the accident pilot’s overly aggressive flying.  Dr C expressed these concerns the Chief of Wing Safety, Lt Col D.  However, Lt Col D told Dr C that the accident pilot was a good pilot and that the maneuvers had all been done before.  Later, Dr C discussed his concerns with the wing Chief of Aeromedical services but the issue was not pursued because it had already been discussed with a wing safety officer.


	During this April-May 1994 time frame, planning for the B�52 exhibition at the 1994 air show began.  The accident pilot was assigned this mission and there is no evidence that any other pilots were considered or objections raised.  At a 15 June 1994 meeting, attended by the wing, ops group, and squadron commanders, the air show plans were reviewed and the proposed exhibition briefed.  During this briefing the accident pilot proposed a profile that included bank angles of at least 60 degrees, a high pitch angle climb of 50-60 degrees nose high, and a KC-135/B�52 formation.  The proposed formation was rejected by the ops group commander and KC-135 aircraft commander.  The wing commander, Col E, instructed the accident pilot that there would be no formation maneuvers, no bank angles greater than 45 degrees and no pitch angles greater than 25 degrees.  Following the meeting Col E was still concerned with the proposed profile, so the ops group commander, Col D, said he would talk with the accident pilot.  The following morning Col D reiterated to the accident pilot that there would be no pitch angles in excess of 50 degrees.


	No type of approval was requested by the 92nd Bomb Wing for this planned exhibition.  At a minimum MAJCOM approval was required for any type of flying exhibition.  In addition, an FAA waiver was required for the type of exhibition to be flown.   No waivers to authorized flight parameters were asked for or approved.  The authorized parameters included a maximum airspeed of no more than 250 knots below 10,000 feet, no aerobatic flight maneuvers, no bank angles over 30 degrees for circling or visual approaches, and no steep turns below 1000 feet above ground level or greater than 45 degrees of bank.


	On 17 June 1994 the first practice mission for the 1994 air show was flown.  This profile was nearly identical to the accident profile, except that two complete profiles were flown.  Both profiles included steep bank angles and a high pitch angle of climb.  Though bank angles were not as aggressive as those flown during the accident profile, they were contrary to ACC and flight manual guidance.  Both profiles violated the wing commander’s guidance given at the 15 June meeting.  The ops group commander, Col D, flew on this mission. After this practice he told the wing commander the “the profile looked good to him; looks very safe, well within parameters.”  The wing commander viewed only a small portion of this flight and remembered nothing extraordinary or objectionable about what he saw.


	The accident investigation board discovered a pattern of repeated flight discipline violations by the accident pilot.  In every case the wing senior leadership either did not recognize the seriousness of the violation and did nothing or chose to deal with it in an unofficial manner.  The investigation revealed much about a “climate” in the wing where junior officers participated in, witnessed, or later learned of flight discipline violations and did nothing.  In their testimony to the board some of these officers felt that the accident pilot was given greater leeway in matters dealing with flight parameters because of his great experience and position in the wing.  Another testified that he felt “blackmailed” into remaining quiet about activities in which he participated.  Still another described the accident pilot as quietly desperate, sensing that the closing of B�52 operations at Fairchild was ending his own career.


	There were contributing factors involved in this accident.  The rapid turnover of wing leadership minimized continuity and prevented commanders from overlapping each other.  The imminent closure of B�52 operations at Fairchild and its transition from an Air Combat Command to Air Mobility Command base meant that many senior leaders were unfamiliar with B�52 operations and applicable regulations and flight manual guidance.


LOQ:  Given the definitions of the Core Values, what is the Core Value issue at work in this story?


FUQ:  What would you do in this situation and why?


FUQ:  How could we fix the organization so that this situation wouldn’t happen again?


FUQ:  Have you been involved in a similar situation?  What, if anything, did you do about it and why?


FUQ:  Do we have a similar problem?  Why do you say this?  How can we fix it?
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ATTACHMENT 3





COMMANDER'S GUIDE


TO


EVALUATING THE ETHICAL CLIMATE IN


YOUR ORGANIZATION


An evaluation of the ethical climate of an organization should be performed initially (upon the assignment of the commander supervisor) and periodically (at least annually) thereafter.





INITIAL EVALUATION


1.  The Initial Evaluation.  The initial evaluation is an informal one conducted by the commander/supervisor responsible for the unit.  For a commander/supervisor at Higher Headquarters, the initial evaluation would be conducted with immediate subordinates(those whose performance report the commander/supervisor writes.  For commanders/supervisors in operational units, it is more likely the initial evaluation can be conducted with a majority of the persons assigned to the organization.  In either case, the emphasis is on informal: the goal is to get a feel for the ethical climate of the organization so that you may begin to formulate and implement a local Core Values strategy.


2.  Initial Evaluation:  The following is a checklist of things to think about as you sample the ethical climate in your organization.  No one of the following indicators is sufficient to give you a thumbs up or thumbs down on your organization's ethical climate, but the cumulative weight of the answers to the following questions is a good indication of how things stand.  If all of the answers come out on the positive side of ledger, then your organization probably is on the right track; if all of the indicators are on the wrong side of the ethics balance sheet, then probably you should be seriously concerned about the ethical climate; and if the results are mixed, it may well be the case that the ethical climate may be a source of concern, but there are positive areas you can work with.


GROSS INDICATORS


Grouped under this heading are those indicators commonly recognized as potentially saying something about the level of integrity, dedication to service, and commitment to excellence found in an organization.  To be sure, these indicators may say something significant about a unit, but a commander/supervisor should not leap to conclusions as to what that significant statement might be (see discussion below).


Has your organization recently performed well in inspections and staff assistance visits?


Does your organization have a commendable track record with respect to judicial and nonjudicial punishments and adverse administrative actions, especially those arising from sexual harassment or racial/ethnic conflict?


Does your organization have a positive reputation with customers?


Is it evident that the members of your organization respect each other and explicitly treat each other with dignity?


Are the members of your organization quick to admit mistakes when they make them?


Do the members of your organization avoid the "good enough for government work" and "that's not my job" syndromes?


A "yes' answer to any of these questions can be a positive sign, but it is important to eliminate negative alternatives before you jump to the conclusion that the moral climate of your organization is healthy.  For example, suppose that few, if any, adverse actions have been taken against the persons in your unit in the past 24 months(this might indicate your troops are all squared away professionals or it could indicate that the supervisors in your organization are too spineless to take adverse actions they know should be taken.  Or it might be the case that your organization has a positive reputation with customers because they have been hoodwinked, and not because the organization is dedicated to excellence.  The point is not to become cynically suspicious of positive signs; the point is to avoid self-deception that might lead to believe things are better than they are.


SUBTLE INDICATORS


There is another set of indicators, less obvious than the above, that can prove to be at least as valuable in assessing the moral climate of your organization.  Again, although no one indicator can definitively characterize the ethical climate of your organization, the cumulative weight of the following should be taken as a reliable suggestion as to how things stand.


Who comes first in your organization?


Take a walking tour of your organization.  Do the persons on the cutting edge of your mission have the resources they need to do the job?  Do the persons on the cutting edge of the mission have a work environment as nice as those who support them?  Are job critical resources distributed in a manner to maximize mission effectiveness? For example, if the primary task of your organization is to do word processing, and those who do the actual word processing have 286's and their supervisors have Pentium 166's, then there may be a problem.)  Obviously, RHIP.  But is RHIP being invoked to justify selfishness and careerism?  


Review the leave log: Who is granted leave over the holidays?  Are subordinates compelled to work while more senior personnel are on leave?  Moreover, who is signing all of the leave forms: Are mid-level supervisors doing this or has the commander reserved this as his/her function?  If the latter, then it is quite possibly the case that your predecessor was a micromanager who did little to build trust in the organization.


Talk to the supervisors: Can they answer simple questions about subordinates (such as, Does that person have dependents? What is that person's first name?  Where is that person from?  When is that person due to test for promotion?  When is that person in the zone?)


If you stand by a main exit at closing time, are you likely to be trampled by those eager to leave the building?


Obviously, even total professionals can be eager to leave the building at the end of the duty day, but if the day ends at 1630, and the building is empty and dark at 1632, then it would not be reasonable to infer that persons in your organization are not fully committed to service before self or that they may find the atmosphere in the organization so oppressive that they cannot control the urge to flee.


It also might be instructive to watch the door an hour before the end of the duty day: How many senior personnel are leaving at that time on a regular basis?  


Do the people assigned to your organization have a solid knowledge of the instructions, directives, tech data, and other rules governing your operation?


Obviously, a person may know the rules and not follow them; but this question is driven by the belief that knowing the rules at least implies the possibility of a genuine commitment to excellence, service, and integrity.  A person of integrity learns the rules so that he/she can do her/his duty.  A person dedicated to service will learn the rules because he/she knows that standards are set by others and are not determined by what he/she feels is right.  Of course, a person committed to excellence will learn the rules so that he/she will understand the meaning of acceptable and superior job performance.


If you sit and listen to a conversation among the persons in your organization, are they more likely to use the words "we" and "you" than they use the words "me" and "I"?


It is not clear how much weight should be assigned to this indicator, but it is reasonable to infer that people regularly talk about things that they think about regularly.  For example, if a person in your unit talks about 'getting drunk' or 'getting bombed' every time you encounter her, then you have good reason to believe that she thinks a lot about doing these things.  Likewise, if a person assigned to your unit talks mostly about himself and not about other persons or things, then you may be forgiven the inference that he is the center of his universe.  Does that make him a careerist who places self before service?  No, it does not.  But it is food for thought.


Do unit personnel openly and regularly blame other persons or outside causes for problems occurring in the unit?


It may well be the case that outside forces are causing problems inside the unit, but a general tendency to always blame someone else may be an indicator of a serious integrity problem.  Persons of integrity, as defined in Part One of this manual, accept their responsibilities and insist on being held accountable.


When a problem occurs, do persons in the unit ask, "Who did this?" or do they ask "How can we fix this?"?


This question is different than the preceding one, which really asks whether or not the persons in your unit accept responsibility.  This question asks whether the persons in your unit are oriented toward personalities (and punishment) or mission accomplishment.  Perhaps your predecessor 'ruled' through fear and intimidation; in that case, persons can be expected to be oriented toward personalities and punishments(and that means they had greater temptations to check 6 and sacrifice integrity.


When a problem occurs, are people afraid to tell you about it?


This reluctance may be a sign that you predecessor was inclined to shoot the messenger and that you have much work to do on the level of trust in your organization.


Do unit personnel have a tendency to say "That's not fair" when they are given short notice tasking?


Obviously, persons in your unit may have a legitimate complaint about the distribution of burdens or benefits in the unit when they use the phrase "That's not fair" (for example, it may be a sign that a supervisor is assigning jobs on the basis of his/her racial prejudice).  But there are many other cases where "That's not fair" really means "That's not convenient" or "Regardless of the impact on the mission, you shouldn't ask me to do any more work than anyone else."  In such cases, the person saying "That's not fair" has a real problem understanding the concept of service before self.


Do persons in your organization display a fear of decision making, even when the decisions seem to be about minor or trivial things?


Perhaps they are reluctant to make decisions because they want to first figure out how things stand with the new boss before they assert themselves, but this reluctance may also be a sign that your predecessor was a micromanager who refused to allow anyone else to make decisions.  In the latter case, it is possible that the level of trust in the unit may be something to be concerned about.�
Is there evidence of a "filling the squares" attitude in your unit?


For example, was your predecessor a "show, glow, and blow" careerist?  If so, you can bet the wrong example was set for the junior folks in the squadron, thus increasing the possibility they will emulate your predecessor. 


For example, are your subordinates concerned primarily with their next assignment or getting promoted, rather than with how to do things better in the organization or taking the initiative to fix something everyone else has overlooked as a problem?


Do your people display a "smarter than thou" attitude, which is directed to persons above them in the chain of command?


Such an attitude may have some basis in fact or it may not, but the important thing is that it may lead persons to act on the belief that they don't need to follow higher headquarters directives.


Do your people respect themselves as military professionals?


That is, do they have interests outside the job?  Do they take time to take leave?  Do they strive to remain fit?  Do they 'party hardy'?  Are they upset when they set the wrong example?  Are they aware that they set an example?


�
ATTACHMENT 4


CORE VALUES CLIMATE SURVEY


The following are sample items for the Quality of Life Survey.  They provide feedback to the unit commander on the health of the organization.





SAMPLE ONE (The Ethical Climate Itself)


Please use the scale below to answer items 1 through 12.





Strongly Disagree�
       Disagree�
Slightly Disagree�
       Neutral�
Slightly Agree�
         Agree�
Strongly Agree�
Does Not Apply�
�
a�
b�
c�
d�
e�
f�
g�
h�
�



In my branch, division, or staff agency . . . 


We have been trained in the core values.


We are encouraged to discuss the core values.


We are expected to follow the core values.


We are encouraged to report bad news.


We are regularly asked to compromise our integrity.


We have a "nine to five" mentality.


The majority of assigned personnel place service ahead of self.


The lower level supervisors live the core values of Integrity First, Service Before Self, and Excellence in All We Do.


The mid-level supervisors live the core values of Integrity First, Service Before Self, and Excellence in All We Do.


The senior level supervisors live the core values of Integrity First, Service Before Self, and Excellence in All We Do.


We understand how the core values specifically apply to our jobs and daily activities.


Ethical persons usually are rewarded and unethical persons usually are punished.








Appendix 3: “Generic Lesson Plan”
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