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Eligibility Requirements 
All St. Ignatius College Preparatory students are eligible to submit an essay for consideration. 
Students must submit all essays by email to callaghanessay@siprep.org on or before the contest 
due date of Wednesday, April 11, 2018. 
 
The winners of the contest will be announced at the Annual Callaghan Society dinner on 
Wednesday, April 25th, 2018 in the SI Carlin Commons.  
 
Awards 
First Place - $3,000 
Second Place - $2,000 
Third Place - $1,000 
 

Contest Rules 
All essays must comply with the following contest rules before submission: 
• No literary form other than an essay will be accepted.  
• Each essay must reflect the entrant's own research, writing and original thinking.  
• Only one (1) essay may be submitted by each entrant.  
• Essays must be typed and submitted electronically in one of the following formats: 

o Microsoft Word (.doc) 
o Adobe Acrobat PDF (.pdf) 

• Essay length should be between 750 and 1250 words, double-spaced, 12-point 
font, and numbered pages with one-inch margins. The title page and bibliography are 
not included in the word count.  

• Each essay must include a title page, not considered text. 
• The email to which the essay is attached must contain the following information: 

o Author’s name 
o Author’s class (2018, 2019, 2020 or 2021) 
o Title of the essay 

• The title of the essay, but NOT the author's name, MUST appear on the top of each page of 
essay text.  

• References should be included and clearly identified.  
• Entries must be sent by email to callaghanessay@siprep.org on or before contest due date 

of April 11, 2018. 
• Essays become property of the Callaghan Society and St. Ignatius College Preparatory. The 

Callaghan Society or St. Ignatius College Preparatory may reprint the essays in educational 
publications and use them at Society functions. Appropriate citations will be given to the 
writers. 
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Essay Prompt: 
 
Admiral Arleigh Burke (1901-1996) opens his essay Integrity by quoting a plaque that hangs in 
the office of the chief of staff, Marine Corps Development and Education Command in Quantico, 
Virginia:   

Integrity 

First you find yourself overlooking small 
infractions that you would have corrected on the 
spot in the past. 
 
Soon, you are a participant in these infractions. 
"After all," you say, "everybody's doing it." 
 
All too soon you find yourself trapped: You no 
longer can stand on a favorite principle because 
you have strayed from it. 
 
Finding no way out, you begin to rationalize, and 
then you are hooked. 
 
The important fact is, the men who travel the path 
outlined above have misused the very basic 
quality and characteristic expected of a 
professional military man, or any other 
professional man for that matter: 
 
They have compromised their integrity. 

 
The military code of ethics revolves around concepts such as “truth telling,” “responsibility and 
accountability,” “loyalty” and “moral leadership.” There is no set of regulations that dictates how a 
member of the profession of arms should act in any particular situation. In the words of General 
Charles Krulak, USMC: “We do the right thing because our ideals are more important than 
ourselves.”  
 
Recognizing one’s ideals and developing the moral courage to stand up for them takes time, 
experience and reflection. One way that military officers practice this reflection is by working 
through ethical dilemmas. These dilemmas may be hypothetical or based on real events, and 
they frequently present the officer with a selection of difficult choices.  
 
For your essay, select one of the following ethical dilemmas borrowed from real case studies that 
US Naval Academy midshipmen use to develop the ethical sensibilities they will need as military 
professionals. Answer the question “What would you do?” Consider and discuss the risks 
involved in the several courses of action that are available in each scenario. Consider the effects 
of your decision on yourself as well as others. 
 
  



Ethical Dilemma 1: The Rifle Company 
 
This case examines what happens to a unit when one officer behaves badly and finds ways to manipulate 
others. A newly arrived junior officer has to decide whether to take a stand and put an end to this behavior. 
 
First Lieutenant Riley was newly promoted in the Marine Corps and recently had been assigned to Alpha 
Company, an infantry unit. He was given orders to deploy overseas on a Navy ship with a small complement of 
Navy and Marine officers who had been working with one another during routine training events over the past six 
months. Because Riley was the newest member of this well-established team, the other officers watched him 
closely at first. 
 
The Commanding Officer (CO)* of Alpha Company, a Marine captain, was well intentioned but didn't have 
rapport with his subordinates. This may have been because the company executive officer (XO), second in 
command, lacked confidence in his own leadership abilities. The XO was influenced too much by his desire for 
the respect and liking of his peers and subordinates. Over time, the XO lost the ability to discipline the other 
lieutenants. In order to counter the common gripes and complaints of his peers, he began to badmouth the CO. 
 
Second Lieutenant Jordan was the first platoon commander in Alpha Company. He was a picture-perfect Marine 
who was big, athletic, and imposing. Jordan had an impressive presence and bearing that made an immediate 
good first impression. However, those who knew him realized his fundamental professional knowledge was weak 
at best. Nevertheless, he managed to manipulate the XO in a variety of ways to suit himself. 
 
As the deployment continued, Jordan continued to tell stories of "college pranks," which were actually criminal 
episodes. He also took advantage of women. His behavior split the Marines into three groups: (1) those who 
opposed him, (2) those who condoned him, and (3) those who found it easier not to get involved. 
 
Finally, Jordan confided to some officers, including Riley, that when he stood duty in the garrison, he would sort 
through the CO's personal files and belongings in order to see what the captain was "up to." He had found the 
personal notebook that the CO used to track subordinates' performance. 
 
Now he knew every decision the captain was likely to make regarding fitness reports. 
Riley was appalled but unsure of the best action to take. He decided to wait for a while. 
One of the other officers approached Jordan and confronted him. Jordan wouldn't listen to any criticism and 
instead tried to verbally and physically intimidate the other lieutenant. He also tried to wreck the other officer's 
reputation and credibility by making snide remarks at opportune times. 
 
Riley watched what happened to the other lieutenant and continued to agonize over his decision. If you were 
Riley, what would you do? 
 
*Command structure for a Rifle Company: 
 
Commanding Officer (CO, Captain) 
 Executive Officer (XO, 1st Lieutenant) 
  Platoon Leaders (PL, 2nd Lieutenant)  



Ethical Dilemma 2: To Fail Oneself 
 
This case examines the conflict an officer has with coming clean about his past, especially when 
he knows the truth will derail his career aspirations. 
 
Ensign Parker was an officer candidate who worked hard to develop both academic knowledge 
and professional skills. He was accepted into the Nuclear Power Program. After being 
commissioned, he was asked to answer a few administrative questions before he went to his first 
submarine. 
 
One question asked whether he had ever used marijuana. In his earlier academic schooling, he 
had smoked pot twice. Parker was certain that if he said no, he would be able to continue with his 
career. If he admitted to smoking pot, however, it might result in punishment or the end of his 
career. 
 
One of the many lessons to be learned in life is that you can never go back and retrace your 
steps. The past, even if we're the only ones who know our secrets, is with us forever. Even 
though it's hard to imagine now what it will be like to be forty, and age sixty seems unimaginably 
long off, the reality is that you may live to be at least ninety! That's a long time to live with 
something you've done. 
 
If Ensign Parker says nothing, he may be able to continue with his career. Even if he reaches 
four-star (admiral) status, Ensign Parker will have thirty to forty years to live with himself after 
retirement. Being an officer is something to be proud of, but his secret will be something he can't 
forget, and it may tarnish all his other accomplishments. 
 
If Ensign Parker owns up to the mistake, his military career may be over, but his chance for a 
successful life is not. Many industry and government executives have admitted smoking pot in 
their youth, but that hasn't stopped them from holding some of the highest positions in our 
society. Being honest about what they did removes any burden of guilt they might carry for the 
rest of their lives. 
 
If you were Parker, what would you do? 
  



Ethical Dilemma 3: Grievance Hearing 
 
A junior officer is asked to make a statement against her CO for a formal grievance hearing. 
There are many implications to consider in testifying, including the effect on her career. 
 
Lieutenant Saunders was asked by the unit's Executive Officer (XO)* to make statements against 
the unit's Commanding Officer (CO) during a formal grievance hearing. Before the investigation 
began, this CO had assembled his officers and asked for their loyalty. He reminded them he 
would eventually find out who spoke against him. 
 
Saunders felt that her CO was by far the worst she had ever served with. He fell short of the 
many qualities she had learned a leader should possess and try to exhibit. In fact, she felt that 
part of the reason morale was so low was because of his negative, unfriendly, and 
condescending treatment of unit members. 
 
On the other hand, Saunders thought, the CO was technically proficient and the unit always 
accomplished the mission. In addition, she felt that testifying against the CO would (1) be an act 
of disloyalty, (2) probably result in an unfavorable performance evaluation, (3) possibly bring 
unflattering attention to her unit, (4) create an unfavorable work environment if the CO saw her 
statement, and (5) possibly result in her being labeled an outcast and untrustworthy. After all, she 
thought, maybe my perceptions of the CO are incorrect. 
 
If she didn't testify, she knew she would feel guilty. She would feel that in not demonstrating the 
moral courage to stand up and be heard, for taking a careerist approach to her responsibilities, 
she had let down her country, the military, and her family. 
 
Second, she would be contributing to a bad situation. If the charges couldn't be substantiated, the 
case would be lost. The CO could continue his unethical behavior. Not only would the current unit 
suffer from this lack of leadership, but so would the CO's future units. Her failure to testify would 
be an endorsement of the CO. 
 
Third, she might damage the XO. If his allegations were correct, and no one supported him, it 
could affect his career and reputation. If you were this junior officer, what would you do? 
 
 
*Command structure for a typical Company: 
 
Commanding Officer (CO, Captain) 
 Executive Officer (XO, 1st Lieutenant) 
  Junior Officers (JO, 2nd Lieutenant)  
  



Judging 
 
Essays will be distributed as evenly as possible among five (5) teams of readers. In the first 
round, Readers will score their assigned essays individually, giving each essay a numerical score 
as well as a subjective score, as described below. Each team will nominate two (2) essays for the 
Finalist round, making a total of ten (10) finalist essays.  
 
Team leaders are responsible for collecting the scores from team members and conducting any 
necessary discussions within the team to determine the 2 finalist essays. Teams should consist of 
an odd number of team members in the event of identical scores requiring a tie-breaker. 
 
Teams may also nominate one or two runner-up essays for consideration. This category is for 
essays that scored very close to the team’s finalist submissions or whose exclusion from the 
finalist submissions was a matter of “heated debate” within the reading team. Teams should not 
feel obligated to nominate runners-up if their two finalist submissions were clearly out front of all 
other submissions. 
 
Runner up essays will be sent to another reader team for review and scoring. If the second team 
concurs that a runner-up essay is of finalist quality, it will be included (without remark) among the 
finalist essays for consideration by the full assembly of readers. 
 
In the Finalist Round on Saturday, April 21, 2018, all readers will read all 10 finalist essays as 
well as any runners up which were added, to decide the final 3 winning essays. 
Essay Scoring (use the detailed Scoring Rubric below for each essay). 
 
Numerical Scoring: 
 
Judges will rate each of the three categories 1 through 20, with 20 as the highest score. Add the 
category scores to reach the essay's final score.  
 

I. Logic/Organization (1-20 points) _________ 
  

II. Creativity (1-20 points) __________ 
  

III. Writing Quality (1-20 points) __________ 
  
 
Subjective Scoring: 
 

“A” Absolutely consider for the Finalist Round 
“B” Consider for the Finalist Round 
“C” Absolutely DO NOT consider for the Finalist Round 
“N” Neutral, no opinion, no subjective score given 

 
 
Recommended Reading Strategy: 
 
1. Read through essay without scoring. If the essay is clearly a DO NOT CONSIDER for the Finalist 
Round, mark as such and do not proceed with detailed scoring. (3-5 minutes) 
 
2. Review scoring rubric (below) before the second reading. (1-3 minutes) 
 
3. Read through essay a second time, scoring as you go.  (10 minutes) 
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