 “War itself creates situations that can wreck the mind.”  (Shay, 2002, 31)
Introduction
When we are faced with evil, what do we do?  As individuals we may fall back on our religious or moral upbringing, hoping it will tell us what to do.  Professionals, however, also have a set of values that lie at the heart of what it means to follow and belong to a particular profession.  The military is no exception; in fact, the U.S. military may have the best articulated, most consistent set of professional values in today’s world.  Nonetheless, the military also faces unique challenges.  Specifically, the violence of combat places extreme pressures on individuals to depart from the accepted value set of the military professional.  

  A profession is more than an occupation; a profession implies a life-long  commitment to a specific way of life.  Huntington (1957) describes a profession as a type of vocation.  A vocation, or “calling,” is a way of life grounded in a set of values (Palmer, 2000).  This is similar to Moskos’ (1977) distinction between an institution and an occupation.  An institution is centered on a purpose that transcends individual self-interest for a higher good.  Members of an institution are following a calling, and they see themselves as being different from the mainstream of society.  Military service has traditionally been seen as just such an institution (Moskos, 1977).

The special, central expertise of the military professional is in combat—the controlled application of violence to achieve political goals (Huntington, 1957).  “The end for which a soldier is recruited, clothed, armed, and trained, the whole object of his sleeping, eating, drinking, and marching is simply that he should fight at the right place and the right time” (Clausewitz, 1989, 95).  The violence of combat must be controlled and used in a way that is in keeping with an overall political objective.  This is an expertise that is shared almost universally, through all ranks.  Those who do not share in the direct application of violence, have all their efforts directed towards supporting those who do (Huntington, 1957).

The unique expertise of the military places a special social responsibility on it—the obligation to apply violence only for socially approved purposes in a socially approved manner (Huntington, 1957, emphasis added).  In a democracy, where much emphasis is placed on civil liberties and rights, the military’s responsibility to behave in a socially responsible fashion becomes even more critical.  Toner (2000) argues that the essence of military professionalism is responsible choice.  Hence, all the military services stress the critical importance of discipline, as well as adherence to an established code of behavior (FM22-100, 1999; MCWP 6-11, 2002; NLCM, 2004; AFDD 1-1, 2004).  These codes of behavior include “core value” sets espoused by each of the services, service rules and regulations and the Geneva and Hague Conventions. 
In the case of Abu Ghraib, all of these codes of behavior were violated, resulting in major embarrassment to the United States government.  The Army’s own investigation into the abuse of Iraqi prisoners concluded that “between October and December 2003, numerous incidents of sadistic, blatant, and wanton criminal abuses were inflicted on several detainees.  This systematic and illegal abuse of detainees was intentionally perpetrated by several members of the military police guard force (Taguba, 2003) and military interrogators (Schlesinger, Brown, Fowler & Horner, 2004).  Although the abuse appeared to be confined to members of the 372nd Military Police Company of the 800th Military Police Brigade (800th MP Bde) and the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade (205th MI Bde), it was sufficiently widespread to shock the world.  In addition to the now famous photograph of the prisoner with the sandbag on his head and electric wires attached to his fingers, toes, and penis, Taguba’s (2003) report found evidence of punching, slapping, and kicking detainees, videotaping and photographing naked male and female detainees, arranging detainees in sexually explicit poses, forcing male detainees to masturbate while being photographed and videotaped, using military working dogs without muzzles to intimidate and frighten detainees (with one reported biting and injuring of a detainee), and one instance of a guard having sex with a female detainee.

Why did this happen?  This paper seeks to understand what role administrative failures may have played in creating conditions conducive to the atrocities at Abu Ghraib.  It is not the intent of this paper to condone or ignore individual moral responsibility in the torture and abuse of Iraqi prisoners.  Individuals who tortured and abused prisoners, or stood by and ignored such behavior, must accept their personal responsibility and, hopefully, punishment.  From the standpoint of public administration, however, it is more critical to explore the connection between administrative failures and individual behavior.      

Combat Stress

Before engaging in a serious examination of the administrative failures behind Abu Ghraib, the topic of combat stress must be introduced.  Bartone (2004), a leading researcher into stress in the military environment, considers it imperative to examine both the contextual/situational and the individual/personality influences at work in order to understand what happened at Abu Ghraib.  Stress levels among military personnel, either in combat, supporting combat, or awaiting combat, are high and a frequent source of problems.  The 2002 Survey of Health Related Behaviors among Military Personnel found that 40 percent of men and about half of the 12,500 military members surveyed used food as a way to cope with stress.  More than 25 percent used alcohol or cigarettes to deal with stress.  Heavy drinking was more prevalent among younger service members; 27 percent of those aged 18 to 25 acknowledged heavy alcohol use, double the rate among civilians in the same age group (Miles, 2004).  

Combatants are subjected to significant physical and psychological stress both during combat and in the period leading up to combat.  A psychologist who treats combat veterans states “we must grasp what is at stake:  lethal danger and the fear of it (Shay, 1994, 10).”  Combat stress may be defined as the “constantly changing result of all the stressors and stress processes inside the soldier as he performs the combat-related mission.  At any given time in each soldier, stress is the result of the complex interaction of many mental and physical stressors” (FM 22-51, 1994, 2-2g).  These stressors include exposure to weather, sleep deprivation, extreme fatigue, fear, time pressure versus what may seem to be endless waiting, grief, guilt, frustration, and injury, to name only a few.  These work in combination and can produce both positive and negative responses in individuals (FM 22-51, 1994).  Positive responses help individuals adjust to the combat environment.  Negative or dysfunctional responses include battle fatigue and misconduct.

Stress-induced misconduct can range from minor violations of orders up to violations of the laws of armed conflict.  Such misconduct can include killing or torturing prisoners, mutilating enemy dead, rape, looting, “fragging” (killing one’s own leader), and desertion.  The U.S. Army (FM 22-51, 1994) finds these behaviors are more common in poorly trained, undisciplined units.  In addition to poor training and a lack of discipline, other factors which may increase misconduct stress behavior include the availability of alcohol or drugs, boredom or monotonous duties, commission of atrocities by the enemy, perceptions that the civilian populace is hostile or untrustworthy, lack of expected support leading to a feeling of abandonment by senior leaders, lack of unit cohesion, and loss of confidence in leadership (FM 22-51, 1994).  .
Bartone, Adler and Vaitkus (1998) identified five key psychological stressors in military operations.  These include ambiguity, isolation, a feeling of powerlessness, boredom and danger.  Similarly, Shay (1994) proposes that the dependency of the modern soldier on a distant organizational structure that provides him with all the essentials of survival--orders, weapons, ammunition, food, water, training, and fire support—creates a moral structure, a fiduciary relationship that makes trust in leadership critically important to the psychological survival of a combatant.  Soldiers expect a certain amount of deprivation; indeed, the endurance and courage of soldiers under such conditions is legendary.  But when deprivation is seen as the outcome of indifference or disrespect by superiors, it becomes an unbearable offense and can spark misconduct (Shay, 1994).  In other words, administrative failure sets the stage for stress-induced misbehavior in individual soldiers
In addition to outright misconduct, sex and the use of alcohol are other mechanisms for dealing with combat stress.  Shay (2002) reports that combat trauma sufferers do use sex and alcohol as a form of “self-medication.”  The Department of Defense panel investigating the heavily-publicized sexual assault cases in the Iraqi area of operations concluded that the availability of alcohol, along with the stressful environment, may have played a role in those assaults (DoD, 2004).

Discussion

Were the conditions at Abu Ghraib stressful?  Were there administrative failures to match the preconditions for misconduct responses to combat stress?  Clearly, the situation in Iraq, then and now, is highly stressful.  The initial euphoria of Saddam’s overthrow was quickly replaced by a sense of disappointment and deepening frustration with U.S. occupation forces. This, along with continuing infiltration of terrorists from outside Iraq, led to an increasing number of ambushes and assaults on U.S. military personnel (Taguba, 2004; Schlesinger, Brown, Fowler & Horner, 2004).  Abu Ghraib came under mortar attack 25 times in July of 2003 alone.  It quickly became impossible, and possibly deadly, for a U.S. soldier to assume that an Iraqi civilian was a friend.  In short, soldiers were, and still are, living and working in a highly stressful, dangerous place, under circumstances that foster a sense of distrust and dislike for the local populace.

In addition to this “background stress,” the Department of Defense (DoD) failed to provide consistent guidance on appropriate interrogation techniques.  DoD policy was revised several times between 2001 and 2003.  Moreover, it was often published well after battlefield commanders needed it, forcing local commanders to improvise.  Policies that were approved at Guantanamo Bay and strictly controlled there were copied in Iraq by the Joint Task Force (CJTF-7) without authorization.  When Central Command leaders ordered these policies rescinded, CJTF-7 published a new set of guidelines, which relied heavily on the Army’s Field Manual 34-52.  FM 34-52 does comply with the Geneva and Hague Conventions.  Nonetheless, the “existence of confusing and inconsistent interrogation technique policies contributed to the belief that additional interrogation techniques were condoned”(Schlesinger, Brown, Fowler & Horner, 2004, 10).


In addition to failure at DoD level, the Army failed to ensure the members of the 800th Military Police Brigade (800th MP Bde) or its subordinate unit, the 372nd Military Police Company, were trained in detention or prison operations.  The training of soldiers is ultimately the responsibility of the brigade commander, Brigadier General (BG) Karpinski.  As a reserve unit, such training would normally be conducted during the mobilization period, before the unit deploys to the theater of operations.  In the case of the 800th MP Bde, this training would have been essential since detainee and prison operations are not part of their regular duties.
  However, the 800th MP Bde was ordered to the Iraqi theater of operations without being informed of its specific mission (Taguba, 2004; Schlesinger, Brown, Fowler & Horner, 2004).  As a consequence, BG Karpinski did not have the opportunity to conduct training before her soldiers actually had to perform their duties. 


Even had such training been conducted, it might have proved inadequate.  Army training prepares military police to operate prisoner of war camps, where detainees are relatively self-regulated and compliant.  This is much different from operating a facility such as Abu Ghraib, where common criminals are mixed in with prisoners of war.  Taguba (2004) concluded that the failure to separate these two populations, coupled with a lack of training, created a situation where soldiers made up the rules on the job.  In a separate report, Schlesinger and his colleagues (2004) stated that this problem was exacerbated by the confusing shifts in interrogation technique policy.  As a consequence, procedures varied from unit to unit, cell block to cell block, and even shift to shift.


A vigorous and competent leader would have corrected the training problem once discovered and set clear standards for behavior, but BG Karpinski had a decidedly laissez-faire approach to leadership (Bartone, 2004).  Taguba (2004) documents numerous instances where even the most simple and normal military standards (uniform wear and saluting) were not enforced.   Worse, after an earlier investigation into abuse at another location (Camp Bucca) under BG Karpinski’s command, she disciplined the subordinate commander responsible but left him in command.  This same subordinate commander was in charge of the company abusing prisoners later at Abu Ghraib.  This failure to relieve the responsible commander must have sent a powerful message to everyone in the 800th MP Bde.  That message would have read, “abusing prisoners gets your hand slapped—but no more.”  Moreover, after the Camp Bucca investigation was completed and abuse confirmed, BG Karpinski took no steps to ensure her soldiers were trained or informed of Geneva Convention rules (Taguba, 2004).  

In addition to training deficiencies, soldiers suffered as a result of other leadership oversights.  For example, soldiers at Abu Ghraib lacked the basic amenities U.S. military personnel routinely receive, and that are and were widely available in other areas of Iraq (Taguba, 2004).  When soldiers in one unit do not receive what soldiers in other units receive, they correctly see this as a result of leadership which is not concerned about their welfare (Shay, 1994; FM 22-100, 1999).  Leaders that are indifferent to the needs and concerns of their soldiers break the critically important bond of trust between leader and follower, setting the stage for misconduct (Shay, 1994).

Another incident that damaged soldiers’ trust in the Army generally was over when they would be returning home.  When they first arrived in Iraq, the 800th MP Bde was given the mission of guarding prisoners of war at Camp Bucca.  Unit members commonly believed they would be going home as soon as all the detainees were released. However, in late May-early June of 2003, the 800th MP Bde was given a new mission—managing the entire Iraqi penal system and several detention centers.  Predictably, morale suffered as soldiers saw their hope of an early return dashed.  From the evidence, it appears that BG Karpinski and her subordinate commanders made no special efforts to explain to the soldiers why the mission change was essential or otherwise raise morale (Taguba, 2004).

To compound matters further, Abu Ghraib held too many prisoners for its size, and the 800th MP Bde, overall, was under strength.  In part, this is because Army reserve units do not have an established system for replacing individuals who become unfit for duty (as a result of injury, for example) and must be returned home.  This systemic problem was exacerbated by BG Karpinski’s failure to properly manage what manning she had.  Taguba (2004) reports that while Abu Ghraib held 6-7000 inmates, it was operated by one battalion of soldiers.  Schlesinger and his colleagues (2004) noted that in October of 2003, there were 7,000 detainees at Abu Ghraib and only 90 MPs to guard them and defend the installation against insurgent assaults.  Yet, another facility under Karpinski’s command, holding 100 detainees, was operated by another unit of the same size (battalion).  Karpinski could have re-assigned subordinate units in a way to better balance the workload, but did not.


The manner problem was one that applied across all units in Iraq.  The joint task force in Iraq “was never full resourced to meet the size and complexity of its mission” (Schlesinger, Brown, Fowler & Horner, 2004).  Ultimately, the responsibility for ensuring that U.S. forces in Iraq had sufficient resources to perform its mission rests with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense.  They failed.


Another systemic problem dealt with the unclear command relationship between BG Karpinski and the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade Commander, Colonel Thomas Pappas, also located at Abu Ghraib.  According to CJTF-7 Fragmentary Order 1108, issued November 19, 2003, Colonel Pappas was given responsibility for operations at Abu Ghraib.
  Military intelligence and military police have two very different, distinct missions.  Placing military police under the authority of military intelligence is doctrinally unsound, from the Army’s viewpoint (Taguba, 2004).  Worse, it technically placed a brigadier general under the authority of an officer she outranked.  Taguba (2004) concluded that neither officer paid any attention to the directive; however, it did leave all parties confused about the nature of the relationship between the two units and their respective commanders.  This also contributed to the friction between the two commanders and their units Schlesinger and his colleagues (2004) found.

Finally, it appears that alcohol was not only available to soldiers at Abu Ghraib, but may have been abused.  Just weeks before Major General Taguba began his formal investigation at the prison, commanders there launched a crackdown on alcohol abuse.  Although possession of alcohol was prohibited by U.S. regulations in Iraq, local vendors regularly provided soldiers with alcohol.  At least one (unnamed) military intelligence officer alleged that the military police liked to drink, and the atmosphere on the cellblock where the abuse occurred was like a “fraternity party” (Miller, 2004).
Conclusion

In the midst of fear and uncertainty, where death is a real possibility, misconduct responses to combat stress are always possible.  But in the case of Abu Ghraib, a series of administrative failures created a situation that greatly and unnecessarily increased both the stress level on soldiers and the likelihood of prisoner abuse and mistreatment.  These failures stretch from Washington D.C. all the way to Iraq.  


The DoD failure to develop and publish a set of consistent guidelines for interrogation led to unnecessary confusion in the field (Schlesinger, Brown, Fowler & Horner, 2004).  Taguba (2004) concluded that MPs had the perception they were expected to “soften up” detainees for interrogation.  The confusing guidance from DoD level down through to the local command no doubt contributed to this perception. 

The Army’s failure to give the 800th MP Bde some advance notice of their duties in Iraq resulted in an untrained unit facing a difficult mission.  The failure to provide reserve units with some sort of personnel replacement system aggravated a manning problem unnecessarily.  The unclear order giving the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade commander authority over operations at Abu Ghraib resulted in needless confusion between the military police and military intelligence units over who exactly was in charge.  Finally, and most importantly, the U.S. Army’s failure to provide competent leadership resulted in an undisciplined unit, under extreme stress, feeling abandoned by both the Army and its leaders.

Collectively, these administrative failures resulted in an untrained, undisciplined and undermanned unit.  As a consequence, it seems clear that soldiers lost all trust in leadership and turned to alcohol, and in a few cases, abuse of prisoners as ways to cope with the situation.  This does not excuse the behavior of those who mistreated and abused prisoners; such behavior is not excusable.  But if their individual behavior is not excusable, then neither can we excuse the administrative failures that created the conditions that led to abuse and torture.

Having said this, it is clear from the evidence that most soldiers assigned to Abu Ghraib did not succumb to the stress and abuse or mistreat prisoners.  Bartone (2004) points out that while contextual and situational factors are very important to understanding prisoner abuse at Abu Ghraib, we cannot overlook individual factors.  Even Milgram’s (1983) classic experimental study of obedience and conformity found that some individuals resist pressure to inflict pain and abuse others.  Subsequent research has found that personality “hardiness” (Kobasa, 1979) and psychological maturity (Kegan, 1994) are related to one’s ability to resist pressure to conform or succumb to stressors.  

However, organizations rarely have the ability to select and hire only psychologically hardy or mature individuals.  Instead, they must focus on what they can influence and control—specifically, their own policies for training personnel, selecting leaders, and setting performance standards.  Schlesinger and his colleagues (2004, 5) concluded “the abuses were not just the failure of some individuals to follow known standards, and they are more than the failure of a few leaders to enforce proper discipline.  There is both institutional and personal responsibility at higher levels.” In this case, the Department of Defense and the U.S. Army fell short and must shoulder much of the blame for the shocking abuse of prisoners at Abu Ghraib.  
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� Every Army unit has a “mission essential task list (METL).”  The METL lists each and every task the unit must be prepared to perform.  The 800th MP Bde’s METL did not include detainee or prison operations; although, doctrinally, such tasks are assigned to military police units (Taguba, 2004).


� The 205th MI Bde was given TACON for security of detainees and force protection.  TACON is “command authority over assigned or attached forces” that is limited to “direction and control of movements or manuevers within the operational area necessary to accomplish assigned missions or tasks” (JP 0-2, 2001).
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