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1. Overview 
 

 

1.1. Introduction 

This interactive lesson with fou r  v ideo  case  s tud ies  and  facilitator’s guide is part of a broad 

effort to educate Army professionals on strengthening the Army as a military profession by upholding 

moral principles and values of the Army Ethic. The intent is for Army Professionals to be aware of 

and understand the Army Profession doctrine and concepts, participate in an ongoing dialogue about the 

Profession, and conduct themselves in a manner worthy of their status as trusted Army professionals. 

 

The training shall provide the learner with a set of standardized foundational and personalized learning 

competencies to fit the learner’s career and operational needs. This training shall include learning events 

that cover the overarching levels of career development (i.e., initial entry, mid-grade, intermediate, and 

strategic) using the continuous adaptive learning model instructional guidelines (TP-525-8-2). The 

training shall meet AR350-1 requirements on Army Values for both institutional and operational training 

domains. 

 

The content for this lesson was developed primarily for blended learning DL interactive multimedia 

instruction (IMI) in an institutional resident or DL course or the operational environment on a standalone-

DVD or using the CAPE website. This facilitation guide provides information to allow for the option of 

facilitated training by an instructor or leader. 

 

The interactive instructional content uses stop motion animation drawing on a whiteboard, while the four 

video case studies are scenario-based virtual simulations using live-action video with actors and decision 

branching within the instructional content. 

 

The exercises present challenges that mirror the complexity of daily interactions in the Army, while 

inculcating, modeling, and upholding the Army Ethic and Values, to include how moral principles of the 

Army Ethic are developed, assessed, and sustained. The exercises also present options for how the 

protagonist can “give voice to their values”; in other words, when the learner knows what the right 

decision or action is, how he or she can take the right action despite possible disincentives (e.g. possible 

effects on career, friendship, senior-subordinate relationship, and self-interest). The four video case 

studies portray ethical challenges within typical Army environments, such as operational and institutional 

units, on and off duty, and garrison and deployed operations. 

1.2. Purpose 

The goal of this training is to provide morally relevant, situation-based learning that educates learners on 

analyzing the foundation and practice of personal conduct, discretionary judgment, and ethical reasoning 

in the context of being a senior Army leader.  
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1.3. Learning Objectives 

At the completion of this lesson, the student will: 
 

ACTION: Evaluate Key Issues Affecting the Army Ethic 
 

CONDITION: This task can be performed under two conditions. The learner can be in a synchronous 

classroom environment given ADRP 1 as a handout, scenarios, post-test, Smartboard, whiteboard, and 

markers conducting a facilitated discussion about the Army Ethic. The learner can also be in an 

asynchronous e-learning environment using a computer with internet access to perform the instruction 

through distributed learning using the Army Ethic Development Interactive Media Instruction product 

(http://cape.army.mil/tsp/). 
 

STANDARD: The learner successfully makes decisions on an assigned scenario that upholds the Army 

Ethic and Values. The learner has one attempt to retrain and meet the standard. 
 

The learning objectives are listed below. 

 

1. Analyze the foundation and practice of personal conduct, discretionary judgment, and 

ethical reasoning in the context of being a senior Army leader 

a. Analyze impediments and pitfalls to personal conduct, discretionary judgment, and 

ethical reasoning  

b. Examine the complicit behaviors of peers and subordinates 

c. Evaluate resources and processes that help build moral clarity and strength 

d. Examine the role of peers and mentors  

2. Evaluate the effects of personal and professional values either reinforcing or being in 

tension with each other 

a. Evaluate the need for personal values and professional values to reinforce each 

other  

b. Examine ambition and selflessness 

c. Examine people/family and mission 

d. Examine self-development and development balance 

 

 

 

http://cape.army.mil/tsp/
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2. Lesson Preparation 
 

This section provides information about materials required to facilitate this lesson.  

2.1. Training Aids/Materials Needed 

You will need the following materials and equipment to facilitate this lesson: 
 

▪ Army Ethic Development Course (http://cape.army.mil/tsp/) 

▪ A/V equipment, screen, speakers, computer, as required 
▪ White board, poster board, and markers to list ideas or discussion items (optional) 

▪ Facilitator note cards: Material to support facilitated discussions of video scenarios 

▪ Facilitator’s Guide 

2.2. Training References 

a. Army Doctrine Reference Publication (ADRP 1):  The Army Profession (June 2015) 

b. Army Profession Pamphlet 2017: Downloadable pdf on the Army Profession available at  

http://cape.army.mil/brochures. 

c. The Bathsheba Syndrome: The Ethical Failure of Successful Leaders, Dean C. Ludwig 

and Clinton O. Longenecker 

d. The Nathan Solution to the Bathsheba Syndrome, by CDR Dan Stallard and Maj Kurt 

Sanger 

e. CAPE Public Website: http://cape.army.mil. 

2.3. Additional Instructor Resources 

Facilitator Tools and Materials: Additional videos and techniques to help a trainer become a 

more effective facilitator (CAPE Public Website: http://cape.army.mil/facilitator.php) 

2.4. System Requirements 

To play this program, you must have: 

 

 CPU - Intel Core i3 or equivalent 

 RAM - 4GB or greater 

 Sound Card - DirectX 11.0 compatible or integrated on board, external speakers are 

recommended 

 Graphics/Media standards: 

o Must support 1024x768 screen resolution 

o GIF - Graphics Interchange Format 

o JPEG - Joint Photographic Experts Group 

o PDF - Portable Document Format 

o SWF - Flash File Format 

o FLV - Flash Video File 

 Hard Drive - 1 GB free storage area 

 

http://cape.army.mil/tsp/
http://cape.army.mil/brochures
http://www.cape.army.mil/
http://cape.army.mil/facilitator.php
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 Online access 

o 512 kb/s Broadband Internet connection 

 DVD access 

o DVD-ROM Drive - quadruple-speed (4X) or faster with maximum access time of 

250ms 

 Operating Systems - Windows 7 or higher, including the latest service packs and security 

patches available 

 Web Browser – Internet Explorer 9, 10 or 11, Microsoft Edge 

 Required plug-ins: 

o Adobe Flash Player 17.x 

o Adobe Acrobat Reader XI (11.x)  

 Default Browser should include the following security configuration: 

o Download signed ActiveX controls - “enabled” 

o Download unsigned Active X controls - “disabled” 

o Run ActiveX controls and plug-ins - “enabled” 

o Allow Cookies - “enabled” 

o Allow per-session Cookies - “enabled” 

o Active scripting - “enabled” 

o Scripting of Java applets - “enabled” 

 Mobile Browser should include the following 

o Safari: Version 8.0, 9.0, 9.1, 10 

o Android: Version 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 5.0, 5.1, 6.0, 7.0, 7.1 

o Internet Explorer Mobile: Version 10.0, 11.0, Microsoft Edge  

o Chrome: Version 43 or higher 

 Mobile Operating System should include the following 

o iOS: Version 7.1.2, 8.4.1, 9.3.5, 10.0.2 

o Android: Version 4.4, 5.1.1, 6.0, 6.0.1, 7.0, 7.1 

o Windows Phone: 7.8, 8, 8.1, Windows 10 Mobile 

 Content will be viewed on mobile devices and be optimized for viewing in the following 

screen configuration. 

o Smart Phone: Portrait 320 x 480 Landscape 480 x 320 

o Small Tablet: Portrait 600 x 800 Landscape 800 x 600 

o Tablet: Portrait 760 x 1024 Landscape 1024 x 768 
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3. Guidance Summary 

This section provides guidance for lesson preparation, conduct, and follow-up.  

 

1. Prepare 

 Locate your training site and determine if it has Internet capability. If there is Internet 

capability at your training site, present and facilitate the session online. If there is no 

Internet capability, you can download the entire lesson on DVD from the CAPE website 

and play it from your computer. 

 Review the material on the CAPE website on reflective practice and the effective 

facilitation of a small group development session. 

 Rehearse your role in the education and training session as a facilitator. 

 

2. Conduct 

 Present the online or DVD-ROM learning simulation pausing for decisions points and talking 

points with associated screens as you progress through the presentation. 

 Get your group involved by asking discussion questions and facilitate further discussion. 

 Lead your group in a reflective practice exercise to answer the following questions: 

o What? (What learning concerning the Army Ethic and Values occurred during the 

session?) 

o So what? (Why does it matter?) 

o Now what?  (How will I use this information or new knowledge and apply it to my 

situation or unit?) 

 

3. Follow up 

 Seek and leverage future opportunities to continue the discussion of the Army Ethic within 

your team. 

 

3.1. Starting the Program 

This program can be played on a DVD or accessed via the Internet. 
 

If you are using a DVD, the program should automatically launch in your default web browser when it 

is inserted into your computer’s DVD drive. If your computer does not have the required version of 

Adobe Flash, then you will automatically be prompted to install it. If the program does not self-start, 

please complete the following steps: 
 

 

Windows Users 
 

1. Insert the program DVD into your DVD-ROM drive. 
2. If it does not self-start within 30 seconds, follow the next steps: 

a. Open Windows Explorer (My Computer) and browse to your DVD drive. 
b. Double-click “[start.html].” 
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Mac Users 

 
1. Insert the program DVD into your DVD-ROM drive. 
2. Double click the program disc icon on your desktop (or browse to its location in the Finder). 
3. Double click on “[start.html].” 

 

This interactive simulation can also be accessed online by going to the homepage of the Center 

for the Army Profession and Ethic (CAPE), which can be found at http://cape.army.mil. Select 

the “Education and Training” tab, highlight “Training Support Packages,” and select “Army Ethic 

Development Course.” 

 

3.2. Using the Interface 

The image below shows the graphical user interface (GUI) for the IMI lesson.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://cape.army.mil/
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3.2.1. Navigating the Lesson 

The table below lists the various controls and their functions in the GUI.  

 

Control What it does 

Right arrow Moves to the next screen. You have to click NEXT 

to leave text screens. 

Left arrow Moves to the previous screen. 

STOP Stops the action. 

PLAY/PAUSE Plays or pauses the video. 

RUNNING BAR Movie clips automatically play to conclusion, but 

clicking and dragging this bar allows you to move 

back and forth within the clip. 

VOLUME CONTROL Clicking on it gives you a toggle to drag along a bar 

to raise or lower the sound volume. 

RETURN TO MAIN MENU Returns to the main title menu. 

CLOSED CAPTIONS Turns caption on and off. 

MAXIMIZE/MINIMIZE 

SCREEN 

Goes to full-screen mode. 

3.3. Conduct Lesson 

The diagram below illustrates the flow of the lesson.  
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4. Deliver the Lesson 

The following sections provide information about the content of this lesson in the programmed interactive 

multimedia instruction (IMI). This lesson includes content screens, two whiteboard scenarios, and a video 

case study. 

4.1. Introduction and Objectives 

The first screen in the IMI provides an introduction to the lesson.  

 

Audio: As you become a strategic leader or advisor, you will be presented with a more complex 

and uncertain environment. Not only is today’s international environment more complex for the 

application of landpower, but also the positions and roles you will assume as a senior leader are 

more challenging in terms of power, emphasis, and impact than you have encountered in the past. 

With these new complexities and challenges, your discretionary judgment and ethical reasoning 

will be more important than ever. 

 

The second screen lists the learning objectives for the lesson.  

 

In this training, we will: 

 

 Analyze the foundation and practice of personal conduct, discretionary judgment, and 

ethical reasoning in the context of being a senior Army leader 

o Analyze impediments and pitfalls to personal conduct, discretionary judgment, and 

ethical reasoning  

o Examine the complicit behaviors of peers and subordinates 

o Evaluate resources and processes that help build moral clarity and strength 

o Examine the role of peers and mentors  

 Evaluate the effects of personal and professional values either reinforcing or being in 

tension with each other 

o Evaluate the need for personal values and professional values to reinforce each 

other  

o Examine ambition and selflessness 

o Examine people/family and mission 

o Examine self-development and development balance 
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4.2. Personal Conduct, Discretionary Judgment, and 

Ethical Reasoning 

There are thirteen (13) content screens, seven (7) Check on Learning screens, and one whiteboard 

animation in the IMI to cover this objective. 

 

1. Overview 

a. Senior Army leaders have the greatest impact on whether or not the Army builds a culture 

of trust. They impact Army culture through their personal example—role modeling what 

right looks like—and their decisions and actions regarding Army policies, regulations,  

programs, systems, and resources. As stewards of the profession, it is important that senior 

Army leaders understand how they impact Army culture and explicitly consider the ethical 

considerations, to include the second and third order effects, of their decisions and actions. 

b. To fully understand the consequences of greater power given to you to make discretionary 

judgments and your impact on the Profession and professionals, you must further develop 

your awareness: self-awareness, the influence of others, and the environment around you. If 

you better understand potential impediments and pitfalls, you can develop resources and 

processes to build moral clarity and strength. 

c. Tabs 

i. Impediments and Pitfalls – As an Army senior leader, you will have more power to 

make discretionary judgments and a larger span of control than ever before. While 

this power is required for you to positively impact and guide your organization, you 

may encounter potential impediments and pitfalls along the way. Below is a list of 

certain impediments and pitfalls to consider. Exploring and discussing these 

impediments and pitfalls leads to increased self-awareness, understanding of 

decision-making, and improved moral resilience. 

1. Biases 

2. Social Prototyping  

3. Inner Circle/Exclusion 

4. Moral Disengagement 

5. Consequences of Power – “Bathsheba Syndrome” 

ii. Complicit Behaviors - As a senior leader, you will be in positions of power where 

your subordinates look up to you as a role model, are loyal to you, and want to 

contribute to your success. This may result in complicit behaviors from your 

subordinates that, while not directly intended to cause or support unethical acts, may 

enable an unethical environment. Peers may also exhibit or condone some of these 

complicit behaviors, causing you to think and act alike.  

1. Shielding 

2. Pleasing 

3. Inner Circle 
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4. Social Prototyping 

5. Majority Theory  

6. Confirmation Bias 

iii. Resources and Processes – Now that you have looked at potential impediments and 

pitfalls as well as complicit behaviors, how can you prevent or mitigate against 

those factors negatively influencing your discretionary judgment and decision-

making? There are various resources and processes you can put in place to help 

build your moral clarity and strength. 

1. Resources that help build moral clarity and strength are: 

a. Command Team 

b. Legal Advisor 

c. Chaplain 

d. Spouse and Family 

e. Climate Surveys 

2. Processes that help build moral clarity and strength are: 

a. Establish Guardrails 

b. Designate a Reprover 

c. Open Door Policy 

d. Diversity and Inclusion 

e. Informal Assessment 

f. Climate Surveys 

g. Plan of Action 

iv. Peers and Mentors – Peers and mentors can serve as an additional resource to your 

decision-making. They have a unique perspective having served in similar roles to 

you. They can serve as advisors, reprovers, or reminders of the guardrails you have 

set. As a senior leader, your own role as a mentor to others becomes more important 

now than in the past.   

2. Impediments and Pitfalls: Biases and Logical Fallacies 

a. As a senior leader, you need to become more aware of your own biases and the biases and 

logical fallacies used by others that can influence your critical thinking and ethical 

reasoning. Understanding them is the first step in eliminating them from your reasoning. 

b. Bullets: 

i. Potential Biases 

1. Availability Heuristic – you give more credence or weight to events or 

examples you can easily recall because they occurred recently or are most 

vivid in your memory. 
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2. Sample Size – attributing excessive reliability based on a small sample size. 

3. Self-serving Bias – you attribute success to internal factors (or yourself) and 

failure to external factors (or others). 

4. Confirmation Trap – you look for information that confirms your viewpoint 

and don’t search for or dismiss contradictory information. 

5. Fundamental Attribution Error – what a person does is based on the “kind” 

of person he is rather than social and environmental forces that could be at 

work. 

ii. Potential Logical Fallacies 

1. Argument Against Person/Ad Hominem – attacking the person instead of the 

argument. 

2. False Dichotomy – presenting only two alternatives as available. 

3. Appeal to Unqualified Authority – citing authority that lacks credibility. 

4. False Cause – conclusion based on nonexistent or minor causal connection. 

5. Appeal to Fear – harm will come if you don’t accept the conclusion. 

6. Appeal to Masses/Bandwagon – accepting argument so you belong to 

majority; peer pressure. 

7. Slippery Slope – conclusion depends on unlikely chain reaction. 

8. Weak Analogy – analogy is too weak to support the conclusion. 

9. Red Herring – diverting attention; change subject or flashy diversion. 

iii. Reflection Questions 

1. Do you tend to have any of these biases or use these logical fallacies in your 

reasoning? 

2. How will you mitigate biases or logical fallacies in your reasoning? 

3. Impediments and Pitfalls: Social Prototyping 

a. Social prototyping is when we consciously or unconsciously believe a certain type of 

person with certain attributes is best suited for a position. For example, you may have a 

vision of a prototypical Army leader. That leader may be based on your experience with the 

Army Rangers with attributes like great physical strength and endurance, very short hair, 

aggressiveness, and confidence. As a result, you may tend to surround yourself with people 

who meet your prototype or give more weight to the opinions of those people with a Ranger 

tab. This lack of diversity, not just ethnic diversity but diversity of thought, background, 

and perspective, can lead to group think and confirmation bias. 

b. Reflection Questions 

i. Have you found yourself or others social prototyping? 

ii. How did it affect the climate and decision-making in the organization? 

iii. How do you ensure you surround yourself with diverse people? 

iv. When is too much diversity a problem? 
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4. Impediments and Pitfalls: Inner Circle/Exclusion 

a. Have you been in organizations where there is clearly an inner circle? The senior leaders 

surround themselves with a small group of trusted advisors who must prove themselves 

worthy of being in the inner circle. If you are inside the inner circle, you have privileged 

access and influence and will do most anything to remain in the inner circle. If you are 

outside the circle, you fight a continuous battle to be heard, informed, and/or resourced. 

While senior leaders do need trusted advisors, they must develop an open and inclusive 

environment to gain diverse perspectives and also engage all subordinate leaders and 

groups in contributing to the common vision. The more effectively the leader can expand 

the circle of trust, the more people they will have pulling toward shared goals. 

b. Reflection Questions 

i. Have you been in organizations that had an exclusive inner circle? 

ii. How did it affect the climate and decision-making in the organization? 

iii. How do you ensure you are inclusive? 

5. Impediments and Pitfalls: Moral Disengagement 

a. What is moral disengagement and how does it affect decision-making? 

b. Moral disengagement is a cognitive process of convincing oneself that ethical standards do 

not apply to oneself in a particular context. This can lead to unethical decision-making 

without feelings of guilt. People who morally disengage are more likely to make unethical 

decisions. This can also be referred to as rationalization or moral fading. 

c. Individual differences such as empathy, trait cynicism, chance locus of control, and moral 

identity tend to predict moral disengagement. Individuals who have higher levels of 

empathy are less likely to morally disengage. Individuals experiencing trait cynicism 

(frustration, disillusionment, and distrust) are more likely to morally disengage. Those who 

view life’s occurrences as a result of luck or fate (chance locus of control) are more likely 

to morally disengage. Moral identity has a negative relationship to moral disengagement, 

therefore moral identity reduces the likelihood of moral disengagement. This is why sharing 

an identity as a trusted Army professional is important to ethical decision-making.  

d. Army senior leaders must guard against moral disengagement in themselves and others to 

prevent faulty ethical reasoning. Some examples of moral disengagement are listed here. 

e. Bullets 

i. Advantageous comparison is comparing your action to another’s as being less bad 

(e.g., waterboarding is not as bad as the torture used by our enemies). 

ii. Euphemistic labeling is labeling something or someone in a way that makes it seem 

better (e.g., enhanced interrogation instead of torture, freedom fighter instead of 

terrorist, liberator instead of invader, and surgical strike instead of bombing). 

iii. Displacement of responsibility is attributing responsibility to others, often your 

higher command or leader (e.g., I was ordered to do it). 

iv. Diffusion of responsibility is assuming others have done their due diligence in 

ethical reasoning (e.g., the unit calling for fire has ensured we are firing on the 

enemy using proportionality and limiting collateral damage). 
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v. Dehumanization is likening the enemy to something less than human. 

vi. Attribution of blame to victim is placing the blame on the victim. It’s the victim’s 

fault (e.g., a car approaching a check point at high speed; the driver should know not 

to do this since we have signs posted; it’s the driver’s fault that I engaged the 

vehicle with my weapon). 

vii. Reflection Questions 

1. In what conditions or situations have you found yourself or others becoming 

morally disengaged? 

2. How do you detect moral disengagement? 

3. How can it impact decision-making? 

4. How do you prevent it? 

6. Impediments and Pitfalls: Consequences of Power – Bathsheba Syndrome 

a. Why do very successful leaders who are good people make bad decisions? The Army has 

seen several examples of highly successful leaders who have derailed their careers through 

ethical failures such as adultery, misuse of resources, or other abuses of power. Did these 

leaders always lack moral principles or did they sacrifice their moral principles in the face 

of competing pressures?  

b. In an article entitled “The Bathsheba Syndrome: The Ethical Failure of Successful 

Leaders,” by Dean Ludwig and Clinton Longenecker, the authors propose that there are 

potential pitfalls in having increased power and authority that can contribute to unethical 

decisions and actions. We often attribute ethical failures to the leader lacking moral 

principles or being willing to abandon their principles in the face of various pressures. 

However, the authors argue that many ethical violations by senior leaders are the by-

product of success.   

c. The syndrome is so named to recall one of its first recorded occurrences - when the good 

and successful King David of Israel, believing he could cover up his impropriety, took 

Bathsheba to his bed while her husband was off in battle. 

d. By referring to the story of King David and Queen Bathsheba in the Bible, the Bathsheba 

Syndrome illustrates the implications of moral misconduct for leadership and morality. 

7. Impediments and Pitfalls: Consequences of Power – Bathsheba Syndrome (continued) 

a. The syndrome describes the potential pitfalls or consequences that come with success and 

power. 

b. Senior leaders become complacent and lose focus, resulting in the leader not being where 

they are supposed to be. Not only does this expose the leader to potential ethical conflict, 

but by not being with the troops through a time of crisis, it opens the door to questionable 

ethical behavior by subordinates. 

c. Senior leaders have privileged access to information, people, or objects. However, some fail 

to understand or remember that their privileged position is supposed to give them a 

perspective from which they can more effectively lead, not from which they can more 

effectively satisfy personal wants. 
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d. Senior leaders have increasingly unrestrained control of organizational resources. 

e. Success can also inflate a leader’s belief in his or her personal ability to manipulate and 

control outcomes. 

f. Several negative byproducts can result from the combination of these factors. When loss of 

strategic focus is combined with privileged access, the door is opened for real abuse of the 

power gained through success. The leader can use their position and status to promote self-

interest over organizational interest. Leaders can also abuse power when control of 

resources is coupled with an inflated belief in personal ability to control outcomes. Senior 

leaders can experience personal isolation because they have few peers to consult with and 

often travel away from family and traditional support channels that provide a source of 

balance.     

8. Complicit Behaviors of Peers and Subordinates 

a. Let’s explain the complicit behaviors from your subordinates that may enable an unethical 

environment. Review the list of complicit behaviors below. 

b. It is difficult if not impossible to partake in unethical behavior without implicating and/or 

involving others in the organization. Attempts to cover-up unethical practices can have dire 

organizational consequences including innocent people getting hurt, power being abused, 

trust being violated, other individuals being corrupted, and the diversion of needed 

resources. Not getting caught initially can produce self-delusion and increase the likelihood 

of future unethical behavior. Getting caught can destroy the leader, the organization, 

innocent people, and everything the leader has spent his or her life working for. 

c. Bullets 

i. Shielding: Your staff may establish procedures or barriers, or not share information 

with you in an effort to protect you from distractions or what they consider to be 

unnecessary details. This can result in people not having open access to you or you 

not knowing when problems are brewing.    

ii. Pleasing: Subordinates may try to please you by saying they can accomplish the 

mission and then find they have to take shortcuts or lie about how they completed 

the mission. Or worse, subordinates may enable an unethical decision or action on 

your part in their desire to please you. 

iii. Inner Circle: If you operate with an inner circle, subordinates may feel they have to 

compromise their moral principles in order to get into or stay within the inner circle. 

iv. Social Prototyping: If you socially prototype and favor a certain type of leader or 

subordinate, you will have in-groups and out-groups. The out-groups will feel 

marginalized and excluded. The in-groups will model your behavior by also socially 

prototyping and establishing inner circles. 

v. Majority Theory: Majority theory describes behavior where individuals will usually 

side with the majority to feel included or not ostracized. This may result in valuable 

alternate perspectives or minority opinions being suppressed. 

vi. Confirmation Bias: Subordinates will tend to provide you with information that 

supports your vision or world view and discount conflicting information or 

competing views. 
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vii. Reflection Question 

1. Have you been in organizations that have exhibited these complicit 

behaviors? 

2. How did it affect the climate and decision-making in the organization? 

3. How do you guard against these complicit behaviors? 

9. Evaluate Resources That Help Build Moral Clarity and Strength 

a. The primary resource Army senior leaders have available to assist with ethical reasoning is 

their people. Leaders can also use assessment surveys as a resource to gain better situational 

understanding of their organization’s climate. 

b. All of us will naturally have certain biases or ways of looking at things. We cannot 

automatically view and understand all of the competing perspectives that influence a 

decision. You have not gotten this far by making bad decisions. But you are also now at a 

level with far greater span of control, complexity, and impacts (intended and unintended) 

than ever before in your experience. It is important to establish an open and transparent 

environment where your subordinates not only can express competing opinions and 

alternative perspectives but also are encouraged to do so. Here are several of the resources 

you may want to consult or use to provide you with additional situational understanding, 

moral clarity, and candor when you may be approaching an ethical redline. 

c. Bullets 

i. Command Team: Your command team may consist of a civilian or military deputy, 

Command Sergeant Major, Chief of Staff, and others. These trusted advisors must 

be encouraged to give you candid advice and help keep you focused on where you 

can best impact the organization in the right way without shielding you from other 

subordinates, bad news, or key decisions. They are your partners in creating an 

ethical climate for the organization and role modeling the right behaviors. 

ii. Legal Advisor: Your Staff Judge Advocate or Legal Advisor will be invaluable in 

helping you to understand the legal implications of the decisions and actions you are 

about to take. Consult with them whenever there appears to be a legal aspect to the 

situation and be clear that their role is not only to help you from crossing legal 

redlines but also to explain how you can legally accomplish your vision. 

iii. Chaplain: Your chaplain can be both a spiritual advisor and sounding board for 

doing things in the right way. They are also an invaluable resource to assess the 

climate of your subordinate organizations through their interactions with Soldiers 

and Army civilians. 

iv. Spouse and Family: For many of us, our spouse and family are an important source 

of balance and perspective when it comes to the daily grind of making tough 

decisions and taking difficult actions. Make an effort to stay connected with your 

spouse and family to mitigate the isolation and loneliness of command and strategic 

leadership. 
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v. Climate Survey: Climate surveys are used to gain situational understanding of the 

organization’s climate. Two examples of surveys are the Defense Equal Opportunity 

Management Institute (DEOMI) command climate survey and the Ethical Climate 

Assessment Survey (ECAS). 

10. Resource: Ethical Climate Assessment Survey 

a. To effectively monitor organizational climates, leaders can use the Ethical Climate 

Assessment Survey. 

b. The Ethical Climate Assessment Survey can be used to gain better situational understanding 

of your organization’s climate. The ethical climate of a unit is determined by a variety of 

factors: the individual character of unit members, the policies and practices within the 

organization, the actions of unit leaders, and environmental and mission factors. 

c. Leaders should assess their unit’s ethical climate periodically and take appropriate actions 

to maintain the high ethical standards expected of all Army organizations. The following 

survey will assist you in making an ethical climate assessment and in identifying the actions 

necessary to accomplish this vital leader function. 

d. The image below shows an Ethical Climate Assessment Survey 

 
 

11. Evaluate Processes That Help Build Moral Clarity and Strength 

a. Based on the pitfalls and impediments you have identified, you can establish various 

processes to mitigate falling prey to them. Here are some examples of these processes: 
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b. Bullets 

i. Establish Guardrails: You can do this in several ways. For certain things, like 

money, ensure you are not the sole controller of all aspects. If you make the 

decisions, you should have someone else who obligates the money as a check and 

balance. You can establish a process for legal reviews of certain types of decisions 

to ensure a procedure for getting legal advice. You can also have one of your trusted 

advisors within the command team act as a devil’s advocate, red team, or sounding 

board to ensure you are not blind to other perspectives or bias in your thinking. You 

can counsel each of your staff on complicit behaviors and clearly express your 

desire for them to allow access to you and not shield information from you. Have 

your Command Sergeant Major or another trusted person be your check on how you 

spend your time and energy to ensure you are focused on the right things and at the 

right places at the right time. 

ii. Designate a Reprover: In their article entitled “The Nathan Solution to the 

Bathsheba Syndrome,” Dan Stallard and Kurt Sanger discuss the role of a reprover. 

A reprover is someone who strongly but quietly criticizes or corrects someone for 

the greater good of the individual and the institution. Nathan was King David’s 

reprover in the case of Bathsheba. You could designate someone within your 

command team, a peer, or mentor to keep you honest and remind you of our higher 

loyalty to the Army Profession. 

iii. Open Door Policy: You can establish an open door policy to ensure your 

subordinates have access to talk with you about concerns that might not otherwise 

be addressed. You can establish a standard day and time when people can exercise 

the open door policy or just allow people access whenever you are available. Either 

way it is important to provide access and encourage people to seek you out. 

iv. Diversity and Inclusion: You can surround yourself with people who have different 

perspectives, backgrounds, and experiences to ensure you aren’t influenced by 

groupthink and social prototyping. You must follow this up with dedicated efforts to 

include all team members in decision-making and communication. 

v. Informal Assessment: Use your Command Sergeant Major and/or Chaplain to walk 

around and gain a sense of the climate and issues. People are more likely to be open 

with them. They can have the type of direct interaction to see indicators of moral 

disengagement in your units. 

vi. Climate Surveys: Not only are climate survey a valuable resource, but by 

establishing a process for doing them on a routine basis, you and your subordinate 

leaders will gain better situational awareness of organizational climate. It is 

important to establish a policy for their routine use without using surveys so often 

that your subordinates experience survey fatigue. 

vii. Plan of Action: Once you conduct a climate survey, it is important to assess areas to 

sustain and improve and develop a plan to do so. It is also important to 

communicate the trends with your subordinates and gain their ideas on a plan to 

improve the climate in order to gain their commitment to the plan. 
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12. Processes: Develop an Action Plan 

a. Once you have conducted a climate survey or assessed areas of ethical weakness within 

your organization, you can develop a plan of action to address the issues. The leader’s plan 

of action consists of a method, game plan, or series of developmental tasks enabling him or 

her to improve, sustain, or reinforce a standard of performance within the organization. This 

plan identifies specific leader actions to sustain or improve individual, leader, group, or 

organizational performance. The leader may follow all or part of the process depending on 

the situation. 

b. Leaders use this process for many areas of interest within the organization. It is important 

for subordinates to have confidence in the organization’s ethical environment because much 

of what is necessary in combat goes against the grain of societal values that individuals 

bring into the Army.  

c. The commander’s strong commitment to the Army Ethic and Values fosters the unit’s 

ethical climate. 

 

 
 

d. Process 

i. Assess: The leader begins their plan of action by assessing their unit in Step I. The 

leader observes, interacts, and gathers feedback from others or conducts formal 

assessments of the workplace. 

ii. Analyze: The leader then analyzes the information gathered to identify areas that 

need improvement in Step II. Once identified, the leader can begin to develop 

courses of action to address these areas. 

iii. Develop Action Plan: In Step III, the leader develops his or her plan of action. First, 

the leader develops and considers several possible courses of action to correct 

identified weaknesses. The leader gathers important information, assesses the 

limitations and risks associated with various actions, identifies available key 

personnel and resources, and verifies facts and assumptions. For each possible 

course of action, the leader attempts to predict the outcomes produced. Based on 

these predicted outcomes, the leader can select a course of action. The leader’s plan 

of action should include several leader actions to address specific areas needing 

attention. 
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iv. Execute Action Plan: The leader executes the plan of action in Step IV by educating, 

training, or counseling subordinates; instituting new policies or procedures; and 

revising or enforcing proper systems of rewards and punishment. The organization 

moves towards excellence by improving in those unacceptable areas and 

maintaining in those areas that meet or exceed the high expectations for Army 

organizations. 

v. Excellence: Finally, the leader periodically reassesses the unit to identify new areas 

of concern or to evaluate the effectiveness of current leader actions. Army leaders 

can utilize this process for many areas of interest within the organization. 

13. Peers and Mentors 

a. More than a matter of following formats and structured sessions, mentoring by strategic 

leaders means giving people an intellectual boost so that they make the leap to successfully 

operating and creatively thinking at the highest levels.  

b. There is a greater responsibility at the senior leader level to be a steward of the profession 

and mentor others. 

c. Strategic leaders influence their subordinates’ self-development. Leaders advise them on 

what to study, where to focus attention, whom to study as examples, and how to proceed in 

their career. Leaders speak to audiences at service schools about what happens at their level 

and share their perspectives with those who have not yet reached the highest levels of Army 

leadership. Today’s subordinates will become the next generation of strategic leaders.  

d. Reflection Questions: 

i. Do you have a mentor? 

ii. Do you serve as a mentor to others? 

iii. Why is mentorship important in being a steward of the Army Profession? 

14. COL – Multiple Choice 

a. Consider the following scenario and logical fallacies. 

i. The command wants to recognize a group of people who have supported their 

conference. The group includes military, Army civilians, and contractors. The 

commanding general wants to give them all coins, but a legal opinion states coins 

cannot be provided to contractors since the coins were purchased with government 

funds. 

ii. When the CSM sees the legal opinion, he tells the Adjutant to ignore it because “the 

SJA is an idiot.” 

1. This is an example of which logical fallacy? 

15. COL – Enter a response 

a. What are the potential impacts on the ethical climate if the Adjutant does not understand the 

logical fallacy or wants to please the CG? 

16. COL – Multiple Choice 

a. Consider the same scenario and logical fallacies. 

i. The command wants to recognize a group of people who have supported their 

conference. The group includes military, Army civilians, and contractors. The  
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commanding general wants to give them all coins, but a legal opinion states coins 

cannot be provided to contractors since the coins were purchased with government 

funds. 

ii. The Deputy tells the CG that we can either ignore the legal opinion and give 

everyone coins or follow the opinion and give no one coins. 

1. This is an example of which logical fallacy? 

17. COL – Multiple Choice 

a. Consider the same scenario, and now refer to complicit behaviors. 

i. The command wants to recognize a group of people who have supported their 

conference. The group includes military, Army civilians, and contractors. The 

commanding general wants to give them all coins, but a legal opinion states coins 

cannot be provided to contractors since the coins were purchased with government 

funds. 

ii. The Adjutant doesn’t show the CG the legal opinion and sets up enough coins to 

award everyone at the ceremony. 

1. This is an example of which complicit behavior? 

18. COL – Enter a response 

a. What are the potential impacts on the ethical climate of the Adjutant shielding the CG from 

the legal opinion? 

19. COL – Multiple Choice 

a. Consider the same scenario, and now refer to complicit behaviors. 

i. The command wants to recognize a group of people who have supported their 

conference. The group includes military, Army civilians, and contractors. The 

commanding general wants to give them all coins, but a legal opinion states coins 

cannot be provided to contractors since the coins were purchased with government 

funds. 

ii. The CG sees the legal opinion but decides this is why the Army gave me access to 

additional resources. No one is going to challenge me on this, and, if they do, I’ll 

just tell them I personally bought some of the coins. 

1. This is an example of which pitfall? 

20. COL – Enter a response 

a. How can the CG prevent these pitfalls and complicit behaviors? 

b. Acceptable Response: The CG can prevent these pitfalls and complicit behaviors by 

designating a reprover, encouraging subordinates to be open, candid, and critical thinkers, 

and not shooting the messenger when they bring bad news. 
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4.2.1. Whiteboard – ECAS 

 
 

You are part of a Garrison Command team overseas, consisting of the Garrison Commander, the Garrison 

Command Sergeant Major, and the Civilian Deputy to the Garrison Commander. 

 

The Garrison Chaplain has been circulating the command over the past few months talking with garrison 

employees and getting a pulse of the command climate. He advises the command team that there are 

rumors of ethical climate problems and toxic leadership within several garrison directorates, but most 

prominently within the Directorate of Public Works (DPW). 

 

The command team determines they need a more comprehensive assessment of ethical climate within the 

command. But it is a large command with more than 2,000 employees spread across multiple installations 

in a geographic area the size of a U.S. state. Perspectives could vary widely between directorates and 

sections across the various installations. As a result, they decide to have all garrison employees complete 

an Ethical Climate Assessment Survey to include providing anonymous written comments and then 

analyze the results based on directorate and installation. 

 

After reviewing the ECAS data, the command team confirms that DPW appears to have the most 

challenges. In fact, the consolidated DPW score was an average of 64, indicating a need to take immediate 

action to improve ethical climate. 

 

Individual character doesn’t show any specific problems but also doesn’t show great conviction in the 

organization’s commitment to the Army Ethic and Values. This section may indicate that individuals feel 

they are personally more committed to Army Values than the unit is as a whole. 

 

Unit/Workplace Policies and Practices shows potential issues with the environment in terms of learning 

from mistakes, accurate reporting, and accountability. When you look in more detail at the anonymous 

comments you see multiple comments that local national employees are not being held accountable for 

property loss, property inventories are not being done properly or accurately reported, and employees 

don’t learn from their mistakes since they aren’t held accountable. 

 

Unit Leader Actions show consistent disagreement that the organizational leader encourages an ethical 

climate. Many of the comments indicate that the Director of DPW is a toxic leader citing that he is a highly  
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competent engineer but doesn’t communicate well with his employees, doesn’t take responsibility for 

anything as a leader, instead blaming everyone else, gives conflicting guidance on spending money, and 

doesn’t reward his employees.    

 

Environmental/Mission Factors indicate the environment isn’t excessively stressful, zero-defects, or 

excessive, but that ethical behavior may not be as important as getting results. Some of the comments 

indicate there may be a lack of stewardship within the DPW citing inability to spend money on important 

sustainment projects that can’t be tied to life, health, or safety while other high cost environmental and 

“net-zero” energy studies get funded. 

 

This gives you and your command team a lot of food for thought as you consider what to do with your 

DPW. An ethical climate is one in which our moral principles and values stated in the Army Ethic are 

routinely articulated, supported, practiced, and respected. Consider what actions you need to take to 

improve the ethical climate in the DPW. Some factors that can influence ethical climate include: individual 

character of unit members; the policies and practices within the organization; the actions of unit leaders; 

and environmental and mission factors. 

 

4.2.2. Case Study Application 

This section contains 8 screens to analyze the findings of the ECAS in terms of Accountability, 

Stewardship, and Leadership. 

 

1. Case Study Application: ECAS Findings 

a. Accountability: As you conduct further analysis of the findings on accountability, you discover 

that there are two different standards for holding employees financially liable for property loss. 

By Army Regulation 735-5, Soldiers and Army Civilians can be held liable as a result of simple 

negligence. Local national employees can only be held liable if gross negligence is proven 

because of the terms in their bargaining unit (union) agreement. This has established an 

environment where employees are held to different standards for the same offense. The 

Director of DPW has established an internal policy that all of his hand receipt holders will be 

local nationals, creating the conditions for ethical lapses in property accountability. 

b. Stewardship: As you conduct further analysis of the findings on stewardship, you discover that 

DPW employees receive conflicting guidance on spending budget money. For the first three 

quarters of the fiscal year, they are told they can only fund sustainment projects that have 

impacts on the life, health, or safety of personnel in various facilities because of scarce 

resources. Then, in the last quarter of the fiscal year, the DPW personnel are told to prepare and 

submit proposals for environmental and “net-zero” energy studies which often get funded due 

to end of year money becoming available. While the studies are important for improving energy 

consumption and environmental conservation across the installations, the aging infrastructure 

on the installations continues to get worse because of minimal sustainment funding. 

c. Toxic Leadership: As you conduct further analysis of the toxic leadership finding, you discover 

that the Director of DPW is a highly competent engineer. However, he does seem to lack a lot 

of the basic leadership and management skills that you would expect of a director. He 

consistently fails to counsel his subordinates, is late with evaluations and other personnel 

actions, and rarely submits awards. He dedicates his time and energy to closely checking and 

often redoing the work of his subordinate engineers at the expense of visiting and 

communicating with his other sections. There have been several instances when he has blamed  
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his subordinates publicly when things have gone wrong or when questioned about problems 

within the DPW. 

2. COL – Multiple Choice – Case Study Application - Accountability 

Note: There is no correct or incorrect answer. They are choices the leader can make as to how to 

address the accountability issue. Each choice has some limitations which is why more than one 

action is necessary and some may be ill-advised but not necessarily incorrect. 

a. What action would you take to address property accountability within the DPW? 

i. Explain to your employees the different liability standards. 

ii. Provide property accountability training to all hand receipt holders. 

iii. Develop evaluation performance objectives related to property accountability for all 

hand receipt holders. 

iv. Establish a garrison policy that employees who lose property will not be considered 

for a performance award during that rating period. 

v. Establish a garrison policy that all primary hand receipt holders will be Soldiers or 

Army Civilians. 

3. Exploratory Hotspot – Case Study Application – Accountability (continued) 

Note: This screen provides explanation for the choices the leader can make to address the 

accountability issue.  

a. Explain to your employees the different liability standards. 

i. It is important to communicate the different standards and why they are different. 

However, by itself, does this action improve property accountability? 

b. Provide property accountability training to all hand receipt holders. 

i. Hand receipt holders must be properly trained to understand their responsibilities. If 

they understand how to maintain property accountability, many employees will do 

the right thing. However, what is the motivation for employees to dedicate their time 

and energy to property accountability if they can only be held liable in very rare 

cases? 

c. Develop evaluation performance objectives related to property accountability for all hand 

receipt holders. 

i. This can be an effective way to show the importance of property accountability. 

You may not be able to prove gross negligence and hold an employee financially 

liable, but you can hold them accountable for poor performance. What you value 

sends a clear message to your employees. However, it is important to communicate 

objectives clearly, counsel subordinates on how they are doing, and give them the 

proper tools and time to improve. 

d. Establish a garrison policy that employees who lose property will not be considered for a 

performance award during that rating period. 

i. You may want to consult with your legal advisor before taking this action. You may 

feel better about making the employee pay in another way, but you may be 

circumventing the proper legal process. Even if you are advised that it is legal, is it 

the right thing to do?    
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e. Establish a garrison policy that all primary hand receipt holders will be Soldiers or Army 

Civilians. 

i. This is probably the cleanest way to solve the problem. Now you have established 

responsibility at a level where you believe primary hand receipt holders can be held 

to a higher standard. Primary hand receipt holders can always sub-hand receipt to 

the user or a subordinate supervisor. Just be ready to accept the additional time 

requirements this may place on some of your Soldiers and Army Civilians who have 

a lot of property and only local national employees. 

4. COL – Multiple Choice – Case Study Application – Stewardship 

Note: There is no correct or incorrect answer. They are choices the leader can make as to how to 

address the accountability issue. Each choice has some limitations which is why more than one 

action is necessary and some may be ill-advised but not necessarily incorrect. 

a. What action would you take to address property accountability within the DPW? 

i. Explain to your employees the budget challenges that are causing the negative 

perceptions. 

ii. Direct the DPW Director to explain to his employees the budget challenges that are 

causing the negative perceptions. 

iii. Tell your resource manager to shift money from energy studies into much needed 

sustainment accounts. 

iv. Review the budget request and installation status report (ISR) processes within your 

organization. 

5. Exploratory Hotspot – Case Study Application – Stewardship (continued) 

Note: This screen provides explanation for the choices the leader can make to address the 

stewardship issue.  

a. Explain to your employees the budget challenges that are causing the negative perceptions. 

i. Your workforce perceives a disconnect between actions and words, but you may be 

able to clear this up just by communicating. You want the workforce to be good 

stewards of the government’s money. Sometimes the way your organization 

receives money makes this challenging and causes misperceptions. Due to 

continuing budget resolutions from Congress, the Army and your organization 

receive limited funding at the beginning of the year. This causes tighter controls to 

ensure you don’t exceed the previous year’s spending. Once the budget 

authorization act is approved later in the fiscal year, you have more flexibility on 

spending. Additionally, funding for the energy studies comes from a different line of 

funding than sustainment funding. 

b. Direct the DPW Director to explain to his employees the budget challenges that are causing the 

negative perceptions. 

i. This is good in that you are empowering the Director to communicate with his own 

people. You may want to ensure he has the proper information and rehearses with 

you or your Deputy first since he has had communication issues with his employees 

in the past. You also may want to explain the situation to all employees because the 

perceptions may extend beyond the DPW. 

c. Tell your resource manager to shift money from energy studies into much needed sustainment 

accounts. 
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i. Your intent is good, but you should get a legal opinion on doing this. The money 

comes from two different funding streams, and doing this may result in an Army 

Deficiency Act violation subject to investigations and fines. 

d. Review the budget request and installation status report (ISR) processes within your 

organization. 

i. This is important to verify that both processes are working properly. The garrison 

may not be requesting enough sustainment money or the ISR may not be properly 

reflecting the quality ratings of the infrastructure to justify the need for more 

sustainment funding. If the garrison budget requests and ISR are correct, you may 

need to communicate candidly with the Senior Commander/Commanding General 

to make the challenges known to those higher authorities who may be able to assist.   

6. COL – Multiple Choice – Case Study Application – Toxic Leadership 

Note: There is no correct or incorrect answer. They are choices the leader can make as to how to 

address the toxic leadership issue. Each choice has some limitations which is why more than one 

action is necessary and some may be ill-advised but not necessarily incorrect. 

a. What action would you take to address the toxic leadership within the DPW? 

i. Replace your DPW Director. 

ii. Direct your Deputy to train the DPW Director. 

iii. Direct your Deputy to coach and counsel the DPW Director. 

iv. Put your DPW Director on a Performance Improvement Program. 

v. Work closely with your Deputy to train, coach, and counsel the DPW Director. 

7. Exploratory Hotspot – Case Study Application – Toxic Leadership (continued) 

Note: This screen provides explanation for the choices the leader can make to address the toxic 

leadership issue.  

a. Replace your DPW Director. 

i. Sometimes you have to do this with a toxic leader, but you should consider a few 

factors before making this decision. Have you set this leader up for success? Have 

you provided him with the right developmental opportunities to succeed as a 

Director? Do you have the time available to develop him while in the position or do 

you need to put him in a less demanding environment where he can take time to 

develop? Is the damage to climate and trust irreparable for this leader? 

b. Direct your Deputy to train the DPW Director. 

i. Your Deputy is the DPW Director’s supervisor and she has a great deal of 

experience with civilian personnel. She should be preparing an annual Individual 

Development Program (IDP) with her subordinates. She could establish an IDP with 

various training programs and goals that improve the DPW Director’s leadership, 

management, and communication skills. Counseling and coaching will also be 

necessary to ensure progress in the Director’s development. 

c. Direct your Deputy to coach and counsel the DPW Director. 

i. Your Deputy is the DPW Director’s supervisor and she has a great deal of 

experience with civilian personnel. Coaching and counseling may help the Director, 

but it appears he will also need leadership and management training in order to 

improve. 



Army Ethic Development Course  Facilitator Guide 

Lesson 0106 – Evaluate Key Issues Affecting the Army Ethic 

30 

 

 

d. Put your DPW Director on a Performance Improvement Program. 

i. This is a good method for putting the Director on notice and establishing clear goals 

and actions for improvement. If the Director does not follow through and improve, 

you now have the correspondence to relieve the Director with an unsatisfactory 

performance rating. However, ask yourself if you are at that point yet. This is 

normally a last resort after you have invested sufficient time in developing your 

subordinate as a leader and they just don’t show positive change. 

e. Work closely with your Deputy to train, coach, and counsel the DPW Director. 

i. You could have the Deputy do this on her own, but your involvement shows that 

you value professional and leader development. Spending time and energy on this 

sends an important message to the members of your organization that leading in the 

right way is important to you and them. 

8. Case Study Summary 

a. This case study presented you with some of the complexities you may encounter as a strategic 

leader or advisor. Conducting periodic assessments of your organization’s ethical climate will 

create situational understanding of potential issues. Developing an action plan is important to 

then address those issues and improve the ethical climate within your organization. Using a 

collaborative approach to develop your action plan instead of a directive approach becomes 

more important at the strategic level in order to build transparency, engagement, and trust with 

your workforce. 

4.3. Personal and Professional Values 

There are four (4) content screens, one whiteboard animation, and four (4) Check on Learning screens, in 

the IMI to cover this objective. 

 

1. Personal and Professional Values 

a. Do you have personal values or moral principles that are different from your professional 

values? 

b. We develop personal values and moral principles during our childhood and tend to emulate 

the values of our parents as influenced by our environment, culture, and religion. Each 

person’s values can continue to develop over time, influenced by major life events, family, 

relationships, environment, and spirituality. The Army has an established professional ethic 

with moral principles and values. It is the expectation of the Army Profession that we share 

an identity as trusted Army professionals who uphold the Army Ethic. There may be times 

when our personal ethics can conflict with our professional ethic. An example could be 

personal beliefs about marriage or gender identity versus Army policies and moral 

principles that require respect and fair treatment for all. As a steward of the profession, it is 

especially important for you to meet the Army’s expectation and uphold the moral 

principles of the Army Ethic. You will be looked to as a role model for this, and you must 

mentor others about the expectation of all trusted Army professionals to uphold the Army 

Ethic. 
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c. Reflection Questions 

i. Do your personal values align with your professional values? 

ii. What do you do when they don’t align? 

iii. What type of values conflict would cause you to consider resignation? 

2. Ambition and Selflessness 

a. As a steward of the profession, you must have ambition and selflessness 

b. Tabs 

i. Ambition – Ambition is necessary to advance professionally, but it should not be 

exercised at the expense of others. Unchecked ambition is selfishness. The Army 

needs its leaders to be ambitious and results-oriented while also focused on 

selflessly accomplishing the mission in the right way.  

ii. Selflessness – As a steward of the profession, you do not hold yourself and your 

advancement above the needs of the profession. As a senior leader, your success and 

advancement has resulted in more power and authority. Without selflessness, you 

can experience a temptation to use that power and authority for your own self-

interest or the interest of a smaller group at the expense of the profession. 

iii. Reflection Questions 

1. Have you ever pursued ambition at the expense of others?  

a. What was the impact on trust?  

b. What was the impact on the unit? 

2. You are a strategic advisor on the Joint Staff. You must present a 

recommendation to your boss on an Army program that is over cost and is 

not producing the expected results.  

a. Do you provide your best military advice to the Joint Staff despite 

concerns it may influence your advancement within the Army, or 

take a parochial service position at the expense of the overall military 

profession? 

3. People/Family and Mission 

a. We often hear that balance is important when it comes to people and mission…and it is. 

The Army retains families, as well as Soldiers and Civilians. Families provide an important 

grounding to Army professionals, and every professional needs some balance in life 

between work, family, and outside interests. If family is not committed to an Army way of 

life, it is very difficult for the Soldier or Army Civilian to be as well. 

b. However, it is important to recognize that balance will not always mean a 50/50 split 

between mission and family. At times, the scale will tip toward mission and at other times 

toward family. 

c. Senior leaders must manage their own balance, manage the expectations of their 

subordinates, and recognize opportunities to give time to their subordinates for family and 

other interests. 
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d. Senior leaders serve as role models. The truth is that, for senior leaders, balance is usually 

not 50/50. Senior leaders must recognize that sometimes, there is more opportunity to spend 

time with family, and at other times, they must prioritize work. If you spend all of your time 

at work, your subordinates may believe that is expected of them as well. Recognize 

opportunities to spend more time with family to maintain your connection and manage 

stress.  

e. As a steward of the profession, manage your subordinates’ expectations. Communicate with 

them when the mission will require them to spend more time away from home and other 

interests. 

f. At the same time, recognize those opportunities when you can give Soldiers time with their 

families. Not all missions have to get done right away. If you want committed Soldiers, you 

have to maintain the commitment to family.  

g. Reflection Questions 

i. How do organizations effectively balance mission with family? 

ii. What is your role in managing balance, personally and professionally? 

4. Self-Development and Development Balance 

a. Throughout your career in the Army, you have been concerned with developing yourself in 

character, competence, and commitment. But now as a senior leader, you have more 

responsibility for the development of others. 

b. Tabs 

i. Self-Development – All trusted Army professionals have an obligation to develop 

themselves in character, competence, and commitment.  Early on in your career you 

were primarily concerned with your own development until you began serving in 

leadership positions with responsibility for developing your subordinates in smaller 

units. 

ii. Others’ Development – As a senior leader, you are still concerned with your own 

development, but you have a greater obligation to develop others. You have some 

direct subordinates that you rate and senior rate. You are preparing them to one day 

perform successfully in your place. You also have great influence on the 

development of whole organizations through the programs, policies, and procedures 

you prescribe. If you don’t value professional development programs that focus on 

leader and character development, your subordinates won’t either. Over time, this 

degrades the strength of the Army Profession. The greatest reflection of your 

success as a senior leader is the success of your organization after you depart. This 

only happens through dedicated emphasis on professional development. 

iii. Reflection Questions 

1. What are some key elements of successful professional development 

programs you have seen? 

2. Do you place enough value on professional development? Have you put 

enough time and energy into professional development of your direct 

subordinates as well as your subordinate organizations? 

3. What would you do differently to strengthen the development of the Army 

Profession? 
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4.3.1. Whiteboard – Upholding the Army Ethic 

 
 

In ADRP 1, The Army Profession, we discussed how the Army Ethic has legal foundations, such as the 

Uniform Code of Military Justice and rules of engagement, and moral foundations, such as the Army 

Values and creeds. Is it enough for you as a leader to simply follow the legal foundations of our Ethic? 

 

Doing the right thing (i.e., the ethical, effective, and efficient thing) often goes beyond merely doing 

what’s legal. The legal foundations of the Army Ethic prescribe the minimum standard of conduct, what 

we must do or can’t do. The moral foundations of the Army Ethic are what we should aspire to 

demonstrate every day in our decisions and actions. If we don’t aspire to the moral foundations, we could 

degrade trust externally with the American people and internally with each other. 

 

As a leader, if you consistently operate at the legal edge of the spectrum, represented by the red line, you 

can expect your subordinates will operate within some normal distribution of your behavior (like a Bell 

curve), which means many of them won’t even meet the legal standard. 

 

If you consistently operate at the aspirational moral end of the spectrum, it is less likely your subordinates 

will stray below the legal, minimum standard. 

 

When you make decisions and take actions, you are employing ethical risk management similar to 

operational risk management. This is not to say you should do something unethical and accept the 

associated risk. 

 

Your decisions and actions should uphold the Army Ethic. However, there may be times when you decide 

you need to operate closer to the legal end of the spectrum. It is important to be transparent with your 

subordinates when doing this and explain why, in this instance, you are operating closer to the minimum 

standard. If you consistently operate at this end of the spectrum without transparency, you are taking 

greater ethical risk that your subordinates will misinterpret the ethical boundaries within their own 

decision space and potentially operate outside the law. 
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Adhering to applicable laws and regulations when exercising disciplined initiative builds credibility and 

legitimacy. Think of this in terms of a bank of trust. When you are adhering to applicable laws and abiding 

by moral principles, in other words upholding the Army Ethic, you are making deposits into the bank of 

trust.  

 

Straying beyond legal boundaries undermines trust and jeopardizes mission success. When you fail to 

uphold the Army Ethic, you are making withdrawals from the bank of trust with your fellow professionals 

and the American people.  

 

Through their decisions and actions, commanders shape the ethical climate of the organization, no matter 

what the size. 

 

As a strategic leader or advisor, your decisions and actions have a great influence on the ethical climate of 

your organization. An ethical climate is one in which our moral principles and values stated in the Army 

Ethic are routinely articulated, supported, practiced, and respected. 

 

Questions for Reflection 

 Where do you generally operate on the ethical spectrum, closer to the legal or moral end? 

 Think of a situation in which you would operate merely within the legal requirements. How would 

you explain your ethical reasoning to your subordinates in this situation? 

 What is prudent or acceptable risk when it comes to ethical reasoning? 

 Why should you give your subordinates explicit guidance on what you consider to be acceptable 

ethical risk? 

4.4. Practical Exercises 

1. COL – Type a response 

a. You provided your best military advice to the Secretary of Defense and President, but they 

chose to pursue a different strategy despite your personal belief that it will cost additional 

Soldiers’ lives. 

b. Should you resign in protest or support the President’s decision? 

c. Acceptable Response: You can do either. Which you choose is dependent on whether you 

can align your personal values with the professional decision that was made. If you truly 

believe the decision is illegal, unethical, or immoral, you may want to resign to bring light 

to the unjust decision. If it is just a difference of opinion, you have a duty to support the 

decision and execute it to the best of your ability. You may be the best person to implement 

the strategy in a way that protects Soldiers' lives. 

2. COL – Type a response 

a. You have a lot of ambition and want to advance beyond Division Command. You are 

results-oriented and consistently take on missions and directives from higher without 

question. You receive an Army directive to conduct a SHARP stand-down day in six 

weeks. For one of your brigades, the timing coincides with a field training exercise in 

preparation for their National Training Center rotation. 

b. How could your decision on SHARP training affect the ethical climate of your Division? 

c. Acceptable Response: You have multiple options. You can merely salute the flag and pass 

the directive down regardless of the brigade in training. This may mean they might believe  
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they have to lie about doing the training. Or, you could conduct training but in a way that is 

quick and sub-standard, or do the training as directed at the expense of their collective 

wartime training. What you decide will speak volumes about your ambition and what you 

value. On the other hand, pencil whipping the SHARP training also sends a clear signal that 

you don’t value this aspect of treating people with dignity and worth and preventing sexual 

assaults. There are other options like giving the brigade in field training an exception to do 

the training later. The options may require you to put some ambition aside and pushback to 

your higher headquarters for some accommodations to still accomplish the intent but not at 

the expense of other important missions. Your personal involvement in the training would 

also send a clear signal that you believe it to be important. 

3. COL – Type a response 

a. You are single, and this profession is your calling. You think nothing of arriving before the 

sun comes up and leaving well after the dinner plates have been washed and put away in 

most homes. You have no qualms about extending meetings late into the day and e-mailing 

and calling your subordinates at all hours to give them guidance and directives. 

b. What are the potential consequences on the ethical climate of your organization? 

c. Acceptable Response: People may respect your work ethic, but you are putting them in an 

environment where they will routinely have to sacrifice family and their outside life for the 

mission. There are times where this is necessary, but you may want to choose those times 

wisely. The moral principles of the Army Ethic indicate that part of being a good steward of 

the profession is wise use of resources and taking care of people. Your actions may cause 

an ethical climate that weakens rather than strengthens the Profession. If you can’t retain 

the family, you won’t retain the Soldier. 

4. COL – Type a response 

a. You are returning from a combat deployment, and you already know your unit will have 

one year to prepare for its next deployment. You spent considerable time developing your 

team downrange and have trust in their capabilities and decision-making. Many of your 

Officers, Warrant Officers, and NCOs are scheduled to go to their next Professional 

Military Education (PME) after the deployment. You decide to request deferment of the 

schooling for all your best subordinates and keep them for the next deployment so you can 

be sure of your team going downrange. You let your weaker performers go to school. 

b. What are the potential consequences on the ethical climate of your organization? 

c. Acceptable Response: You may have a team you can trust going downrange, but have you 

done the right thing? You haven’t strengthened the Profession by sending the weaker 

performers to school while delaying your best. Now they are behind in their schooling. You 

can make the argument that you have made them more competitive with another combat 

deployment, but you have sent a clear message that you don’t value the education part of 

professional development. While it is harder on you to develop a new team, you have a 

responsibility to your people and the Profession to be selfless in looking out for their 

professional development. 
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4.5. IMI Lesson Summary 

There is one screen to provide the summary for this lesson.  

 

4.5.1. Summary 

Upholding the Army Ethic is critical for you, your organization, and your subordinates.  

 

Role modeling is one of the most powerful ways for Senior Army leaders to positively impact Army 

culture, esprit de corps, and the conditions that inspire and motivate honorable service. When senior 

leaders consistently and openly aspire to the moral principles of the Army Ethic, internal trust within the 

Profession is strengthened and Army professionals see and understand the standard. When a senior leader 

makes a conscious decision to operate just inside the minimum legal requirements due to the environment 

and circumstances, being transparent and explaining the reasoning shows subordinates the ethical 

reasoning involved in managing the associated ethical risk. 

 

Senior Army leaders approve all activities that provide for the ethical design, generation, support, and 

application of landpower. This includes the policies, regulations, programs, systems, and resources that 

they approve and implement. As stewards of the Army, they must ensure these mechanisms are designed 

and implemented in a way that routinely articulates, supports, practices, and respects the Army Ethic in 

conduct of the mission, performance of duty, and all aspects of life. In other words, they establish an 

environment in which ethical behavior can thrive.   

 

The product of successful strategic stewardship is a culture of trust: with the American people and within 

the Army.  This results in honorable victory on the battlefield, protecting our Nation and our way of life. 

When senior Army leaders establish the strategic conditions that support living by and upholding the Army 

Ethic, they strengthen our shared identity and the development of character throughout the Total Force. 
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5. Post Assessment – Video Case Study 

There will be four post-assessment video case studies for this topic to support learning using real-life 

scenarios. The four post-assessment video case studies place the learner in the role of an officer, warrant 

officer, enlisted soldier, and civilian respectively at the appropriate rank/grade and learning level for this 

topic.  

 

The learner will be presented with a video scenario, allowed to choose decision branches, and either pass 

or fail the post-assessment depending upon which branches they select. The post-assessment will provide 

feedback on the learner’s decision-making competencies (either good or bad) and incorporate videos 

showing the consequences of those decisions.  

 

The four options are weighted as Best, Good, Fair, and Poor. If the learner follows a decision branch that 

does not result in the desired outcome, the post-assessment results should guide them back to the poor 

decisions with an explanation of why the decision chosen had negative consequences. For each decision, 

the available choices are listed. Remember that it is important to explore alternative outcomes also. Be 

sure to answer questions and encourage discussion. 

 

Explain that learners will make decisions as if they were the playable character. They will then be 

able to experience the consequences and consider the effects of their decisions. 

 

Important Note 
In all 4 video case studies, aspects of Scenario 2 vary depending on the learner’s response from scenario 1. 

Also, the feedback at the end of Scenario 2 varies depending on the learner’s response from scenario 1.  

 

5.1. Video Case Study 1 – Officers 

This is a case study for Officers who serve as Strategic-level advisors. Based on your pre-assessment, you 

will be placed in the role of COL Wesley Goodman, Deputy G3 for the United States Army Reserve 

Command. You will be expected to make decisions during the scenario. Your decisions have consequences 

for you and others, and you will receive feedback indicating the quality of your decisions.   

 

COL Wesley Goodman, the Deputy G3 for the United States Army Reserve Command (USARC), has 

been working at USARC for a year. During this time, he’s noticed that the Commanding General (CG) has 

a small group of advisors, usually referred to as the CG’s “tiger team,” that he trusts to handle the most 

difficult projects. Positions on this team are highly coveted and greatly respected. COL Goodman feels 

fortunate to be part of the CG’s in-group and one of his key advisors. 

 

5.1.1. Scenario One 

Play the first segment which is a meeting of the tiger team to discuss a pilot program to increase annual 

training days from 39 to 48 days. The goal is to increase unit and individual readiness without placing an 

undue burden on civilian employers of Army Reserve Soldiers.  

 

The pilot program will be executed by the 1st Sustainment Brigade, commanded by COL Tom Waine. COL 

Goodman and COL Waine have served together in several assignments, and the two have developed  
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mutual trust over the years. COL Waine’s brigade was chosen because his CG, MG Cornwall, from the 

666th Sustainment Support Command, is a rising star in the US Army Reserves. MG Cornwall volunteered 

one of his subordinate brigades for the pilot program. MG Cornwall has a reputation for getting the 

mission done, no matter how hard the challenge. 

 

The USARC CG, LTG Schmidt, has just been briefed by the tiger team which includes COL Goodman, the 

G3 Sergeant Major SGM Alexander Kowalski, and G2, G4, and G7 officers.  MG Cornwall is also in 

attendance. You inform the CG that you are ready to implement the program.  

 

Over the next few weeks, COL Goodman and SGM Kowalski start receiving the weekly status reports 

from the 666th SSC. The reports indicate the pilot program is going extremely well for 1st Sustainment 

Brigade as they prepare for their Annual Training, which will be three weeks long instead of the usual two 

weeks. No Soldier issues are reported and there is no negative feedback from employers.  

 

One week out from the start of annual training, COL Goodman gets a call from COL Tom Waine. There’s 

a problem with the orders and funding for the AT. COL Waine explains all of his Soldiers' orders are for 

two weeks of AT, not three. Further, COL Waine mentions that he is only manned at 50% for some of my 

low-density skills, so he won’t be able to conduct all of the required collective training tasks during AT. 

COL Goodman does not understand this since the weekly status reports indicate that everything is fine. 

COL Waine tells COL Goodman that he has known for about a month, and it has been reported up to the 

“triple 6.” He further explains that MG Cornwall is so focused on mission success that he just doesn’t want 

to hear any bad news, and when he tries to tell him, he tells him not to bog him down with details. COL 

Waine asks for help from COL Goodman. COL Goodman says that he will do his best to help, but it may 

be too late.  

 

COL Goodman holds a meeting with SGM Kowalski, CW5 Duncan, and Ms. Swanson to see what can be 

done. COL Goodman explains to the group that the Soldiers of 1st Sustainment Brigade have AT orders for 

two weeks instead of three, and that they also have low density skill shortages. When Ms. Swanson asks 

why the Soldiers have a three-week AT, SGM Kowalski answers by stating it is due to the pilot program. 

CW5 Duncan asks what pilot program allows for a three-week AT. COL Goodman and SGM Kowalski 

look at each other in shock as it becomes apparent from the discussion that the G1 and G8 personnel were 

not in the loop on the pilot program. As the discussion continues, COL Goodman realizes the tiger team 

was so exclusive that key members of the staff were in the dark. CW5 Duncan states that the orders can be 

corrected, but it’s not possible to fix the low-density shortages this late in the game. Ms. Swanson 

mentions that budget money was not programmed for this since it was not known. CW5 explains that when 

key staff are excluded from the in-group, it is impossible to dot the i’s and cross the t’s to make sure 

everything is in place  

 

The meeting ends, and then COL Goodman receives a phone call from LTG Schmidt. LTG Schmidt wants 

COL Goodman to meet him in the conference room ASAP.  

 

When COL Goodman gets to the conference room, LTG Schmidt and MG Slaughter have the news on the 

big screen. The CG turns up the sound as the broadcast begins with a close-up of MG Cornwall and Gloria 

Beckham, the cable news reporter. The reporter asks MG Cornwell to explain the pilot program at Camp 

Beauregard. MG Cornwall tells the reporter about the pilot program initiated by LTG Schmidt, and how 

the extra training days will allow better preparation for a fight. LTG Schmidt thinks the interview is great, 

and that MG Cornwell handles himself well in front of a camera. MG Slaughter agrees. 
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This is where you reach the first decision point.  

 

Question 

If you were COL Goodman, how would you respond? 

 

A. Explain what you’ve learned to the CG and CoS. Recommend that the CG expand the tiger team 

and be more inclusive in the future. 

B. Explain what you’ve learned separately to the CoS. Ask the CoS to recommend an expansion of the 

tiger team to the CG to be more inclusive in the future. 

C. Agree with the CG and CoS. Work out the orders and funding with the G1 and G8 to support the 

pilot program AT. 

D. Agree with the CG and CoS. Call MG Cornwall’s XO to give MG Cornwall an opportunity to 

report the issues. 

 

Takeaways 

 

A. The decision to explain what you’ve learned to the CG and CoS, and recommend that the CG 

expand the tiger team and be more inclusive in the future, is the best decision. You explain to the 

CG and CoS what you’ve discovered about the Soldier’s orders, funding the orders, and the low 

density MOS shortages that will impact collective training. You explain from your discussions with 

the G1 and G8, the orders can be fixed and funded, but you will need the CG to prioritize the 

funding given the potential impacts on other Soldier’s AT. You also explain that the strength 

manager can’t divert low density Soldiers to the 1st Sustainment Brigade so close to the AT, so 

there may need to be some expectation management of what can be accomplished during the AT. 

The CG and CoS aren’t happy with the bad news and what you have to say, but you told them what 

they needed to hear instead of what they wanted to hear. Over the next week, you work with the 

rest of the staff to resolve the orders and funding, the CG makes some decisions on funding 

priorities, and the CoS is able to work with MG Cornwall to augment the 1st Sustainment Brigade 

with low density MOS Soldiers from other reserve units. Three weeks later, you are watching a 

news update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. COL Waine reports that the additional week of annual 

training allowed the brigade to successfully conduct collective training on all of their mission 

essential tasks thereby improving their readiness if called upon to deploy for their wartime mission. 

In addition, COL Waine explains that the brigade was able to take care of Soldiers and employers 

despite the additional training days. You feel good about your decision to inform the CG and CoS 

about the issues with the AT. The AT was a success thanks in large part to your actions to support 

COL Waine and the pilot program.   

 

B. The decision to explain what you’ve learned to the CoS, and ask the CoS to recommend an 

expansion of the tiger team to the CG to be more inclusive in the future, is a good decision. You 

explain to the Chief of Staff what you’ve discovered about the Soldier’s orders, funding the orders, 

and the low density MOS shortages that will impact collective training. You explain from your 

discussions with the G1 and G8, the orders can be fixed and funded, but you will need the CG to 

prioritize the funding given the potential impacts on other Soldier’s AT. You also explain that the 

strength manager can’t divert low density Soldiers to the 1st Sustainment Brigade so close to the AT 

so there may need to be some expectation management of what can be accomplished during the 

AT. The Chief of Staff isn’t happy with the bad news and what you have to say, but you told him 

what he needed to hear instead of what he wanted to hear. Over the next week, you work with the 

rest of the staff to resolve the orders and funding, the Chief of Staff makes some decisions on 

funding priorities, and he is able to work with MG Cornwall to augment the 1st Sustainment  
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Brigade with low density MOS Soldiers from other reserve units. Three weeks later, you are 

watching a news update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. COL Waine reports that the additional 

week of annual training allowed the brigade to successfully conduct collective training on all of 

their mission essential tasks thereby improving their readiness if called upon to deploy for their 

wartime mission. In addition, COL Waine explains that it wasn’t easy, because they had to work 

through some issues. When asked by the reporter what kind of issues, COL Waine mentions that 

there were some unanticipated problems with getting the proper orders and funding. Within 

minutes you find yourself in the CG’s office with the Chief of Staff. The CG is frustrated with the 

media report that there were funding issues. The CG and Chief of Staff discuss how to resolve the 

media issue. While they talk, you think if there was something you should have done differently. 

The AT was a success thanks in large part to your actions to support COL Waine and the pilot 

program, but maybe your decision to take this up separately with the Chief of Staff inadvertently 

shielded the CG from potential problems that he needed to know. 

 

C. The decision to agree with the CG and CoS, and work out the orders and funding with the G1 and 

G8 to support the pilot program AT, is a fair decision. You decide not to involve the CG and Chief 

of Staff. This is something you can resolve with the G1 and G8. They expect you to be a problem 

solver. You work with the G1 and G8 over the next week to fix the orders and make some decisions 

on funding priorities to minimize the potential impacts on other Soldier’s AT. You can’t do 

anything to fix the low-density Soldier shortage, but at least you’ve averted disaster on the length 

of the AT and Soldiers getting properly paid for the full three weeks. Three weeks later, you are 

watching a news update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. COL Waine reports that the additional 

week of annual training allowed the brigade to successfully conduct collective training on some of 

their mission essential tasks thereby improving their readiness if called upon to deploy for their 

wartime mission. In addition, COL Waine explains that it wasn’t easy, because they had to work 

through some issues. When asked by the reporter what kind of issues, COL Waine mentions that 

there were some unanticipated problems with getting the proper orders and funding. The reporter 

pushes further, and asks if they were prepared to deploy since they could not train on all tasks. This 

is where COL Waine reports on Soldier shortages. Within minutes you find yourself in the CG’s 

office with the Chief of Staff. The CG is livid with the media report that there were funding issues 

and Soldier shortages. You admit to LTC Schmidt that you knew about the issues. The CG and 

Chief of Staff discuss how to resolve the media issue. While they talk, you think if there was 

something you should have done differently. Maybe your decision to handle this on your own 

shielded the CG and Chief of Staff from potential problems that they needed to know. At least in 

part, you were responsible for this media crisis. You wonder if you will still be trusted to be a part 

of the CG’s tiger team in the future.   

 

D. The decision to agree with the CG and CoS, and call MG Cornwall’s XO to give MG Cornwall an 

opportunity to report the issues, is a poor decision. You decide not to involve the CG and Chief of 

Staff. This problem was created by MG Cornwall not reporting the truth. You know his XO, so you 

decide to call him and warn him that his boss, MG Cornwall, needs to correct the reporting so the 

CG is aware of the extent of the problems and the Chief of Staff can energize the USARC staff to 

resolve the issues. The phone call doesn’t go particularly well. MG Cornwall’s XO seems reluctant 

to bring the issue up with his boss. According to the XO, MG Cornwall doesn’t take kindly to being 

challenged when it comes to his judgment and has a tendency to shoot the messenger. The XO 

reluctantly agrees that he will try to find an opportunity to broach the subject with the CG. The call 

doesn’t leave you with a great deal of confidence, but after all it is a problem of MG Cornwall’s 

own creation. Three weeks later, you are watching a news update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. 

COL Waine reports that the additional week of annual training allowed the brigade to successfully 

conduct collective training on some of their mission essential tasks thereby improving their  
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readiness if called upon to deploy for their wartime mission. In addition, COL Waine explains that 

it wasn’t easy, because they had to work through some issues. The reporter presses COL Waine on 

the Soldier’s orders expiring and if Soldier’s will get paid for their third week of AT and also asks 

if they were prepared to deploy since they could not train on all tasks. COL Waine responds, but it 

is apparent there are significant issues.  Within minutes you find yourself in the CG’s office with 

the Chief of Staff. The CG is livid with the media report that there were funding issues and Soldier 

shortages. You admit to LTC Schmidt that you knew about the issues. The CG and Chief of Staff 

discuss how to resolve the media issue. While they talk, you think if there was something you 

should have done differently. Maybe your decision to trust MG Cornwall’s XO to handle this 

shielded the CG and Chief of Staff from potential problems that they needed to know. At least in 

part, you were responsible for this media crisis. You wonder if you will still be trusted to be a part 

of the CG’s tiger team in the future.   

 

5.1.2. Scenario Two 

Play the second scenario in the video. A month later, CW5 Duncan and Ms. Swanson come to COL 

Goodman’s office. They have some disturbing news. One of Ms. Swanson’s resource managers has been 

doing a routine TDY budget audit and brought some irregularities to her attention. He was starting to see a 

pattern that didn’t look quite right. One of the commands visits their subordinate reserve units, which is a 

logical command function, but there’s also a pattern that the visits always seem to occur during times that 

coincide with special events. For example, the command visited a subordinate unit near New Orleans 

during Mardi Gras, then a unit near Louisville during the Kentucky Derby, and now is requesting to visit a 

unit near Augusta, Georgia during the Master’s Golf Tournament. COL Goodman asks Ms. Swanson why 

she is bringing this to him, since this business deals with the CoS. She explains that the commander taking 

the TDY is MG Cornwall, and she thought that COL Goodman could talk to the CoS based on his 

experience with the pilot program. COL Goodman, then asks CW5 Duncan why he is involved in this 

issue. CW5 Duncan explains the rest of the story. He is the technical advisor to the subordinate protocol 

groups that work in the various Commanding General’s offices. The protocol officer in MG Cornwall’s 

command group claims that MG Cornwall brought his wife on each of these trips. Not on any other trips, 

just these. And not at government expense. But on these trips, MG Cornwall and his wife were driven by 

an enlisted aide to private events at Mardi Gras and the Kentucky Derby using a government vehicle. The 

protocol officer believes MG Cornwall and his wife accepted unauthorized gifts at these events from 

community leaders as well. It looks like the same thing is going to happen at Augusta. Ms. Swanson asks 

COL Goodman if he can help them with this situation. 

 

This is where you reach the second decision point.  

 

Question 

If you were COL Goodman, what would you do? 

 

A. Take Ms. Swanson and CW5 Duncan to see the Chief of Staff. 

B. Tell Ms. Swanson and CW5 Duncan that they should report it to the Chief of Staff. 

C. Tell Ms. Swanson and CW5 Duncan to report it to the Inspector General.   

D. Call MG Cornwall’s Executive Officer and advise him about the perception. 

E. Call the Staff Judge Advocate for advice. 

F. Call your mentor for advice. 
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IMPORTANT NOTE 

Decisions E and F are neutral, and result in advice from the SJA or your mentor. Once the learner 

receives the advice, they are returned to the decisions for the second decision point.  

 

Below is the advice from the SJA: 

You pick up the phone and call the SJA for advice. The SJA says the trips by themselves are valid 

missions of the command to check on their units. However, the pattern that has developed and the 

additional information from the protocol officer could indicate an abuse of power.  

 

The SJA says there is enough evidence that it should be reported. She counsels that you need to 

decide who reports it and how it is reported. 

 

Below is the advice from your mentor: 

You pick up the phone and call your mentor for advice. He talks you through the situation without 

trying to steer you one way or another by asking you questions and what you think.  

 

He tells you that the trips by themselves are valid missions of the command to check on their units. 

However, the pattern that has developed and the additional information from the protocol officer 

could indicate an abuse of power.  

 

You bring up possibly calling MG Cornwall’s XO and discuss that with your mentor. He asks you 

if that approach is treating the symptoms or the disease. It warns MG Cornwall, and potentially 

stops the trips, but aren’t there indications of greater ethical problems?  

 

After talking it through, your mentor says it sounds like you know what to do. You agree saying 

you know it has to be reported. You just have to decide who reports it and how.  

 

You thank your mentor for helping you as always to talk things out. 

 

Takeaways 

 

The table below provides details for the feedback and outcome based on the learner’s decisions. 

 

Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

Scenario 2 

Decision A - 

Best 

Your decision to take 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan to MG 

Slaughter was the 

best choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the command 

group through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the CG 

and Chief of Staff 

Your decision to take 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan to MG 

Slaughter was the 

best choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the Chief of 

Staff through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the Chief 

of Staff know about 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you. 

The damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you. 

The damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Then you 

brought a potentially 

serious problem to 

the Chief of Staff so 

he could address it 

with the CG.  

 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 

COL Waine. Your 

support for Ms. 

Swanson and CW5 

Duncan contributed 

to the exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

the issues with the 

pilot program. Both 

of you learned a 

lesson from not 

keeping the CG 

informed. Now you 

brought a potentially 

serious problem to 

the Chief of Staff so 

he could address it 

with the CG.  

 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 

COL Waine. Your 

support for Ms. 

Swanson and CW5 

Duncan contributed 

to the exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

Chief of Staff 

blames you for being 

a troublemaker and 

accuses you of being 

the whistleblower 

for the reporter. He 

feels betrayed, ousts 

you from the tiger 

team, and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

Chief of Staff 

blames you for being 

a troublemaker and 

accuses you of being 

the whistleblower 

for the reporter. He 

feels betrayed, ousts 

you from the tiger 

team, and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

CG and Chief of 

Staff begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and Chief of 

Staff begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

Scenario 2 

Decision B – 

Good 

Your 

recommendation to 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan was a 

good choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the command 

group through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the CG and 

Chief of Staff know 

about the issues with 

the pilot program. 

Then you ensured a 

potentially serious 

problem was brought 

to the Chief of Staff 

so he could address it 

with the CG.  

 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

Your 

recommendation to 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan was a 

good choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the Chief of 

Staff through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the Chief 

of Staff know about 

the issues with the 

pilot program. Both 

of you learned a 

lesson from not 

keeping the CG 

informed. Now you 

ensured a potentially 

serious problem was 

brought to the Chief 

of Staff so he could 

address it with the 

CG.  

 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 

COL Waine. Your 

support for Ms. 

Swanson and CW5 

Duncan contributed 

to the exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and Chief of 

Staff begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

As you reflect about 

what has happened 

over the past several 

weeks, you wonder 

about two things. 

What would I have 

done if Ms. Swanson 

and CW5 Duncan 

didn’t go to the 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride in 

a job well done. You 

upheld the Army 

Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 

COL Waine. Your 

support for Ms. 

Swanson and CW5 

Duncan contributed 

to the exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and Chief of 

Staff begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

As you reflect about 

what has happened 

over the past several 

weeks, you wonder 

about two things. 

trips. He blames 

you, CW5 Duncan, 

and Ms. Swanson for 

being troublemakers 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

trips. He blames 

you, CW5 Duncan, 

and Ms. Swanson for 

being troublemakers 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

Chief of Staff? What 

would I have done if 

the Chief of Staff 

hadn’t listened to 

them?   

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

What would I have 

done if Ms. Swanson 

and CW5 Duncan 

didn’t go to the 

Chief of Staff? What 

would I have done if 

the Chief of Staff 

hadn’t listened to 

them? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

Scenario 1 

Decision C – 

Fair 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

Your 

recommendation to 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan was a 

fair choice. You 

directed them to a 

legitimate avenue for 

reporting wrong 

doing, and it worked 

out. But should you 

have taken a more 

active role to ensure 

the issues were 

brought to the Chief 

of Staff’s attention. 

CW5 Duncan and 

Ms. Swanson were 

not part of the in-

group or inner circle; 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

Your 

recommendation to 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan was a 

fair choice. You 

directed them to a 

legitimate avenue for 

reporting wrong 

doing, and it worked 

out. But should you 

have taken a more 

active role to ensure 

the issues were 

brought to the Chief 

of Staff’s attention. 

CW5 Duncan and 

Ms. Swanson were 

not part of the in-

group or inner circle; 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips. He blames 

you, CW5 Duncan, 

and Ms. Swanson for 

being troublemakers 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips. He blames 

you, CW5 Duncan, 

and Ms. Swanson for 

being troublemakers 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

you were. You have 

developed trust with 

the command group 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. You spoke 

truth to power by 

letting the CG and 

Chief of Staff know 

about the issues with 

the pilot program. 

But you took a more 

passive role in this 

case. 

 

While the outcome 

upheld the Army 

Ethic, you wonder if 

you should have 

done more to ensure 

the outcome. What 

would you have done 

if Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan didn’t 

go to the IG, or the 

IG didn’t take it to 

the Chief of Staff? 

What would you 

have done if the 

Chief of Staff hadn’t 

listened to them? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

you were. You have 

developed trust with 

the Chief of Staff 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the Chief 

of Staff know about 

the issues with the 

pilot program. Both 

of you learned a 

lesson from not 

keeping the CG 

informed. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. 

 

While the outcome 

upheld the Army 

Ethic, you wonder if 

you should have 

done more to ensure 

the outcome. What 

would you have done 

if Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan didn’t 

go to the IG, or the 

IG didn’t take it to 

the Chief of Staff? 

What would you 

have done if the 

Chief of Staff hadn’t 

listened to them? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

Scenario 2 

Decision D – 

Poor 

You spoke truth to 

power by letting the 

CG and Chief of 

Staff know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to warn MG 

Cornwall through his 

XO to stop future 

You spoke truth to 

power by letting the 

Chief of Staff know 

about the issues with 

the pilot program. 

But you took a more 

passive role in this 

case. You tried to 

warn MG Cornwall 

through his XO to 

stop future trips. But 

Your previous 

decision to shield the 

command from the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. Then 

you took a passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to warn MG 

Cornwall through his 

XO to stop future 

Twice now you have 

chosen to work the 

issues through MG 

Cornwall’s XO. 

Why did you think 

taking the same 

approach would 

achieve a better 

outcome this time? 

You tried to warn 

MG Cornwall 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

trips. But the damage 

was already done. 

Ms. Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the Chief of 

Staff’s attention? 

CW5 Duncan and 

Ms. Swanson were 

not part of the in-

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the CG and Chief 

of Staff? Would you 

make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

trips. But the 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

CG and Chief of 

Staff? Would you 

make a different 

through his XO to 

stop future trips. But 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

CG and Chief of 

Staff? Would you 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

group or inner circle; 

you were. Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail -

Return to Scenario 1 

make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail -

Return to Scenario 1 

 

5.2. Video Case Study 2 – Warrant Officers 

This is a case study for Warrant Officers who serve as Strategic-level advisors. Based on your pre-

assessment, you will be placed in the role of CW5 Kip Duncan, Strength Manager and Technical Advisor 

for the United States Army Reserve Command G1. You will be expected to make decisions during the 

scenario. Your decisions have consequences for you and others, and you will receive feedback indicating 

the quality of your decisions.  

 

CW5 Kip Duncan is the Strength Manager and Technical Advisor for the United States Army Reserve 

Command (USARC) G1. He has been working at USARC for a year, and during this time he has noticed 

that the Commanding General (CG) has a small group of advisors, usually referred to as the CG’s “tiger 

team” that he trusts to handle the most difficult projects. Positions on this team are highly coveted and 

greatly respected. No one within the G1 is part of the CG’s in-group.CW5 Duncan has encountered several 

situations in which the G1 was left out of the communication loop for key projects being worked on by the 

tiger team. 

 

CW5 Duncan knows from sitting in weekly staff meetings that the tiger team is considering expanding 

annual training days from 39 to 48 days. The goal is to increase unit and individual readiness without 

placing an undue burden on civilian employers of Army Reserve Soldiers. This is the extent of CW5 

Duncan’s knowledge since he has not been part of the tiger team. 

 

5.2.1. Scenario One 

Play the first segment in which CW5 Duncan has been called to a meeting in the Deputy G3’s office. COL 

Goodman is a member of the CG’s tiger team. When CW5 Duncan enters he sees that COL Goodman, G3 

SGM Kowalski, and G8 Ms. Swanson are sitting around a table and have already begun a conversation. 

CW5 Duncan nods politely to COL Goodman and sits down. 

 

COL Goodman is explaining to the group that the Soldiers of 1st Sustainment Brigade have AT orders for 

two weeks instead of three, and that they also have low density skill shortages. When Ms. Swanson asks 

why the Soldiers have a three-week AT, SGM Kowalski answers by stating it is due to the pilot program. 

CW5 Duncan asks what pilot program allows for a three-week AT. COL Goodman and SGM Kowalski 

look at each other in shock as it becomes apparent from the discussion that the G1 and G8 personnel were 

not in the loop on the pilot program. As the discussion continues, COL Goodman realizes the tiger team 

was so exclusive that key members of the staff were in the dark. COL Goodman explains to CW5 Duncan 

and SGM Kowalski that the CG decided to run a pilot program to expand a unit’s training days from 39 to 

48 days each year. He continues to explain that COL Waine, the 1st Sustainment Brigade commander, 

called yesterday with an urgent request. They are a week away from leaving for AT, and all of their  
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Soldiers’ orders are for two weeks of AT, not three. The Brigade is also only manned at 50% for some of 

their low-density skills, so they won’t be able to conduct all of the required collective training tasks during 

AT. Ms. Swanson asks how this is possible since they have been sending weekly status reports that 

indicate everything is fine. COL Goodman mentions that COL Waine has been reporting the issues to the 

“triple 6,” but MG Cornwall is so focused on mission success that he just doesn’t want to hear any bad 

news. His staff is afraid to tell him because he has a tendency to shoot the messenger. CW5 Duncan states 

that the orders can be corrected, but it’s not possible to fix the low-density shortages this late in the game. 

Ms. Swanson mentions that budget money was not programmed for this since it was not known. CW5 

Duncan speaks up and states that this problem is the result of the tiger team. He mentions that since key 

staff are excluded from the in-group, it is not possible to dot the i’s and cross the t’s to make sure 

everything is in place.  

 

At the conclusion of the meeting, CW5 Duncan has identified several problems and some possible 

solutions. CW5 Duncan is reflecting on what to do when he sees a news report come on TV with MG 

Cornwall and Gloria Beckham, a cable news reporter. The reporter asks MG Cornwall about the pilot 

program, and MG Cornwall responds by stating that the pilot program is testing an increase in the annual 

training period to ensure a reserve force that is prepared to fight.  

 

CW5 Duncan is concerned that AT is going to be a sinking ship if something is not figured out soon. That 

afternoon he attends the weekly staff meeting headed up by the Chief of Staff, MG Slaughter. The meeting 

is coming to the end when MG Slaughter asks COL Goodman about the pilot program. COL Goodman 

says that everything is set for the 1st Brigade’s annual training next week.  

 

CW5 Duncan is surprised at this response after having just talked with COL Goodman about the problems 

that could negatively impact the annual training. CW5 Duncan pulls COL Goodman aside and asks him 

why he hasn’t told the Chief of Staff about the manning and funding issues. COL Goodman says he is 

handling it, and there is no need to stir up the Chief of Staff since it can be fixed by the G1 and G8. He 

tells CW5 Duncan to just fix the orders part of it and the G8 will fix the funding. 

 

This is where you reach the first decision point.  

 

Question 

If you were CW5 Duncan, what would you do? 

 

A. Tell the Chief of Staff about the manning and funding issues. Recommend expansion of the tiger 

team to be more inclusive in the future. 

B. Tell COL Goodman to report the manning and funding issues to the Chief of Staff or you will. 

Recommend expansion of the tiger team to be more inclusive in the future. 

C. Fix the orders to support the pilot program AT. 

D. Do nothing. 

 

Takeaways  

A. The decision to tell the CoS about the manning and funding issues, and recommend expansion of 

the tiger team to be more inclusive in the future, is the best decision. The Chief of Staff isn’t happy 

with the bad news and what you have to say, but you told him what he needed to hear instead of 

what he wanted to hear. Over the next week, you work with the rest of the staff to resolve the 

orders and funding. The Chief of Staff makes some decisions on funding priorities, and he is able to 

work with MG Cornwall to augment the 1st Sustainment Brigade with low density MOS Soldiers 

from other reserve units. 
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B. The decision to tell COL Goodman to report the manning and funding issues to the Chief of Staff 

or you will is a good decision. COL Goodman explains to the Chief of Staff what the staff 

discovered about the Soldiers’ orders, funding the orders, and the low density MOS shortages that 

will impact collective training. He explains that the orders can be fixed and funded, but the G8 will 

need the CG to prioritize the funding given the potential impacts on other Soldiers’ AT. He also 

explains that you can’t divert low density Soldiers to the 1st Sustainment Brigade so close to the AT 

so there may need to be some expectation management of what can be accomplished during the 

AT. The Chief of Staff isn’t happy with the bad news and what COL Goodman had to say, but 

COL Goldman told the Chief of Staff what he needed to hear instead of what he wanted to hear. 

Over the next week, you work with the rest of the staff to resolve the orders and funding. The Chief 

of Staff makes some decisions on funding priorities, and he is able to work with MG Cornwall to 

augment the 1st Sustainment Brigade with low density MOS Soldiers from other reserve units. 

 

C. The decision to fix the orders to support the pilot program AT is a fair decision. You decide this is 

something you can fix. The G1 and Chief of Staff expect you to be a problem solver. You work 

with the G1 and G8 sections over the next week to fix the orders. The G8 makes some decisions on 

funding priorities to minimize the potential impacts on other Soldiers’ AT. You can’t do anything 

to fix the low density Soldier shortage, but at least you’ve averted disaster on the length of the AT 

and Soldiers getting properly paid for the full three weeks. Three weeks later, you are watching a 

news update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. Within minutes you find yourself in the CG’s office 

with the Chief of Staff and Ms. Swanson. The CG is livid with the media report that there were 

funding issues and Soldier shortages. The CG and Chief of Staff discuss how to resolve the media 

issue. While they talk, you think if there was something you should have done differently. Maybe 

your decision to handle this on your own shielded the CG and Chief of Staff from potential 

problems that they needed to know. At least in part, you were responsible for this media crisis. You 

wonder if there’s any chance you will be trusted to break into the inner circle after this. 

 

D. The decision to do nothing, is a poor decision. This problem was created by MG Cornwall not 

reporting the truth. He needs to be accountable for his actions. You are not part of the inner circle. 

If the CG wants the G1 section to be involved, he needs to expand his tiger team. Three weeks 

later, you are watching a news update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. Within minutes you find 

yourself in the CG’s office with the Chief of Staff and Ms. Swanson. The CG is livid with the 

media report that there were funding issues and Soldier shortages. The CG and Chief of Staff 

discuss how to resolve the media issue. While they talk, you think if there was something you 

should have done differently. You failed to do your duty as an Army professional and shielded the 

CG and Chief of Staff from potential problems that they needed to know. At least in part, you were 

responsible for this media crisis. You believe there’s no chance you will be trusted to break into the 

inner circle after this.   

 

5.2.2. Scenario Two 

Play the second scenario in the video. A month later, CW5 Duncan gets a call from CPT Tracy Garcia, MG 

Cornwall’s protocol officer. She has some disturbing news. She mentions that MG Cornwall took his wife 

on two trips this year when visiting subordinate units near New Orleans during Mardi Gras, then a unit 

near Louisville during the Kentucky Derby. She doesn’t go at government expense, but on both trips, MG 

Cornwall and his wife were driven by an enlisted aide to private events at Mardi Gras and the Kentucky 

Derby using a government vehicle. The enlisted aide also told CPT Garcia that MG Cornwall and his wife 

accepted unauthorized lavish gifts at these events from community leaders. MG Cornwall is getting ready 

for a trip to Augusta, Georgia next month, and she is concerned that the same thing is going to happen  
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there. She expresses that this is not right, but she does not feel that she can confront MG Cornwall. CW5 

Duncan and CPT Garcia discuss the situation in more detail. CW5 Duncan tells CPT Garcia that he will 

check with the G8 to get more advice and then get back to her.  

 

CW5 Duncan walks down to the G8’s office, Ms. Swanson. He tells Ms. Swanson what CPT Garcia told 

him. Ms. Swanson asks one of her resource managers to pull up the TDY expenditures for MG Cornwall. 

The pattern matches with CPT Garcia’s story. MG Cornwall’s travel to New Orleans and Louisville 

coincided with Mardi Gras and the Kentucky Derby. He is scheduled for a TDY to Augusta during the 

Master’s Golf Tournament. Ms. Swanson agrees with CPT Garcia that this seems improper. She mentions 

that MG Cornwall is also involved with a good number of contract decisions that impact local officials. 

She asks CW5 Duncan what he thinks should be done.  

 

This is where you reach the second decision point.  

 

Question 

If you were CW5 Duncan, what would you do? 

 

A. See the Chief of Staff with Ms. Swanson to report your concerns. 

B. Report your concerns to the Inspector General. 

C. Tell CPT Garcia to report it to the Inspector General. 

D. Tell CPT Garcia to confront MG Cornwall about the perception. 

E. Call the Staff Judge Advocate for advice. 

F. Call your mentor for advice. 

 

IMPORTANT NOTE 

Decisions E and F are neutral, and result in advice from the SJA or your mentor. Once the learner 

receives the advice, they are returned to the decisions for the second decision point. 

 

Below is the advice from the SJA: 

You pick up the phone and call the SJA for advice. The SJA says the trips by themselves are valid 

missions of the command to check on their units. However, the pattern that has developed and the 

additional information from the protocol officer could indicate an abuse of power.  

 

The SJA says there is enough evidence that it should be reported. She counsels that you need to 

decide who reports it and how it is reported. 

 

Below is the advice from your mentor: 

You pick up the phone and call your mentor for advice. He talks you through the situation without 

trying to steer you one way or another by asking you questions and what you think.  

 

He tells you that the trips by themselves are valid missions of the command to check on their units. 

However, the pattern that has developed and the additional information from the protocol officer 

could indicate an abuse of power. 

  

You bring up possibly calling MG Cornwall’s XO and discuss that with your mentor. He asks you 

if that approach is treating the symptoms or the disease. It warns MG Cornwall, and potentially 

stops the trips, but aren’t there indications of greater ethical problems?  
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After talking it through, your mentor says it sounds like you know what to do. You agree saying 

you know it has to be reported. You just have to decide who reports it and how.  

 

You thank your mentor for helping you as always to talk things out. 

 

Takeaways 

 

The table below provides details for the feedback and outcome based on the learner’s decisions. 

 

Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

Scenario 2 

Decision A – 

Best 

Your decision to 

report the 

irregularities to the 

Chief of Staff was 

the best choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the command 

group through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the Chief 

of Staff know about 

the issues with the 

pilot program. Then 

you brought a 

potentially serious 

problem to the Chief 

of Staff so he could 

address it with the 

CG.  

 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Your decision to 

report the 

irregularities to the 

Chief of Staff was 

the best choice. You 

have developed trust 

with key leaders 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

acted as a reprover to 

COL Goodman 

about reporting the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Then you 

brought a potentially 

serious problem to 

the Chief of Staff so 

he could address it 

with the CG.  

 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip 

of the iceberg, and 

that there are many 

other toxic aspects to 

MG Cornwall’s 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you. 

The damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

Chief of Staff 

blames you for being 

a troublemaker and 

accuses you of being 

the whistleblower 

for the reporter. He 

feels betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

do nothing about the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you. 

The damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

Chief of Staff 

blames you for being 

a troublemaker and 

accuses you of being 

the whistleblower 

for the reporter. He 

feels betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 1st 

Brigade. Your 

courage to report the 

TDY trips 

contributed to the 

exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and Chief of 

Staff begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

decisions and 

actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 1st 

Brigade. Your 

courage to report the 

TDY trips 

contributed to the 

exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

COL Goodman’s 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and Chief of 

Staff begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led.    

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

Scenario 2 

Decision B – 

Good 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

The Chief of Staff is 

good on his word 

and brings the issue 

to the CG. An 

investigation ensues 

resulting in the relief 

of MG Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

do nothing about the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

Your decision to 

report the TDY trips 

to the IG was a good 

choice. You used a 

legitimate avenue for 

reporting wrong 

doing, and it worked 

out. You have 

developed trust with 

the command group 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. You spoke 

truth to power by 

letting the Chief of 

Staff know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Then you 

ensured a potentially 

serious problem was 

brought to the Chief 

of Staff so he could 

address it with the 

CG. But you took a 

more passive role in 

this case by working 

through the IG. 

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. But you 

wonder if you should 

have done more to 

ensure the outcome. 

What would you 

have done if the IG 

didn’t take it to the 

Chief of Staff? What 

would you have done 

of the iceberg, and 

that there are many 

other toxic aspects to 

MG Cornwall’s 

decisions and 

actions.  

 

Your decision to 

report the TDY trips 

to the IG was a good 

choice. You used a 

legitimate avenue for 

reporting wrong 

doing, and it worked 

out. You have 

developed trust with 

key leaders through 

your decisions and 

actions. First, you 

acted as a reprover to 

COL Goodman 

about reporting the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Then you 

ensured a potentially 

serious problem was 

brought to the Chief 

of Staff so he could 

address it with the 

CG. But you took a 

more passive role in 

this case by working 

through the IG. 

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. But you 

wonder if you should 

have done more to 

ensure the outcome. 

What would you 

have done if the IG 

didn’t take it to the 

Chief of Staff? What 

would you have 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

Chief of Staff 

blames you for being 

a troublemaker and 

accuses you of being 

the whistleblower 

for the reporter. He 

feels betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

Chief of Staff 

blames you for being 

a troublemaker and 

accuses you of being 

the whistleblower 

for the reporter. He 

feels betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

if the Chief of Staff 

hadn’t listened to the 

IG? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

done if the Chief of 

Staff hadn’t listened 

to the IG? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

Scenario 2 

Decision C – 

Fair 

You spoke truth to 

power by letting the 

Chief of Staff know 

about the issues with 

the pilot program. 

But you took a more 

passive role in this 

case. You tried to get 

CPT Garcia to report 

MG Cornwall’s 

suspicious TDY 

trips. But the damage 

was already done. 

Ms. Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

You acted as a 

reprover to COL 

Goodman about 

reporting the issues 

with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to report MG 

Cornwall’s 

suspicious TDY 

trips. But the damage 

was already done. 

Ms. Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

do nothing about the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the Chief of 

Staff’s attention? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the Chief of 

Staff’s attention? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

Chief of Staff’s 

attention? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

Chief of Staff’s 

attention? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

Scenario 2 

Decision D – 

Poor 

You spoke truth to 

power by letting the 

Chief of Staff know 

about the issues with 

the pilot program. 

But you took a more 

passive role in this 

case. You tried to get 

CPT Garcia to 

confront MG 

Cornwall. But the 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

You acted as a 

reprover to COL 

Goodman about 

reporting the issues 

with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to confront 

MG Cornwall. But 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

Your previous 

decision to shield the 

command from the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. Then 

you took a passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to confront 

MG Cornwall. But 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

Your previous 

decision to do 

nothing about the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. Then 

you took a passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to confront 

MG Cornwall. But 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the Chief of 

Staff’s attention? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the Chief of 

Staff’s attention? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

Chief of Staff’s 

attention? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

The Chief of Staff 

finds out during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

Chief of Staff’s 

attention? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

 

5.3. Video Case Study 3 – Enlisted 

This is a case study for Non-Commissioned Officers who serve as Strategic-level advisors. Based on your 

pre-assessment, you will be placed in the role of SGM Alexander Kowalski, G3 Sergeant Major (SGM) for 

the United States Army Reserve Command. You will be expected to make decisions during the scenario. 

Your decisions have consequences for you and others, and you will receive feedback indicating the quality 

of your decisions. 

 

SGM Alexander Kowalski is the G3 Sergeant Major for the United States Army Reserve Command 

(USARC). He has been working at USARC for a year, and during this time he’s noticed the Commanding 

General (CG) has a small group of advisors, usually referred to as the CG’s “tiger team” that he trusts to  
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handle the most difficult projects. Positions on this team are highly coveted and greatly respected. You feel 

fortunate to be part of the CG’s in-group and one of his key advisors. 

 

SGM Kowalski is aware that the tiger team is considering expanding annual training days from 39 to 48 

days. The goal is to increase unit and individual readiness without placing an undue burden on civilian 

employers of Army Reserve Soldiers.  

 

5.3.1. Scenario One 

Over the next few weeks, SGM Kowaski and COL Goodman start receiving the weekly status reports from 

the 666th SSC. The reports indicate the pilot program is going extremely well for 1st Sustainment Brigade 

as they prepare for their Annual Training, which will be three weeks long instead of the usual two weeks. 

No Soldier issues are reported and there is no negative feedback from employers.  

 

Play the first segment where one week out from the start of annual training, SGM Kowalski gets a call 

from COL Tom Waine. COL Waine tells SGM Kowalski that there’s a problem with the orders and 

funding for the AT. COL Waine explains that the unit is only manned at 50% for some of the low-density 

skills, so he won’t be able to conduct all of the required collective training tasks during AT. SGM 

Kowalski does not understand this since the weekly status reports indicate that everything is fine. COL 

Waine explains that he has known for about a month, and it has been reported up to the “triple 6.” He 

further explains that MG Cornwall is so focused on mission success that he just doesn’t want to hear any 

bad news, and when he tries to tell him, he tells him not to bog him down with details. COL Waine asks 

for help from SGM Kowalski. SGM Kowalski says that he will do his best to help, but it may be too late. 

He tells COL Waine that he needs to work this with COL Goodman to see how they can help. 

 

COL Goodman holds a meeting with SGM Kowalski, CW5 Duncan, and Ms. Swanson to see what can be 

done. COL Goodman explains to the group that the Soldiers of 1st Sustainment Brigade have AT orders for 

two weeks instead of three, and that they also have low density skill shortages. When Ms. Swanson asks 

why the Soldiers have a three-week AT, SGM Kowalski answers by stating it is due to the pilot program. 

CW5 Duncan asks what pilot program allows for a three-week AT. COL Goodman and SGM Kowalski 

look at each other in shock as it becomes apparent from the discussion that the G1 and G8 personnel were 

not in the loop on the pilot program. As the discussion continues, COL Goodman realizes the tiger team 

was so exclusive that key members of the staff were in the dark. CW5 Duncan states that the orders can be 

corrected, but it’s not possible to fix the low-density shortages this late in the game. Ms. Swanson 

mentions that budget money was not programmed for this since it was not known. The meeting ends, and 

then SGM Kowalski receives a phone call from LTG Schmidt. LTG Schmidt wants SGM Kowalski to 

meet him in the conference room ASAP.  

 

When SGM Kowalski gets to the conference room, LTG Schmidt and MG Slaughter have cable news live 

on the big screen. The CG turns up the sound as the broadcast begins with a close-up of MG Cornwall and 

Gloria Beckham, the news reporter. The reporter asks MG Cornwell about the pilot program at Camp 

Beauregard. MG Cornwall tells the reporter about the pilot program initiated by LTG Schmidt, and how 

the extra training days will allow better preparation for a fight. LTG Schmidt thinks the interview is great, 

and that MG Cornwell handled himself well in front of a camera. MG Slaughter agrees. 
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This is where you reach the first decision point.  

 

Question 

If you were SGM Kowalski, how would you respond? 

 

A. Explain what you’ve learned to the CG and CoS. Recommend that the CG expand the tiger team 

and be more inclusive in the future. 

B. Explain what you’ve learned separately to the CoS. Ask the CoS to recommend an expansion of the 

tiger team to the CG to be more inclusive in the future. 

C. Agree with the CG and CoS. Work out the orders and funding with the G1 and G8 to support the 

pilot program AT. 

D. Agree with the CG and CoS. Call MG Cornwall’s CSM to give MG Cornwall an opportunity to 

report the issues. 

 

Takeaways 

A. The decision to explain to the CG and CoS what you’ve learned, and recommend expanding the 

tiger team to be more inclusive in the future, is the best decision. You explain to the CG and CoS 

what you’ve discovered about the Soldier’s orders, funding the orders, and the low density MOS 

shortages that will impact collective training. You explain from your discussions with the G1 and 

G8, the orders can be fixed and funded, but you will need the CG to prioritize the funding given the 

potential impacts on other Soldier’s AT. You also explain that the strength manager can’t divert 

low density Soldiers to the 1st Sustainment Brigade so close to the AT, so there may need to be 

some expectation management of what can be accomplished during the AT. The CG and CoS 

aren’t happy with the bad news and what you have to say, but you told them what they needed to 

hear instead of what they wanted to hear. Over the next week, you work with the rest of the staff to 

resolve the orders and funding. The CG makes some decisions on funding priorities, and the CoS is 

able to work with MG Cornwall to augment the 1st Sustainment Brigade with low density MOS 

Soldiers from other reserve units. 

 

B. The decision to explain to the CoS what you’ve learned, and recommend expanding the tiger team 

to be more inclusive in the future, is a good decision. You explain to the CoS what you’ve 

discovered about the Soldier’s orders, funding the orders, and the low density MOS shortages that 

will impact collective training. You explain from your discussions with the G1 and G8, the orders 

can be fixed and funded, but you will need the CG to prioritize the funding given the potential 

impacts on other Soldier’s AT. You also explain that the strength manager can’t divert low density 

Soldiers to the 1st Sustainment Brigade so close to the AT so there may need to be some 

expectation management of what can be accomplished during the AT. The CoS isn’t happy with the 

bad news and what you have to say, but you told him what he needed to hear instead of what he 

wanted to hear. Over the next week, you work with the rest of the staff to resolve the orders and 

funding, the CoS makes some decisions on funding priorities, and he is able to work with MG 

Cornwall to augment the 1st Sustainment Brigade with low density MOS Soldiers from other 

reserve units. 

 

C. The decision to agree with the CG and CoS, and work out the orders and funding with the G1 and 

G8 to support the pilot program, is a fair decision. You decide not to involve the CG and CoS. This 

is something you can resolve with the G1 and G8. They expect you to be a problem solver. You 

work with the G1 and G8 over the next week to fix the orders and make some decisions on funding 

priorities to minimize the potential impacts on other Soldier’s AT. You can’t do anything to fix the 

low density Soldier shortage, but at least you’ve averted disaster on the length of the AT and  
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Soldiers getting properly paid for the full three weeks. Three weeks later, you are watching a news 

update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. Within minutes you find yourself in the CG’s office with 

the CoS. The CG is livid with the media report that there were funding issues and Soldier 

shortages. The CG and CoS discuss how to resolve the media issue. While they talk, you think if 

there was something you should have done differently. Maybe your decision to handle this on your 

own shielded the CG and CoS from potential problems that they needed to know. At least in part, 

you were responsible for this media crisis. You wonder if you will still be trusted to be a part of the 

CG’s tiger team in the future.   

 

D. The decision to agree with the CG and CoS, and call MG Cornwall’s CSM to give MG Cornwall an 

opportunity to report the issues, is a poor decision.  You decide not to involve the CG and CoS. 

This problem was created by MG Cornwall not reporting the truth. You know his CSM, so you 

decide to call him and warn him that his boss, MG Cornwall, needs to correct the reporting so the 

CG is aware of the extent of the problems and the CoS can energize the USARC staff to resolve the 

issues. The phone call doesn’t go particularly well. MG Cornwall’s CSM seems reluctant to bring 

the issue up with his boss. According to the CSM, MG Cornwall doesn’t take kindly to being 

challenged when it comes to his judgment and has a tendency to shoot the messenger. The CSM 

reluctantly agrees that he will try to find an opportunity to broach the subject with the CG. The call 

doesn’t leave you with a great deal of confidence, but after all it is a problem of MG Cornwall’s 

own creation. Three weeks later, you are watching a news update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. 

Within minutes you find yourself in the CG’s office with the CoS. The CG is livid with the media 

report that there were funding issues and Soldier shortages. The CG and CoS discuss how to 

resolve the media issue. While they talk, you think if there was something you should have done 

differently. You had a bad feeling about that call to MG Cornwall’s CSM, but you trusted the CSM 

to handle it. You shielded the CG and CoS from potential problems that they needed to know. At 

least in part, you were responsible for this media crisis. You wonder if you will still be trusted to be 

a part of the CG’s tiger team in the future.   

 

5.3.2. Scenario Two 

Play the second scenario in the video. A month later, CW5 Duncan and Ms. Swanson come to SGM 

Kowalski’s office. They have some disturbing news. One of Ms. Swanson’s resource managers has been 

doing a routine TDY budget audit and brought some irregularities to her attention. He was starting to see a 

pattern that didn’t look quite right. One of the commands visits their subordinate reserve units, which is a 

logical command function, but there’s also a pattern that the visits always seem to occur during times that 

coincide with special events. For example, the command visited a subordinate unit near New Orleans 

during Mardi Gras, then a unit near Louisville during the Kentucky Derby, and now is requesting to visit a 

unit near Augusta, Georgia during the Master’s Golf Tournament. SGM Kowalski asks Ms. Swanson why 

she is bringing this to him, since this business deals with the CoS. She explains that the commander taking 

the TDY is MG Cornwall, and she thought that SGM Kowalski could talk to the CoS based on his 

experience with the pilot program. SGM Kowalski, then asks CW5 Duncan why he is involved in this 

issue. CW5 Duncan explains the rest of the story. He is the technical advisor to the subordinate protocol 

groups that work in the various Commanding General’s offices. The protocol officer in MG Cornwall’s 

command group claims that MG Cornwall brought his wife on each of these trips. Not on any other trips, 

just these. And not at government expense. But on these trips, MG Cornwall and his wife were driven by 

an enlisted aide to private events at Mardi Gras and the Kentucky Derby using a government vehicle. The 

protocol officer believes MG Cornwall and his wife accepted unauthorized gifts at these events from 

community leaders as well. It looks like the same thing is going to happen at Augusta. Ms. Swanson asks 

SGM Kowalski if he can help them with this situation. 
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This is where you reach the second decision point.  

 

Question 

If you were SGM Kowalski, what would you do? 

 

A. Take Ms. Swanson and CW5 Duncan to see the CoS. 

B. Tell Ms. Swanson and CW5 Duncan that they should report it to the CoS. 

C. Tell Ms. Swanson and CW5 Duncan to report it to the IG. 

D. Call MG Cornwall’s CSM and advise him about the perception. 

E. Call the Staff Judge Advocate for advice. 

F. Call your mentor for advice. 

 

IMPORTANT NOTE 

Decisions E and F are neutral, and result in advice from the SJA or your mentor. Once the learner 

receives the advice, they are returned to the decisions for the second decision point. 

 

Below is the advice from the SJA: 

You pick up the phone and call the SJA for advice. The SJA says the trips by themselves are valid 

missions of the command to check on their units. However, the pattern that has developed and the 

additional information from the protocol officer could indicate an abuse of power.  

 

The SJA says there is enough evidence that it should be reported. She counsels that you need to 

decide who reports it and how it is reported. 

 

Below is the advice from your mentor: 

You pick up the phone and call your mentor for advice. He talks you through the situation without 

trying to steer you one way or another by asking you questions and what you think.  

 

He tells you that the trips by themselves are valid missions of the command to check on their units. 

However, the pattern that has developed and the additional information from the protocol officer 

could indicate an abuse of power.  

 

You bring up possibly calling MG Cornwall’s XO and discuss that with your mentor. He asks you 

if that approach is treating the symptoms or the disease. It warns MG Cornwall, and potentially 

stops the trips, but aren’t there indications of greater ethical problems?  

 

After talking it through, your mentor says it sounds like you know what to do. You agree saying 

you know it has to be reported. You just have to decide who reports it and how.  

 

You thank your mentor for helping you as always to talk things out. 
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Takeaways 

 

The table below provides details for the feedback and outcome based on the learner’s decisions. 

 

Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

Scenario 2 

Decision A – 

Best 

Your decision to take 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan to MG 

Slaughter was the 

best choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the command 

group through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the CG 

and CoS know about 

the issues with the 

pilot program. Then 

you brought a 

potentially serious 

problem to the CoS 

so he could address 

it with the CG.  

 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

Your decision to take 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan to MG 

Slaughter was the 

best choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the CoS 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the CoS 

know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Both of 

you learned a lesson 

from not keeping the 

CG informed. Now 

you brought a 

potentially serious 

problem to the CoS 

so he could address 

it with the CG.  

 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you. 

The damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

CoS blames you for 

being a troublemaker 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you. 

The damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

CoS blames you for 

being a troublemaker 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 



Army Ethic Development Course  Facilitator Guide 

Lesson 0106 – Evaluate Key Issues Affecting the Army Ethic 

64 

 

Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 

COL Waine. Your 

support for Ms. 

Swanson and CW5 

Duncan contributed 

to the exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and CoS begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 

COL Waine. Your 

support for Ms. 

Swanson and CW5 

Duncan contributed 

to the exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and CoS begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

Scenario 2 

Decision B – 

Good 

Your 

recommendation to 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan was a 

good choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the command 

group through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the CG 

and CoS know about 

the issues with the 

pilot program. Then 

Your 

recommendation to 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan was a 

good choice. You 

have developed trust 

with the CoS 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the CoS 

know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Both of 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 



Facilitator Guide  Army Ethic Development Course 

 Lesson 0106 – Evaluate Key Issues Affecting the Army Ethic  

65 

 

Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

you ensured a 

potentially serious 

problem was brought 

to the CoS so he 

could address it with 

the CG.  

 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 

COL Waine. Your 

support for Ms. 

Swanson and CW5 

Duncan contributed 

to the exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and CoS begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

you learned a lesson 

from not keeping the 

CG informed. Now 

you ensured a 

potentially serious 

problem was brought 

to the CoS so he 

could address it with 

the CG.  

 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 

COL Waine. Your 

support for Ms. 

Swanson and CW5 

Duncan contributed 

to the exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips. He blames 

you, CW5 Duncan, 

and Ms. Swanson for 

being troublemakers 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips. He blames 

you, CW5 Duncan, 

and Ms. Swanson for 

being troublemakers 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

As you reflect about 

what has happened 

over the past several 

weeks, you wonder 

about two things. 

What would I have 

done if Ms. Swanson 

and CW5 Duncan 

didn’t go to the CoS? 

What would I have 

done if the CoS 

hadn’t listened to 

them? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

CG and CoS begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

As you reflect about 

what has happened 

over the past several 

weeks, you wonder 

about two things. 

What would I have 

done if Ms. Swanson 

and CW5 Duncan 

didn’t go to the CoS? 

What would I have 

done if the CoS 

hadn’t listened to 

them? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

Scenario 2 

Decision C – 

Fair 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

Your 

recommendation to 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan was a 

fair choice. You 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

Your 

recommendation to 

Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan was a 

fair choice. You 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

directed them to a 

legitimate avenue for 

reporting wrong 

doing, and it worked 

out. But should you 

have taken a more 

active role to ensure 

the issues were 

brought to the CoS’s 

attention. CW5 

Duncan and Ms. 

Swanson were not 

part of the in-group 

or inner circle; you 

were. You have 

developed trust with 

the command group 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. You spoke 

truth to power by 

letting the CG and 

CoS know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. 

 

While the outcome 

upheld the Army 

Ethic, you wonder if 

you should have 

done more to ensure 

the outcome. What 

would you have done 

if Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan didn’t 

go to the IG, or the 

IG didn’t take it to 

the CoS? What 

would you have done 

if the CoS hadn’t 

listened to them? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

directed them to a 

legitimate avenue for 

reporting wrong 

doing, and it worked 

out. But should you 

have taken a more 

active role to ensure 

the issues were 

brought to the CoS’s 

attention. CW5 

Duncan and Ms. 

Swanson were not 

part of the in-group 

or inner circle; you 

were. You have 

developed trust with 

the CoS through 

your decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the CoS 

know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Both of 

you learned a lesson 

from not keeping the 

CG informed. But 

you took a more 

passive role in this 

case. 

 

While the outcome 

upheld the Army 

Ethic, you wonder if 

you should have 

done more to ensure 

the outcome. What 

would you have done 

if Ms. Swanson and 

CW5 Duncan didn’t 

go to the IG, or the 

IG didn’t take it to 

the CoS? What 

would you have done 

if the CoS hadn’t 

listened to them? 

 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips. He blames 

you, CW5 Duncan, 

and Ms. Swanson for 

being troublemakers 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips. He blames 

you, CW5 Duncan, 

and Ms. Swanson for 

being troublemakers 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

Scenario 2 

Decision D – 

Poor 

You spoke truth to 

power by letting the 

CG and CoS know 

about the issues with 

the pilot program. 

But you took a more 

passive role in this 

case. You tried to 

warn MG Cornwall 

through his CSM to 

stop future trips. But 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

You spoke truth to 

power by letting the 

CoS know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to warn MG 

Cornwall through his 

CSM to stop future 

trips. But the damage 

was already done. 

Ms. Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Your previous 

decision to shield the 

command from the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. Then 

you took a passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to warn MG 

Cornwall through his 

CSM to stop future 

trips. But the 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

Twice now you have 

chosen to work the 

issues through MG 

Cornwall’s CSM. 

Why did you think 

taking the same 

approach would 

achieve a better 

outcome this time? 

You tried to warn 

MG Cornwall 

through his CSM to 

stop future trips. But 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed, ousts you 

from the tiger team, 

and tightens the 

inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the CoS’s 

attention? CW5 

Duncan and Ms. 

Swanson were not 

part of the in-group 

or inner circle; you 

were. Would you 

make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the CG and CoS? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

CG and CoS? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

CG and CoS? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

 

5.4. Video Case Study 4 – Civilians 

This is a case study for Army Civilians who serve as Strategic-level advisors. Based on your pre-

assessment, you will be placed in the role of Ms. Loretta Swanson, G8 Director of Resource Management 

for the United States Army Reserve Command. You will be expected to make decisions during the 

scenario. Your decisions have consequences for you and others, and you will receive feedback indicating 

the quality of your decisions. 

 

Ms. Loretta Swanson is the G8 Director of Resource Management for the United States Army Reserve 

Command (USARC). You’ve been working at USARC for a year, and during this time you’ve noticed the 

Commanding General (CG) has a small group of advisors, usually referred to as the CG’s “tiger team” that 

he trusts to handle the most difficult projects. Positions on this team are highly coveted and greatly 

respected. No one within the G8 is part of the CG’s in-group, and you’ve encountered several situations in 

which the G8 was left out of the communication loop for key projects being worked on by the tiger team. 

 

Ms. Swanson knows from sitting in weekly staff meetings that the tiger team is considering expanding 

annual training days from 39 to 48 days. The goal is to increase unit and individual readiness without 

placing an undue burden on civilian employers of Army Reserve Soldiers. This is the extent of Ms.  

Swanson’s knowledge since she has not been part of the tiger team. 

 

5.4.1. Scenario One 

Play the first segment in which Ms. Swanson has been called to a meeting in the Deputy G3’s office. COL 

Goodman is a member of the CG’s tiger team. When Ms. Swanson enters she sees that COL Goodman, G3 

SGM Kowalski, and G1 CW5 Duncan are sitting around a table and have already begun a conversation.  
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Ms. Swanson nods politely to COL Goodman and sits down. 

 

COL Goodman is explaining to the group that the Soldiers of 1st Sustainment Brigade have AT orders for 

two weeks instead of three, and that they also have low density skill shortages. When Ms. Swanson asks 

why the Soldiers have a three-week AT, SGM Kowalski answers by stating it is due to the pilot program. 

CW5 Duncan asks what pilot program allows for a three-week AT. COL Goodman and SGM Kowalski 

look at each other in shock as it becomes apparent from the discussion that the G1 and G8 personnel were 

not in the loop on the pilot program. As the discussion continues, COL Goodman realizes the tiger team 

was so exclusive that key members of the staff were in the dark. COL Goodman explains to Ms. Swanson 

and CW5 Duncan that the CG decided to run a pilot program to expand a unit’s training days from 39 to 48 

days each year. He continues to explain that COL Waine, the 1st Sustainment Brigade commander, called 

yesterday with an urgent request. They are a week away from leaving for AT, and all of their Soldiers’ 

orders are for two weeks of AT, not three. The Brigade is also only manned at 50% for some of their low-

density skills, so they won’t be able to conduct all of the required collective training tasks during AT. Ms. 

Swanson asks how this is possible since they have been sending weekly status reports that indicate that 

everything is fine. COL Goodman mentions that COL Waine has been reporting the issues to the “triple 6,” 

but MG Cornwall is so focused on mission success that he just doesn’t want to hear any bad news. His 

staff is afraid to tell him because he has a tendency to shoot the messenger. CW5 Duncan states that the 

orders can be corrected, but it’s not possible to fix the low-density shortages this late in the game. Ms. 

Swanson mentions that budget money was not programmed for this since it was not known. CW5 Duncan 

speaks up and states that this problem is the result of the tiger team. He mentions that since key staff are 

excluded from the in-group, it is not possible to dot the i’s and cross the t’s to make sure everything is in 

place.  

 

At the conclusion of the meeting, Ms. Swanson has identified several problems and some possible 

solutions. Ms. Swanson is reflecting on what to do when she sees a news report come on TV with MG 

Cornwall and Gloria Beckham, a cable news reporter. The reporter asks MG Cornwall about the pilot 

program, and MG Cornwall responds by stating that the pilot program is testing an increase in the annual 

training period to ensure a reserve force that is prepared to fight.  

 

Ms. Swanson is concerned that AT is going to be a sinking ship if something is not figured out soon. That 

afternoon she attends the weekly staff meeting headed up by the Chief of Staff, MG Slaughter. The 

meeting is coming to the end when MG Slaughter asks COL Goodman about the pilot program. COL 

Goodman says that everything is set for the 1st Brigade’s annual training next week.  

 

Ms. Swanson is surprised at this response after having just talked with COL Goodman about the problems 

that could negatively impact the annual training. Ms. Swanson pulls COL Goodman aside and asks him 

why he hasn’t told the Chief of Staff about the manning and funding issues. COL Goodman says he is 

handling it, and there is no need to stir up the Chief of Staff since it can be fixed by the G1 and G8. He 

tells Ms. Swanson to just fix the funding part of it and the G1 will fix the orders. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Facilitator Guide  Army Ethic Development Course 

 Lesson 0106 – Evaluate Key Issues Affecting the Army Ethic  

71 

 

 

This is where you reach the first decision point.  

 

Question 

 

If you were Ms. Swanson, what would you do? 

 

A. Tell the Chief of Staff about the manning and funding issues. Recommend expansion of the tiger 

team to be more inclusive in the future. 

B. Tell COL Goodman to report the manning and funding issues to the Chief of Staff or you will. 

Recommend expansion of the tiger team to be more inclusive in the future. 

C. Fix the funding to support the pilot program AT. 

D. Do nothing. 

 

Takeaways  

 

A. The decision to tell the CoS about the manning and funding issues, and recommend expansion of 

the tiger team to be more inclusive in the future, is the best decision. The Chief of Staff isn’t happy 

with the bad news and what you have to say, but you told him what he needed to hear instead of 

what he wanted to hear. Over the next week, you work with the rest of the staff to resolve the 

orders and funding. The Chief of Staff makes some decisions on funding priorities, and he is able to 

work with MG Cornwall to augment the 1st Sustainment Brigade with low density MOS Soldiers 

from other reserve units. 

 

B. The decision to tell COL Goodman to report the manning and funding issues to the Chief of Staff 

or you will is a good decision. COL Goodman explains to the Chief of Staff what the staff 

discovered about the Soldiers’ orders, funding the orders, and the low density MOS shortages that 

will impact collective training. He explains that the orders can be fixed and funded, but the G8 will 

need the CG to prioritize the funding given the potential impacts on other Soldiers’ AT. He also 

explains that you can’t divert low density Soldiers to the 1st Sustainment Brigade so close to the AT 

so there may need to be some expectation management of what can be accomplished during the 

AT. The Chief of Staff isn’t happy with the bad news and what COL Goodman had to say, but 

COL Goldman told the Chief of Staff what he needed to hear instead of what he wanted to hear. 

Over the next week, you work with the rest of the staff to resolve the orders and funding. The Chief 

of Staff makes some decisions on funding priorities, and he is able to work with MG Cornwall to 

augment the 1st Sustainment Brigade with low density MOS Soldiers from other reserve units. 

 

C. The decision to fix the funding to support the pilot program AT is a fair decision. You decide this is 

something you can fix. The CG and CoS expect you to be a problem solver. You work with the G1 

and G8 sections over the next week to fix the orders. The G8 makes some decisions on funding 

priorities to minimize the potential impacts on other Soldiers’ AT. You can’t do anything to fix the 

low density Soldier shortage, but at least you’ve averted disaster on the length of the AT and 

Soldiers getting properly paid for the full three weeks. Three weeks later, you are watching a news 

update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. Within minutes you find yourself in the CG’s office with 

the Chief of Staff and CW5 Duncan. The CG is livid with the media report that there were funding 

issues and Soldier shortages. The CG and Chief of Staff discuss how to resolve the media issue. 

While they talk, you think if there was something you should have done differently. Maybe your 

decision to handle this on your own shielded the CG and Chief of Staff from potential problems 

that they needed to know. At least in part, you were responsible for this media crisis. You wonder if 

there’s any chance you will be trusted to break into the inner circle after this. 
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D. The decision to do nothing, is a poor decision. This problem was created by MG Cornwall not 

reporting the truth. He needs to be accountable for his actions. You are not part of the inner circle. 

If the CG wants the G8 section to be involved, he needs to expand his tiger team. Three weeks 

later, you are watching a news update on the AT at Camp Beauregard. Within minutes you find 

yourself in the CG’s office with the Chief of Staff and CW5 Duncan. The CG is livid with the 

media report that there were funding issues and Soldier shortages. The CG and Chief of Staff 

discuss how to resolve the media issue. While they talk, you think if there was something you 

should have done differently. You failed to do your duty as an Army professional and shielded the 

CG and Chief of Staff from potential problems that they needed to know. At least in part, you were 

responsible for this media crisis. You believe there’s no chance you will be trusted to break into the 

inner circle after this.   

 

5.4.2. Scenario Two 

Play the second scenario in the video. A month later, CW5 Duncan comes into your office with some 

disturbing news he received from CPT Garcia, MG Cornwall’s protocol officer. He mentions that MG 

Cornwall took his wife on two trips this year when visiting subordinate units near New Orleans during 

Mardi Gras, then a unit near Louisville during the Kentucky Derby. She doesn’t go at government expense, 

but on both trips, MG Cornwall and his wife were driven by an enlisted aide to private events at Mardi 

Gras and the Kentucky Derby using a government vehicle. The enlisted aide also told CPT Garcia that MG 

Cornwall and his wife accepted unauthorized lavish gifts at these events from community leaders. MG 

Cornwall is getting ready for a trip to Augusta, Georgia next month, and he is concerned that the same 

thing is going to happen there. Ms. Swanson asks one of her resource managers to pull up the TDY 

expenditures for MG Cornwall. The pattern matches with CPT Garcia’s story. MG Cornwall’s travel to 

New Orleans and Louisville coincided with Mardi Gras and the Kentucky Derby. He is scheduled for a 

TDY to Augusta during the Master’s Golf Tournament.   

 

CW5 Duncan agrees with CPT Garcia that this is improper. Ms. Swanson mentions that MG Cornwall is 

also involved with a good number of contract decisions that impact local officials. CW5 Duncan asks Ms. 

Swanson what should be done.   

 

This is where you reach the second decision point.  

 

Question 

 

If you were Ms. Swanson, what would you do? 

 

A. See the Chief of Staff with CW5 Duncan to report your concerns. 

B. Report your concerns to the Inspector General. 

C. Tell CPT Garcia to report it to the Inspector General. 

D. Tell CPT Garcia to confront MG Cornwall about the perception. 

E. Call the Staff Judge Advocate for advice. 

F. Call your mentor for advice. 

 

IMPORTANT NOTE 

Decisions E and F are neutral, and result in advice from the SJA or your mentor. Once the learner 

receives the advice, they are returned to the decisions for the second decision point. 
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Below is the advice from the SJA: 

You pick up the phone and call the SJA for advice. The SJA says the trips by themselves are valid 

missions of the command to check on their units. However, the pattern that has developed and the 

additional information from the protocol officer could indicate an abuse of power.  

 

The SJA says there is enough evidence that it should be reported. She counsels that you need to 

decide who reports it and how it is reported. 

 

Below is the advice from your mentor: 

You pick up the phone and call your mentor for advice. He talks you through the situation without 

trying to steer you one way or another by asking you questions and what you think.  

 

He tells you that the trips by themselves are valid missions of the command to check on their units. 

However, the pattern that has developed and the additional information from the protocol officer 

could indicate an abuse of power.  

 

You bring up possibly calling MG Cornwall’s XO and discuss that with your mentor. He asks you 

if that approach is treating the symptoms or the disease. It warns MG Cornwall, and potentially 

stops the trips, but aren’t there indications of greater ethical problems?  

 

After talking it through, your mentor says it sounds like you know what to do. You agree saying 

you know it has to be reported. You just have to decide who reports it and how.  

 

You thank your mentor for helping you as always to talk things out. 

 

Takeaways 

 

The table below provides details for the feedback and outcome based on the learner’s decisions. 

 

Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

Scenario 2 

Decision A – 

Best 

Your decision to 

report the 

irregularities to the 

CoS was the best 

choice. You have 

developed trust with 

the command group 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. First, you 

spoke truth to power 

by letting the CoS 

know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Then you 

brought a potentially 

serious problem to 

Your decision to 

report the 

irregularities to the 

CoS was the best 

choice. You have 

developed trust with 

key leaders through 

your decisions and 

actions. First, you 

acted as a reprover to 

COL Goodman 

about reporting the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Then you 

brought a potentially 

serious problem to 

the CoS so he could 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you. 

The damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

do nothing about the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you. 

The damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

the CoS so he could 

address it with the 

CG.  

 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 1st 

Brigade. Your 

courage to report the 

TDY trips 

contributed to the 

exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

your 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and CoS begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

address it with the 

CG.  

 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip 

of the iceberg, and 

that there are many 

other toxic aspects to 

MG Cornwall’s 

decisions and 

actions.  

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. The pilot 

program was a 

success thanks in 

large part to your 

actions to support 1st 

Brigade. Your 

courage to report the 

TDY trips 

contributed to the 

exposure and 

removal of a 

counterproductive 

leader. Based on 

COL Goodman’s 

recommendation and 

this experience, the 

CG and CoS begin to 

establish a more 

inclusive climate of 

trust expanding 

planning efforts to 

the entire staff and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

CoS blames you for 

being a troublemaker 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

CoS blames you for 

being a troublemaker 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

encouraging open 

interaction between 

leaders and led. 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

Scenario 2 

Decision B – 

Good 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip of 

the iceberg, and that 

there are many other 

toxic aspects to MG 

Cornwall’s decisions 

and actions.  

 

Your decision to 

report the TDY trips 

to the IG was a good 

choice. You used a 

legitimate avenue for 

reporting wrong 

doing, and it worked 

out. You have 

developed trust with 

the command group 

through your 

decisions and 

actions. You spoke 

truth to power by 

letting the CoS know 

about the issues with 

the pilot program. 

Then you ensured a 

potentially serious 

problem was brought 

to the CoS so he 

could address it with 

the CG. But you 

took a more passive 

The CoS is good on 

his word and brings 

the issue to the CG. 

An investigation 

ensues resulting in 

the relief of MG 

Cornwall for 

counterproductive 

leadership and abuse 

of power. It turns out 

the trips are the tip 

of the iceberg, and 

that there are many 

other toxic aspects to 

MG Cornwall’s 

decisions and 

actions.  

 

Your decision to 

report the TDY trips 

to the IG was a good 

choice. You used a 

legitimate avenue for 

reporting wrong 

doing, and it worked 

out. You have 

developed trust with 

key leaders through 

your decisions and 

actions. First, you 

acted as a reprover to 

COL Goodman 

about reporting the 

issues with the pilot 

program. Then you 

ensured a potentially 

serious problem was 

brought to the CoS 

so he could address 

it with the CG. But 

you took a more 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

CoS blames you for 

being a troublemaker 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

reporting unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

do nothing about the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

When the media 

report comes out, the 

CoS blames you for 

being a troublemaker 

and accuses you of 

being the 

whistleblower for 

the reporter. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

role in this case by 

working through the 

IG. 

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. But you 

wonder if you should 

have done more to 

ensure the outcome. 

What would you 

have done if the IG 

didn’t take it to the 

CoS? What would 

you have done if the 

CoS hadn’t listened 

to the IG? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

passive role in this 

case by working 

through the IG. 

 

You can take pride 

in a job well done. 

You upheld the 

Army Ethic in your 

decisions and 

actions. But you 

wonder if you should 

have done more to 

ensure the outcome. 

What would you 

have done if the IG 

didn’t take it to the 

CoS? What would 

you have done if the 

CoS hadn’t listened 

to the IG? 

 

Outcome: Pass – Go 

to Summary 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

Despite your good 

intent, you don’t feel 

like a very good 

steward of the Army 

Profession. Would 

you make different 

decisions if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

Scenario 2 

Decision C – 

Fair 

You spoke truth to 

power by letting the 

CoS know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to report MG 

Cornwall’s 

suspicious TDY 

trips. But the damage 

was already done. 

Ms. Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

You acted as a 

reprover to COL 

Goodman about 

reporting the issues 

with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to report MG 

Cornwall’s 

suspicious TDY 

trips. But the damage 

was already done. 

Ms. Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

shield the command 

from the pilot 

program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

You tried to uphold 

the Army Ethic by 

encouraging others 

to report unethical 

conduct. But your 

previous decision to 

do nothing about the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. The 

damage was already 

done. Ms. Beckham 

went public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the CoS’s 

attention? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the CoS’s 

attention? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

CoS’s attention? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

CoS’s attention? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

Scenario 2 

Decision D – 

Poor 

You spoke truth to 

power by letting the 

CoS know about the 

issues with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to confront 

MG Cornwall. But 

the damage was 

You acted as a 

reprover to COL 

Goodman about 

reporting the issues 

with the pilot 

program. But you 

took a more passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to confront 

MG Cornwall. But 

Your previous 

decision to shield the 

command from the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. Then 

you took a passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to confront 

MG Cornwall. But 

Your previous 

decision to do 

nothing about the 

pilot program issues 

marginalized you 

and the staff. Then 

you took a passive 

role in this case. You 

tried to get CPT 

Garcia to confront 

MG Cornwall. But 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the CoS’s 

attention? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. Instead 

of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and tightens 

the inner circle even 

more resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army Profession. 

Should you have 

taken a more active 

role to ensure the 

issues were brought 

to the CoS’s 

attention? Would 

you make a different 

decision if given a 

second chance? 

 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

CoS’s attention? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 

the damage was 

already done. Ms. 

Beckham went 

public with her 

investigation. 

Instead of the Army 

Profession 

investigating and 

policing its own 

ranks, it’s now a 

matter for the court 

of public opinion. 

Public trust in the 

Army and its senior 

leaders is 

compromised. 

 

The CoS finds out 

during the 

subsequent 

investigation that 

you knew about the 

trips and didn’t 

report it. He feels 

betrayed and 

tightens the inner 

circle even more 

resulting in an 

exclusionary climate 

with further 

communications 

gaps and infighting 

to get into the inner 

circle. 

 

You don’t feel like a 

very good steward of 

the Army 

Profession. Should 

you have taken a 

more active role to 

ensure the issues 

were brought to the 

CoS’s attention? 

Would you make a 

different decision if 

given a second 

chance? 
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Feedback 

Table 

Scenario 1 Decision 

A 

Best 

Scenario 1 Decision 

B 

Good 

Scenario 1 Decision 

C 

Fair 

Scenario 1 Decision 

D 

Poor 

Outcome: Fail – 

Return to Scenario 2 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

 

Outcome: Fail-

Return to Scenario 1 

 

5.5. Video Case Studies – Summary 

In this case study, you were presented with situations that required you to employ the Army Ethic and 

demonstrate effective ethical reasoning as a Strategic-level advisor. You had to make choices that tested 

your ability to build trust with Strategic leaders, speak truth to power, while also considering the second 

and third order effects of your decisions and actions. Some of the situations in this study presented gray 

challenges that involved apparent conflict of moral principles and asked you to weigh the moral costs and 

benefits and consider different perspectives before committing to a plan of action. If you didn’t get the 

results you wanted this time, it is important to build on this experience and perfect your ability to choose 

the best solution and complete your mission in an ethical, effective, and efficient manner.   

  



Army Ethic Development Course  Facilitator Guide 

Lesson 0106 – Evaluate Key Issues Affecting the Army Ethic 

80 

 

 

6. CLOSING/SUMMARY 

Upholding the Army Ethic is critical for you, your organization, and your subordinates.  

 

Role modeling is one of the most powerful ways for Senior Army leaders to positively impact Army 

culture, esprit de corps, and the conditions that inspire and motivate honorable service. When senior 

leaders consistently and openly aspire to the moral principles of the Army Ethic, internal trust within the 

Profession is strengthened and Army professionals see and understand the standard. When a senior leader 

makes a conscious decision to operate just inside the minimum legal requirements due to the environment 

and circumstances, being transparent and explaining the reasoning shows subordinates the ethical 

reasoning involved in managing the associated ethical risk. 

 

Senior Army leaders approve all activities that provide for the ethical design, generation, support, and 

application of landpower. This includes the policies, regulations, programs, systems, and resources that 

they approve and implement. As stewards of the Army, they must ensure these mechanisms are designed 

and implemented in a way that routinely articulates, supports, practices, and respects the Army Ethic in 

conduct of the mission, performance of duty, and all aspects of life. In other words, they establish an 

environment in which ethical behavior can thrive.   

 

The product of successful strategic stewardship is a culture of trust: with the American people and within 

the Army.  This results in honorable victory on the battlefield, protecting our Nation and our way of life. 

When senior Army leaders establish the strategic conditions that support living by and upholding the 

Army Ethic, they strengthen our shared identity and the development of character throughout the Total 

Force. 

6.1. Learning and Reflection 

Check on Learning and Promoting Reflective Practice: 

Determine if group members have gained familiarity with the material discussed by soliciting 

questions and explanations. Ask the participants questions and correct misunderstandings. 

 

6.1.1. Learning 

Q – What do you think about what you learned? 

Q – How do you feel about what you learned? 

Q – What did you learn from listening to the reactions and reflections of other Army 

Professionals at this training? 

 

6.1.2. Reflection 

Q – What will you do with your new information? 

 

Q – What are the future implications of this training or of this experience? 

Q – How can you integrate what you have learned into your own team? 
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7. TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
 

This section answers technical questions, helps to troubleshoot problems, and offers suggestions to create 

a technically better presentation of this program in a classroom setting. 

 

7.1. Projecting for a Large Audience 

This interactive simulation can be projected onto a screen for large audiences, given the right 

equipment, if the classroom/auditorium is already set up to project multimedia. 
 

If the classroom auditorium is only set up to use or project TV/VCR images, and you want to 

project the simulation, then you have two options: 

o Large computer monitor (21” or more) for a small group 

o Computer projection system with LCD projector for large groups 

 

7.2. Graphics/Color Issues 

This interactive simulation is designed to work best in a screen resolution of at least 1024 by 

768, with at least High Color (16 bit) color palette/depth. 

 

7.3. Playback Problems 

This section provides information to address playback problems.  

 

7.3.1. Video Skips and Hesitations 

This program is not designed for older computers. Skips and hesitations in the video indicate that part of 

your computer is not processing quickly enough. This is generally caused by a lack of CPU processor 

speed, amount of physical memory (RAM), or both. 

 

If you have the minimum system requirements, you may be able to improve performance by closing all 

other applications and/or decreasing your desktop resolution. You can also try playing the simulation 

in the minimized screen version rather than full screen. 

 

7.3.2. No Sound 

Double-check the wires—be certain that the speakers have electricity, that all the connections are in the 

right places, and that the speakers are turned on and the volume is high enough. 
 

If you still do not have sound, contact your computer support technicians and tell them you may have a 

problem with your sound card or speakers. 

 


