Running Head: JUDICIAL ETHICS		 1
JUDICIAL ETHICS 		2




Judicial ethics
University affiliation
Course
Date










Judicial ethics
[bookmark: _GoBack] Judicial functions play a critical role in our society today. This, therefore, means that judges should be ethical and competent as well. They are expected by law to exercise and conduct themselves as per the high standards of their professional conduct. Although judges have to be independent, they have to abide by the outlined judicial laws. Judges might not be involved in hearing cases in situations that they have a personal bias with regards to the party to the case or when they have previously been involved in the same case in the position of a lawyer.
Prosecutor Bruce Castor is faced with an ethical dilemma of whether it was legally right to sentence Godschalk or set him free. It all began when Bruce Godschalk who was by then twenty-six years of age was convicted of raping two women residing at Philadelphia. He was found guilty prompting him to be sentenced to 10-20 years. His conviction was on the basis of his confession which he went ahead and to retract it before being tried. The prosecutor also relied on the identifications by the eyewitnesses that were taken after interrogating the police officers, however, such confessions were later proven to be not true. 
The prosecutor Bruce Castor did not collect enough facts as well as circumstances of what transpired to have a clear picture of who was involved and any other relevant information. In Godschalk’s conviction, there were tastes done by two laboratories which were engaged by the defense and the prosecution as well, they both showed the same outcome, meaning that the crime was committed by the same person. The reports by the prosecutor indicated that their laboratory did not get results and that the evidence that was collected had been flawed in the secret testing. The facts that were collected and then presented in the Attorney’s motion were not true. Even though it was claimed that the pieces of evidence collected were taken to the laboratory, the most important evidence which was a carpet sample that contained semen, an important evidence to be used by the prosecutor was never taken for analysis in the laboratory. According to the Attorney’s office, the sample of the carpet was not so important to determine the case although it originated from the residence of another victim who could be placed at the crime scene. 
The District attorney collected facts and knowledge which according to him was relevant for his decision but not ethical. The prosecution, in this case, made a mistake by relying more on the same police officer that forced Godschalk to confess by having him take the evidence to the laboratory. He was also in charge of investigating a police officer that removed the carpet from the place where the crime took place. When the evidence from both cases was tested at the laboratory, it was found out that both incidences of rapes were done by the same perpetrator, and Godschalk was excluded. 
Based on the prosecutor’s knowledge of the principles of ethics, Castor did not apply the ethical approaches when handling the case. This is because even though their own laboratory showed the same results from the evidence that was obtained, the Attorney declined to release Godschalk saying that the evidence might have been flawed and hence relying on confession and identifications.  In the year 2002, Godschalk was set free. After serving for over 15 years in prison, he maintained his innocence as he was forced to confess to having committed the crime. The Attorney could have made a concrete decision on the basis of his analysis by applying ethical approaches appropriately in determining the case. This is because some investigators have a tendency of producing false positive errors which end up convicting innocent suspects like the case of Mr. Godschalk. 
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