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MANDATORY Case Study

Detention Facility

Preface:


You set and apply the standard.  As the Commander, Leader, or Staff Member, it is your responsibility to make known, maintain, and enforce standards of ethical excellence.  If the ethical standard is not established by you and made plain for all to know, soldiers will default to whatever standards they themselves choose or establish.


And it’s also the duty and responsibility of the leader to balance all necessary considerations when making decisions and directing action that will be ethically excellent to the greatest degree possible.  The three elements that most leaders balance when making decisions and directing actions are:  (1) obligations, (2) consequences, and (3) values to be maintained.


A more linear progression that typically takes more time is the following:  

1)  Define the problem

2)  Know the relevant rules and values at stake

3)  Develop and evaluate possible Courses of Action

· Does the CAO violate an absolute obligation or prohibition?

· Do circumstances favor one of the values in conflict?

· If the COA has one good and one bad effect, do you intend the bad 


effect?  Do you have to directly cause the bad effect to achieve the desired 


good effect?

· Are the expected good effects of the COA enough to compensate for 


allowing the bad effects?

· Which COA best develops the character and sustains the values of the 


Command?

· Given your best COA, what will be the appearance under examination of 


the greater public judgment?  What would your best mentor (or parent) say?

4)  Choose the COA that now appears to best represent the Army’s values.

Finally, ethical decisions are often challenging because there are multiple positive values competing with one another.  The Army values of Loyalty, Duty, Respect, Selfless Service, Honor, Integrity, and Personal Courage are balanced with one another.  Other categories and tensions of values include truth versus loyalty, individual versus community, short term versus long term considerations, and justice versus mercy.

Commanders and leaders who make quality ethical decisions are able to balance all these considerations.

Scenario:


You are the Commander of a National Guard battalion working at the newest detention facility constructed in the theater.  You’re impressed with the work and quality invested in this facility.  This is no temporary facility but a long term investment in doing things right.  The Army has obviously incorporated countless lessons learned from recent experiences at the other older detention facilities in the country and theater.  
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Detention Facility (CONT)


You’ve taken responsibility from a sister unit three months ago and the transition was smooth.  Other than the temporary challenge of the climate, work performance of the soldiers of your unit seems to be improving as they establish their working and living routines.  The living quarters and dining facility have air conditioning.  Relatively speaking, the mission is going very well.


Of course, the make-up of the detainee population hasn’t changed too much since the conflict began; it’s a lot like the other facilities, a mix of all kinds of detainees: petty criminals caught-in-the-act by U.S.  units in the AO; dangerous and serious felons who had apparently been released from prison en masse prior to the invasion, who have since then been re-apprehended due to the information provided by a frightened local population; and the insurgents themselves, serious combatants made up of some foreigners along with the many local recruits of all shapes and stripes.  You can tell that especially this group hates our guts.  They’d just as soon slit our throats as smash a fly.  Some of them glower when you look at them.  You can feel the hate as much as the heat.  Others appear passive and completely detached but nevertheless sullen.  The aggressive insurgency combined with the lack of trained and equipped national forces makes it look like you’ll be in business here a long time.


The mission seemed to be going very smoothly until last night.  You were summoned from your quarters by the report of your company commander in charge of the night shift.  A serious incident had occurred: two injured NCOs, one comatose and almost dead detainee.  You’ve been thoroughly briefed by your XO and Company Commander.  It was obviously a case of a raging bull of a detainee, an unusually large physical specimen with incredible aggression who took the soldiers somewhat off guard.  But there is conflicting information about how the prisoner was so seriously injured.  The Platoon Sergeant’s account conflicts with that of the two other NCOs, everyone else on the shift allegedly didn’t see the event.


And of course, command from above is sending down their own team for investigative purposes.  There had been UPI and BBC correspondents visiting in the higher command’s TOC when your verbal report was given during the morning radio update brief.  It’s not likely that the overheard information will be able to be suppressed by the Information Operations and Public Affairs people for much longer.

What next, Commander?

What factors are you needing to balance as you take action?

What obligations do you need to uphold?

What might be the consequences of not getting this as right as possible from the beginning?

To which Army values are you going to give precedence?
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OPTIONAL Case Study

“Motor Sergeant”


You’re the company commander and you have an excellent motor sergeant.  Due to recent motor vehicle accidents in the brigade, there is heavy command emphasis on vehicle safety.  Your battalion commander recently issued a strongly worded policy letter concerning safety inspections.  The motor sergeant in another company was punished for repeated failure to perform required inspections.


SSG Walker, your motor sergeant, has always been a thorough and conscientious NCO.  Yesterday, however, a truck from his motor pool was stopped for a roadside spot-check and failed the inspection.  SSG Walker had signed the technical inspection sheet that permitted the vehicle to be dispatched from the motor pool.  His signature indicated that he had personally checked the vehicle and that it was mechanically safe.


You interview SSG Walker and point out that, although his record is excellent, this is a serious matter.  You remind him that a few days ago you caught a truck with faulty brake lights leaving the motor pool and admonished SSG Walker for it.  You ask him to comment.  SSG Walker acknowledges his negligence and explains that he has been preoccupied with personal problems.  You learn that SSG Walker has been having marital difficulties and that three days ago his wife left him.


You must confer with the battalion commander about this case and explain your recommended course of action.  
