


SUPPORTING IDEAS


	Along with Air Force Core Values doctrine, there are some additional supporting ideas that must be discussed before the initiative is fully understood.  Some of these additional supporting ideas are guiding principles, others are concerns or issues that bubble to the surface of nearly every extended discussion of the Core Values and the Core Values initiative.


pessimism, optimism, and ‘realism’


�


	“Do we really need this?” is one of the very first questions to pop up in the course of a conversation about the Core Values initiative, and the answer a person gives to this question depends very much on whether he or she is an optimist, a pessimist, or a ‘realist’ at the moment the question is asked.  


�


	In the context of the Guru’s Guide, an optimist is a person who believes the ethical climate of the Air Force has improved since 1947 and continues to get better.  These persons are likely to point out that things that were done and accepted in Southeast Asia in 1972 were not only not accepted in 1992, they were prosecuted.  From this perspective, it makes no sense to launch the Core Values initiative: If things are getting better without an overt Core Values initiative, then why do to the trouble or risk undoing the positive progress?


	By contrast, a pessimist is a person who cannot avoid the observation that the Air Force seems to be on a strong downward spiral as we approach the 21st century.  There seem to be too many scandals involving egregious violations of the fundamental principles of leadership and the time-tested obligations of military professionalism.  The Ramstein CT-43 crash that took the life of Secretary Brown and other VIPs; the Fairchild crash that took the lives of several highly skilled airmen and destroyed vital national security assets; the shoot down of the Blackhawk helicopters and the failure of the chain of command in its wake(these and other recent scandals should tell us something is wrong and getting worse.  The result is that pessimists believe we should create a very robust initiative and implement it immediately with full force.


�


	The third group is made up of those persons who like to call themselves ‘realists’ because they believe that history teaches us that human beings just don’t change (or that they change so slowly that none of us can notice it occurring).  The realist views the Core Values initiative as essentially harmless outside of the fact that it is a colossal waste of time.


	Interestingly enough, the success of the Core Values initiative does not hang on any of these views.  For one thing, they all tend to assume that the Core Values initiative is just a reaction to known corruption in the ranks, but that is not so.  Recent scandals may have provided additional impetus to the initiative, but they are by no means its sole reason for being.  As indicated elsewhere in this Guide, it is the positive prerogative of the chief executive officers of an organization to provide it with vision and direct guidance(to answer the questions, What do we stand for? and What will it take from each of us to get the job done?  That prerogative exists whether the organization is perceived to be on an upward or a downward spiral, or whether human beings can change or not.  This positive prerogative is being exercised through the Core Values initiative.


	For another thing, they all seem to assume the initiative is about changing character, and it is not.  See below for a more detailed discussion of this idea.


PERSONAL VS. ORGANIZATIONAL VALUES


	Only human beings can recognize and follow values.  Organizations ‘have’ and ‘follow’ values only in so far as significant numbers of their members their members have and follow them.  Organizational values, therefore, are values shared by a significant number of the members of that organization.  The larger the number of persons following a set of values, the more likely it is that the organizational climate will be influenced by those values.  If many persons are venal careerists, then the atmosphere of the organization will be a poisonous one in which those who are either good or confused will be tempted to follow the example of those who are influencing the atmosphere.


	Obviously, it is possible for our members to subscribe to values that are not consistent with the purposes of the organization.  Those persons must realize they are potential liabilities for the organization, and will be dealt with accordingly.  The Core Values initiative in no way requires them to give up the values they hold, but it does require them to hold those values outside the Air Force and in another line of work.  Those who cannot subscribe to the Core Values must leave the service.


	Likewise, those who do subscribe to the Core Values must act on them and they must act on them in a public manner.  There must be no doubt that the Core Values are the values of the organization, and such assurance can be found only in the thoughts and deeds of the significant majority of persons in the profession.


character development


�


	In addition, all three of the viewpoints outlined above also seem to hint at the assumption that the Core Values initiative aims at fixing people by engineering the organization’s culture.  Nothing could be further from the truth.  In fact, the initiative presupposes that our people are good already and that they will help us improve the culture by ‘de-engineering it’ or by removing the remnants of past programs and policies that now retard our efforts to preserve or achieve an acceptable ethical environment in the Air Force.


	In other words, the Air Force Core Values initiative as such has not set character development as a primary goal.  In fact, it is expected that some character development probably will take place in the wake of our efforts to weave the Core Values into all education and operations, but that will be a happy by-product and not a strategic goal.


�


	In this regard it may be useful to view cultural change as occurring when the good people are given a chance to sufficiently influence the ‘confused’ people so as to move the culture in a positive direction.  Those persons who are in the ‘confused’ category may well undergo a character transformation as a result of this experience, but such transformation may not be required to cause cultural change.


	Of course, this discussion pertains only to the Core Values initiative and does not bear upon initiatives at USAFA or elsewhere to encourage character development in trainees.


“tipping”


	The word “tipping” is here used in a loose way to refer to the idea that cultures do not change in a simple cause-and-effect way.  That is, one person (or group of persons) performing a single act (or sequence off acts) is very unlikely to induce significant, immediate change in a culture.  Rather, it seems much more likely that cultures change in response to a very large number of acts whose effects, collected and combined over time, tip the balance toward cultural change.  If we believe the culture of the Air Force needs improving, then we must not assume that one person (for example, the Secretary or the Chief of Staff) will discover and do the one magic thing needed to induce instant change in the culture.  What we must believe is that the accumulated weight of the effects of many actions will in fact produce the desired change in the culture.


	For a summary of the more technical uses of this term, see “The Tipping Point” in The New Yorker, 3 June 1996, p. 32.


FUNCTIONALISM


	Functionalism is the view that we can find an explanation and (limited) justification for the Core Values by establishing their purpose or function in some concrete application and context.  Functionalism tells us that we must subscribe to this or that Core Value because the Core Value has a clearly identifiable and important function to play in the profession of arms.


	Functionalism is not a challenge to other explanations for the Core Values.  The Core Values may very well have an ultimate foundation, and that foundation may very well be religious in nature, but those facts are consistent with functionalism as the term is used here.  Functionalism doesn’t rule out religious foundations, but it does say this: regardless of their religious views, all military professionals must obey the Core Values because of the critical function the Core Values play in our business.  Saying that the Core Values have a purpose or function in no way undermines their authenticity or their ultimate origins.  In fact, the functionalist interpretation of the Core Values is consistent with all other interpretations except one(the interpretation that claims the Core Values have no application to our pedestrian affairs(and it is by no means clear that anyone subscribes to it.


chaplains and chapel programs


	Given what has been said thus far, it should be obvious why the Core Values initiative should not be a program administered by the Chaplain.  If the Core Values articulate the price of admission to professional military service(they describe the basic obligations of the air and space warrior(then their proper administration is from within the chain of command.


	Likewise, the Core Values initiative in no way competes with extant chapel programs.  


do-it-yourself


	There is an unmistakable quality of “do-it-yourself” about the Core Values initiative, and that quality is there by design.  First, it is consistent with the requirements of active learning(the conditions for professional service cannot be spoon-fed; they must be discovered, understood, accepted, and applied in an appropriate way.  This requires personal effort.


	It should be noted, however, that the Core Values initiative is not a ‘county option’ plan.  The architecture and doctrine are consistent across the Air Force; local units must develop and execute the one best way of making that architecture and doctrine work in their operations.


ASSESSMENT


	The Core Values initiative de-emphasizes assessment because so many assessment efforts of the past have been counter-value in nature and effect.  All too often in the past, assessment tools have become ends in themselves(things more important than the mission itself.  Leadership through data manipulation became the only avenue to promotion, and these assessment tools became a corrupting influence.  


	This does not mean assessment should not be attempted.  However, it is better to err on the side of too little than on the side of too much, and the assessment tools that are developed must never become ends in themselves.
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