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APPLICANT REQUESTS:  In effect, reconsideration of his previous application to correct his records by upgrading his undesirable discharge..

APPLICANT STATES:  In effect that post traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) prevented him from following orders.  He also contends, in effect that his lack of education, immaturity and problems at home prior to his entering the military and his recent accomplishments in post-service adjustment should be taken into consideration.  

COUNSEL CONTENDS:  Counsel concurs in the applicant's presentation and requests that all reasonable doubt be resolved in the applicant's favor.

NEW EVIDENCE OR INFORMATION:  Incorporated herein by reference are military records which were summarized in a memorandum prepared to reflect the Board's original consideration of his case on 19 March 1986 (COPY ATTACHED).

The applicant submits medical reports and evaluations that indicate he suffers from PTSD and other mental and emotional problems.  Five of these are dated after 1993.  The other is dated 1978.  It was prepared following his return to a Washington State prison for a parole violation.  He was serving a 10 year sentence on a drug charge.

In support of his post-service adjustment argument he submits letters from a former employer, a friend and his landlord of 3 years.  His parents express concern about his anger over the discharge and his deteriorating medical condition.

His 21 June 1968 report of medical examination for separation shows that he was found qualified for separation (and therefore for retention).  In the medical history he provided for that examination he reported “I am in good health.”

PTSD, an anxiety disorder, was not recognized as a psychiatric disorder until 1980 with the publishing of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM) III.  The condition is described in the current current DSM-IV, pages 424 through 427.  While PTSD has only been categorized by psychiatrists as a distinct diagnosis since 1980, it has, as early as the Civil War, been described in psychological literature, variously labeled as shell shock, soldier's heart, effect syndrome, combat fatigue and traumatic neurosis.  Although the current label of PTSD is of rather recent acceptance, the idea that catastrophes and tragedies can result in persistent emotional and psychological symptoms is common even among the lay public.  Army Regulation 40-501 does not specifically categorize PTSD; however, it does address anxiety or neurotic disorders, which include PTSD, and provides that such disorders are unfitting only if persistence or recurrence of symptoms is sufficient to require extended or recurrent hospitalization, creates a necessity for limitations of duty or duty in a protected environment or resulting in interference with effective performance of military duty.  

DISCUSSION:  Considering all the evidence, allegations, and information presented by the applicant, together with the evidence of record, applicable law and regulations, it is concluded:

1. Failing evidence that, at the time of the civilian offense that led to his discharge, the applicant was suffering from a mental or emotional defect so severe that he could not tell right from wrong and adhere to the right, the PTSD issue does nothing to demonstrate an injustice in the discharge

3.  The applicant’s contentions relating to youth, immaturity and per-service problems do not demonstrate an injustice in the discharge.  He had exhibited a capacity by completion of training advancement to pay grade E-4 and reenlistment after approximately 14 months of satisfactory service.

4.  The applicant’s recent adjustments to civilian life and his parents’ concerns are noted but these matters are not so exemplary nor exceptional as to demonstrate an injustice in the discharge.

5.  The overall merits of the case, including the latest submissions and arguments are insufficient as a basis for the Board to reverse its previous decision.

6.  In view of the foregoing, there is no basis for granting the applicant's request.

DETERMINATION:  The applicant has failed to submit
sufficient relevant evidence to demonstrate the
existence of probable error or injustice.
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