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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to generate first hand accounts of moral and ethical dilemmas that
Canadian Forces (CF) personnel faced in operations in an effort to promote greater understanding of
the personal, situational and contextual factors that comprise dilemma situations, as well as
understanding the process of ethical decision making. A second goal was to elicit realistic exemplar
scenarios for experimentation purposes. Fifteen currently serving and retired senior officers in the
CF were interviewed from 19 May 2004 to 3 March 2005 using an unobtrusive conversational
protocol. Participants were encouraged to speak freely and openly about moral and ethical dilemmas
that they faced in operations, in order to document the ethical decision making process (and the
factors that influence it) in operational contexts.

Moral and ethical decision making was shown to be influenced by a number of factors not strongly
emphasized in existing accounts of ethical decision making. These influences stemmed from the
person (e.g. self-identity, values and attitudes), as well as several situational (e.g. moral intensity)
and contextual factors (e.g. rules of engagement and organizational culture). Results also showed
that moral and ethical decision making was not merely a linear, rational process, but a complex and
multi-determined one, in which reason, emotion and intuition often worked together to determine
ethical decision making. In addition, participant accounts suggested that ethical decisions are often
simultaneously influenced by issues of self-identity in relation to contextual factors such as social
norms and organizational culture. Participant descriptions, therefore, point out the significance of
one’s social role and self-identities in shaping and guiding the moral and ethical decision making
process.
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Résumé

Cette étude visait a produire de I’information de premiere main sur les dilemmes moraux et éthiques
auxquels sont confrontés les militaires des Forces canadiennes (FC) dans le cadre de leurs
opérations. Elle avait d’abord pour but d’éclaircir les facteurs personnels, circonstanciels et
contextuels a I’origine des dilemmes ainsi que le processus de prise de décision éthique, puis
d’établir des scénarios réalistes pouvant servir a des fins expérimentales. Entre le 19 mai 2004 et le
3 mars 2005, quinze officiers supérieurs actuels et retraités des FC ont été interviewés suivant un
protocole de conversation non structurée. On a encouragé les participants a parler librement et
ouvertement des dilemmes moraux et éthiques auxquels ils ont été confrontés durant des opérations,
de maniére a étudier le processus de prise de décision éthique (et les facteurs qui I’influencent) dans
des contextes opérationnels.

La prise de décision morale et éthique est influencée par un certain nombre de facteurs quelque peu
négligés dans les descriptions existantes du processus de prise de décision éthique. Ces influences
peuvent provenir de la personne (p. ex. image de soi, valeurs et attitudes) de méme que de plusieurs
facteurs circonstanciels (p. ex. intensité morale) et contextuels (p. ex. régles d’engagement et culture
de I’organisation). Les résultats ont également démontré que la prise de décision éthique et morale
n’est pas un processus linéaire et rationnel, mais plutdét complexe et déterminé par plusieurs facteurs,
dans lequel interviennent la raison, I’émotion et I’intuition. De plus, les comptes rendus des
participants portent a croire que les décisions éthiques sont souvent influencées par des questions
d’image de soi en rapport avec des facteurs contextuels tels que les normes sociales et la culture de
I’organisation. Les descriptions fournies par les participants soulignent donc I’importance du réle
social et de I’image de soi dans I’orientation du processus de prise de décision morale et éthique.
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Executive Summary

The following study was conducted for Defence Research and Development Canada (DRDC)
Toronto to further understand moral and ethical decision making within a military context. A
previous contract undertook an extensive review of the theoretical and empirical literature exploring
moral and ethical decision making (Thomson, Adams & Sartori, 2005). Following on from this
review, the work within the current report involved an interview study with CF personnel who have
made ethical decisions in the course of operations. We interviewed fifteen senior officers in the CF
from 19 May 2004 to 3 March 2005, using an unobtrusive conversational protocol. Participants were
encouraged to speak freely and openly about moral and ethical dilemmas that they had faced in
operations, and were asked to explain both the factors that impacted on their decisions as well as
describing the process by which these decisions were made.

Participant descriptions of moral and ethical dilemmas were categorized by type of dilemma
(competing obligation, harm, and uncertainty dilemmas) as delineated in Canada’s Defence Ethics
Program (DEP; Beauchamp, 2002). The most frequent dilemmas encountered were competing
obligation dilemmas, where an individual who must simultaneously fulfil two or more obligations is
forced to choose only one that can be fulfilled. Some of the competing obligation dilemmas included
having to obey mission orders or rules of engagement that ran counter to one’s personal values;
remaining loyal to a system that failed to live up to its espoused values; and having to court-martial
a friend. The next most common type of dilemma was harm dilemmas, in which harm was inevitable
regardless of one’s actions. For example, several of the harm dilemmas noted within the interviews
involved CF personnel deployed in areas where ethnic cleansing was occurring. Consequently, they
witnessed the accelerated decline of civilian populations, despite their desire and efforts to help.
Finally, there was one example of an uncertainty dilemma, wherein soldiers had to judge when to
use lethal force in self-defence.

Many factors were implicated in moral and ethical decision making. For example, a number of
person-based, situational, and contextual factors played important roles. Influential factors at a
personal level were self-identity and values and attitudes. From a situational perspective, moral
intensity, the construct underlying Thomas Jones’ (1991) Issue-Contingent Model of Ethical
Decision Making in Organizations was particularly salient and relevant in participants’ construal of
the situation and awareness of moral issues in operations. At a contextual level, rules of engagement
were a very influential feature of ethical decision making, and organizational culture played a very
important role in the ethical decisions that participants made. Understanding how these (and the
many other factors noted in this report) are interconnected and impact one another will further
knowledge in moral and ethical decision making.

In terms of process, as participants described the dilemmas that they experienced, it became
apparent that moral and ethical decision making is not a clear cut linear, rational process that much
of the literature in the field endorses. Instead, participants often recalled how intuition and emotion
invoked their sense of right and wrong, helped them recognize a moral issue, and drove the

Thomson, M.H., Adams, B.D. and Sartori, J.A. 2006. Moral and ethical decision making
in Canadian Forces operations.. DRDC Toronto CR 2006-013. Defence R&D Canada —
Toronto.
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decisions and moral actions that followed. Several participants also described situations in which
they engaged in dialogue with significant others, seeking confirmation regarding their moral position
prior to acting. This collaborative process of justification prior to moral action lends support to
Jonathan Haidt’s (2001) Social Intuitionist Model of Moral Judgement, which questions our ability
to engage in truly private reasoning. Rather, this model emphasizes the impact of intuition and hence
the cultural and social influences in our moral judgements. Participants often described how hunches
or gut instinct provoked moral awareness. In other cases, moral emotions (e.g., compassion,
sympathy, empathy, care) actually drove moral decision making and action.

Looking at ethical decision making as a process with discrete stages (pre-decision, decision and
post-decision) showed some interesting patterns. At the pre-decisional stage, for example, emotion
and intuition both seemed to play important roles in the recognition of a moral issue, and
collaborative processes were often used to help with deliberating on one’s decision. At the stage of
actually making a decision, although there was clear evidence of rational processes often being
employed, this was not always the case. In fact, rational and intuitive as well as emotional processes
often combined to determine the decision. In the post-decisional phase, the toll of making
excruciating ethical decisions was clear. Many participants continued to struggle with the decisions
that they had made as individuals, and with their perceived lack of support from the systems that
they had represented. Self-identity, and the need to maintain a coherent sense of self despite all that
they had been through, seemed especially implicated in the post-decisional phase. As a whole, this
analysis argues that moral and ethical decision making cannot simply be understood as occurring at
a discrete moment in time, whereby following particular axioms enable good decision making, but
as a continuing and expanding process.

More generally, participants’ descriptive accounts of ethical dilemmas in operations revealed a
normative guide that seemed to derive from their self-identity. In other words, participants’ self-
identity was highly connected to their social roles, with its beliefs and expectations, and this was
powerful enough to determine moral action. For example, some participants referred to themselves
as soldiers or commanders, who could not stand by and watch non-combatants being killed without
trying to do something about it, despite mission orders or rules of engagement. As such, self-identity
and the socialization processes that shaped this emerged as fundamental aspects of moral and ethical
decision making. Moreover, participant accounts also suggested that the values that emerged as they
internalized and embraced their social role and related expectations (rather than espoused CF values
per say) drove ethical decision making. Some participants suggested that regimental culture is one
way that such internalization and adherence is promoted.

Results, therefore, suggest that moral and ethical decision making cannot be understood as simply a
unidirectional, rational process. Rather, moral and ethical decision making is a broad and complex
process that implicates intuition, emotion and self-identity throughout. Moreover, it must be viewed
as a process that expands beyond the moment of choice and is understood and interpreted through
the multiple lenses of the individual, society and its normative institutions.
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Sommaire

La présente étude a été menée a la demande de Recherche et développement pour la défense Canada
(RDDC) Toronto dans le but d’éclaircir le processus de prise de décision morale et éthique dans un
contexte militaire. Un examen exhaustif de la littérature théorique et empirique sur la prise de
décision éthique et morale avait déja été effectué dans le cadre d’un contrat antérieur (Thomson,
Adams et Sartori, 2005). A la suite de cet examen, on a entrepris I’étude décrite dans le présent
rapport, qui a consisté en une série d’entrevues auprés de militaires des FC ayant eu a prendre des
décisions éthiques dans le cadre d’opérations. Entre le 19 mai 2004 et le 3 mars 2005, nous avons
interviewé quinze officiers supérieurs des FC en suivant un protocole de conversation non
structurée. On a encouragé les participants a parler librement et ouvertement des dilemmes moraux
et éthiques auxquels ils ont été confrontés durant des opérations et on leur a demandé d’expliquer les
facteurs qui ont influencé leurs décisions et de décrire les processus intervenant dans leurs décisions.

Les dilemmes moraux et éthiques décrits par les participants ont été classés par type de dilemme
éthique (valeurs divergentes, actions préjudiciables et incertitude), selon la description fournie dans
le Programme d’éthique de la Défense (PED; Beauchamp, 2002) du Canada. Le type le plus fréquent
est le dilemme des valeurs divergentes, qui consiste en une situation de prise de décision dans
laguelle deux obligations divergentes sont en concurrence. Les dilemmes des valeurs divergentes
comprennent par exemple les situations suivantes : devoir obéir a des ordres de mission ou a des
regles d’engagement qui vont a I’encontre de ses valeurs personnelles; demeurer loyal envers un
systéme qui n’a pas été a la hauteur des valeurs qu’il préconisait; et devoir traduire un ami en cour
martiale. Le deuxieme type de dilemme en importance est celui des actions préjudiciables, dans
lequel chacune des actions envisagées causera du tort ou un préjudice. Plusieurs des dilemmes des
actions préjudiciables relevés lors des entrevues concernaient des militaires des FC déployés dans
des régions ou des mesures de purification ethnique étaient pratiquées. Ces militaires ont assisté au
déclin accéléré de populations civiles, malgré leur volonté d’aider et leurs efforts en ce sens. Enfin,
on a relevé un cas de dilemme de I’incertitude, dans lequel des soldats avaient dd juger quand
utiliser une force susceptible de causer la mort pour se défendre.

De nombreux facteurs interviennent dans la prise de décision morale et éthique. Un certain nombre
de facteurs personnels, circonstanciels et contextuels jouent un rdle important. Les facteurs
personnels qui entrent en jeu sont I’image de soi, les valeurs et les attitudes. Sur le plan
circonstanciel, I’intensité morale, concept sous-jacent du « modele tributaire de la situation pour la
prise de décision éthique dans les organisations » élaboré par Thomas Jones (1991), a été
particulierement déterminante chez les participants dans leur conception de la situation et leur
conscience des questions morales durant des opérations. Enfin, en ce qui concerne les facteurs
contextuels, les régles d’engagement ont grandement influencé la prise de décision éthique, et la
culture de I’organisation a joué un rdle trés important dans les décisions éthiques prises par les
participants. La compréhension des liens et des interactions entre ces facteurs (et les nombreux
autres facteurs décrits dans le présent rapport) permettra de faire avancer les connaissances
concernant la prise de décision morale et éthique.

A mesure que les participants décrivaient les dilemmes vécus, il est devenu évident que
contrairement a ce qui est soutenu dans la majorité des ouvrages dans le domaine, la prise de
décision morale et éthique n’est pas un processus défini linéaire et rationnel. Les participants ont
plutdt indiqué comment I’intuition et I’émotion avaient mis en jeu leur sens du bien et du mal, les
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avaient aidés a reconnaitre les questions morales et avaient orienté les décisions et les actions
morales qui s’étaient ensuivies. Plusieurs participants ont également décrit des situations dans
lesquelles ils avaient discuté avec des proches dans le but de confirmer leur position morale avant de
passer a I’action. Ce processus de soutien visant a justifier I’action morale appuie le modele
intuitionniste social du jugement moral de Jonathan Haidt (2001), qui met en question notre capacité
de procéder a un raisonnement réellement privé. Ce modéle met I’accent sur I’impact de I’intuition
et, par conséquent, des influences culturelles et sociales sur nos jugements moraux. Les participants
ont souvent indiqué comment leurs pressentiments ou leurs instincts avaient provoqué une prise de
conscience morale. Dans d’autres cas, ce sont les émotions morales (p. ex. compassion, sympathie,
empathie, bienveillance) qui ont orienté la prise de décision et les actions morales.

La division du processus de prise de décision en stades (pré-décision, décision et post-décision) a
mis en évidence des tendances intéressantes. Durant le stade de pré-décision, par exemple,
I’intuition et I’émotion ont toutes deux semblé jouer un réle important dans la reconnaissance d’une
question morale. Les participants ont souvent eu recours a des formes de soutien pour obtenir de
I’aide a I’égard de la décision a prendre. Au moment de prendre la décision, malgré que certains
participants aient clairement eu recours a un processus rationnel, on a noté que ce n’était pas
toujours le cas. En fait, la raison et I’intuition, de méme que I’émotion, ont souvent simultanément
orienté la décision. Durant le stade post-décision, les effets d’avoir pris des décisions éthiques
éprouvantes étaient évidents. De nombreux participants avaient du mal a assumer les décisions
gu’ils avaient prises en tant qu’individus et a accepter ce qu’ils percevaient comme un manque de
soutien de la part des systemes qu’ils représentaient. L image de soi et le besoin de maintenir un
sentiment d’identité cohérent en dépit des situations vécues semblaient particulierement importants
dans le stade post-décision. Dans I’ensemble, cette analyse laisse a penser que la prise de décision
morale et éthique ne peut pas étre considérée comme un moment précis dans le temps, ou le fait de
suivre certains principes permet de prendre la bonne décision, mais plutdt comme un processus
continu et évolutif.

De fagon plus générale, les descriptions des dilemmes éthiques des participants ont révélé
I’existence d’un « guide normatif » qui semble étre issu de I’image de soi. En d’autres mots, I’image
que les participants avaient d’eux-mémes, ainsi que les croyances et les attentes qui en découlent,
étaient étroitement liées a leur role social. Cette image de soi était assez forte pour déterminer
I’action morale. Par exemple, certains participants se sont décrits comme des soldats ou des
commandants qui ne pouvaient pas simplement laisser des civils étre tués sans rien faire, en dépit
des ordres de mission et des régles d’engagement. L’image de soi et les processus de socialisation
qui I’ont faconnée sont apparus comme des aspects fondamentaux de la prise de décision morale et
éthique. Les comptes rendus portent a croire que les valeurs qui se sont développées chez les
participants a mesure qu’ils intériorisaient et acceptaient leur réle social et les attentes connexes
(plutdt que les valeurs préconisées par les FC) ont été le moteur de la prise de décision éthique.
Certains participants ont laissé entendre que la culture du régiment favorisait cette intériorisation et
cette acceptation.

Thomson, M.H., Adams, B.D. and Sartori, J.A. 2006. Moral and ethical decision making
in Canadian Forces operations.. DRDC Toronto CR 2006-013. Defence R&D Canada —
Toronto.
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Les résultats portent a croire que la prise de décision morale et éthique n’est pas un processus
unidirectionnel et rationnel, mais plutdt un processus vaste et complexe qui, a tous les stades, est
influencé par I’intuition, I’émotion et I’image de soi. La prise de décision morale et éthique doit étre
considérée comme un processus qui dépasse le moment de la décision; elle doit étre comprise et
interprétée a travers le prisme des multiples perceptions de I’individu, de la société et de ses
institutions normatives.
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1 Background

The changing world order of the past fifteen years has meant that the world’s militaries must
confront incredible complexity in operational environments. These new operational circumstances
include rapidly changing missions, ambiguous and changing rules of engagement (ROES), vastly
different cultures, and belligerents who target civilians. Moreover, the participation of Canadian
Forces (CF) personnel in multinational peacekeeping operations has presented a distinct set of
problems for moral and ethical decision making over and above the problems inherent in
conventional warfare (Dallaire, 2003). This suggests that it is important to gain a better
understanding of the CF’s perspective on moral and ethical decision making, and to gain more
empirically based knowledge about the factors influencing this kind of decision making during
both conventional operations and in operations other than war (OOTW).

A previous contract with Defence Research and Development Canada (DRDC) Toronto (Thomson,
Adams & Sartori, 2005) provided an extensive literature review pertaining to moral and ethical
decision making in the CF. This review found that studies in moral and ethical decision making are
still at a relatively early stage of development, and that there are only a few approaches that
directly address a military context. These models have tended to follow a rudimentary, cognitive
decision making paradigm. Several factors believed to contribute to this kind of decision making
process were identified in the literature review, including person-based factors (within the
individual), contextual factors (organizational milieu, mission orders, etc.), and situational factors
(moral intensity, perceived risk, etc.). These have not been extensively studied, nor has their
combination been consistently applied to the decision making process.

Building on the moral and ethical decision making literature review (Thomson, Adams & Sartori,
2005), the current phase of the research seeks to understand how CF personnel make moral and
ethical decisions when confronted with moral and ethical dilemmas. Working from the assumption
that most human beings demonstrate routine ethical behaviour, we believe that dilemma situations
are unique in that they force the decision maker into a position with no ready made answer for right
behaviour. Decision makers must move through the process to some kind of resolution. We believe
that under such circumstances, greater consideration to the decision and subsequent action would
reveal greater access to the moral and ethical decision making process and means by which CF
personnel justified their action. To explore this, 15 interviews were conducted with CF personnel
who had been confronted with moral and ethical dilemmas during operations. These interviews
aimed to understand the process and influences on ethical decision making, as well as to generate
first hand accounts of their experiences. These first hand accounts will hopefully provide realistic
exemplar scenarios, which will ultimately be used for projected CF moral and ethical decision
making research and training.
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2 Aim

This report had four aims. They included:

o Generating a large set of first person accounts of moral and ethical decision making
through in-depth, open ended interviews with active and retired Canadian Forces (CF)
personnel of varying ranks and military environments (Army, Navy, and Air Force). These
accounts will provide realistic, exemplar stimuli for subsequent scenario-based
experimentation;

e Documenting and classifying these first person accounts into broad categories of moral and
ethical dilemmas;

e Analyzing the personal, situational and contextual factors that influence ethical decision
making; and

e Analyzing the process of ethical decision making within military contexts.
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3 METHOD

This chapter describes the method employed for this study. It also describes the development of the
interview protocol, recruitment and interview procedures as well as data collection and analysis
procedures. This chapter concludes with an exploration of the limitations of this work.

3.1 Development of the Interview Protocol

An interview protocol was developed based on issues of interest as indicated in the Statement of
Work, meetings with the Scientific Authority, and meetings amongst the researchers directly
involved in the study. It was designed to help researchers guide the discussion, when necessary,
and assist participants in recounting their moral and ethical decision making experiences in
operational situations. In general, the questions in the interview protocol were based on the moral
and ethical decision making literature review (Thomson, Adams & Sartori, 2005), and, in
particular, stem from the CF perspective of moral and ethical decision making processes outlined in
the Defence Ethics Program (DEP). A preliminary model was created from the literature review as
a comprehensive tool to guide our thinking about the factors that may influence, and perhaps form,
moral and ethical decision making, and thus, the questions that would be asked during the
interviews. The main topics explored in the interview included a description of the event, factors
impacting the decision, how the decision was made, the decision outcome, and to a lesser extent
reflections on CF training relevant to moral and ethical decision making. The protocol was general
enough to permit researchers flexibility in asking the questions in order to accommodate
participants’ train of thought as well as acknowledge participants’ decision to voluntarily disclose
information. As such, the protocol encouraged a free, conversational atmosphere in the interview.

The main body of the protocol centred on CF personnel sharing in detail moral and ethical
dilemmas that they personally faced. In order to ensure that we received a comprehensive picture
of the situation in which it occurred, we included probe questions that guided participants to tell us
where and when it happened, who was present, what was happening before the situation arose, and
how the participant was feeling at the time. Following these, we included probes that permitted CF
personnel to explain what factors they believed contributed to the dilemma situation, and how they
resolved it. We also had a probe that asked CF personnel how emotions impacted their moral and
ethical decision. However, we were particularly sensitive to the fact that some dilemmas would
leave residual feelings of guilt and regret, and that some of our participants may suffer post-
traumatic stress disorder, and therefore chose when it was appropriate to probe.

The factors that influenced their decisions at all stages were also important to understand in more
detail. Our preliminary model suggested that several factors were likely to influence the decision
making process. We wanted to reveal how these factors impacted on the course of action that CF
personnel exercised in these dilemma situations. Whenever possible, interviewees were asked to
consider the choice that they made, how they made it, and to reflect on whether it was the best
course of action.

The next section of the protocol addressed CF training around moral and ethical decision making.
On a general level, we asked CF personnel how their CF training had prepared them for an ethical
dilemma that they had described. Whenever possible, we asked whether CF training in its current
form could prepare CF personnel for resolving moral and ethical dilemmas. We also included
probes to understand to what extent moral and ethical decision making had been specifically
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discussed in military training at different stages of their career, and what would be required in order
to prepare CF personnel in the future.

We were also interested in how previous military experience assisted in resolving moral dilemmas.
We developed questions that considered how CF personnel’s past experience had impacted the
process, and whether they had faced a moral dilemma similar to the one they had described in the
past.

The result was a 24-item interview protocol (see Annex A), which was developed to merely guide
the interview process as well as to provide participants with the opportunity to describe their often
difficult ethical decisions in a supportive and non-invasive environment. The interview questions
were developed by and discussed among the primary researchers before arriving at the final
protocol with careful consideration for the ethical treatment of participants and the questions we
deemed important to answer.

3.2 Procedure

3.2.1 Recruitment

The military liaison officer for the Command Effectiveness and Behaviour (CEB) section at DRDC
Toronto identified potential participants from his system of contacts, knowledge and expertise.
This officer had been instructed by the scientific authority to identify potential participants who
had made moral and ethical decisions in operational contexts. Once identified, the military liaison
officer contacted potential participants by phone, and explained the purpose and nature of the
study. The liaison officer then enquired as to their willingness and availability to participate in the
study. Potential participants were informed that their participation was wholly voluntary and that it
would be in the form of a face-to-face interview by trained researchers, that it would take
approximately 1 hour, and that the researchers would travel to meet them. If participants agreed
(and pending availability), the military liaison officer set a time and meeting place for the
interview.

3.2.1.1 Participants

Participants in the study were n = 15 members of the Canadian Armed Forces. Participants were all
senior officers and all men. There were n = 7 retired and n = 8 active duty personnel. There were n
= 13 army personnel and n = 2 naval personnel.

3.2.1.2 Risks and Safety Precautions

The risks associated with participation in this study were believed to be minimal (i.e., the
possibility of physical harm or discomfort was anticipated to be no greater than what participants
would encounter in their daily life or occupation). However, participants were asked questions
about their previous experience in making moral and ethical decisions in military contexts.
Consequently, we anticipated that this might arouse some psychological discomfort for some
respondents, as the retelling of a potentially stressful moral and ethical decision may cause
psychological distress to emerge or resurface. To address this possibility, we discussed ethical
safeguards with Col Randy Boddam, Chief Psychiatrist of the CF, and incorporated a number of
procedures for interviewers to follow in cases of extreme distress. The following safeguards were
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in place in the event of a participant experiencing a psychological crisis during the interview or as a
result of participation in the study.

All participants received a list of psychological support services available to them in their
communities. Participants were encouraged to use these services if they felt a need to talk further to
a professional about the thoughts and feelings that arose from talking about their past moral and
ethical decisions. The primary interviewers, both psychologists, had prior training to monitor
during the session for signs of interviewee distress including dysphoric affect, agitation, and
dissociative states. The presence of these states in an interviewee would indicate that the
interviewer should check with the interviewee about how they were doing, whether they wished to
take a break, to skip the question, to terminate the interview, or to receive any other kind of
assistance they might require. In case of an emergency, interviewers also had the address and
phone number of the nearest emergency room.*

Traditional ethical safeguards were also in place in this research. The Information Letter (see
Annex A) emphasized that participation in this research was entirely voluntary and that
participants’ responses would remain anonymous and confidential. Participants were told that they
could refuse to answer any questions or withdraw their participation at any time. They were
informed that direct quoting from interviews would only be done with their consent and that if
excerpts from interviews are included in written or published reports or presentations, no
identifying information will be used. Participants were further informed that they would have an
opportunity to review the passages and scenarios that we intended to use in the report, at which
time they could indicate any portions that should not be included. Finally, participants were
informed that every effort would be made to protect their identities and the identities of other CF
personnel who figured in their accounts. No incentives for participation, remuneration or
compensation were used. Participants were invited to contact the Principal Investigator, Dr.
Barbara Adams, or the DRDC Principal Investigator, Dr. Joe Baranski, or the DRDC Co-
Investigator, Dr. Megan Thompson, if they had any questions or concerns related to their
participation.

3.2.2 The Interview

Fifteen interviews were conducted, which were scheduled by the liaison officer in advance.
Interviews were held at various CF bases in Ontario and Quebec/Central Area from 19 May 2004
to 3 March 2005.

Following an introduction of the research team to the participants by the liaison officer, participants
received a brief background description of Humansystems Inc. and its collaboration with the
Command Effectiveness and Behaviour group from DRDC Toronto. Participants were then briefed
on the purposes of the study, its relevance and potential benefit to the CF, the nature of their
participation (i.e., format of interview, time commitment, etc.), and any possible risks. Before
proceeding, all participants completed an informed Voluntary Consent Form (see Annex A), which
they signed in advance of the interview.

Considering the difficult nature of many moral and ethical dilemmas, great consideration needed to
be given to assurances of confidentiality, to ensure the highest regard possible for ethical treatment
of the participants. Prior to providing their informed consent, participants were cautioned that as
discussing some moral and ethical decisions might cause discomfort, they should feel free to stop

1 The procedures and safeguards were never required.

Humansystems © Moral & Ethical Decision Making in Canadian Forces Operations Page 7



} HUMANSYSTEMS

participating at any time, and that a support network was in place if they felt they needed help
during, or any time after, the interview.

Before starting the interview, the primary interviewer asked permission to record the conversation,
as this would provide a more accurate record of the interview. Participants were told that no one
outside of the research team would have access to the recordings. Finally, participants were asked
not to disclose anything that could be described as illegal activity, because legal or ethical
requirements may force the researchers to break the confidentiality of the participants. All
participants agreed without reservation to this information, and all agreed to participate voluntarily.

Following this, the researchers began the interview. Researchers used the interview protocol, which
encouraged a guided, but unobtrusive conversational interview. Each interview was guided by a
trained interviewer, who was instructed to ask pre-selected and impromptu probes, but not to
interfere with or influence the participants’ flow of disclosure or opinions expressed. When
necessary, and appropriate, researchers asked follow-up questions to further clarify important
themes (outlined and underlined in the short interview protocol) relating to moral and ethical
decision making. Given that researchers anticipated some participants had an increased chance of
exhibiting or suffering discomfort when sharing their experiences, the primary researcher was
attentive to recognize signs of stress or discomfort in participants throughout the study. The
average length of the 15 interviews was one hour and nine minutes.

Once the interview was completed, researchers debriefed the participants. It was explained to them
that the interview would be transcribed onto a word document, using the recording to guarantee
accuracy. Again, participants were reassured of the confidentiality of the interview, and that
researchers would remove any identifying material, such as names and places. Participants were
informed that they could review the passages and scenarios that they provided for verification, to
indicate any errors, or simply to edit out portions? that they deemed not suitable for any reports or
publications. Researchers then answered any questions that participants had about the research.
Lastly, participants were told that following the completion of the research, a summary of the
findings could be made available to them if they so desired. In the meantime, however, participants
were reminded that they could contact the Principal Investigators at any time if they had further
guestions.

3.3 Data Collection

With the consent of each participant®, interviews were audio recorded using a Sony minidisk
recorder. After the interview, researchers then digitized the audio file to a computer and converted
it to a wav file for transcription. Interviews were transcribed verbatim, except for identifying
information, such as names and places, by a member of the research team. Random quality
assurance checks comparing the audio file to the transcription were undertaken by a member of the
research team by listening to the wav file and simultaneously reading the transcription to ensure
accuracy.

2 In principle, this could include the entire interview transcript, even if they had initially agreed to allow the Principal
Investigator to quote directly from the interview without attribution of identity on the Voluntary Consent Form.

® Participants were also given the opportunity to be interviewed without being recorded. In these circumstances, the
interviewer would take detailed notes of the interview. However, all participants agreed to the tape recording of their
interviews.
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3.4 Qualitative Data Analysis

Prior to content analysis, researchers convened to discuss the classification of moral and ethical
dilemmas, and the factors influencing the process of moral and ethical decision making.
Researchers agreed that moral and ethical dilemmas should be initially documented and classified
under the categories outlined in the DEP (i.e., uncertainty, competing obligations, and harm), but to
stay open to identifying dilemmas that did not fit well into these categories. In addition, based on
our previous analysis of moral and ethical decision making (Thomson, Adams, & Sartori, 2005),
we identified a number of potential factors thought to impact on moral and ethical decision making.
Each factor was discussed in detail by all members of the research team, and operational
definitions of each of these factors were created (see Annex A). Moreover, researchers established
a preliminary model of moral and ethical decision making in order to begin to categorize the
factors likely to invoke, influence, and/or guide ethical decision making.

Content analysis began with a member of the research team listening to the first interview, and
coding it according to the established moral dilemma categories and factors identified in the
preliminary model of moral and ethical decision making. This process was accomplished by using
the qualitative data analysis software tool N6*. Following this, another member of the research
team reviewed the initial coding, and initiated a coordinated discussion among research team
members to assess and revise the initial category framework. Together, research team members
created a table that delineated each factor deemed relevant to moral and ethical decision making,
and provided an exemplary unit of communication (see Annex A). The purpose of this was to limit
which units of communication came under each variable. A content analysis was then conducted on
the remainder of the transcribed interviews, as they became available, by matching units of
communication to previously established categories as well as identifying (and then defining) other
factors not included in the initial model. Researchers remained open to previously unidentified
factors and altered the coding scheme when it became necessary to do so.

3.5 Limitations

As a descriptive and exploratory study, it is clear that the sample is not random, and participants
were self-selected. As such, the sample of people interviewed (and hence the experiences that they
described) may or may not be representative of the issues faced in ethical decision making
situations within the CF as a whole. As such, if extrapolation to a more generalized sample is
required, future work will require a more representative sample. For example, though this was not
possible here, future work should explore the ethical decision making process of junior ranks and
non-commissioned officers. Although the scope of their decisions and the sphere of their influence
are likely to be smaller than senior commanders, it will be important to understand the more
constrained ethical decision making processes of junior ranks and certainly non-commissioned
officers. As a consequence of their position, non-commissioned officers are likely to be faced with
unique dilemmas.

In addition, in order to represent ethical decision making within the CF more generally, it would
also have been ideal to have participants from all arms, including the Air Force. Despite the best
efforts of the military liaison, due to pragmatic constraints, this was not possible for this work.

* N6 is a version of NUD*IST, Non-numerical Unstructured Data with Indexing, Searching and Theorizing. It allows
researchers to organize the data in many different ways, i.e., statements could be organized under discrete variables or
within the context of the moral and ethical dilemma itself.

Humansystems © Moral & Ethical Decision Making in Canadian Forces Operations Page 9



} HUMANSYSTEMS

From a different perspective, this report is also limited by the fact that it must rely solely on self-
report. As is well documented in the psychological literature, self-report accounts can be limited by
errors and biases of human memory as well as social desirability concerns. As the ethical decisions
made by participants in this study typically occurred years ago, memory errors and biases are a
very real concern for this work. Psychological research demonstrates the challenges that people
often have recalling actual facts from memory, and suggests that memory is both selective and
interpretive in recalling both facts of everyday lives (Neisser & Harschn, 1992) as well as in
construing our selves (Cameron, Wilson and Ross, 2004). A study that relies completely on the
retelling of past events may favour the recollection of some factors over others (e.g. ones that cast
the participant in a more favourable light), as well as leaving others out. These biases, coupled with
a broad body of work showing the apparent importance of constructing coherent narratives about
who we are as individuals (e.g. McAdams, 2001), suggests that coherence motives might also have
been in play in participants’ reconstruction of their experiences. As such, in retelling their “stories”,
details that do not lend to this coherent account of the past may have been minimized, altered, or
even rejected.

Similarly, self-report accounts may also be subject to social desirability concerns. As our sample
consisted of high ranking CF personnel, it is impossible to know the extent to which their accounts
may have been driven by the general expectation for commanding officers to be competent,
reflective decision makers. In Leadership in the Canadian Forces: Conceptual Foundations, for
example, Wenek (2004) argues that leaders ought to maintain composure and self-control, or rather
“remain poised under fire”, in crisis situations. He also states that “emotional volatility is often a
contributing factor in the derailment of some missions and leaders’ careers”. Because this is
prescriptive, participants may inadvertently have interpreted their past behaviour in light of salient
expectations of being a leader. By extension, participants in this study may have deemed it unwise
to contradict this expectation by providing instances where they made an ethical decision based on
emotions or intuition, that is, “gut instinct”. Of course, this problem could also be compounded by
the fact that more rational approaches to moral theory and action have been dominant in Western
society from ancient Greece to the present day (Thomson, Adams & Sartori, 2005). Moreover, as
individuals are often motivated to be regarded positively, senior commanders may not want to
share instances of failure or immoral action.

Finally, as this report will describe, difficult moral and ethical decisions often continue to exert
influence long after the fact. For example, guilt, regret and counterfactual thinking may have
powerful impacts on the reconstruction of events, and even on the ability of participants to be open
and honest about all aspects of their experience. As a gesture of respect and sensitivity and in
recognition of the possible emotional toll from moral and ethical decisions in operations, we chose
from the outset not to probe into sensitive issues, but to let the participant determine the course of
the interview when it was clear that they were having difficulty in recounting events. This clearly
limited our ability to follow the interview protocol strictly, but provided often distressed
participants with an easy “out” when they chose to deflect or change the topic when it was
uncomfortable for them. Although limiting the uniformity of interviews, we believe that this
approach provided participants with the most supportive context possible within which to share
their “stories”. Moreover, this approach seemed to have been effective in providing a voice to the
closest possible source of knowledge about how difficult ethical decisions are made by CF
personnel during military operations.
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Despite the possible limitations of this work then, the primary goals of the project were realized.
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4 Moral and Ethical Scenarios

This chapter contains a broad overview of the ethical dilemmas offered during the interviews, as
well as participants’ first hand accounts of the moral and ethical decisions that they made
(primarily) during operations.®

We interviewed fifteen senior leaders of the CF who had been identified as individuals who had
faced moral and ethical dilemmas in both operations and in the course of their military careers.
Both the type and discreteness of moral and ethical dilemmas varied widely. In some cases,
participants detailed many dilemmas that ranged in kind, while other participants provided only
one throughout the duration of the interview. These moral and ethical dilemmas ranged from
administrative dilemmas (e.g. dealing with plagiarism at a staff college, deciding how to discipline
one’s staff ), to having to deliberately violate mission orders, to having to decide what lives to save
and, by extension, what lives could not be saved. In general, then, the interviews showed a wide
range of dilemmas and decisions.

Although the Defence Ethics Program describes three kinds of dilemmas (uncertainty, competing
obligations, and harm), the majority of dilemmas provided by participants were competing
obligation dilemmas followed by harm dilemmas. Competing obligation dilemmas arise when an
individual ought to do two incompatible actions. In such cases, moral agents find themselves
juggling two obligations, but they are only able to fulfil one. One recurring theme was participants
caught between obedience to mission orders or rules of engagement (ROESs) and their personal
values and conscience. For example, one soldier described a situation in which he was unable to
offer humanitarian assistance to civilians, because proper Canadian bureaucratic procedures
prevented this if there was any indication of “skimming”. However, given that there was no one
else to provide aid, he felt morally responsible to help. As such, he was simultaneously obligated to
obey Canadian regulations and his own sense of moral responsibility.

One participant described a situation in which he was ordered by British command to install a
blockade on a humanitarian route, which had taken a lot of effort, including loss of life, to
establish. Unlike the British, who he described as throwing their weight around with state of the art
equipment, the Canadian soldiers were ill equipped to threaten anyone. Therefore, he believed that
such a move would likely increase hostility toward those under his command, which ran counter to
Canadian intentions. Thus, he refused the order to the dismay and insistence of the British
commanding officer (CO).

Another competing obligation dilemma included a situation in which the participant did not respect
his CO and believed that the CO was leading the regiment in the wrong direction. In this case, he
has both an obligation to obey his CO and obey his own personal values. He explained that in such
a case, “you basically had to look above his shoulder, of your boss, and look at the Canadian flag”,
which guided his decision to confront the CO about his “lack of leadership”.

Given that participants had often deployed in regions of armed conflict, the next most frequent type
of dilemmas were harm dilemmas. These dilemmas occur in situations in which regardless of one’s

® As the primary deliverable for this project, and as an invitation for the reader to share the richness of the interviews,
despite their considerable length, abbreviated scenarios are presented in their entirety. However, for readers hoping to
understand only the broad themes that emerged throughout the interviews, Chapter 5 and onward offer these analyses.
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action, harm or injury will necessarily come to others. In other words, an ethical decision of this
kind will guarantee that, either directly or indirectly, some people are harmed at the command of
the decision maker. Several participants described harm dilemmas, where they were forced to make
an ethical decision between two undesirable alternatives, both of which were likely to cause harm.
These were described as “lose — lose situations”. For example, describing his experiences trying to
save people from a massacre occurring within their country, one participant recounted the moral
dilemma that he faced, and how trivial normative principles truly are in this kind of a decision.

“I am respecting the dignity of the people by trying to save their lives | think, I am
obviously serving my country before I am serving myself, you know I think | am operating
in accordance with the value and | am operating pretty ethically. But the result of the very
ethical decision is that within 24 hours, 36 hours, a family died of cholera because | took
them to a place that was a hell hole — but | had no other place to take them. So do | leave
them where militia can chop them apart...which way is better to die? Being chopped up by
a machete or being raped, in sense of a woman, being raped to death, or taking a risk with
cholera. So these are not easy but...you know....you choose the lesser of two
evils.””(Scenario 30)

In essence, the choice the soldier had to make was which was the most humane way for these
people to die — cholera or murder? This, of course, can only be described as an impossible decision
to make, and one which certainly carries little sense of positive contribution. The temporal
immediacy, i.e., the onset of the consequences, will vary of course in harm dilemmas.
Nevertheless, the probability of the effects and the general proximity to the situation make these
decisions particularly traumatic for soldiers caught in the middle of a conflict. Moreover, harm
dilemmas often require decisions which are difficult to forget.

There was only one recorded dilemma that we categorized as an uncertainty dilemma, which
occurs when determining whether an action is right or wrong is ambiguous. This uncertainty
dilemma occurred when soldiers were uncertain about the conditions under which they could use
lethal force in self-defence. In the specific example, the commander explained:

“It took a long time to instill in my soldiers, that if somebody threatened them, if they were
fired upon, they were to return fire and they were to kill whoever it is that they were firing
upon. They weren’t there to ask them to stop or to do anything else. They were to do what
they were trained to do. It took a while for them to do that. There was always sort of an
impression with them that they weren’t to act aggressively or something like that because
as a force we didn’t do that, we acted very passively.” (Scenario 33)

In this instance, the participant argued that the organizational culture made it difficult for Canadian
soldiers to determine when they should actually engage belligerents.

Looking at these 3 types of dilemmas, our analysis showed that many of the same factors were
implicated regardless of the type of dilemma. Moreover, there was little evidence of a different
process of decision making amongst dilemmas. This being said, there was considerable divergence
amongst dilemmas in general, and each dilemma is unique and important in its own right. The
analysis in Chapter 5 attempts to capture the common themes within the set of dilemmas as a
whole.

First, however, the following section presents each discrete moral and ethical decision making
scenario given by participants during the interviews. The scenarios are categorized under the kind
of ethical dilemma that they represent. The first group are competing obligations dilemmas
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(Scenario 1 — Scenario 25), the second group are harm dilemmas (Scenario 26 — Scenario 32), and
the last group contains an uncertainty dilemma (Scenario 33).

The following scenarios have been compiled directly from the lengthy interview transcripts, edited
only to maximize comprehension and logical flow of the participant’s description while
minimizing length and redundant details. In order to preserve confidentiality, all identifying
features have been removed. Within each scenario, identifying information has been replaced with
the type of information that it represents. For example, specific references to cities or countries that
might identify the participant have been replaced by the generic terms (CITY) or (COUNTRY). In
some cases, however, easily identifiable information was sometimes replaced with the term
(IDENTIFYING INFORMATION), as to give a higher level of detail would, itself, have been
revealing. However, in attempting to maintain the richness of the descriptions, details that did not
impact on confidentiality were retained.
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Scenario 1 — Manoeuvring ROEs
COMPETING OBLIGATIONS DILEMMA

The area where we served included a group of minorities. Our ROE allowed us to use up to deadly
force to protect our own troops or allied troops, meaning UN troops. We would see irregulars with
automatic weapons, under the influence of alcohol, going into the village, and we knew something
could go very bad. We had not anecdotal, but real evidence that the previous contingent from
another nation had not done anything and there had been killings. But we did not have the
authority to use lethal force. We could not engage them, or if they started shooting the civilians we
could not legally, formally do anything.

So, we thought about matters for a long time. My operations officer, the company commanders,
and | looked at it and said: ““There’s no way we can just let this go.” So there were the orders, i.e.,
we can’t just start a fire fight with them, because it’s a no go. But because my UN orders were so
general and incomplete, what we did was we more or less interposed ourselves in between them
(the civilians) and the belligerents. We asked, ““Does anything preclude us from doing aggressive
patrolling of the village? No nothing does. Okay, so we’ll go there and hopefully by our presence
will intimidate these thugs.” This is what happened. We intimated them. So if the belligerents fired,
they were firing upon us and it would become self-defence and | could use force up to and
including deadly force.

You could say that was manoeuvring a little bit the ROE. I felt totally comfortable with that
because we protected people, and my soldiers knew that when they were going into a situation like
that, where there was danger and they were fired upon, they could fire back using deadly force. It
was reflective of the mindset in the “‘90s where we accepted risk. I think there was a little more
ambiguity, so in the chain of command, which | was a part of, there was some level of
interpretation. Now this was alleviated.

We had the same situation with (MISSION, COUNTRY, YEAR). The authorities, however, were a
lot more prescriptive so you didn’t have that leeway, but good common sense prevailed and the
ROE were changed so that NATO troops, and in this case Canada, were authorized to use force up
to and including deadly force when we saw a civilian who was harmed with life threatening
injuries.

So that’s one example where rules didn’t make any sense. You’re facing a situation where you feel
orders or rules are in conflict with your own personal values.
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Scenario 2 — Political Debates and ROEs
COMPETING OBLIGATIONS DILEMMA

As a UN Force Commander, | was a UN agent working for the UN in New York. In other words, |
was not under the Canadian chain of command. So my responsibility was to lead the military
campaign, which I did, and at one point, NDHQ in Ottawa, i.e., Canada, had difficulty with some
of my ROE and my concept of operations.

I had requested from New York five specific ROE. One of them was the authority to use lethal force
to protect any human being, because, as it turned out, this was a society where they would gather
around a woman who has committed adultery, and they would start throwing rocks and kill her.
That’s the type of country it is. But | felt, as a human being and as a member of a country which
has subscribed to the declaration of the Human Rights of the UN, you cannot allow a Canadian
soldier to stand by if an innocent civilian gets killed by a mob — you cannot allow this to
happen...in your mind, as a senior commander, you must be able to relate everything you do with
the values for which this country stands for...So | had requested authorization to use lethal force to
protect any human being and New York had agreed with it. However, Ottawa refused to subscribe
to that.

The decision in Ottawa came from a legalistic point of view. It was just a few years after the
Somalia crisis, so we had a NDHQ that was very gun shy, very nervous. The lawyers were almost
in command of the CF, and they would look at every word in the mandate and, if it was not legal,
you could not do that and so on. In Ottawa’s reading of the Security Council Mandate, they didn’t
see any wording that could justify that ROE. But there is what is legal and what is moral, and |
knew that we could be on the high moral plane without being illegal. So then I debated with Ottawa
on the principles and the values, the morality of it. That is, how can we as a society accept that a
third party gets killed by a mob while we were there with our weapons and able to react and
intervene and protect that person? But, from a legalistic point of view, you don’t give us the right
to do so. | cannot live with that. Morally, | cannot live with that as a senior commander. So, | was
not ready to compromise that at all — none whatsoever. Legal or illegal in that circumstance, the
right to use lethal force to protect any human being, | know that no one will ever tell you it is
illegal to do so. Because what you are doing is defending principles and values to which Canada
has abided by, by being a member nation of the UN, which has endorsed the Human Rights
Charter from the sixties. That’s what we are as a country — we are a part of that.

In any case, the opposition became very intense and generated friction that spanned a few weeks. |
was dealing with the DCDS. Basically, | felt that | was pressured by Canada to change my
professional analysis. | felt also that resisting that pressure, there could be consequences for my
future, my career. At the end of the day, however, | chose to remain pure with my professional
analysis.

Consequently, it became a nasty confrontation in which Ottawa pressured the UN to make me
change my plan and my ROE. Because | refused, UN New York was forced to “sanifact’® my
mission in theatre, i.e., sit with me and review the situation. This moved it to the Under Secretary
General for peacekeeping level. The end result was that UN New York was very supportive, very
pleased with my ROE, with my concept of operation, and they simply said, ““We’re sorry, but we

® To sanitize the facts.
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side with the Force Commander”. It got very tense and from my discussion with Ottawa, | ended

up in a deadlock because no longer could we have an agreement at the staff level, i.e., me talking
to the senior staff in Ottawa. So | got a phone call one day saying that the Chief of Defence Staff

was going to get involved and he would make a special trip for the purpose of sitting with me. So,
you can feel the pressure that | had on my shoulders.

I had a week of warning time before the CDS came to visit. During that week, | reflected and came
to the conclusion that | would prefer to be relieved of my command rather than to deviate from my
professional analysis. | phoned to my wife several times and | said, ““This is the choice | have™, and
we both agreed. So that’s the decision | made. When the CDS appeared, we went through some
intense discussions initially, he was angry. Amazingly, he sided with me and overruled his own
staff.

But that episode had lasted a few weeks, which made me question myself all of the time. The
difficulty of such a situation is you constantly ask yourself, “Am I right or am | a stubborn guy
defending a point of view which is at odds with the logic?”” So what | had done during those
several weeks of friction | had benchmarked my military concept of operations with the diplomatic
community. You have to do it with as many people as possible because the danger once again is
that you are out of step. For unknown reasons to yourself, your judgement may not be the right one
in those circumstances. So you need to know that. You need to establish that assurance that your
judgement is the right one in those circumstances.

I met with the ambassadors of the friends of the country where | was serving to expose them to my
concept of operation and to give them an opportunity to challenge it. Every time | benchmarked
with all of the diplomats in theatre, they supported my concept of operation. In other words, they
believed that the military response was closely synchronized with the geo-political environment we
had there. They believed it was the right response. Once | had done that, it became an ethical issue
for me.

I was seconded by Canada to the UN. So I did owe all my full competence to the UN. I could not
provide to the UN a watered down option. I owed to my UN employer my best professional
judgement. | was not allowed to “crook’™ my best professional judgement for pressure that may or
may not impact on my future career back in Canada. | had done all that benchmarking, so from an
ethical point of view | had gained confidence that | was right. | knew | was right and | wasn’t ready
to compromise it. | felt that in my own country, when | would come back, | would have made
enemies and you know, human beings what they are, | might suffer consequences. So it was an
ethical issue. The choice | made was to remain ethical with my employer, the UN Security Council.

| prefer to be able to look at myself in the mirror while | serve and after my military career, then
have had at some point to ““crook’ my judgement and not have given the best of my military
potential when it was required. So forever in my life, | would be able to look back and tell myself |
did the right thing, and | have no regret whatsoever with that. This is more important for me than
the fact I may have made enemies in the process. So at the end of the day, | was right to remain
ethical there because the alternative was to be a nice guy with the people | would continue to serve
with in Ottawa, but comprise on the fundamental principle on which | was not ready to comprise.
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Scenario 3 — Exploitation of Innocent People
COMPETING OBLIGATIONS DILEMMA

I’ll talk about the start of the second tour. One of my patrols was responsible for the handover of a
(SOCIAL INSTITUTION), which housed women and men prisoners. They ranged from alcoholics
to fully mentally debilitated people that needed constant care. We weren’t responsible for finding
them, it was a previous battle group that had discovered that they had been abandoned by the staff
and they were just sort of left to their own, and they were being abused. And they provided a
greater protection; it was well known, it was publicized over the media of this discovery of this
little island of misery that existed in the area. So, the Canadian battle group got itself involved, so
that the degree of protection would be provided. So, we were there to provide protection for other
aid agencies so that they could do their work and so that could get in safely and get out safely and
do their job of getting caught up in the war and the problems that go with it.

When the (SUB-UNIT) that was responsible for the hospital went in, walked around, it was a
sergeant who had actually made first contact with another sergeant from the unit that was coming
out, he was appraised of how to take advantage of the situation in terms of selling alcohol, use of
the (WORKERS), abuse of the (WORKERS), of the ones that are in there now, how things kind of
worked, just taking advantage of the situation. It was apparent there was a break down of
discipline in that small, (you know, that unit that was there was doing fine), but there was a break
down in discipline in that little particular area that was in there. He found a great degree of
revulsion of what he had seen and reported back through, one of my soldiers now, reported back
through my chain of command as to what had happened. Again, it was one of those clear cut things
that it was wrong, and it was what was going on was wrong.

What | had wondered about it when | heard about it is, why hadn’t this been stopped? Why didn’t
somebody else say, you know control this thing? The reasons came out in later boards of inquiry. It
was, it was, it was disgusting. | found it almost unfathomable that Canadians were doing what
people, the unprofessional soldiers, were doing over there to people. It was just totally, repulsively
wrong and just struck that cord with me instantly. And any other decent human being it would have
as well. There was a complete break down in discipline, something happened. We didn’t know. |
mean, | just didn’t expect it. | didn’t have those standards for performance or discipline for
soldiers wherever they were. So, it had to be dealt with. You can’t...it would have been a crime to
have let it go.

The dilemma was this: | was fresh into the area, | had a brand new battle group taking over, we
were all keen to do our operations, and the last thing | wanted was to start my first day dealing
with a disciplinary problem with a (SOCIAL INSTITUTION) that would cause significant
embarrassment to Canadians. But, that’s the way my day started. | had gone to the commander, the
(RANK) who commanded the battle group who was there. He was aware of the problem, and he
was aware of the report. Either | take over and start fresh, and we just let it go and | will work it
out. | was dealing with a unit | had served in previously. It was another regiment | had served in. |
knew the CO extremely well. We were then and still are close personal friends. But the question
was do we let it go and fix the problem, or do we follow this thing up and find out what happened,
so it doesn’t happen again?

What | was told was that | was there to do the handover. A very simple thing — signing the
ceremony, flag goes up and your regiment is in, congratulations. But | wouldn’t do the handover

Humansystems ® Moral & Ethical Decision Making in Canadian Forces Operations Page 19



} HUMANSYSTEMS

until the CO had initiated an investigation. And | was going to make, | had made the decision that |
would make issue of it. This had to be done.

So, the military police sent out a sergeant who did an initial look around, quick report saying:
“Yeah something wrong here, big”. And the investigation was started. I said | wouldn’t do the
handover until this thing was initiated by this outgoing CO because it was the outgoing CO’s
problem to deal with. And the problem to then go with him back to Canada and let them sort it out
back in Canada so it wasn’t something | had to deal with myself other than making sure it doesn’t
happen again. | didn’t know how wide spread the problem was. So literally, | did an ultimatum, the
investigation was initiated by a commanding officer, when the investigation was signed, about ten
minutes later we did the change of command ceremony.

Participant was asked: Did that decision hap