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THE SPECIAL COMMISSION
ON THE UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY

15 December 1976

Dear Mr. Secretary,

The Special Commissfon on the United States MIiitary Academy has
completed its examination of the Honor Code, the Honor System, and conditions
surrounding the Honor System at West Point, and submits Its findings and
recommendat fons.

The six members of the Commission are in complete accord with respect
to these findings and recommendations.

The United States Military Academy has, throughout its Iong history,
produced leaders of the highest character and quality. West Polnt remains
a unlque Institution where young men and women, in a spartan military
environment, learn the academic and military skills necessary to be a
professional soldier. West Point must retain its unique nature. We strongily
support the United States Military Academy. This report Is presented with
the hope that the Academy's great strengths will be revitalized and renewed.

The cadets we met at West Point were a remarkable group, with
unquestionable devotion to the Academy, the Army, and the Nation. The
fallure of some cadets to adhere fully to the Honor Code cannot detract
from the fact that the overwhelming number of cadets are honorable men
and women who wlll, we are certaln, become fine offlcers In the United
States Army.

With these basic thoughts in mind, the Commission makes three statements
of position.

First--The Commission unanimously endorses the Honor Code as it now
exlists.

Second-~We belleve that education concerning the Honor Code has been
fnadequate and the administration of the Honor Code has been inconsistent
and, at times, corrupt. There must be Improvement in both education and
administration.

Third--The Commission concurs unanimously with the actions that you
have taken to provide a "second chance" for certaln cadets involved in
the Electrical Engineering cheating incident last spring. Moreover, the
Commission belleves that the same consideration shouid be given to all
other cadets who were Involved In cheating, or tolerating cheating, on the
examination in questlion.



The Commission recognizes that there is a body of opinion that belfeves
your actfon resulted in a lowering of standards at West Point. We disagree.
The cadets did cheat, but were not solely at fault. Thelr culpability must
be viewed against the unrestralned growth of the "cool-on-honor" subculture
at the Academy, the widespread violations of the Honor Code, the gross
Inadequacies In the Honor System, the faflure of the Academy to act
decistvely with respect to known honor problems, and the other Academy
shortcomings. Your action did not condone cheatling; rather, it recognized
that, In light of the grave institutional responsibiiity, the implicated
cadets should be glven another opportunity to meet the ideals of the Honor
Code.

The time has come to end this unfortunate episode. The Academy must
recognize that it Is not treating a disease that can be cured simply by
fsolating those who have been infected. The Academy must now acknowledge
the causes of the breakdown and devote {ts full energies to rebuiliding an
Improved and strengthened institution. We see nothing to be galned by
turther action against these cadets and much to be lost by continuing with
the divisive and unrealistic attempt to purge ail who have violated an
Honor Code that is perceived in widely differing ways. What is needed are
reform and regeneration, not retribution.

We make several recommendations designed to correct institutional
shortcomings we have discerned. Many of our recommendations have been
made by other bodies in the past, but were not adopted. We urge that the
conclusions and recommendations of this report receive your personal and
prompt attention.

The Commissfon recefved compiete cooperation from those members of
the Corps of Cadets with whom we were priviledged to meet; from the
Department of the Army; from officials of the Academy; from members of
the Tactlical, Academic, and Athletic Departments; from graduates; and from
of ficers who have served In past years in various capacitlies at the Miiitary
Academy.

Sincerely,

%%q/—\/
FRANK BORMAN
Chalrman

Honorabie Martin R. Hoffmann
Secretary of the Army

The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310
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The Special Commission on the United States Mitltary
Academy was appolnted by the Secretary of the Army on
September 9, 1976 "to conduct a comprehensive and
independent assessment of the . . . (EE 304) cheating
incident and [ts underlying causes in the context of
the Honor Code and Honor System and their place In the
Mitltary Academy."

The Report to the Secretary of the Army, by the Special
Commisslion, Is organlized into three parts, Part One
states the findings and recommendations. Part Two is a
discusslon of supporting material. Part Three contains
a concluding statement.



PART ONE

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS







THE HONOR CODE

"A cadet wili not lte, cheat, or steal, nor tolerate
those who do."

The Commission fully supports the Honor Code as a simple statement of
essenttal standards of integrity to which every honorable person aspires.
We belteve that individuatls are not born with honor and that its attatnment
ts an ongotng educattonal process. Some are unable to accept and asstmilate
these values as rapidly and to as great a degree as others. Nonetheless,
these tdeals should be inculcated into every cadet at the United States
Milttary Academy. |t s critically tmportant that all leaders in whom the
people confer both trust and power achteve the highest degree of personal
tntegrity.

We have been impressed by the importance attached to the Honor Code
by cadets with whom we have spoken. They generally agree that the Code,
tnsofar as it proscribes lying, stealing, and cheating, ts sound and that
tt espouses ethical principies tn which they have the strongest personal
bel tef. Indeed, most cadets treasure the Honor Code. Many of those
tmpitcated in the Electrical Engineering 304 (EE 304) incident express
support for its ldeals.

One aspect of the Honor Code ts not fully supported--the nontoleratton
clause, which as now iInterpreted requires a cadet to report and thereby
cause the separatton of another cadet for an honor violatton. Many
tndividuals are reluctant to place duty to communtty over loyalty ‘o

friends. This dilemma is particularly acute at West Potnt, where loyalty



to friends ts emphastzed tn other aspects of Academy ltfe. Cadets generally
recognize, however, that (f the Honor Code is to have any meaning, they
cannot tgnore the dishonorable acts of others; some actton on thetr part,
to express disapproval of honor violattons, ts necessary. In this sense,
the Commisston fully supports the princtple embodied in the nontoleration

clause.

THE HONOR SYSTEM

Desptte support for the tdeals of the Honor Code, cadet compltance
with the Honor Code, by the Spring of 1976, had become disturbingly lax.
The number of cadets who have resigned or otherwise been separated in
connection with the EE 3b4 fnctdent, 134 cadets as of December 6, 1976,
does not, tn our opinion, reveal the true extent of honor violations tn EE
304. The Commisston ts convinced that many cadets who elther cotllaborated
or tolerated collaboratton on the EE 304 take-home examination have not
been detected or punished. The Commission s equally persuaded that scores
of other violattons of the Honor Code have gone undetected or unpunished
and that, during recent years, a substanttal number of cadets have been
tnvolved tn dishonesty, toleratton, and, on occaston, mtsconduct as honor
representattves.
We agree with the remarks of Academy officers who served on the internal
Review Panel or Officer Boards:
"Cheating was not confined to EE 304 nor to the
Class of 1977 . . . . [Sluffictent evidence was
forthcoming that there were widescale Inctdents

involving academic cheating in other courses at
other times."



»* * *

"The Class of '77 s not untque .... [Clollaboration
and toleratton are common at West Point . . . .
Undoubtedly other classes have been, and stiil are
tnvolved iIn cheating on a scale at least equal to
'77."

* * *

"[Wle are seelng only the tip of the cheating
tceberg."

»* * L 4

"[Tlestimony . . . tndicates that cadet cheating on
the EE 304 problem s only a small corner of the
total problem . . . . [CJheating on a large scale
has gone on before in previous classes . . . "

* * *

"[Pirtor to serving on an Offtcer Board, | was
personally convinced that reports of widespread
cheattng were little more than tlegally useful
propaganda, perpetrated by clever defense lawyers.
i no longer believe that to be the case.,"

We also agree with the Cadet Honor Committee's current Vice Chatrman for
Investigations, who recently informed the Corps of Cadets:

"There have been cases of board fixing that can be
documented, not only for the past year but for the
past several years. For example, during the
Electrical Engtneering controversy this past summer,
30 of the 35 cadets who were found gul ity by Officer
Boards were previousty found not guiity by the Cadet
Honor Committee. Testimony arising out of the
Offtcer Boards and the Internal Review Panel this
summer has indicated that many of these were tampered
with at the Honor Committee Board level. One cadet
found gut Ity in the EE 304 controversy had previously
been exonerated by 8 Cadet Honor Boards in his cadet
career. Strong evidence, also from the Internal
Review Panel, and from the Officer Boards held over
the summer, indtcates that he was protected by
frtends on the Honor Committee. Last year 16 first
classmen were forwarded to full Honor Boards, yet
not one was found gutity by his peers on the 1976
Honor Committee. One was found guilty by the 1977



Honor Committee. However, in contfrast to those
statistics, last year 20 fourth classmen were
forwarded to full Honor Boards and of these 16 were
found gutity by the 1977 and 1976 Honor Committees.
Now this suggests that {f not board tampering that
there may be just an unwitllingness for a cadet to
find his peer guitity, tf not it does demonstrate
gross inadequacles extsting In the system . . . ."
(Emphasts added)

It ts distressingly apparent to the Commisston that the Honor System, the
means by which the Code s taught, supervised and enforced, had Indeed
become grossly tnadequate by the Spring of 1976.

Even more disturbtng ¢s that this Inadequacy was known to Academy
leadership well before EE 304, but no dectstve actton was taken. In July
of 1974, the departing Superintendent of the Academy provided the tncoming
Supertntendent with a report concerning honor at West Potnt. The report,
which had been prepared earlter by former faculty members, concluded that
the Honor System was "in trouble" and that tts reclaiming would be a
"formidable task." This conclusfon was fully supported in a 1975 Academy
study which revealed widespread ditsaffectfon with the Honor System.
Nevertheless, some Academy offictals persisted, even after the EE 304

tnctdent, ¢n pubitcly proclatming the health of the Honor System.

THE EE 304 CHEATING INCIDENT

Those cadets who collaborated on the EE 304 examination knew beyond
any doubt that such actfon was prohtbited. Aithough they may not have
belteved that thelr conduct made them morally corrupt or dishonorable,
they knew It was wrong. Thelr action cannot be excused. But to place full

blame on these cadets s to tgnore tnstitutional factors which contributed



stgntftcantly to such a "chofce." Inadequactes in the Honor System, in
the Academy environment which was to have supported thts System, and In
the admintstration of the EE 304 examinatfon combined to make a cheating
tnctdent practically tnevitable.

A. Honor System

Perhaps the most fundamental of the Honor System's inadequactes has
been the expansion of the Code well beyond tts tntended purpose. Cadets
have been found gullty for tsolated conduct which cannot fatrly be
charactertzed as having made them dishonorable. Recently, for example, 2

cadet who reported himself for stating that he had done 20 sit-ups, when

in fact he had done only 18, was found gullty of violating the Honor Code.
A simtlar tncldent had occurred tn 1970. In July of 1974, a new cadet who

reported himself for telltng hts squad leader, who "did not remember the

particular tnctdent," that he had shaved, when tn fact he had not, was
separated. In 1975, a third classman was found gutity by the Cadet Honor
Committee of "intentionally decetving” in that "he wore a second class
dress coat to a motton plcture" during the week (a regulatton prohibtted
third classmen from attending weekntght movies).

I1f these cases were aberrations, our concerns would not be as great.
They are, however, representattve of a signtficant number of the
approximately 180 non-EE 304 cases which have resulted in findings of
gut It by the respecttve Cadet Honor Committees durting the 1970s. The Honor
Code too frequently has been interpreted and taught in a technical, highly
legaltstic fashton. As a2 result, the Honor Code's bastc purpose--tnsuring

that our military leaders are honorable men and women--has been obscured.



One of the more demoralizing shortcomings of the Honor System has been
confusion and knconsistency In the interpretation and application of the
Honor Code. There s evidence of a critical lack of agreement on these
matters among the administration, tactical staff, faculty, Honor Committee,
cadets, and atumni. For example, actions such as "bed stuffing," covering
windows wlth blankets after "lights out," and keeping liquor In halr tonic
bottles have at times been considered honor violations--depending upon
who 1s construing the Honor Code. As an Academy Study Group noted,
"Oﬁerafional interpretations of the Honor Code vary widely and are modifled
frequently without the beneflt of any regularlized process ... ."

Far from being a statement of Immutabie principles, the Honor Code as
defined has become a compendfum of changing rules. The body which has
been entrusted with the primary responsibility for Interpreting and
applying the Code--the Honor Committee--annually changes Its leadership,
thereby preciudlng development of a stabiiizing Institutional memory.

Equally troublesome is the fact that the Honor Code has been explolted
as a means of enforcling requlations--a view shared by 76 percent of the
Cadet Corps in 1974. Cadets and of ficers have taken the shortcut of placing
a cadet on hls honor rather than themselves assuming necessary
responsibillty for the enforcement of regulations. Consequently, the Honor
Code, by merging with the extensive Academy regulations, has lost much of
Its unlque meaning. It has become part of the "system to be beaten."

A rigid and narrow interpretation of what constitutes nontoleration
has also been detrimental to the Honor System. Cadets who become aware
of honor violatlons have no tegitimate option other than to report the

violator and to cause his separation with the possibiiity of enlisted



service. As already suggested, this sole option Imposes demands on many
cadets which they are unwiiling to accept. Consequently, toleration has
become widespread. Indeed, in 1974, 73 percent of the Corps stated that
they would not report a good friend for a possible honor viotation.
Toleratton weakens the Honor System by depriving it of a major element of
enforcement. Furthermore, since the toterator, in the eyes of the Honor
Code, s as gutity as the violator, future violattons by tolerators become
more likely. In 1967 the Superfintendent's Honor Review Committee, a group
of 3 Academy offlcers charged with monttoring the Honor Code and System,
prophetically advised the Superintendent:

"The cadets interviewed, as well as this Committee,

are tn agreement that any 'cheating' scandal would

find its beginning In a 'toieratton' sttuation, t.e,

a cadet would observe a friend or roommate cheating

but because of thetr closeness would not report the

tnctdent. From that point a victous chain would

gradually find #ts way to other cadets.”

Closely related to the growth of toleratfon has been the mandatory
sanctfon of separation for all honor violattons. The single sanction
assumes that a cadet becomes instantaneously honorable upon entering the
Academy; that all violations of the Honor Code are of equal gravity; and
that all violators are of equal culpabtiity. This has contributed
signtficantly to the breakdown of nontoleration, to questionable Cadet
Honor Board acquittals by a single negattve vote, and, in some cases, to
questionable reversals by reviewing authorittes. In every other aspect
of Academy life, the cadet ts expected to mature and develop. Onty in

matters of honor has a plebe been expected to meet the same standard as

a first classman,



Recognizing these problems, in early 1976, a majority of the Corps, but
less than the required two-thirds, supported the end of the single sanctlion.
Recently, after the EE 304 crisls, the Corps agaln voted on a proposal to
elIminate mandatory separation. The proposal falled to carry by less than
1 percent. The Commission belleves that Cadet Honor Boards and reviewing
author{tles should have avallable to them a range of other actlions to
recommend in addition to separation, including, for example, suspension,
probation, or course fallure.

Other shortcomings may be seen in the Cadet Honor Committee. Comprised
of a timited number of first and second classmen, the Committee has been
charged with almost exclusive responsibllity for Insuring the effectiveness
of the Honor System. Some Honor Representatives have been conslidered
overly zealous; ofhers have been "cool-on-honor," a phrase denoting a tax
attitude toward the Honor Code and System. The granting of cadet rank to
the Honor Committee leaders has [dentifled the Committee with the cadet
chain of command and, therefore, the duty to enforce requiations. Such
rank, we belleve, Is an unnecessary accompaniment to service on the
Committee, By the Fall of 1974 only 41 percent of the Corps belleved that
the Honor Committee accurately reflected the Corps!' attitude about the
Honor System.

Many cadets have felt that the Honor Commlittee Is part of the structure
that has taken away "their" Honor Code. Signilficant changes I{n the Honor
System have, In some Instances, been made without the knowledge and approval
of the Corps of Cadets. Furfhermore,fhe dubious 11-1 acquittals, the lack
of convictions for toleration, the absence of fundamental falrness In some

Honor Board proceedlings, and the rare convictions of first classmen have



resulted In the perception of many cadets that the Honor System has been
hypocrittical, corrupt, and unfatr,

The valtdity of this view was acknowledged by the current Cadet Honor
Comtttee when it proposed several changes which were recently adopted by
the Corps. The "due process" hearing is now at the Cadet Honor Board
level; the Offtcer Board has been eltminated; a less than unanimous vote
ts required for a finding of gullty; and cadets other than Honor
Representatives wili partictpate in the Investigation and adjudicatton of
honor violattions. We have some reservations about the specifics of these
changes; however, we agree with thelr purpose.

Another problem has been the fatlure of Academy offtcers to participate
fully tn the Honor System. Responstbtltty for honor educatton, for exampie,
has been placed almost completely ¢n the hands of the Cadet Honor Committee;
tn 1974 less than 1 percent of the Corps belteved that they had gatned
mos+ of thetr knowledge about the Honor Code and System from tactical
offtcers and professors. The Academtc Department has made ltttie effort
tn the currtculum to asstst cadets in discerning and coping with the moral
dilemmas that tnevitably confront individuals &n general and military
officers tn particular.

Because of preoccupatton with the notton that reform must be inttiated
by the Corps tf the Honor Code and System are to be accepted, the Academy
had not assumed suffictent responsibiitty for tnsurtng that needed changes
" were effected. The role of the Academy's officers had largely been conftned
to reporttng honor violattons or revtewling Cadet Honor Board adjud'caftons.

The lack of officer involvement ¢n the Honor System is conststent with

the Academy's apparent policy of placing more responsibiitty on the cadets



themselves In every aspect of cadet life. This tack of Involvement
contributed to the belief that the Honor Code and System belong exclusively
or primaritly to the cadets and that any particlpation by officers
constituted Interference. This, In turn, generated cadet antagonism when
decisions by the Superintendent and Offlicer Boards dlffered from Cadet
Honor Commlttee determinations.

These Inadequacies have combined 10 foster cadet cynicism toward and
estrangement from the Honor System, thereby weakening the System itself.
There has developed within the Corps what has been referred to as a "cool-
on-honor" subculture--a largely unorganized group of cadets who justlfy
certain honor violations and "beating" the Honor System. This subculture
and Its accompanyling peer pressure have influenced many additional cadets
to commit honor violatlons. In some instances the Academy's Leadership
Evaluation System has been used by cadets to enforce at least toleration
of the subculture. With each vlolatlon, the subculture grew and [ts
Influence became more formidable.

B. Academy Environment

The Inadequacies In the Honor System cannot be viewed In Isolation.
If the System Is to operate effectively, the total setting must be
supportive. Factors such as the rapid growth in Corps slze from 2,500 In
1964 to I+s current strength of 4,400, Instabitlity caused by the modification
of some Academy traditions, and certain socletal attitudes and turmoll may
have militated against this support. While we recognize the Influence of
these factors, we belleve other institutional problems were the primary

causes of the erosion of respect for the Honor System,

10



There has, for example, been serious disagreement over the proper roie
of educatton in the misston of the Academy: Should West Point train combat
leaders for Immediate service tn junfor ranks, or should it provide the
fundamental educatfon and study fto allow graduates (a) to assimiiate
quickly the spectal sktils required for juntor officer service in the
basic branches of the Army, and (b) after experience and further study, to
provide the senfor milttary leadership on which the nation depends for
its security. We are convinced that the acquisttion of a college education
within a miittary environment must, during the academic year, have first
call on the time and energies of each cadet; military tratning shouid be
concentrated in the summer months, The fatlure of Academy constituenctes
to agree on the relative Importance of the educational component of the
mission has hindered the development of an academic atmosphere which
discourages dishonesty.

Development of such an atmosphere has also been impeded by the fatlure
to determine priortttes among competing claims on cadets' time. Prtor to
currtculum changes adopted this Fall, cadets needed far more credit hours
to graduate than are required by most Instttutions of higher education.
The academic pressures have been iIntensified by the increase, during the
academic year, of miittary and physical training and cadet leadership
responsibilittes. In excess of two-thirds of the cadets surveyed in 1975
stated that they did not have sufficient time to satisfy overall demands.
While cadets may not have been overworked, they clearly have been
overscheduled. The result, as well described by a recent honor graduate,

has been that:

"



"In the present West Point system, medtocrity s not
a chotce for it is the sole alternative. 1t is not
surprising that tn an atmosphere of nonstop running
and meeting deadlines +that conformity and mere
adequacy march to the forefront hand-in-hand."

The Academy has not been structured in such a way as to encourage
academic excellence. Superintendents have often been selected primartiy
for thelr miittary leadership abtlfties; because of their limited tour
tength, they have frequently not had the opportunity to become effective
educattonal leaders. Furthermore, Superintendents have not, in most cases,
been given an adequate vofce in the selectton of other Academy leaders
such as the Dean, the Commandant, and members of the Academic Board. Nor
has the Academy had the beneftt of the continuing advice provided most
inst{tutions of higher education by their boards of trustees.

Equally troublesome has been the fallure to develop an approprtate
state of discipline. |In recent years, the Academy has delegated much of
the authority for supervistng cadets to the cadet chatn of command. This
has had the effect not only of tncreasing the time pressures on some cadets,
but also of weakening the state of disciplitne. Confuston over the proper
role of the company tactical officer has further contributed to this
problem. By law, the tactical officer {s the company commander. While all
cadets and officers have some responstbility for discipitne, the tactical
officer must ensure that the Academy's high standards of discipline are
met,

Finally, adherence to the Honor Code fs more difficuit when cadets
percetve dtshonesty around them. The standards of the Academy have

appropriately been set at a level much higher than the lowest common

denominator of soctety at targe and, for that matter, of the "real Army."
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while the so-called "double standard" can be disiilusioning, its existence
must be acknowledged. West Point, however, has always and must continue
to set the standards for the Army. It {s of utmost importance that every
officer at the Academy lead by exampie; they, in particular, must aspire
to the high ideals of the Honor Code tf the cadets are fo do so. The
degree to which Academy officers at different echelons have, in fact,
demonstrated such leadership is open to question. Ciearly, cadets have
percelved fallure on the part of some.

C. The EE 304 Examination

The nature of EE 304 as well as the method of administering the take-
home examinatton contributed, perhaps most directly, to the occurrence and
magnitude of the cheating incident.

in our opinton, aliowing 823 cadets 2 weeks to solve an out-of-class
examination In a course for which the relevance had not been established
by the Department and which was aimost universally disdained by cadets as
irrelevant and "spec and dump" (memortze and forget) placed unwise and
unnecessary temptation before each cadet. The situation was exacerbated
by the fact that, throughout the EE 304 course, cadets had been allowed
and even encouraged to collaborate on home-study probiems simiiar to that
of the March 3 and 4 examination. Indeed, not only was one such probiem
due on the same day, but the second part of the examination also permitted
collaboration. It became common practice for cadets--who had dtfficulty
with thelr problems or who simply dtd not have the time or mottvatton to
complete them--to go to the room of an tndividual known to be proficient
tn Electrical Engtneering, take his EE notebook, and extract the needed

tnformatton. Such action, which tnevitably tincreased dependency on
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col taboratton, had never been constdered a viotation of the Honor Code or,
for that matter, any regulatton.
We agree with the statement of a tformer Commandant of Cadets who

advised the Commisstion:

"In my view the [Electrical Engineering] Department

tnvited violations of the Code by the manner in

which i+ administered EE 304. At the very least, it

placed the cadets under great pressure, needlessly.”
Implicttly acknowiedging the shortcomings of the EE 304 pedagogy, the
Academy changed the rules for take-home assignments shortly after the EE
304 tnctdent. Henceforth, cadets will be allowed to seek assistance,
provided tts nature and extent are clearly tndicated on the paper. We are,
however, troubled by the fact that some academic authorittes, desptte the

change, see nothing wrong in the manner the EE 304 examination was

adminéstered.

v

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS POSED BY THE SECRETARY

in the mandate establishing this Commisston the Secretary posed eltght
questions. We have discussed these basfc and essential queries elsewhere
In this report. Nevertheless, in view of thetr importance, direct answers
are provided at this potnt.

1. What were the causative and contributing factors
underiying the recent Electrical Engineering 304 cheating
tnctdent?

The EE 304 iIncident resulted from a progressive decay In individual

respect for and adherence to the Honor Code. While specific conditions

tnvolving the nature of EE 304 and the admintstration of the examinatton
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are directly responstble for the occurrence and magnitude of the inctdent,
under lytng tnstitutional defictenctes, Including those related
specifically to the Honor Code and System, contributed to the general
condittons making ¢t more likely that an incident of this kind would take
place.

2. Does the Honor Code and System impose a realistic and
reasonable set of standards?

The Honor Code establitshes a set of standards for integrity and self-
discipliine that shouid be the constant ob jecttive of every honorable person.
I+ s the belief of many cadets that they can adhere and are #n fact
adhertng to the Honor Code. In contrast, the Honor System, as presentiy
tnterpreted and administered, ts netther realistic nor reasonable.

3. Is the Honor Code accepted by cadets as a way of life

or do cadets adhere to $t merely because of the consequences

of a violatton?

I+ {s tmpossible to answer the question as to all cadets. Some cadets
do adhere to the Code because they genuinely accept tt. Some do so because
they fear the consequences of a violation. Some comply for a combination
of these reasons. Other cadets, at least until the EE 304 tnctdent, nelther
compited fully with the Code nor belleved that the System gave them any

real cause to fear the consequences of a viotattion.

4, Are high standards of moral and ethical conduct
emphastzed In all aspects of cadet life?

High standards of moral and ethical conduct are expected of all cadets
at West Point. However, the core curriculum does not provide an educattonal
basis for a cadet to devziop an understanding of ethical conduct. In this
sense, high standards of moral and ethical conduct are not appropriately

emphastzed.
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5. Are the pressures on cadets generated by the academic,
athiettc, and military training at the Academy realtstic and

do they contribute effectively to the mission of the Academy?

The combinatton of academic study, athietics, and miittary training
(including cadet chain of command duties) at the Academy imposes
unrealtstically heavy pressures on many cadets. There is at present no
effective means of establishing priorittes among the depar tments competing
for cadet time.

6. Is the ethical base adequately provided for cadets to
develop a strong sense of integrity, exclusive of the Honor

Code and System?

No.

7. Does the institutton in tts structure, its polictes and
doctrtne, and in {ts operation appropr tately support the Cadet

Honor Code and System?

No. The Honor Code belongs to every person who values personal
integrity. The entire institution must take a strongrole #n the development
of the honor concept, the impiementation of Honor System procedures, and
the ultimate review of the exerclise of cadet responsibtitties. Recent
history demonstrates that, tn some respects, the Academy by tts structure,
polictes, and doctrine has not appropriately supported the Honor Code and
System.

8. Is there suffictent emphasts and effectiveness in formal
tnstruction on honor matters at the Academy?

No. Honor instruction to the extent it exists has been almost totally
handled by the Cadet Honor Committee. There must be instruction in ethics
introduced Into the core curriculum, to provide a base for continuing

instructton ¢n honor matters.
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v

RECOMMENDAT | ONS

A, Cadets Involved In EE 304

The Commission has constdered its primary responsibliiity to formulate
recommendations concerning the instttutional deficiencies it has found to
exist, Unlike many other advisory bodies, however, thts Commission has
undertaken its work during the very crisis studted. |t has thus been
tmposstble to tgnore the most fundamental question ralsed by this entire
matter--what must be done with respect to the cadets tnvolved in EE 304.

At the outset, we emphasize our strong support for the Secretary of
the Army's August 23, 1976 polfcy to allow readmisston of separated cadets.
In recogntzing the extraordinary nature of the situation, the Secretary,
we belteve, acted wisely and compassionately. The cadets did cheat, but
were not solely at fault. Thetr cuipabiitty must be viewed against the
unrestratned growth of the "cool-on-honor" subculture at the Academy, the
wtdespread violations of the Honor Code, the gross inadequactes in the
Honor System, the failure of the Academy to act decisively with respect
to known honor problems, and the other Academy shortcomings. The Secretary's
actton did not condone cheating; rather, it recogntzed that, tn light of
the grave finstitutional responsibility, the impiicated cadets should be
given another opportunity to meet the ideals of the Honor Code.

The time has come to end this unfortunate episode. The Academy must
recognize that it Is not treating a disease that can be cured simply by
tsolating those who have been infected. The Academy must now acknowledge
the causes of the breakdown and devote its full energles to rebullding an

improved and strengthened institution. We see nothing to be gatned by
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further actlon agalnst these cadets and much to be fost by continuing with
the dtvistve and unrealtstic attempt to purge all who have violated an
Honor Code that s percetved In wldely differing ways. What is needed are
reform and regeneratton, not retribution.

Under these ctrcumstances, we must recommend, as to those cadets
impltcated in connection with the EE 304 tncident, that:

1. All such cadets who left the Academy should be aliowed
to return to the Academy as soon as possible;

2. All such cadets presentiy at the Academy, whose
separattons have not yet been effected, should be allowed to
remafin at the Academy; and

3. Al1 investigations of such cadets based upon allegations
tn the affidavits should cease.

We stress that the implicated cadets came from a cross section of the
Corps; indeed, some had been leaders of their class. We do not belileve
that the single act of collaborating on the EE 304 examination makes these
cadets unworthy of becoming West Point graduates. The Superintendent,
speaking to a group of these cadets on August 28, 1976, expressed our
feeling:

" 17]f one has been found to have vicolated the Honor
Code, in this case by cheating on EE 304, | think
that was the wrong dectston that the individual
made; | think that under the térms of the Honor Code
i+ can be called a dishonorable act; but as | took
at those of you whom 1 know, | do not think that
that one error in itself means that you are a
dtshonorable man--not at all.”

Moreover, punishment or continued punishment of these persons can no
longer be justified knowing, as we do now, that a substantial number of

even more culpable cadets have gone undetected or unpunished. As one

member of the Cadet Honor Committee perceptively remarked, {f the separated
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cadets are to be "branded," they ought to be branded onty as "the ones who
got caught."

We recognlze that some of the implicated cadets undoubtedly deserved
to have been expelled long ago. The Academy, however, has not, in its
procedures, distinguished between such cadets and other highly motivated
young men who became entangled in this atfalr. Fallure to do justice to
some should not be allowed to preclude mercy to others. A}l of the cadets
should have a tinal opportunity to prove that they are Indeed honorable
or, conversely for some, to prove that they are not.

B. The Honor Code and System

with respect to the Honor Code and System, the Commission makes the
following recommendations:

1. The Honor Code should be retalned in Its present form:
A cadet will not tie, cheat, or steal, nor tolerate those who
do."

2. The nontoleration clause should be retalned. However, a
cadet should have options in addition to reporting an honor
viotation. A cadet who percelves a violation must counsel, warn,
or report the violator. Some action isrequireag, as dlstingulshed
from taclt acquliescence,

3. Sanctlons other than dismissal should be authorlized for
violations of the Honor Code. The Cadet Honor Committee and
reviewlng authorities should be authorized to consider the facts
and clrcumstances of each case to determine an appropriate
penaity. Any recommendation tess than separation should be fully
justlfled. Cadets who are separated should not be requirea to
serve on active duty as a result of their separation.

4. All officers and cadets at the Academy must understand
the fundamentals which underiie the [mportance of the Honor Code
and the health of the Honor System:

a. The Honor Code must be viewed as a goal toward which
every honorable person aspires, and not as a minimum standard
of behavior tor cadets alone. Furthermore, its proscriptions do
not encompass all forms of dishonorable conduct; the test
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of whether conduct Is honorable or dishonorable does not depend
solely upon whether it §s proscribed by the Honor Code.

b. The Honor Code must not be extended beyond 1ts intended
purpose of Insuring that only honorable Individuals become
Academy graduates. Nor should it be exploited as a means of
enforcing regulations.

c. The Honor Code and Honor System must be considered the
joint responsibliity of all cadets and all offlcers at the
Academy. It must be understood that the Superintendent has the
responsibitity of reviewing and, If necessary, reversing cadet
honor determinations. No one "owns" the Honor Code. Everyone
must work to Insure the effectiveness of the Honor System.

5. The Academy should seek ways to Insure that the above
fundamentals work on a continuing basis. As a minimum, the
following should be accomplished:

a. There must be academic instruction which provides an
intellectual base for character development. All cadets should
be required, early In thelr careers at West Point, to begin formail
ethics study. This study, which must be part of the core
curriculum, should iInclude those ethical problems likely to be
faced by amilitary officer. Ethics should be stressed throughout
the entire curriculum and by all constituencies at West Point:
Academic, Tactical, Athletic, and Administrative.

b. The content of honor Instruction must emphasize the
splrit of the Honor Code. A “cook book" approach makes the Code
equivalent to another requiation.

c. The method of honor instruction and the environment In
which |t Is conducted must be Improved.

d. There must be greater participation by all cadets and
officers In the operation of the Honor System. Cadet rank shouid
not be awarded for Honor Committee service.

e. The Superintendent's Honor Review Committee should be
contlinued, but {ts membership should Include cadets and alumni.
The Committee should meet at least annually with the misslion of
guarding the Honor Code agalnst misuse, misintepretation, and
fnconsistent {Interpretation. The Committee shouid have the
ultimate power to Interpret the Honor Code.

f. An offlcer should be appointed to advise the Cadet Honor

Committee and the Superintendent's Honor Review Committee. This
officer should report to the Academic Board (and not the
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the

Commandant alone) concerning all honor matters. Continuity is
required In thls position.

C. The Environment of West Polnt

With respect to the environment of the Academy, the Commission
foltowing recommendations:

1. A permanent and Independent advisory board should be
established to provide the continulng assistance that most
Institutions of higher education recelve from thelr boards of
trustees. Such a board, established by the Secretary of the
Army, should (1) be non-political; (2) include members who
recognize the proper mission of the Academy; (3) convene often
enough to Insure current knowledge of the Institution; and (4)
report to the Secretary of the Army Its observations and
recommendations.

2. The West Point mission statement should be revised to
insure that everyone understands the Importance of education in
the mission of the Academy. The acquisition of a quallity college
education within a mititary environment must have flrst call
during the academic year on the time and energies of a cadet.
Everyone must understand that this Is the primary mission of
the Academy from September to June. Military training should
be concentrated in the summer months.

3, The Superintendent should have responsibitity for all
aspects of the internal administration of the Academy, including
resolving the competing demands made by subordinate authorities
upon individual cadets. HIs selectlion should be based upon his
Interest In education and a demonstrated abliity to provide
educational and military leadership. He should be assigned to
the Academy for a minimum of 5 years and should be consulted as
to the selection and length of service of the Commandant of
Cadets and Dean of the Academlic Board.

4, Permanent professors should serve on active duty for no
more than 30 years, unless requested to continue on a term basis
by the Superintendent with the approval of the Secretary of the
Army.

5. The Professor of Physlcal Education should be a member
of the Academic Board.

6. The Office of Military Leadership, a department concerned
in large part with providing academic instruction.in behavioriat
sclences, should be transferred to the Academlic Department. The
Director of that Office should be a member of the Academic Board.
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7. There should be an expanston of programs which bring
outstde viewpoints to the Academy, e.g., visiting professors to
and from the Academy.

8. The Academy must reaffirm the roie of the tactical
officer as a company commander and ensure that this role is
untformly adhered to throughout the Tactical Department.

9. Tactical offtcers should be selected from officers who
have completed Command and General Staff College or equivalent
educatton.

10. The Leadership Evaluatton System should be reviewed
to determine whether tt {s a constructive force in the cadets'
leadership development,

D. Miittary Defense Counsel

We are disturbed by allegattons that several milttary defense counsel
suffered harassment and Injury to their Army careers because of thetr
vigorous defense of cadets. Inasmuch as the Secretary of the Army had
commenced an investigation into these charges, we did not review these
allegations in depth.

The defense function places counsel tn an adversary relationship with
West Point--the tnstitutfon that seeks to discipline or otherwise puntsh
his client. This adversary relattonship ts too often viewed as an act of
disloyalty. A cadet cltent should feel secure that the legal defense
presented Is in no way compromised by the lawyer 's fear of adverse personnel
acttons.

The present system of having the same officer teach taw and act as
defense counsel places him in the difficult posttion of attacking the
bastc poltctes of the Institutton to which he owes allegiance in his role
as a faculty member. As a partial solutton the Commisston makes the

fol lowing recommendattons:
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1. Judge Advocates who defend cadets should have no teaching
duttes.

2. Military leadership courses should Include examination

of the role of the lawyer as an advisor to the commander and
the role of defense counsel {n the justice system.
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PART TWO

DISCUSSION






THE EE 304 CHEATING INCIDENT

On March 3 and 4, 1976, the Electrical Englneering 304 Instructors gave
823 second classmen a take-home computer examination which was wor th
approximately 5 percent of thelr semester grade. The only second classmen
not glven this exam were those cadets in the top academic sections of EE
304. The instructlions which accompanied the ex;mlnaf!bn were clear:

"There will be no col!laboration on Part | of this

problem (Part I1"will be done as a team project and
appropr late collaboration instructions will be Issued

with Part 11). Upon issuance of this problem there
will be no discussion of the problem with anyone except
Department of Electrical Engineering Instructors . .
. ." (Emphasis in original)

When the EE 304 papers were returned on March 17 and 18, 1976, one cadet
wrote on his exam that he had, in violation of the Instructions, recelved
assistance. Similarities were then detected In other exam papers and,
consequently, the head of the Electrical Engineer ing Department ordered
that all papers be compared by cadet company.

On April 4, 1976, the Electrical Engineering Department forwarded to
the Cadet Honor Committee the names of 117 cadets belleved to have
col laborated on the assignment. Cadet Honor Boards were convened, and by
April 21, 50 cadets were found guitty ("found") of elther giving or recelving
asslstance; 2 others resigned without appearing before Honor Boards. On
May 3, 1976, 10 military defense counsel representing the accused cadets
wrote the Secretary of the Army, advising him that cheating at the Academy
was "widespread;" that "upwards of 300 members of the Class of 1977" had
cheated in EE 304; and that the Cadef Honor Committee "not only acted

arbitrarity and improperly In some cases but that certain of its members
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affirmatively consplred and acted to conceal and cover up violations of
the Cadet Honor Code."

On May 23, 1976, the Superintendent appointed the Internatl Review Panel
(IRP) to ". .. investigate and examine all relevant evidence of violations
of the Cadet Honor Code and other [USMA] regutations ... arising from the
EE 304 Computer Problem .. ." and to "...recommend for referral to Boards
of Officers alt cases for which [it] determines that there is probable
cause of a violation.! The Superintendent, tn an August 26, 1976 tletter
to Academy staff and faculty, explained his decision to establish the IRP
as follows:

""Tlhe emergence of new large numbers of alleged
violators in tate May and the attendant administrative
requirements necessary to respond to them was
complicated by additional factors. Final exams were
scheduled from May 17th to May 27th. They were fol lowed
by the traditional 'June Week' activities and the
graduation and commissioning of the Ctass of 1976,
Including one-half of the 88-member Honor Committee
membership. At the same time, charges of improper
influence and the existence of 'tainted' members of
cadet honor boards in the initial hearings in Aprii
were being partialtty substantiated by recorder
tnterviews of accused cadets and by board witnesses.
There was possibie tnvolvement of large numbers of
the Ctass of 1977, including an undetermined number
of Honor Committee members. Alt of these factors
argued for creating an investigative panel, with cadet
representation, to substitute for the Honor Committee,
which ts not structured to fnvestigate or process
violations of such a large scale."

The IRP was comprised of 12 officers and 5 cadets and sat in panels of 3.
Each panel, which consisted of 2 fleld grade officers and 1 cadet, made
tts own decision on whether a case should be referred to an Officer Board.
The IRP screened those cases which had been referred to it by a team of

3 Electrical Engineering instructors. This team reviewed att 823
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examination papers and forwarded over a quarter of them to the IRP. As a
result of hearings before the IRP and Officer Boards, additional cases
were screened by the IRP.

The names of 150 cadets, in addition to the 50 already found by the
Honor Committee, were ultimately referred to Officer Boards by the IRP.
Eighteen cadets resigned, and 103 were found guilty. Twenty-nine of the
103 cadets had initially been found not guiity by the Cadet Honor Committee.
The cases of all found cadets were reviewed by officials at the Academy
and Department of the Army, including the Superintendent and Secretary of
the Army.

Academy regulations require that any cadet found guiity of an honor
violation be separated from West Point; no other penalties are al lowed.
Separated cadets, if they are first or second classmen, may also be required
to serve on active duty as enlisted men. On August 23, 1976, the Secretary
of the Army announced a plan whereby any cadet who had cheated in EE 304
and who resigned from the Academy would be eligible for readmission fo
the Academy after 1 yeér; the requirement of enlisted service would be
walved in each case. As of December 6, 1976, 134 cadets have resigned under
the provisions of this plan; 49 of these cadets either had not been referred
+o or had not been found quilty by the Offlicer Boards.

On September 16, 1976, the Cadet Honor Committee received 159 documents
which had been prepared by cadets implicated in EE 304 to demonstrate the
scope of the problem. These documents alleged that 259 cadets had cheated
in EE 304. Allegations were made against 72 cadets who had not previously
been investigated as well as 37 who had been found innocent. The affidavits

also implicated several hundred cadets in honor violations other than
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those arising out of EE 304; of this group, 191 had already graduated from
West Point. The Honor Committee is Investigating the charges against
cadets who are currently at West Point.

As of December 6, 1976, 134 cadets have resigned or otherwise been
separated in connection with EE 304. In terms of background and per formance
at the Academy, these cadets came from a cross section of the Corps. Some
companies had many implicated cadets; others had few. All but 3 of the
36 cadet companies had at least one. In most cases, only a small number
of individuals worked together-~often roommates or friends. There was, in
other words, no widespread organized effort to cheat. Some of the cadets
implicated had violated the Honor Code on several prior occasions; others
had done so rarely or, perhaps, not at all. According to the Superintendent,
in his August 26, 1976 letter to the Academy staff and faculty:

"Among those cadets Involved we have found many
individuals of high quality who remain motivated
toward commissioned service In the U. S. Army . . . .
[TIhey continue to be aware of the differences between
right and wrong and they remain Independent,
responsible young men capable of making hard moral
choices. Others have exhlbited varying degrees of
motivation, self-discipliine and commitment to the
principles of integrity that are essential to a healthy
Code."

Many of those Involved In the Investigation and adjudication of EE
304 charges belleve that not all cadets who collaborated or tolerated
col laboration were detected or punished. The problems of Investigating
and proving cases have led some officers, such as those in the Electrical
Engineering Department, to conclude that approximately 400 cadets

collaborated or tolerated In EE 304. They have pointed to the lack of

proper investigative tools, the difficulties In relying mainly upon exam
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compar Isons, the differing approaches of the varlous investigative bodles
and Officer Boards, and the fact that many cadets cleared by one body were
later shown to have been Involved. As one Officer Board member advised
the Superintendent:

"1f you or | had complete and perfect information, |
now belleve that we would find that several hundred
cadets collaborated--more or less--on the EE 304
problem. 1f the names of those tolerating such activity
were added, the number would probably increase
substantially . . . . | would caution anyone from
drawing any conctusions from the numbers of cases
sustalned or not sustained by Offlicer Boards.
insufficlent evidence should not be Interpreted as
Innocence."

"{ do percelve that, when the Boards have run thelr
course, they will have expelled (for all practical
purposes) some cheaters who should have been expelled.
They will have expelled some fine, honorable young men
who were basically victims of circumstances that they
did not have the strength to control. And, the Boards
will leave a large number of cadets who are unable to
rid themselves of thelr own sense of complicity. Few,
indeed, will be the cadets who can start rebullding
the honor concept with a clear conscience."

The EE 304 course In which the cheating Incident occurred Is described
in the 1975-76 West Point catalogue as follows:
"EE 304 Electronics
Frequency selectivity In communlcation circults.
Characteristics and modeling of electronic devices.
Diode circults, amplifiers, oscillators, and modulation
methods. Radlo and other electronic systems.
Laboratory exercises reinforce key points.”
A group of cadets gave the following description of progressing through
this requlred course:
"[EE 3047 Is a 'number crunching' course. All one has

to do Is plug values into a calculator and out comes
an answer. The reasoning and theory behind the answers
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are not fully understood. ... Generally, we are given
an assignment in one of the departmental texts to read,
and then three questlons to do for homework. The
questions are of medium to easy difflculty, and the
tougher ones can be done by referring to the assignment.
The class, after a lesson assignment was to be read,
Is glven a quliz on that reading assignment. The quiz
tests our abllity to put the numbers In the right
equatlions and answer them. The cadet who does not
take a particular interest In the course or does not
feel the need to keep a high grade overall, completes
the questions on that quiz and then forgets them. When
a written partial review or term end exam comes up he
can be found trying to regain the knowledge he learned
or supposedly learned over the duration of the course.
This phenomenon also happens in other courses. . . ."

As this description suggests, most cadets considered EE 304 to be

Irrevelant and uninteresting--a course to be suffered through. One faculty

member in the Electrical Engineering Department expressed doubt that any

cadet would take the course If It were not required. The cadets infrequently

read text assignments and galned little understanding of basic electrical

engineering principles. Rather, they memorized what was necessary to get

by each class and then forgot 1t at the earllest opportunity.

to one member of the Cadet Honor Committee:

"If one were to look at all the courses for second

class year, Electrical Englneering would by far have
the lowest rating as far as a worthwhile course. The
class as a whole seemed to rebel eagalnst this course.
Very few people showed any great iInterest in tearning
electrical engineering; therefore, one has a class
that does riot really care If they learn in electrical
engineering or not. Everyone Is just trying to 'get
by' with the smallest amount of effort."

According

It ¥s thus not surprising that, as one faculty member remarked, "a major ity

of second classmen know almost nothing about electrical engineering.

this after a two semesfer/sevenvcredif hour course!"
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The EE 304 instructors requlariy gave Assigned Study Problems (ASPs)
to be completed outside the class. Indeed, between March 3 and 18, 1976,
the cadets were given 5 ASPs; 1 was due on the same day that the March 3
and 4 exam was due. The EE 304 instructors authorized and even encouraged
cadets to collaborate on ASPs. As a result, many cadets did not work the
ASPs; they relied upon copying another's work and studying it before class
in preparation for the periodic quizzes. One faculty member observed:

"Full collaboration has been allowed in the completion
of ASPs to the extent that it is not considered
dishonorable to simply copy a classmate's ASP just
before class and then use this copy as a reference
for a graded exercise. The practice of copying grew
to the extent that cadets would go to another cadet's
room, one who usuatly did the ASPs, take the cadet's
notebook, and copy problems., |t was not infrequently
heard that cadets who had worked the EE 304 problem
Ton which collaboration was explicitly prohibited]
had also left it in thelr electrical engineering
notebook. This was done with full knowledge that other
cadets would most probably be coming to thelr room to
get ASPs and would then have available a solution to
the take-home problem. Testimony usually followed the
patterrn that cadets were aware of the situation but
were relying on others to be honorable."
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THE STATE OF HONOR AT WEST POINT

During the last quarter century there have been repeated Incidents of
academic dishonesty Involving significant numbers of cadets. In 1951 the
Academy separated 90 cadets characterized by an Academy Investigative
board as having been part of an "organized ring or conspiracy" which had
existed for "several years." A witness before the Commission alleged that
the Academy uncovered a cheating incident two years later involving 174
cadets, but separated no one. The Commission did not Investigate the
al legation.

The 1964 Report of the Superintendent's Honor Review Committee, composed
of 3 Academy officers charged with monitoring the Honor System, refers to
"the problems of last spring which culminated In the separation of a group
of cadets" and notes that "there exists the feeling on the part of some
that not all of the gulity may have been detected and eliminated.” No
further detalls are provided. According to a sentor officer serving at
that time In the Tactical Department:

"During my tenure . . . a serious honor situation

developed iIn the Corps of Cadets that had the

appearance of belng extensive and deep rooted. This

took place In the spring of 1963. . .. As a result

some outstanding youngsters resigned and others, whose

feelting for the Honor System left something to be

deslred, stayed on and graduated."
Academy figures show that In 1966-67, 19 cadets resigned or were dismissed
for cheating or toleration of cheating in Physics and Chemistry.

In the Winter of 1972-73, the Cadet Honor Committee suspected that

possibly 100 cadets were cheating. By late Winter, the Committee stitil|
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had a feellng that cheating exlsted but, according to an Academy officilal,
that It "had been unable to get hold of I+." Twenty cadets were ultimately
separated for cheating In Physics.

The EE 304 episode may be viewed as part of what has become a recurring
pattern during the preceding 25 years. The Incident is even less surprising
when one considers the state of honor at West Point during the past few
years. Specifically, violations of the Honor Code, including toleration,
have become Increasingly widespread, yet few have been detected or punished.
Disaffection with the Honor System has, for a vartlety of reasons, become
even more pervastve. It was In this environment that 823 second classmen
approached their EE 304 computer examinatton. Before discussing the
situation, we constder the Academy's awareness of the general problem.

A. Academy Awareness

At the completion of his term, the 1969 Honor Chalrman wrote in the
Cadet Chalrman's "Honor Book" that although "great support for the Honor
Code still exists within the Corps," a "significant number of cadets are
altenated from the Code" and that "many cadets currently feel that the
Honor Code works agalnst them rather than for them." The Chalrman of the
1971 Superintendent's Honor Review Committee advised the Super intendent
that he:

", . . has never felt before the degree of uneasiness
about the Honor Code and System that he feels this
year. He Is convinced that a concerted effort by
appropriate elements at the Military Academy is
required to retain what we now have of the Cadet Honor
Code and that a routine acceptance of this report
without positive action is not the answer."

These comments stand In dramatic contrast to the Honor Review Committee's

reports of the mid- and late 60s, which concluded that the Honor Code and

32



Honor System were "highly regarded, well understood, and strongly subscribed
to by the members of the Corps of Cadets" (1964) and that they "continued
to hold their high place as matters of special trust and regard by the
Corps" (1967).

In July of 1974, the departing Superintendent provided the incoming
Superintendent with a report concerning honor at West Point. The report,
which had been prepared for him in 1970, made the following observations:

"| believe, based on clos€ contact with many cadets
during my assignment to the faculty, conversations
with others similarly assigned at that time and since,
and comparison with my own cadet experience only a
decade before, that the Honor Code is in trouble at
West Point.

e o s o

"Reclalming the Honor Code is a formidable task. There
no doubt are in the Corps of Cadets (extrapolating
from my faculty experience) a number of cadets who
have violated the Honor Code and who have gotten away
with [t and know that they have. Some members of the
Honor Committee share this knowledge. Cadets in
general are aware of talling short of the cherished
Ideal In this area. The starting point for any
improvement would have to be a mutual recognition on
the part of cadets and faculty that a probiem exists."

Partially In response to this strong warning, the new Superintendent
established, in October 1974, a joint officer-cadet "Special Study Group
on Honor at West Point" with the mission to "examine and challenge all
tenets and facets of the Honor Code and System and to consider nothing
sacrosanct or above question."” On May 23, 1975, the Study Group issued a
report which contained a number of conclusions:

-~ The "Honor Code ts a clear and simple statement of
an unattainable level of human behavior." It "is
a goal suiltable for the entire professional life

of amititary man and Is a goal to which he should
aspire in the challenging environments outside the
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Academy as well as in the training period of hls
cadetship."

-- The nontoleration clause makes the Honor Code
"philosophically hard to digest by Amer ican soclety
In general and, to a degree, by the Army Officer
Corps."

-- "[0Jperational interpretations of the Honor Code
vary wldely and are modifled frequently without
the benefit of any regularlzed process .. . ."

-~ The Honor System has "relled on mystique to cloak
the very many issues and difficult judgments
involved In prescriblng and enforcing a system of
ethics."

-- The "inflexible application” of the single sanction
of separation "iIn conjunction with an ldeallstic
code is certaln to place considerablie strailn on a
human system."

-- "The drift . . . toward en Increasing list of
specifics . . . tends to obscure the spirit of the
Code and exacerbate the confllct that cadets
conjure up between honor and regulations."

The Study Group prepared and administered a survey to all cadets and
officers concerning attitudes toward the Honor Code and System. This 1974
survey revealed in part that:

-~ 70 percent of the cadets deny that the Honor Code
}s uniformly adhered to throughout the Corps.

-~ 60 percent of the cadets and 61 percent of the
offlcers agree that adherence to the spirit of the
Honor Code }s detertorating.

-- 39 percent of the cadets and 24 percent of the
offlcers do not belteve the Honor System s fair
and just.

-- 26 percent of the cadets do not belleve that the
Honor System is effectlve In accompliishing Its
misston of Imparting to cadets a sense of personal
honor; an additional 16 percent were "neutral on
whether the Honor System has this effect.
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-- 45 percent of the cadets and 45 percent of the
offlcers do not belleve that the Honor Code ts
real tstically Interpreted by the Corps.

-- 76 percent of the cadets believe that the Honor
Code !s used to enforce regulations.

-- 73 percent of the cadets would not report a good
frtend for a possible honor violation and 34 percent
of the cadets would not report a good friend for
a clear-cut violation.

-- 45 percent of the cadets want toleration removed
as an honor violation.

Approximately 2 weeks after the Study Group's report was issued, the 1975
Cadet Honor Committee Chalrman, a member of the Study Group, wrote the
following to hls successor:

"This past year has been very difficult. The Honor

System is in transttlon, and has come very close to

fatling altogether. Although we may perhaps have

arrested the demise of the System, there is still a

great deal more to be done to restore a healthy one."

The admonittions of several iIndividuals charged with monitoring the
System, the memorandum provided the incoming Superintendent in 1974, and
the Study Group's report and survey results revealed wldespread
dtsaffection with the Honor System. The Study Group's report was forwarded
by the Super !ntendent to the Academic Board and the Cadet Honor Committee

as a "working document."

B. Nature and Extent of Honor Violations

As the Study Group's survey suggests, violatlons of the Honor Code,

including toleration, have not been uncommon.
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1. "A Cadet Will Not Lle, Cheat, or Steal ... ."

The Academy's Speclal Assistant to the Commandant for Honor interviewed
many of the cadets separated In connectton with EE 304. In an August 20,
1976 memorandum he described some of the honor viotattons which they sald
had occurred durl!ng recent years:

"Cadets have participated In violatlons of the Honor
Code by exchangt!ng informatton during the time break
between class hours. Thls Information has been passed
openly between regliments and usually always In
hallways of academic bulldings but also possibly at
prearranged meetings In the hostess' offlce.

"Some cadets have establ }shed prearranged times during
wrttten partlal revlews (WPRs) and term end
examlinatlons to meet !n the bathroom to exchange
answers for an examinatlon which was In progress.

"One cadet !ndicated that, In hls company, an attltude
prevaltled which would prevent lylng to another cadet
but would support lylng to members of the Staff and
Faculty because the tatter Is viewed as 'beatlng the
system.'

"Marking of the absence card and slgnature in departure
books }s viewed as a portlon of the Honor Code
frequently violated. Many of the cadets | Intervilewed
constder this to be a matter of regulatlons as opposed
“to making any type of offictal statement.

"Cadets In charge of quarters and room Inspection
frequently, In a few companles, gave oral and slgned
false reports. Additlonally, cadets In charge of
quarters often mark absence cards for cadets they know
to be on an unauthortzed absence."

Two of flcer members of the Internal Review Panel made similar observations:

"|nformation given both to IRP and Law Department
personnel Indlcates that there have been wldespread
violations Involving lying, stealing, and toleratton.
For example, it Is apparentiy not uncommon for cadets
to mark thelr cards Indlcating an authorized absence

36



and then deliberately go off timlts. Others allegedly
tte to help frlends. This appears to be most common
at honor lInvestlgatlons, honor hearings, and Offlcer
Boards. There are also allegations of steallng to
Include calculators, stereo equipment and books, plus
Items taken from the Cadet Store, PX, Book Store, and
cadet activittes such as the parachute club. Reference
books are apparently etther stolen from or
dellberately hidden in llbrartes In order to galn
unfalr advantage over classmates. Beyond these, there
are a varlety of allegatlons about cadets dellberately
mantpulating LES ratings, reveal ing confidential times
for inspectlons, misusing credtt cards, conventently
over looking absentees, miscounting repetttions on PT
tests, etc., etc. Finally, there ts the almost certaln
presence of wtdespread toleratlon of alt of the above."

* * *

v, .. [TJesttmony before the IRP Indlcates that cadet
cheat!ng on the EE 304 problem ls only a small corner
of the total problem ... [Clheating on 2 large scale
has gone on before in prevlous classes and . ..
Includes:

1. Group collaboratton/discusston of case studles.
2. Efforts by cadets to pass on to 'second-hour'
cadets, questlons that were asked on 'flrst-hour' writs
and WPRs, and similar efforts to pass to 'second-day!
cadets, questlons asked on 'flrst-day' writs and WPRs.
3. Cheatl!ng on In-class graded work by passing
calculators containing answers, looking at the
completed work of others which ls convenlently left
hangtng over the edge of a desk, passing answers In
latrines, and using crib sheets.

4, Lylng under oath by cadets test!fying before Cadet
Honor Boards, Offlcer Boards, and the IRP,

5. Fixing of Cadet Honor Boards by having a cadet sit
on the Board who wtllt vote 'not gullty,' In any case.

6. Larceny of club equipment.”
The preclse extent to whlch these and other violattons have occurred

will never be known. The observatlons of many of those offlcers who sat
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on the IRP or EE 304 Officer Boards are llluminating. In thelr after
action reports, they wrote:

"| believe this recent cheating eplsode Is only the
tip of amuch larger, more complex iceberg. The diffuse,
unconnected, nonconspiratorial character of the
cheating indicates to me we happen to have lighted on
one particular skeleton In our academic closet,.
Statistlically, 1t ls unreasonable to assume the Class
of 1977 1s anomalous, an unhappy convergence of
reprobates and bounders. That simply does not make
sense glven our admisslons procedures. Moreover, |
find ¥t difficult to belteve that Fortune gulded us
to 21 percent of a class the first and only time it
ever cheated so that we could purge the mlscreants
and malntaln unsulilied the purtty of the Institution,
If | am correct In so arguing, then there ls something
much more fundamentally wrong."

* * *

"Cheating was not confined to EE 304 nor to the Class
of 1977. Early indication that this was the case was
amply corroborated in testimony throughout the summer
that the spectfic Incidents impllcating Class of '77
members ¥n the EE 304 problem were only the flrst
mantfestatlon of wildespread problems with honor, the
Honor Code, and the Honor System. Even though it would
be falr to say that the vast majority of the persons
called before the subpanels [of the IRP] per jured
themselves regarding the EE 304 matter and other
related Incldents, sufficlent evidence was forthcomling
that there were wldescale tncidents involving academic
cheating in other courses at other times."

* * *

"| am convl!nced that the cheatling which took place on
the EE 304 computer problem Is much more widespread
than most people would ltke to believe. By this |
mean, | believe that cheating has taken place long
before the EE 304 problem was given out. Cheatling, to
certaln degrees, has become a way of [lfe and cadets
aren't sure what ls cheating and what is not. Of those
who have not cheated or coltlaborated, many (1 would
say most) have tolerated this sttuatlon .. .. | now
wonder 1f there is a single cadet at USMA now who
could say he had not n any way broken the Honor Code."

* * »*
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"Although a large portlon of the Class of 1977 is
currently facing dismissal for cheating, there is no
reason to assume that this ts the only time members
of thls class have cheated on a large scale nor to
assume that there have not been cases of comparable
stze In this class and classes previously and presently
here."

* * *

"The Class of 1977 is not unique. The lsolated yet
wldespread nature of cheating on the EE problem
suggests that collaboration and toleration are common
at West Point. This condition seems to be the result
of a long term eroston of the Honor Code. Undoubtedly,
other classes have been, and sttil are tnvolved in
cheating on a scale at least equal to '77. The Honor
Code and System seem t0 have become a part of a game.
Cadets are not concerned wlth being honorable. Some
are concerned with finding ways to get away with as
much as possitble while staylng withln the bounds of
the letter of the Code as they Interpret It+. Others
simply are concerned wlth not getting caught."”

* * *

"{t appears to me that this sittuation indicates that
large numbers of cadets elther did not accept the
Honor Code or did not consider collaboration on
academic exercises to be a violation of 'thelr code'."

* * *

"Test!mony glven before my IRP convinced me that we
are seeing only the t!p of the cheating lceberg by
looking at the EE 304 exerclise. It ts totally tllogical
to assume that this was the first time that the major bty
of these cadets engaged in unauthorized collaboratton.
It s equally tltoglcal to assume that the Class of
1977 s the only class Involved In such activities .
« « o+« | am convinced that many cadets, both in the
Class of 1977 and in other classes, had been cheating
prior to the EE 304 Incident. This was not a
spontaneous capltulation to pressure; rather it is a
disease which has spread and !s only now beilng
dlagnosed. The attlitudes and perceptlions Influenced
by major events over the past three years may have
been exacerbated by a variety of other ctrcumstances,
some of them pecullar to EE 304."
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* * *

"At no time did | get the impression that the EE 304
problem created a unique situation. it may have
involved cadets who had previously remained aloof
from--or even unaware of--other unauthorized group
efforts; but, It seems apparent that collaboration was
not uncommon or unusual among certaln cadets. Nor Sir,
am i any longer inclined to think that the probtem
was confined to the Class of '77 . ... [PJrior to
serving on an Officer Board | was personally convinced
that reports of widespread cheating were little more
than legally useful propoganda, perpetrated by clever
defense lawyers. | no longer belleve that to be the
case."

One offlicer, in his termination of tour report, similarly wrote:

" {7+ can be factually stated that the current problem
did not just happen. From knowledge gained over the
past three years, It was entirely predictable. Nor Is
the current problem confined to reported proportions
within the Class of 1977, or to that particular class.
There exists concrete evidence that it Is very much
more widespread . . .. The Honor System Is not alive
and well at West Point. in truth it is very sick ..

The dismissal of 100 or 600 cadets will not solve
the problem because it Is much deeper than 600 cadets.
The problem Is the system itself . ... The extent of
the current crisis ls wldespread and known to few
outside the Corps of Cadets."

2. ", . . Nor Tolerate Those Who Do."

The Honor Code states that a cadet will not "tolerate" those who lie,
cheat, or steal. Although the toleration clause was not added to the Code
until 1970, toleration has, according to the Study Group on Honor, been
considered an honor violation at least since the turn of the century.
Cadets who tolerate are, as explalned In the Honor Committee's orlientation
booklet, perpetrating "as serlous an offense as they would if they
+hemselves were the violators." Although the Code proscribes toleration,
it does not dellneate the type of conduct which constitutes toleration or

nontoleration.
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The Honor Committee, however, has Interpreted nontoleration as the
"willful fatlure to report" an "observed or known" honor viotatton., Cadets
are thus required to report themselves, as well as fellow cadets. The
cadets' responstbility has been further defined by the Honor Committee In
tts honor orientatton booklet:

"4 you observe a situatton in which you belleve that
an honor violatton might have occurred, you are
encouraged to confront the iIndividual vyou: suspect.
Your discusston wlth the cadet should clearly point
out how you belleve an honor violation has occurred
and provlde the suspected cadet an opportunity +to
explatn the sttuatton. Sltuattons will arlse often
which tmmedlately may appear to be a vlolation of the
Honor Code, but after heartng the facts of what actually
occurred or what was Intended by the other cadet, you
may be convinced that a violatton did not occur. If
you rematn convinced that a violatton did occur, you
should encourage the other cadet to report i+ to your
Company Honor Representative. You, In turn, must report
the suspected violatlon to your Company Honor
Representative who will ensure that the violatlon ts
tnvestligated *ollowing Honor Committee procedures
described elsewhere In thils booklet., After the
investigation s completed, you wlli be iInformed
personally of the outcome of the investigation. The.
key polnt to remember is that you must be completely
convinced that an honor vlolation dtd not occur or
you must report the circumstances to the Cadet Honor
Representative." (Emphasts added)

As this makes clear, the cadet who observes or becomes aware of a posstible
honor vlolatton has no alternative except to report the offender.
Nontoleratton cannot be expressed by, for example, confronting the violator,
counseltng him, or warning him. Nothing has been entrusted to the
responsible judgment of the cadet.

The Honor Committee has explatned, also in the ortentation booklet,
+he importance of the nontoleration clause:

"The Honor Code !s a tralning vehicle to tngraln In

the cadet the ¢fundamental basls *for a code of
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professional ethics. Any Army officer !s expected to
put loyalty to organization and country above loyalty
to family, *rilends, or even to self-interest. The
effictiency of our Army, soldiers! lives, and even our
national securlty depend upon }+. The cadet must learn
that the requirements of the service and Corps of
Cadets transcend loyalty that one feels for fellow
cadets. Requlring the cadet to report honor viotations
ls 2 major element In this indoctrination. The only
way the Honor Code can work Is if it Is policed by
the cadets themselves. When each cadet knows that
every other cadet 1Is responsible for reporting
violations, It strengthens cadet resolve to report
violatlons. It provides a feeling of confldence that
the system is belng monltored continuously by those
who are responsible for its operation."

However, as noted by the Study Group on Honor, the nontoleratlon clause
has been considered "phtlosophlically hard to digest by Amerlcan soclety
In general and, to a degree, by the Army Offlcer Corps." Indeed, one former
Commandant of Cadets advlsed the Commission that the clause should be
el lminated, explaining, "1t seems to slgnify that cadets wlll spy on each
other like a 'Gestapo.'! Thls should nb+ be." Many cadets have simiilar

problems:

"The subject of turning In someone on a violatlon is
very sensitive., All of the cadets | have met that
have expressed thelr views complain that it 1s very
hard to turn tn a #rlend. Part of this comes *rom
being taught as a youngster not to tell on your #riends
so as to help them out when they make a mistake. Coming
to West Point one Is asked to do just the opposite by
the Honor Code. I¥ this is good or not is another
questlon. Thls does however put pressure on a cadet.
He has to decide to elther go along with what he has
been taught and violate the Honor Code or he has to
go against what ‘for elghteen years has been told and
abide by the Honor Code. For a few cadets thls is a
hard declston to make."

* * *

"| have *found that most of the cadets to whom | have
spoken feel that to lle, cheat, or steal ts wrong and
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that they are able to accept that portion of the
[Honor] Code. The ttoleratton clause,' however, evokes
mixed feellngs. Although I+ 1Is generally accepted
that the 'toleration clause' is essenttal to the
enforcement of the Code, cadets stlll #ind i+ di¢flcult
to accept. Having come from a soclety whlch teaches
that to 'tell on someone' or to 'flnk on someone' is
wrong, and then havlng been told constant!y durtng the
first weeks at West Polnt to0 work together, and +o
cover ¢or each other, cadets find It hard to accept
the 'toleration clause.' |t seems to run contrary to
all that they have previously been taught."

* * *

"Just about everyone whom | spoke to agreed that I+
is reasonable to expect a cadet to not lle, cheat, or
steal. However, several cadets questloned the
reasonableness of the toleration clause. Throughout
a person's llfe, society dlctates that a person does
not 'squeal' on hls buddy for minor offenses such as
tying. West Point ls one of the few places In modern
soctety which not only looks favorably upon reporting
a frtend for tying, It demands I+."

The reluctance many cadets feel about taking actlon which they consider
tantamount to "finking" or "tattling” Is Intenslfled by havlng a single
sanction. Reporting a fellow cadet is even more difftlcult ¥ an accuser
knows that the only penalty !s separation and, !n certain cases, mandatory
enlisted service.

These feellngs are apparently shared by a number of cadets, for
toleratton at the Academy has become a serious problem. In 1972 the
Super intendent's Honor Revlew Committee wrote:

"The Committee is convinced that toleratlon Is the
greatest single threat to the current health of the
Honor System. Almost all cadets Intervlewed agree
that 'no toleratton' is not completely supported by
the Corps. Several cadets stated that toleratlon ls
wldespread. At least two cadets stated that witnesses
who testlfled against other cadets at Honor Committee

Hear tngs were subsequently harassed and subjected to
pressure by fellow cadets because of thelr testimony.
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The Commit+tee belleves this problem deserves the
urgent attention of the new Honor Commlittee."

In 1973, t+he Superintendent's Honor Review Committee stated that the
"problem of toleration remalns a serious threat to continued health and
viablltty of the Honor Code." And in 1974 the Committee remarked agaln
that "toleration Is one of the biggest problems.™ Similar remarks made
by members of the IRP and O*fficer Boards In 1976 have already been quoted.

Notwithstanding widespread toleration, very few cadets have been found
gutlty of toleratton. During the 10 years preceding the EE 304 Incldent,
only 2 cadets were found solely for this offense; 5 others were found In
1 year %or toleratlon and other offenses. Convictlons for tolerating
violatlons thus accounted for less than 2 percent of the total convlicttons.

C. Disaffectlon with the Honor System

The state of honor at West Polnt Is dlrectly related to the viablility
of the Honor System, the means by which the Honor Code 1s taught, enforced,
and supervlsed. "[TJlo have a strong Code," testlfied the 1976 Honor
Chalrman, "there must be a strong system behind ¥+ .. .." As the nature
and extent of honor violations suggest, the Honor System has not been
"altve and well." Cadet dlsaffection with the System has been the product
of many factors, Inctuding the fatlure to detect or puntsh scores of honor
violations, the rigid and narrow Interpretation of the nontoleratton clause,
and the single sanctlon of separation (when comblned, tn some cases, with
mandatory enltsted service). Other factors have also Increased cadet
cyniclsm toward and estrangement from the Honor System. The Cadet Honor
Committee itself, interference with "cadet ownership" of the Honor Code,

+he nature and method of honor and ethics instructlon, the appllcattion ot

44



the Code and the falrness of the System are the most significant of these
factors.

1. Cadet Honor Committee

The Cadet Honor Committee, formally recognlzed In 1921, is responsible
for the "supervision and administration of the Cadet Honor Code and Honor
System." The Committee consists of 1 first classman elected from each
company (Honor Representatives), 4 Regimental Honor Representatives, a
Secretary, 2 Vice Chalrmen, and a Chalrman. Each company also elects one
second classman every fall as an apprentice. When the Committee was first
established, the position of the Chalrman of the Honor Committee was,
according to the Academy's 1921-22 Bugle Notes (newspaper), automatically
f111ed by the senior class president. Furthermore, all of the upper classes
were represented on the Committee.

The Academy's 1937 Howltzer (yearbook) described the Committee as "not
a law-mak ing body, not a court to fry Coffenders];" the Committee "functions
only as an advisory and instructive council." However, after fracing the
history of the Committee, the 1968 Honor Chairman wrote:

"The Commandant of Cadets theoretically stiill has

ultimate responsibility for actlons and decisions of

+he Honor Committee, but in practice the Honor

Committee has progressed from the position of advisor

to that of almost sole responsibitity and power In

the adminlstration of the Honor System."
Because of the role of the Committee, cadet attitudes toward the System
depend in part upon cadet perceptions of the Committee.

By the Spring of 1976 many cadets had lost confldence in the Cadet

Honor Committee. As one faculty member who sat on the IRP remarked, "1t

Is the strong perception of the Corps that Its Honor Committee Is
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undeserving of conftdence.” This conclusion is consistent with the Stuady
Group's survey which revealed that onty 41 percent of of the Corps bel ieved
the Cadet Honor Committee accurately refiected the Corps' attitude about
the Honor System.

The Cadet Honor Committee constitutes onty 2 percent of the Corps. A
few representatives are usually considered overly zealous--the "guys with
the black hoods" in the cadets' vernacutar. One group of cadets not
impticated tn EE 304 advised the Commission that the Cadet Honor Comm|ttee
"placed themselves upon a pedestal above the rest of the Corps of Cadets,
resulting In a 'holler than thou' attitude among some of them, and perhaps
a loss of reality for others."

Many cadets, with good cause, betteve that some members of the Honor
Committee were corrupt. The cadet who gave the Class of 1977 its honor
orientation was himself implicated in an honor charge. Based upon medical
advice, the Academy chose not to pursue this charge and allowed him to
graduate without a commission. As one cadet remarked, "1 feet that [my]
ctass [1977]) saw the case as ; big cover up and tost a ltot of faith in
the system at that point." Affidavits executed in connection with the EE
304 eplsode contain altlegations against 23 cadets on the Honor Committee.
The Superintendent, in setting forth his several reasons for the creation
of the IRP, explained:

" Clharges of improper influence and the existence of
'+ainted' members of cadet honor boards in the initial
hearfngs in April were belng partiatly substantiated
by recorder interviews of accused cadets and by board
witnesses. There was possiblie involvement of large

numbers of the Ctass of 1977, including an undetermined
number of Honor Committee members."
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As of December 6, 1976, Officer Boards have found 4 Honor Representatives
in connection with EE 304; 1 other resigned from the Academy while under
tnvestigation.

The Spectal Assistant to the Commandant for Honor in an August 20,
1976 memorandum further noted:

"For a number of years it has been customary for some
compantes (probably at teast three) to elect honor
representatives who take a liberal view toward the
interpretation of the Honor Code. In at least one
company, a group of cadets combined to campatgn for
and were successful In etecting an honor
representative who openly and blatantiy participated
in and tolerated violations of the Honor Code. He
also attempted to assist his friends shoutd they appear
before an Honor Board."

Simitar comments were made by officers who had served on the IRP:

"I+ ts not at atll uncommon to have a company elect a
representative who the other members know wilt act to
keep the company out of troubie, one who s indifferent
to the Honor System or one who has been involved in
various viotations prior to his etlection. This
certalnty does not apply to all representatives, but
the condition ¥s widespread enough as to cast sertous
doubt on the workabiitty of the system as presentiy
constituted.” /

* »* *

"Many cadets clatm that the entire Honor System has
lost credibitity due to Improprieties on the part of
members of the Honor Committee. Some cadets were
apparently etected to that body on the basis of a
campalgn promise to take care of their friends. Others,
once elected, apparentty circumvented established
procedures to sutt thelr own whims."

* * *

"The most generous interpretation of evidence at hand
ts that the process of selection of Honor
Representatives for thelr probity has been a fatture,
The current membership of the Honor Committee may
inctude persons whose phitosophy s quite antithetical
to the Honor Code."
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The perception that the Cadet Honor Committee was corrupt derived
further support from the faliure of flrst cliassmen on the Committee to
convict fetiow first classmen. During the 10 years preceding EE 304, the
Honor Committee, on the average, found only 3 first classmen per year gquilty
of honor viclatlons; this represented approximately 8.5 percent of the
total number found in alt classes. In 1975-76, 16 first classmen were
referred to Honor Boards; oniy 1 of these cadets was ultimatety found
gul Ity and he by the 1977 Honor Committee. This first classmen "conviction"
rate of 6.2 percent stands in dramatic contrast to the 80 percent rate for
piebes during this same pertod.

The several 11-1 acquittals also suggested improprieties. In thelr
1970 report on honor at West Point, former faculty members advised the
Super Intendent that there '"have been outright flagrant cases of disregard
for the imperatives of the Code, with gultty cadets absoived by the Honor
Committee when there was incontrovertible evidence that a violation of
+the Honor Code had occurred." Similariy, the Cadet Honor Committee's
current Vice Chatrman for Investigations recently iInformed the Corps of
Cadets:

"There have been cases of board fixing that can be
documented. Not only for the past year but for the
past several years. For exampie, during the Etectrical
Englineering controversy this past summer, 30 of the
35 cadets were found gut bty by Officer Boards who were
previously found not guilty by the Cadet Honor
Committee. Testimony arising out of the Of ficer Boards
and the Internal Review Panet this summer has Indicated
that many of these were tampered with at the Honor
Committee Board level. One cadet found gutity in the
EE 304 controversy had previousty been exonerated by
8 Cadet Honor Boards in his cadet career. Strong

evidence also from the summer indicates that he was
protected by friends on the Honor Committee.”
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Recognizing the problem, the Corps recently replaced the requirement
ot an unanimous vote to convict with a new proviston requiring a 10-2 vote.
According to the Vice Chairman for Investigations, "In order for anyone
to tamper now with a full board under these systems, at least three voting
members would have to be approached."

Many cadets also belteve that the Cadet Honor Committee Is part of
the structure that has taken "thetr Code" away from them. As noted by the
Commandant of Cadets In a memorandum concerning the recent "honor probfem,”
the "Honor Commlttee processes were ... surrounded with an aura of secrecy."
Furthermore, the Committee has in some instances made signtficant changes
tn the Honor System without the knowledge or approval of the Corps. During
a February 1976 speech urging adoption of discretionary sanctions, the
1976 Honor Chatrman informed the Corps:

"I+ may be of Interest to you to know that, if you

vote for the Honor Committee to in some cases consider

alternatives to restgnation, it would not be the first

t+ime that the Honor System functioned In such a manner.

Of the many examples, | could glve you, tet's use a

recent one. The Honor Commtttee of the Class of 1972

voted in a discrettonary clause without the knowledge

of the Corps. The Class of 1973, again without the

knowtedge of the Corps, dropped the procedure."
Simitarty, without the benefit of any regulartzed procedure to govern
change In the Honor System, the 1976 Cadet Honor Committee untlateralty
adopted a two-thirds requirement for passage of the discretionary sanctions
referendum. Feellings were Intensifled shortty before EE 304 when a majority,
but not the required two-thirds, of the Corps voted to abolish the singie

sanction. Recent changes have also been secured through procedures which

have not been approved by the Corps.
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2. ‘interference With "Cadet Ownership"

The Honor Code derived from the "Code of Honor" of the Officer Corps
of the late 1700's. According to the Study Group c¢n Honor, It was
Super intendent Sylvanus Thayer whose "strong convictions in this area are
thought to have elevated the Code to the aimost sanctimonlous level of
respect that 1+ now traditionally occuples in the perception of cadets
and graduates." The Supertintendent in 1907 "declided finally that cheating
shoutd be considered to be In the domaln of honor." General Douglas
MacArthur, during his Superintendency, percetved a "deterloration in the
Corps' sense of 'duty, honor, country!,”" and, in the eariy 1920s, "formallzed"
the Honor System,

The Corps and the Honor Committee have never had any punitilve authority,
Honor Committee findings of gutit have always been subject to officer
review, Including admintstrative board actton and Untform Code of Milttary
Justice proceedings.

Nevertheless, for several years cadets have been told and they have
betteved that the Code and System are "thelrs;" the betief that the Corps
"owns" the Code and System has persisted. In his May 28, 1976 address to
the Assoctation of Graduates, the Superintendent stated:

"The cadets want ful!l responsibiiity for the Honor
System. That is a healthy attitude. No Superintendent
can run the Honor System. No Commandant of Cadets can.
No Dean of Academlcs, no Assoctation of Graduates, no

outstde group can run the Honor System--only the Corps
of Cadets themseives can do so." (Emphasis added)

The Academy has often emphastzed that, as In any mititary soctety, the

cadets must expect to be subordinate to thelr mititary superiors. However,
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the conflict between the concept of cadet ownership on the one hand and
the concept of appeliate review on the other has not been resolved.

The concept of cadet ownership can be attributed to several sources.
For many years, Honor Board findings had in fact been final determinations.
Very few were appealed; even fewer were reversed. In a case where the
declston was reversed and the found cadet "returned to the Corps," the
"siience" (described below) was avaliabie to enforce the Board's
determination.

Cadet ownership is also related to the tack of officer invoivement in
the Honor System. In an August 24, 1976 speech, the Superintendent noted:

"Some of my predecesors and some of the Commandant's

predecessors have Itteratty told Tactical Offlcers

and | guess Superintendents have told Academic

Officers to remain aloof of the Honor System because

'that belongs to the cadets and It's theirs,' and the

imptication ¥s exclusively."
in a recent memorandum the Commandant of Cadets simtiarty noted: "The
staff and faculty were not comfortable as active guardlans of the spirit
of the Honor Cdde because they were not adequately briefed."

During the 1970s a series of events occurred which made serious inroads
on the concept of cadet ownership. Undoubtedly the most significant of
these events were the aboilfion of the "silence" and the number of reversals
of Cadet Honor Committee determinatlions by Boards of Officers and the

Super intendent.

a. The End of the Sitlence

For over 100 years the Corps of Cadets had been allowed to "silence"
cadets. The sitence was employed in those instances when, despite the

Cadet Honor Committee's determination of gquitt, the found cadet was
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"returned to the Corps." Custom required that the stienced cadet tive and
eat alone and that cadets converse with him onty in the course of officlal
duttes. Most sllenced cadets resigned from the Academy within a short
pertod. One cadet, however, endured the +reatment for 19 months between
1971 and his graduation and commissioning in 1973. Subsequent public
disctosure of this treatment brought strong demand for the end of the
stlence.
The Academy, anticipating a court chatlenge to the stlence, prepared

a statement of tts position In the Summer of 1973:

"The present officlals at USMA . . . belleve that if

the 'Slience' s outlawed it is tantamount to telling

the cadets that they can no tonger aspire to a code

of honor that ts any higher than the Uniform Code of

Military Justice. They betieve: 'The Code works only

because the cadets operate it . ... Dental of such

authority tnevitably would deny responsibiiity for

the operation of the Code. 1t would also mark the end

of the Honor Code as an effective instrument at USMA.

Spectificalty, the stitence ts the ultimate power

avallable to the Corps to insure its effectiveness.'"
Desptte these strong feelings, the Corps, tn the Fakl of 1973, voted to
abotish the practice. |t ts a deciston that some cadets stiii blame on
the courts and the pubtic. Many cadets belleve that the abolttion of the

stience was the beginning of the loss of "their" Honor Code and System.

b. Reversals of Honor Commtttee Determinations

From 1965 to June of 1973, 305 cadets were found gultty by the Cadet
Honor Committee. Of those, only 15 chose to exerclse thelr right to go
before Boards of Offlcers. The others immediatety resigned. Of the 15,
onty 3 were found not gulity. Thus, In over 99 percent of the cases, the

Honor Committee's initial finding was in fact the final determination.
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Commencing #n the Fall of 1973, cadets in larger numbers began to
request de novo hearings before Boards of Officers. Durlng the academic
year 1973-74, of the 25 cadets found guiity by the Cadet Honor Committee,
10 sought review by Officer Boards. Five were found not guitty. Thus, in
one year the Cadet Honor Committee was reversed by Offlicer Boards more
times than 1t had been in the previous 8 years. This trend continued iIn

1974-75 when, out of 24 cases In which cadets were found gutity by the
Cadet Honor Committee, 14 requested Boards of Offlcers, and 7 were found
gulity. Two of those 7 were reversed by the Superintendent. In 1975-76
(excluding EE 304 cases), 14 of 24 found cadets requested Boards of Officers.
In 4 of those cases, the Cadet Honor Committee was reversed. Thus, for the
first time iIn the history of the Honor System, large numbers of found
cadets were being returned to the Corps. Coming Immediately after the
abolttion of stience, the one means the Corps betteves tt had to express
disapproval of the returned cadets, this new pattern has caused great
unrest in the Corps. As one group of cadets explalned in a memorandum for
the Commisston:

"The Corps felt that the honor that was supposed to
be there was not there. Cadets who the Corps felt had
violated the Code were able to remain at the Academy
and graduate. |f thls was the case, someone could
possibty figure honor was not as important as it was
purported to be. The general attitude about honor and
the Code was relaxed in that cadets would not concern
themselves much with watching out for honor viotattons
or preventing honor violations. Cadets of the
upperclass at that time were not unknown to make jokes
about honor and in some ways not belleve in i+, This
. . . was because the Honor System, as far as some of
the Corps felt, was not doing what it stated it should
do to enforce the Honor Code .. .. [Tlhe Corps was

belng shortchanged because cadets they feit had
violated the Honor Code were stitl at the Academy."

53



A case in 1975-76 brought this Issue Into sharp focus. A piebe, stiti
In Beast Barracks (summer ortentation for new cadets), was seen crying by
an upperciassman. When asked the reason, he told the upperclassman that
his parents had been injured In an automobile accident. After the story
proved to be fatlse, the plebe was charged with an honor viotation. The
Cadet Honor Committee and a Board of Officers found the cadet quliity.
During the pertod of these hearings, the cadet was placed In transient

barracks and al legedly isolated and mistreated by fel low cadets and Academy
offlcers. The case recelved national attention in the press. |In early
March of 1976, the Superitntendent, concluding that the cadet lacked the
requisite intent to deceive, reversed the Cadet Honor Committee and the
Offlcer Board's findings of gullt and ordered the cadet returned to the
Corps. This declston was for many the final straw. Several members of
the Corps expressed outrage at these actions, and there was taik of physicat
revenge agatnst the returned cadet. The Cadet Honor Chailrman advised the
Corps by memorandum:

"We must remember, no matter how hard it may be for

some of us, that all} individuals should be given the

respect due them as human belngs and that we have no

authority or right to Infringe on thelr human dignity.

We have the right to choose who we assoclate with, and

who we speak to; but we do not have the right to take

any phystcal acttons toward others."
The feelings of the Cadet Honor Committee members were so strong that a
number of them submitted resignations:

"As a resuit of moral and ethical considerations, |

can no longer, in good conscience, serve on the Cadet

Honor Committee. Much thought has gone into this
deciston and tt s final."

* * *
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Iin the Falt of 1975 another controverstal case occurred.

"] fail to understand the Superintendent's reasoning
tn overturning the ---- case. | have tried to justify
the Superintendent's declsion for quite some time now,
but have been unable to. For these reasons | have
declded to teave the Committee in protest, and do
hereby resign my posttion."

* * *

| feel the decislon to relnstate the cadet in question
and the manner in which he was relnstated are
tncompatible with my personal beltefs about the Honor
Code . ... a. First, it would mean | must officlaily
accept as a cadet in good standing a person who has
violtated the Cadet Honor Code. This s contrary to
everything | have ever believed about the portion of
the Code which states, 'a cadet does not ... tolerate
one who does (tie).'"

* * *

"The most disturbing thing that | have seen as aresuit
of this decltston Is that the Super intendent apparently
does not feel that he must use the same criteria for
judging guilt or tnnocence under the Honor Code that
the cadets and the Officer Boards use . ... At this
time, due to the decision in the ---- case the
Super intendent has caused many cadets to lose faith
in the Honor System and therefore in the Honor
Committee aisoc. Many cadets have been forced to take
the position of 'Who Cares?! It Is of the utmost
importance that the Corps is shown that someone
definltely does care, and that those people who care
can be found in the Honor Committee. The Corps wants
somehow to volce their feeling that we have come to
the point where 'enough is enough.'"

confronted with evidence that he had plagiarized an Engl ish paper, submitted
his resignation from the Academy. He subsequentiy withdrew that resignation
and advlised the Cadet Honor Committee that, whlie the paper submitted was
indeed plaglarized, he did not intend to decelve anyone; it was his Intention
to admit the plagiarism and use It as a way of resigning from the Academy.

He toid the Cadet Honor Commlittee that he had changed his mind and now

55

A cadet, when



wanted to remaln at the Academy. Eleven members of the Honor Committee
belteved the cadet to be guilty; one voted not quiity. Because a finding
of gutit required an unanimous vote, the cadet was not found guilty.

A number of faculty members and Honor Committee members were outraged.
Although all voting Is supposed to be secret, the Cadet Honor Chairman
requested and recelved from the Cadet Honor Representative who voted not
gutlty a written statement of the reasons for that vote. This statement
was forwarded to the Commandant of Cadets who, after reviewing the matter,
referred the case to an Offtcer Board. The cadet, despite his acquittal
by the Honor Committee, was found gullty by the Offlcer Board.

3, Honor iInstruction

The importance of character development at West Point is beyond dispute.
In his often-quoted observation, Secretary of War Newton Baker sabd: "In
the final analysts of the West Point product, character is the most preclous
component." The Superintendent similarly stated that a "system of ethical
development" s "absolutely essenttal if we are to fulfiil our obligations
In providing the best possible leadership to the soldters of this country.”
Nevertheless, the core curriculum offers no ethics instruction which would
provide an intellectual base for honor education and asstst cadets to make
value judgments concerning moral issues they may face. Only one ethics
course--an elective--is offered in the senlor year. The Superintendent,
during an August 24, 1976 talk, noted:
"CTlhere has been great thought given to ethics
courses, putting some leadership instruction eartier
in the cadet life, but not nearly as sensitive attention
as we're about to give to it right now. We have just
had a month long study under the Academic Board on

ethics instruction. We have a curricular study
underway, which has been underway since January, and
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I'11 just say to the Chairman of that curricutar study
group, tet's incorporate into this the ethics and the
leadership and the proposat or the proposttion of
putting some leadership training earlier. As you know,
it's easy to say we need an ethics course, but can you
define what ethics you're talking [about] and how you
teach it, and what qualified faculty do you have to
teach It. It becomes extremely complex. There's
another part of it--the number of courses you have
required for graduation."

The Academy has considered the Honor Code and System to be "the
principal method for developing habitual honesty and integrity." Yet honor
instruction has been entrusted almost solety to the Honor Committee. In
1974 less than 1 percent of the Corps believed that they had gained most
of their knowledge about the Honor Code and System from tactical officers
and professors. Cadets who are not members of the Honor Committee also
have failled to take an active role in honor instruction. As noted by the
1957 Honor Chalrman:
"Nothing so frustrates Henor Education as having
members of the Corps believe that only Honor Reps
understand Honor. ... The quickest way to defeat this
Is to so ortent the first class that squad leaders
can help ortent pliebes from that first day."

Similar sentiments were expressed by current cadets:
"C1]f every squad leader possessed the knowledge to
present a class on the Honor System and discuss the
ethical concepts of being an honorabie man, this would
possibly generate the spirit of the Code throughout
the Corps of Cadets."

Unltke most academlic courses, honor {nstruction frequentiy has been
presented in large groups. One cadet, during the Superintendent's September
8, 1976 address to the Class of 1979, querted whether

"there has been any consideration In changing the
method of honor instruction from the M1, Al Army method

to make it more personal and some sort of instruction
where the person can actually beneflt and actually
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question his own morails."
According tc a faculty member, "even when Honor Committee Representatives
hold company sesstons to address [honor] matters, there Is frequent high
absenteetsm because attendance {s not absolutely mandatory." The criticism
most often made, however, concerns the nature of honor educaticn.
Upon entering West Point, cadets consider the Honor Code to be a speciat,
sacred trust--something to be exalted and something quite different from
the numerous regulations which govern every aspect of cadet life. Unless
the spirtt and simplicity of the Code are Impressed upon cadets, the unique
nature of the Code s lost, and it becomes part of the "system to be beaten.”
Avolding this result has apparently been a perennial problem. For example,
the 1934 Honor Chalrman advised his successor: "Above all, be ever guided
by the spirit of our Code." The 1947 Honor Chalrman simitarily wrote:
"Here Is a place to stress personal honor by letting
the man figure it out himself within his own mind with
you furnishing the guides or rudiments. This impiies
stmpiification, and certalinly this should be your goal.
Make the Honor System a cadet system of certain basic
points with emphasis on tying, stealing, cheating, etc.
Do away with the many poop sheets and interpretations
that have come down through the years while attempting
to consoltdate and simpiify the Honor Code and lts
application to the Corps. Just remember that the Honor
Code that has worked here at West Point has worked
because of {ts simplicity. This point | can't stress
enough.”

And the 1953 Honor Chalrman:
"[A] great concern of the Commlttee should be the
promotion of the spirit of the Code throughout the
Corps."

And the 1957 Honor Chatrman:
"When we took office we tnherlited from past Committees

a 13 page mimecgraphed poopsheet on Comm{ttee stands
on everything under the sun .. .. It was the practice
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of the Committee to sit down with their respective
companjes the first of September and recite as aogma
thls pamphlet of answers to problems.

"On the surface thls appears to be a good, business-
like way to run a factory, but the unfortunate
consequence of this action was to cause most of the
Corps of Cadets to quit thinking for itself.

o o o o

"[AJny time the Honor Committee gets more Involved
than 'lle, cheat, or steal,' . .. trouble tlies ahead.
The function of the Honor Committee is to teach peopile
+o think and act honestily and to Insure that they do."

Nevertheless, the Honor Committees during recent years have utitized

a "cook book" approach in honor education. One cadet remarked:

"with the exception of the Class of 1980, most of the

cadets ) talked with feel that the initial Instruction

they received on the Honor System did not emphaslize

the spirit of the Code."
The Study Group on Honor simitarly noted that the "arift . . . toward an
Increasing tist of speclfics . . . tends to obscure the spirit of the Code
and exacerbate the conflict that cadets conjure up between honor and
requlations."

Although, subsequent to EE 304, the Honor Comm}ttee attempted to place
greater emphasis on the spirit of the Code, its Instructional material
continues to read like a set of regulations with snap answers to alfficult
questions. Cadets are, for example, totd:

"In general, an honor violation is any statement or
act made with the intent to mislead or misrepresent
or which would give the viotator or other individuals
involved undeserved immunity or unfalr advantage over
other cadets. This Involves elther 1{ylng (which
Includes quibbling, I.e., conceallng the truth through
technicalitles, presenting a hatf truth Instead of the

facts), cheating, steating, or tolerating any of these
actions by another cadet.”
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Thus, they are informed:

“"Cadets may not reglster i{n a hotel with members of
the opposite sex by signing Mr. and Mrs."

but:
"1f an addittonal person spends the night in your room
or you spend the night in thelr room, you are bound
to report this fact to the management with an offer
to pay for the additional guest. I|f both you and your

guest had rooms in the same hotel, it would make no
di fference where elther of you stept."

* »* *

"You may tell your hostess thay you enjoyed the meal,
when in fact ycu did not ftke the meal."

but:
"Soctal honor cannct be used to get yourself out of
an uncomfortable si{tuation, l.e., you cannot cancel a
date because you are room orderty."

The fallure of the Academy to provide necessary ethlcs and honor
{instruction as well as the nature and method of the instruction gliven have
caused some cadet dissatisfaction with the Honor System. The needed
tnstruction would not, of course, be a complete answer. As Derek C. Bok,
Prestdent of Harvard Universtty, recently wrote:

"[17¢f a untversity expects tc¢ overcome the sense of
moral cynictsm among lts students, {t must not merely
offer courses; it will have to demonstrate [ts own

commitment to principled behavior ... ."

4, Application of the Honor Code

The Commandant of Cadets {n a memorandum concerning the "honor probiem"

stated:

"A feeling of confidence in the falrness of the entire
system ls today the key to compiete inteltectual as
well as emottonal commitment toward the system by
tntetllgent young Americans."
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Such a feeling was lacking prlor to EE 304. Indeed, the Study Group's 1974
survey revealed that only 39 percent of the cadets believed the Honor
System to be talr and just.

To a large extent the perceptions of unfairness have been the product
of an Inflexible single sanction. Recently, for example, a cadet who
reported himself for stating that he had done 20 sit-ups, when in fact he
~had done only 18, was tound gullty of an honor violation. The Academy
recommended to the Department of the Army that the cadet be separated.
White thls particular incldent has been publlcized,if is not unique; other
simitar cases have occurred during recent years. Indeed, In 1970 a cadet
who reported himself for telling his squad teader that he had done 10
pull-ups when In fact he had done only 2 was also found guiity by the
Honor Committee and resigned. Cadets soon realize that those who have
enough integrity to admit their mistakes suffer the rigid penailty of
expulsion (and, in some cases, enlisted service), whiie others violate the
Code wlth Impunity and go on to graduate. |

Furthermore, as aresult of technical, highly legatistic interpretations
of the Code, cadets have, pursuant to the single sanction, been effectively
deprived of a career as an Army offlicer for conduct which cannot fairly
be character{zed as having made them dishonorable. The 1975 Honor Committee,
for example, ruled that "bedstuffing" Is an honor violation. The 1933
Commlttee, In reaching the opposite conclusion, stated that while
"bedstuffing" is "deceltful,”" it is "certainly not dishonorabie."

The perceptions of unfalrness are also attributable to confusion and
inconsistency In the Interpretation of the Honor Code. As the Study Group

on Honor noted: "Operational Interpretations of the Honor Code vary widely
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and are modlfled frequentiy without the beneflt of any regularized process
« + " Not only has there been disagreement as to the application of the
Code in individual cases, but there also exsist differlng views on its
very nature. The Study Group conciuded that the Code "i{s a clear and

simple statement of an unattainable level of human behavior. It s an

{deal istic code and not a plicture of reallity." The Honor Committee, however,

describes the Code In tts orientation booklet as a "vital and valued

tradition which estabiishes the minimum standard of integrity and seif-

discipliine essentlal to the soldier-leader." The difference in emphasis
ts signtficant. The first accepts the standard reflected In the Code,
seeks adherence, but recognizes that human frallty may preclude reailzation
of the tdeals to which all should asplre. The second treats the Code not
as an .ldeat but as the lowest common denominator of acceptable conduct,
assumes that all not only should but can comply, and inherently justifiles
ostracism for anyone found Inadequate., Concepts of human weakness, the
possibiiity of fallure, contriticn, and redemption are absent. It aiso
assumes that honor Is elther {nnate or self-generated; that it Is not an
acquired trait resuiting from education and understanding.

Furthermore, cadets have seen other cadets and offlicers exploit the
Honor Code as a means of evading thelr own responsibiiities. Throughout
the history of the Honor Code and System, Honor Chatrmen have warned against
the use of honor to enforce requlations. The 1937 Chalirman, for examptle,
advised:

"The loss of Interest [in the Honor System] may also
be due to the fact that the Tactical Department . . .
has placed too heavy a burden on the System by {ts

tnsistence upon tncluding more and more pure
regulations i{n the System . .. . [DJo all in your
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power to prevent the burdening of the System with
petty requlations . . . ."

And tn 1953, the Chalrman wrcote that the "Honor Committee {s dominated by
the Tactical Department" and that the Code "is becoming too {nvoived with
reguiations and administrative requirements.” The problem stiil exists.
In 1974, 76 percent of the cadets belteved that the Honor Code is used to
enforce requlations. The role of offlcers in the Honor System has been
limi{ted to reporting honor violations and reviewing Honor Board
determinations. Indeed, through the 6 years ending June 1976 (excliuding
EE 304 cases), 44 percent of the cadets found gullty by an Honor Board
were reported by offlcers.

Finally, as the Commandant of Cadets wrote in his memorandum on the
"honor problem,”" Honor Commlttee "operating procedures had not moved to
keep pace with societal expectations for open hearings and due process."
Compjatn*s have been made concerning Honor Committee procedures: 1)
inadequate notice of Committee proceedings and of the speciflic charges
and evidence against the accused; 2) lack of an adequate opportunity to
confront witnesses against the accused and to present witnesses on hls
behaltf; and 3) no right to consult with counsel prior to a hearing.
Investigative procedures have often been alleged 1o be inadequafe.ACadefs
are told, In the Honor Committee's orientatton booklet, that they are
required to give evidence against themselves because:

"Cadets are belng prepared to assume the
responsiblifties of teadership {n our Army. As
officers they must glve accurate reports or answers
to questions no matter what the personal cost or whom
they might {ncrimlnate. Offlcers cannot fulfiil heavy
responstbliities for Iives, property, and the national

{nterest 1f they equlivocate or fall to respond with
the whole truth."
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According to one federal court, "It is clear that the proceedings before
the Cadet Honor Committee ...l are] wholly lacking In procedural safeguards

. ... Andrews v. Knowlton, 509 F, 2d 898, 907 (2d Cir. 1975).

Procedural rights, however, have been consldered "legal technicalities"
which have little to do wlth the guilt or Innocence of accused cadets.
According to the Academy and the courts, the "due process" hearing at the
Officer Board level "tegally" cured the defects in the Honor Committee
procedures. To some cadets, however, thls did not justify the unfalrness,
because the finding of gulity by the Honor Board has Its own consequences.
These consequences are perhaps evident from the remarks of one cadet:

"Cadets who have been found gulity by the Cadet Honor
Committee should not merely be tfransferred to other
companies, but rather placed in scme form of transient
barracks. Having the guilty cadets intermingle with
the Corps creates the possibitity of their
antagonistic attitude towards the Honor Code tainting
gultible individuals."

As one memorandum on the Honor Code and System also concludes:

"1+ Is probably true that Individuals within the Corps
continued to ostracize an individual who Is believed
to have violated the Honor Code but has remained in
the Academy. However, this ostracism is In fact
Individually exerclsed and the cadet chain of command
as well as the Tactical Department take palins to insure
there is nelther physical abuse nor offliclal
recognition of this action."”

The Cadet Honor Committee proposed and the Corps recently accepted certain
changes In thelr procedures so as to provide "due process." While most
would agree with the purpose of these changes, some have been criticat of
thelr specifics. For example, one former Commandant remarked:

"The new procedure for conducting hearings of honor

cases before cadet boards, as voted by the Corps of

Cadets In arecent referendum, |s betlljeved to be fraught
with such serious dangers that it might In the course
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of a few years have disastrous consequences for the
Honor Code and the Academy. Hitherto Honor Board
hearings have been a simple and stralght forward action
by cadets themselves without involvement cf officers
or lawyers, concerned only and directly with
determination of the facts as to the truth or falsity
of the alleged honor viotation. Courts have
consistentty ruled that the outcome of these honor
committee actions are not sub ject to appeal to courts,
since they are not legatized/formal court trials, but
{nformal cadet {nvestigative hearings for fact finding
conducted entirely within the jurisdiction of the
Cadet Corps itself. The new procedure takes these
hearings outside the scle province of the Corps of
Cadets, and by {ntroducing a "trlal by jury" court-
iike procedure with defense lawyer, trial attorney,
and legal advisor automatically becomes involved with
a multitude of legal and technical matters which can
become so long drawn out as to bog the Cadet Board
down in confuston and hopelessiy tie up these young
and tnexperienced cadets in legal nicetles instead of
thelr being solely concerned with the relatively
simple matter of determining whether or not the facts
support the alleged honor violation. | speak from the
experlence of having been a member of the Honor
Commlttee of my Class."”

D. The "Cool-on=-Honor" Subculture

An environment of numerous unpunished hconor vioilations and widespread
disaffection with the Honor System has supported the development of what
has been termed the "cool-on-honor" subculture. This subculfure is a
targety unorganized group of cadets who justify certain honor violations
and "beating" the Honor System. It Is comprised of cadets who fall along
the continuum from the "hard core" violators to the tolerators to the
tndifferent. The Commandant of Cadets, in an August 30, 1976 address to
the Third Class, described the method by which individuals have often been
"recrutted" i{nto this subculture. Referring to those cadets implicated
{n EE 304, he stated:

"|In every single case that was disclosed it happened

either {n Plebe year, or perhaps early in Yearling
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year. Whether or not this is just rationalization or
whether {t's true, the story goes something {lke this.
| came out of Beast Barracks and | felt kind of good
about this thing. Back home a lot of guys cheated,
but one of the reasons | came to the Army (s because
I thought people here didn't. And | came to West Polint
and | was enthusltastic about the Honor System and,
while | was a tittie bit skeptical, | thought for the
first time tn my life | was with a whole batch of
people who were stralght. They weren't taking
advantage of me. | wasn't taking advantage of them
and the whole thing seemed to make sense. One day |
was {n the corridor and | heard a couple of peopie~~
they were talking about something and obviously they
weren't--what they were talking about was an
unauthorized getting together regarding some academic
matters. And from then on | kind of wondered t(f | was
the only guy here who was straight, then they al lowed-
-well within thelr small group they didn't quite abide
by the rutes and from then on | just sort of took onily
parts of the Honor System."

The Spectal Assistant to the Commandant for Honor, in a memorandum dated

August 20, 1976, simiiarly wrote:
"Several cadets indicated that cheating was a way of
tife for them which began durlng fourth class year.
Often as fourth classmen, they overheard upper classmen
exchanging {nformation on examinations, which was a
violation of the Honor Code. Some also overheard upper
classmen make such comments as 'I'm thankful that my
frtend was on my honor board last night so he could
vote not gullity. Had he not been there they would
have got me for sure.' They thus became tolerators
of honor violatlons and did not know what to do.
Subsequent violations became easier."

Of course, more has been {nvolved than simply observing a couple of
other cadets violating the Code. Many cadets who confronted vioiators or
discussed the matter wlth someone else have been told "Don't worry about
{t--you'll understand when you get older." Because of obvious peer pressure,
present espectally in cadet compantes or athlietic squads, many cadets have
avoided taking action which resembies "finking" or "squealing" and which

might result tn a fellow cadet belng expelied from the Academy.
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These pressures have often been intensified by the Academy's Leadership

Evaluation System (LES), the method by which cadets rate each other's

leadership abtiittes (see discusston tn Part Two, Section 111.C.). Referr.ing

to the LES, one cadet IRP member noted:

In other cases , the pressures have been reinforced by simple fear.

"The presence of definite cliiques {n certaln companies
became evident through the testimony of certain
witnesses. These cliques are apparentiy so strong in
some companies that they are abie to control the
companies by illegal (or at least unethical) means."

one [IRP officer member wrote:

"A large number of cadets told me they were not sure
they could turn In a classmate for cheating. They
knew It was hard but they feared what might happen to
them. This fear was both from a physical as well as
soctal level."

As

In those Instances where a plebe observed an upper classman commit an

honor viotlation, the situation has been even more difficult.

The

difficulties are apparent from the followlng comments of one group of

cadets:

"In his mtittary Itfe at West Polint, each cadet
progresses from a state of lowest Infertority (fourth
class) to a state of superiority (first class). In
this development, everyone begins to perceive the
functtoning of the hierarchial order (n his own way.

* s o o

"[TJhe distinction between classes leads to a
sttuation of difficulty of a speclflc nature. It s
generalty understood (and overwheimingly practiced)
that the upper classmen should correct lower classmen.
Here there is no problem . ... [There] arlses the

question of whether or not under classmen should

correct upper classmen (even {f only {n extreme

situations). 5ot(+8cally (as seen by Congress) all

cadets possess an equal status . . . . And yet, the
hierarchlal order here greatly overrtdes this tendency
« o« « " (Emphasis added)
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Academy flgures indicate that, of those approximately 70 cases where the
Honor Committee found an upper classman gulity during the past 10 years,
not one violation was reported by a plebe. As one former Academy official
told the Commission, "It would take more than courage for a piebe to report
an upper classman.,"

"Recrultment" {nto the subculfure can, in some cases, be attributed to
other factors. One cadet found guiity of collaborating in EE 304 testified

before Congress:

"The reason | did, | know, {s at the time | didn't look
at it as cheating, trying to get over on somebody,
taking unfalr advantage of my classmates. My roommates
were having a rough time on the problem. Electrical
Engineerting was my major. | had done a problem a week
ahead of time, | thought {t was easy. These guys were
struggling over {t, and asked me for heip. And just
out of the comradeship that we have, the comradeship
that West Point tries to Instiil in everybody--stick
In there together-~these guys are going to be in the
same foxhole with you some day, you have tfo try to
rely on that person."

in 1967, the Superintendent's Honor Review Comm{ttee observed:

"The cadets {nterviewed, as weil as this Commi{ttee,
are {n agreement that any 'cheating' scandal would
find tts beginning In a 'toleration' situation, l.e.,
a cadet would observe a friend or roommate cheating
but because of theilr closeness would not report the
{ncident. From that polnt a viclous chain would
gradualty find {ts way to other cadets."

Cadets not impllcated in the EE 304 incldent also advised the Commission:

"This sort of thinking leads right {nfo the poilcing
of the Honor Code by the cadets. When this sort of
attitude toward the Honor Code {s present a serties of
tncidents could lead to a person dotng much cheating
because he can get away with It or mass cheating
because he then brings i{nto his hablits other people
who are led down the wrong path."

in an environment that promotes honor, such a chain of events {s nelther
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necessary nor {nevitable. The state of honor at West Polnt prior to EE

304 was, however, different.
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ENV IRONMENT OF THE ACADEMY

The Honor System cannot be viewed in lsolation. The Commission has
therefore looked beyond the System to determine whether the total Academy
setting has been supportive of the Honor Code and System. We have concluded
the the Instltution has not appropriately supported the Honor Code and
System.

Since 1964, the size of the Corps has {ncreased from 2,500 to {ts
current strength of 4,400. Commenting on this increase, the Superi{ntendent,
tn a June 15, 1976 address to the Royal Military College (RMC), stated:

"Some belleve that the expanded Corps has radicatly
changed the Institution. While the expansion of the
Corps of Cadets and of West Polnt's staff and facuity
ts bound to have affected the coheslveness, attitudes,
outlook, and environment of people and {nstitution,
{t Is too early to evaluate accurately these effects.
There {s reason to belleve that West Point's expansion
occurred at a faster rate than {ts assimilative
processes and that {t became more tmpersonat and less
cohestve."
The 1938 Honor Comm!ttee wrote:

"The lack of {nterest--and what {s worse, a growing
tack of faith--in the system may be due to severatl
things. |t ls possibie that it is fthe result of the
targe classes that have been admitted as piebes These
fast 2 years."

During fthis perlod, the Academy has commendably sought cadets from
dtsadvantaged economic and social backgrounds, some of whom bring bring
with them values which differ from the concepts of the Honor Code. Some
cadets from advantaged backgrounds aiso have values antithetical fo the

Code. The difference from earlier periods is only one of degree. As the

1948 Cadet Honor Chairman noted:
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" Al very iarge percentage of the men entering the
Academy have ldeas on the importance of Iylng,
cheating, and stealing which differ greatly from the
concepts of our code of honor. To change thelr mode
of thinking In a month or two requires a great deai
of work since {t must, I{n some cases, overthrow the
tralning of the preceding 20 years."
The argument about changing socletal values was rejected by one faculty
member :
"Indtviduals have been deptoring the changtng values
of youth since the time of Socrates, and to say that
soclety is changing is simply trifte. If the Honor

Code ls accepted to be a correct gulde, then {1 {s

{mmutable In Tthe same manner as the Ten Commandments
"

The Commission recognizes that the size of the Corps and differing
values of some cadets may have miiitatred against support for the Honor
System and belteves that the Academy has not adequately adjusted to these
changes. It further belteves that other Institutlonat probiems were the
primary causes of the erosion of respect for the Honor System.

A. Mission

The offictal misslon of the Academy ts "To Instruct and traln the
Corps of Cadets so that each graduate will have the qualittes and
attributes essential to his progressive and continued development
throughout a career as an officer of the requtar army." The word "educate"
nowhere appears {n the mission statement. The Academy has, wlthout success,
requested an amendment To the mission statement to {Include the word
"educate."

Few disagree with the goal of an Academy education as sef out in the
Report of the Superintendent's 1966 Curriculum Review Group (Bonesteel

Report): "The cadet when he graduates should have had academically a
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modern, high quality, useful, and stimuliating undergraduate education In
which he can take pride." - The problem {s determining how much attention
should be accorded to the academic component of the overall Academy
misston, The Commission has heard wldely divergent opinions on this [ssue.
One view, relegating academic study to a low priority, s that the new
graduate should be ready to tead a ptatoon into combat. Thls view {s an
extension of certaln recent Academy practices. Specifically, the Academy
has, by {ncorporating various miiitary skitl competitions into the academic
year program and by tncreasing cadet participation in the adminlstration
of the Cadet Corps, tried to bring the training programs "closer to those
of the fleld Army." This trend was described by the Superintendent in
his RMC speech:

"Between 1964 and 1976, the focus of mii{tary training

of cadets tended to change from preparation for

generalship to preparatton for lteutenantship .. ..

Training programs and techniques have general ly moved

closer to those of the field Army as West Polnt

{ncreasingly has focused more on officership than on

cadetship and on practical, motivational miiitary

training. Military skill competition simtlar to the

competltive exerclses at Sandhurst have been

incorporated i{n the professional curriculum during

the academi{c year, and cadet company teams compete

in land navigaftion and weapons firing." (Emphasis
added)

As further evldence of this thinking, the Superintendent's 1976
Curricutar Study Group in its report noted It had considered proposals
that "envisaged {nserting short pertods of field tratning during selected
weeks or on weekends spread throughout the year™ as well as the "{nsertion
of a 4 week min{-term for military fralning i{n the middle of the year,
between terms." Many offlcers in the Academic Department are disturbed

by what they see as a growing displacement of the academic curricuilum
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and study time by miiitary skill tfratning. The Curricular Study Group
{tself noted this probiem when {t observed:
"The exchange program during the fall of 1975 produced
{ndications that academic activities are accorded a
higher place in the perceptions of midshipmen and
Atr Force cadets than ls the case at USMA."

Many Academy officers and cadets do not belleve that the cadet can
obtaln "a high quality, useful, and stimulating undergraduate educatrion"
while simuitaneousiy artempting to meer increased mititary tratning and
cadet leadership responsibliiities. Cadets themselves do not believe that
they have adequate time ro meet the demands of thelr weekly schedule.
For example, {n a March 1976 cadet time study, three-quarters of the cadets
surveyed reported that they needed more time for thelr academic work.

The 1966 Bonesteel Report, noting the "detectable tendency for the
academic faculty to view the qualitative requirements of the basic mission
somewhat differently than do those tn the Tactical Department," called
for:

"[A] clearer recognition on the part of ali concerned
of the need for a commoniy understood, welli-
Integrated, Internally consistent, total perspective
on how the mission of the Academy {s tTo be besr
carried out. The Miiitary Academy, of all
institutlions, should avoid all possibliities of
operating as a loose confederation of autonomous
etements each holding Its own concept of how best to
contribute to the total mission."

The fallure over the last decade to achieve a commonly understood
perspective on how the Academy's mission Is to be carried out contributed
to the pre-EE 304 atmosphere--an atmosphere described by one faculty
member as follows:

"There appears fo be a general disdain for academlics

among a sligniflcant number of cadets. Academics are
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considered to be something relat{vely unimportant
and to be suffered through but not reaity very useful.
A good part of this appears to stem from the emphasis
ptaced by the {nstitution on milltary skiils.

"A flnal potint with respect to the artltude toward
academics ts the reluctance of many Distinguished
Cadets to wear stars for fear of criticism from
contemporaries. A Distinguished Cadet is a departfure
from the norm and Is thus frequently not well
recelved.”

B. Academic Curricutum

The academic curriculum includes required or "core" courses. Of the
required courses, approximately one~half are sclence, engineering, or math
courses. Each cadet s allowed, depending on his chosen area of
concentrattion, a number of addttional electives, not to exceed 8. A cadet
may concentrate his electives in: appllied sciences and engineering;
basic sclence; humanttles; or nattonal security and pubiic affalrs. The
Academy stresses that an area of concentration {s not a major.

The currtculum has undergone major revistons since the founding of
the Academy as an engineertng school in 1802. Current curriculum changes
have thelr origin in a 1957-58 curriculum review which recommended advanced
and elective work. As a result of this study, cadets {n 1960 were attowed
for the first time to select 2 electives. By 1964, the number of allowed
electtves had increased to 4, and {n 1967, the elective option {ncreased
to the present number of 6, 7, or 8. Cadets can choose their etectives
from 173 different eltective offertngs.

In 1972, a Curricuium Review Committee (Kappel Committee), composed

of 4 ctviltans, stated:
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"We have been impressed with the progress made by
the Academy during the past decade {n keeping the
currtcutum In tune with the recent soclal changes
and the changing requlrements of a modern Army,
Contrary to the general perception of the Academy as
an englineering schoot, we find a wel l-balanced program
which ts dual-tfrack in nature--amathematics, sclence,
and engineering frack on the one hand; and a soctal
sciences and humanities track on the other. The
flexibitity provided to the young offlicer by this
program {s an asset to both the officer and the Army."

The Kappel Committee urged continuing periodic curriculum reviews.
On January 13, 1976, The Superintendent establiished a Curricular Study
Group to:

"[Clonduct a comprehensive study of the United Stares
Mtiitary Academy's academic program and curricuilum
and . . . recommend those modifications and changes
cons{dered necessary to strengthen and Improve the
quality and approprtateness of the program and
curricutum within the continuum of education of the
Unifted States Regular Army officer."

A group of young officers advised the Curricular Study Group that:

"We feel that the most compelling reason for changing
the curriculum {s that the cadets are so overloaded
with work, so burdened by their fragmented and
hyperactive daily schedule, that they do not profit
Inteltectuatly from their educational expertience. in
terms of semester hours alone, cadets are required
to have 153 for graduation (including MS and PE)
compared to 123-130 at a civiltan Institution. In
terms of class contact hours, caders are in class for
longer perfods a day and for more total hours per
day than comparable (ROTC) students at other
Institutions. When the additional mtiltary and
athletic requirements are added {n, the resuiting
time commitments effectively preciude adequate
academic preparation, {n our oplnion, and are
extremely detrimental to the unseen side of
educational growth--time for reading, thinking,
investigating, and reftecting. |t appears that aimost
every course has Increased the amount and difflcuity
of work required of students . .. . Wwhiie many of
these changes may be necessary or even desirable iIn
tsotatton, the combined impact has been to overburden
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the cadet. The result ls a superficlal academlc
experience. This superficltallty Is reinforced by
{nstructors and cadets alike in order to protect the
overscheduled cadet."

The Curricular Study Group recommended that the number of courses
required for graduation be reduced from 48 to 42. The Study Group based
tts recommendation on {ts beltef that a reduction tn the number of courses
per semester from 6 to 5 would reduce the "multiplictty of simuitaneous
courses which tends to produce fragmentation of focus and of effort."
The Curricular Study Group did point out, however, that this change wouid
reduce cadet class time by only about 5 percent or 12 fessons per semester.
The Study Group recommendation was adopted by the Academic Board on
November 20, 1976, and forwarded to the Army Chief of Staff.

The proposed changes do not meet the criticlism of some cadets, faculty
members, and graduates who charactertze the curricutum as unstimulating
and stifiing to Intellectual curiosity. White the curricuium revision
may allow greater cadet attention in each academlc course, {t does not
signiflcantly lighten the time pressures on cadets, nor does it consider
teaching methods. |t certalnly does not meet the request of the young
of flcers made i{n a memorandum to the Curricutar Study Group:

"TJo re-evaluate the entire cadet expertence as an
integrated totality--academics, athletics, miiitary
tratning, extracurricutar activities, etc.--to
determtne 1f the Academy is fulfliling {ts mission
in the most effective way. There are many {ssues of
balance and priorities that need to be addressed that
are beyond the scope of our curriculum revision that
impact on the effectiveness of the academic

exper{ence at West Point."

C. Academy Leadership

1. The Superintendent
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The Superintendent {s charged by law with responsibiii{ty for the
"i{mmediate government of the Academy." 10 U.S.C. sec. 4334 (b). Selected
from the ranks of Army general offlcers, the Superintendent has
tradttionally been an outstanding combat leader. His selection has
normally not been predicated upon an ability and {nterest i{n providing
educattonal leadership. Asslignment as Superintendent {s considered to
be a step toward higher responsiblitty; transfer to other responsibitities
and promotion are the expecfedlpaffern. On the way to this higher
responsibiilty, a Superintendent spends stightly tess than 3 years at the
Academy.

Many of those interviewed by the Commisston belleve the 3-year tour
{s too short to al low the Superintendent to provide educational leadership.
Concern was expressed that each Superintendent seeks to leave his
distinctive mark on the Academy. Thils resuits {n frequent shifts of
emphasis without the continulty necessary to effect evolutionary change.
As noted by a committee of permanent assoclate professors (n fhe(r 1965
Speci{al Report to the Super{ntendent:

"It {s felt that such tours are too short to contribute

to max{mum required stabtiity, and that tonger tours

would tend to reduce Instituttonal fluctuatton and

{nstablity in programs.”
Questions have also been ratsed about the emphasis placed in sefection
of the Superi{ntendent on combaf.command experlence; effectlve combat
leadership does not necessarlty ensure the ab{lity to provide educational
leadership.

In carrying out his responsibiiities, the Superintendent {s asstisted

by the Academic Board. Unlike most civilitan colilege presidents, the
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Superintendent has had no authority to participate actively In the
selection of his ranking aides. The Commission believes that the authority
of the Superintendent should be redefined. |In addition to his status as
a commander, he Is the principal executive officer of an educational
institution and should have the powers normally associated with such
status.

2. The Academic Department

a. Dean of the Academic Board

The Dean of the Academic Board is selected from among the permanent
professors who have served as heads of departments of instruction and
performs "such duties as the Superintendent of the Academy may prescribe
with the approval of the Secretary of the Army." 10 U.S.C. sec. 4335. The
Dean, during his period of service, holds the grade of brigadier general.
10 U.S.C. sec. 4335. Under Academy requlations, the Dean advises the
Super intendent "on academic matters and questions of general policy."
Addltionally, he serves as "the Superintendent's Deputy for the activities
of the Academic Board and the academic departments."

The Dean has no set term of office. The current Dean was selected
in 1974, his predecessor having served 9 years. Frequently, an officer
selected as Dean has remalned in that position untll his retirement from
active military service with the result that successive Superintendents
have had no opportunity to participate In the selection of the Dean who
serves under them,

b. The Academic Board

The Academic Board Is composed, by Academy regulation, of the

Super {ntendent, the Dean of the Academic Board, the Commandant of Cadets,
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the Professor of Mifltary Hyglene, and the heads of the academic
departments. Each department head is a full permanent professor allowed
to remain on active duty until age 64. 10 U.S.C. sec. 3886. The Academic
Board {s, by regulation, charged with the responsibliity for "the course
of studies and methods of instruction."

The Academic Board has [ts origin in a percelved need for a system
of checks and balances. |t ls described in a 1975 Academy "Information
Paper" as:

"A] unique cruclible for a meiding of viewpoints.
The Superintendent and the Commandant, newly assigned
approximately every three years, represent the
gutdance of the Secretary of the Army, the Army Chief
of Staff, and a current sentor offlcer view of the
Army. The strong influence they have on the board
{s directly proportional to thelr experience,
prestige, rank, and mertted respect. The Department
Heads, for their part, are abie to maintaln a current
view of the young Army through their juntor officer
faculty members and are also {nfluenced by their own
and the younger officers' contacts with civiitan
academic tnstitutions .. .. The resuiting consensus
reached by the Board, reflecting the operatton of a
classtc check and balance system, {s therefore based
on a varlety of experiences and backgrounds, and
changes have tradittonally been moderate, graduat,
and evoluttonary, governed by commitment to the
misslton of the Mlitlitary Academy .. . ."

A contrasting view was provided the Commission. The Academic Board was
frequentiy critticized as unduly resistant to change and nonrepresentative
of the viewpoints of the "young Army." Some Academlic Board members
acknowledged a lack of communication between the Board and members of
the juntor facuity.

The Director of the Office of M{litary Leadersh{p and the Professor
of Physlcal Educatton have not served as full members of the Academic

Board. As structured, therefore, the Board may exclude these i{ndlviduals
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from discussions of scheduling and curricutum. The Director of the Office
of M{iltary Leadership is the head of the department responsible for alt
academic courses in leadership (behaviorial sclence). The Professor of
Physical Education heads a program that significantly impacts upon *he
cadets' dally schedule,

c. The Faculty

The academic faculty {s composed of 540 officers, 3 foretgn officers,
and 9 clvittans. Of +the 540 officers, there are 21 permanent futl
professors, posttions created by statute. 10 U.S.C. sec. 4331, There are
41 permanent assoctate professors, a position authorized by the Department
of the Army. With the advent of associate professor rank, 11.6 percent
of the faculty can now be considered tenured. Ninety-nine percent of the
members of the faculty hold graduate degrees; 15 percent of the degrees
are at the doctorate levet. Slxty-three percent of all faculty members
are West Poilnt graduates. Approximately 80 percent of the permanent
faculty members are Academy graduates. Three of the 21 permanent full
professors are non-Academy graduates; none of the 3 {s on the Academic
Board. At present, 33 faculty members (6.1 percent) are Reserve Army
officers. Of the 9 ctviitans, there are 2 visiting professors, 1 foreign
service offtcer, and 6 foreign-born linguists. There are also 10 officers
from other Service academles.

Permanent full professors are usually selected from among the officers
of the Regular Army who have completed a teaching tour at the Academy
and have at least 15 years of military service. |f the seiected officer
does not have the necessary academic credenttais, he obtatns a doctorate

degree. A permanent professor {s allowed to remain on active duty until
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age 64, about 10 years beyond his normat retirement age. It is argued
that this job security ls necessary to persuade an Army offlicer to accept
a professorship and thus surrender a chance to become a general officer.
Permanent assocla*te professors, however, make a similar career decision
wi+hout any promise of an extended actlive duty tife; thelr motivation
for accepting a teaching appointment s other than a desire to add 10
years to a mttitary career.

White the Secretary of the Army, by taw, may require the retirement
of a permanent professor after 30 years of commissioned service, no one
can recalt an instance in which this has happened. The result is fﬁa+ a
permanent professor may remaln, and on occaslon does remailn, on active
duty for over 40 years (8 years longer than the average for brigadier
generals). In some cases this extended service has been beneficial to
the Academy; {n other cases, {t has prevented the development of new
teadership and the retirement of those who, according to some facuity
members, have "stacked arms."

The teaching facuity ls comprised aimost entirety of junior Regular
Army offtcers (captains and majors); most are Academy graduates. They
are setected by the Academlic Departments and sent to graduate school for
tratning tn thetr chosen discipiines. In selecting candidates, the Academy
tooks for offlcers with 5 to 14 years of service, from the top quarter
of thefr branches, and having a variety of Army assignments. Additionatly,
the Academy seeks officers with high standards of miiitary bearing,
personal appearance, and physical conditioning.

Upon completton of graduate training, the young officer returns to

the Academy for a 3-year tour. The Commission has been impressed by the
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intelltgence, knowledge, and devotion to teaching of these officers, some
of whom have expressed Interest {n remaining beyond the 3-year tour. A
flexible asstgnment policy which would aliow selected offlcers to extend
teaching tours for 1 or 2 additlonal years would seem to be In the best
{nterest of the Academy. |

There are currently 2 clvillan visiting professors--one each {n the
Hi{story and Engltsh departments; a third will be added in Mathematics
next year. The visiting professor program {s conslidered by Academy
offtctals to be an overwheiming success. The Academy, without departing
from the tradittion of the of ftcer-teacher, would beneflt from an expansion
of lts visiting professor program. Additionally, Academy permanent
professors and associate professors would benefit from visiting teaching
appolintments at clviilan {nstituttlons.

3. The Tact{cal Department

a. Commandant of Cadets

The Commandant of Cadets, as the "{mmedlate commander of the Corps
of Cadets" s responsibie for the "instructlon of the Corps {n tactics."
10 U.S.C. sec. 4334 (c). The Commandant, in recent years, has been a
brigadter general. Service as Commandant ts viewed as a step toward
higher responsibiiity. The Commandant's tour s short--usuaily 2 to 3
years. He ls also tn charge of the Tacticai Department which includes
atl of the company tactical officers, the physicat training program, the
Leadership Evaluation System, and the Offlce of Military Leadership. The
responstbility for supervision of the Honor System also rests with the
Commandant.

b. Tactical Offlcers
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There ts a tactical officer (Tac) assigned to each of the 36 cadet
companltes to be, by law, the company commander. 10 U.S.C. sec. 4349 (a).
Of the 36 Tacs now a*t the Academy, 22 are graduates of the Mii{tary Academy.
There are 15 majors, 20 captalins, and 1 iieutenant (Navy) in the group.
Seven Tacs have compieted the Command and General Staff College or lts
equivatent. In recent years, the Academy's practice has been to deiegate
much of the authority for supervising cadet companies to the cadet chain
of command and to emphaslize the Tac's position as "counsetor" and "role
modelt." In 1966, the Commandant's Policy Flie advised the tactical officer
of hls relationship with the cadet chaln of command: "The balance, a
difflicult one to calculate and maintaln, should be in favor of the cadet
command functions." Currently, tacticat officers are advised (1972 Company
Tactical Offlcers Manual) that:

"The Tactical Offlcer Is the commanding officer of
the cadets tn his company, and {s responsibie for the
performance of i{ndividual cadets and the company as
a untt. This responsibitity witi, to a degree
consistent with good order and discitpitne, be
discharged through the cadet chain of command.”

The 1966 Bonesteel Report ralsed some questions about the value of this
"leadership experlience" for cadets:

"The polttcy of assigning the Flirst Class
administrative responstbitities is cleariy designed
to provide experience {n teadership, but we have some
reservat{ons about the system {n practice. There
appeared to us that there has been a signtficant
{ncrease {n the number of cadet meetings and staff
conferences and perhaps a feeling that thils Is in
{tself a way to exercise leadershlp and command
responsi{btiities. tn fact, to the extent thls
sttuation be true, It seems to {ndicate more attention
to management than to leadership and could develop
dangerous aspects of 'make work' rather than sound
tratning i{n company administration, !t Is cliear that
the cadets sincerely appreciate the responsibiiities
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reposed {n the First Class for the conduct of affairs
within the Corps. This ls good and any {mposition
of drastic change would be counterproductive. We are
not suggesting substantive change but {nstead an even
more careful Inculcation {n the young men of +*he
subtietl{es of true leadership and command and the
equatly careful weeding out of unimportant
admlinistrative burdens. The question we have concerns
the value of the al leged ieadership benefits retative
to toss of study time. Another consequence of the
policy appears to be that the cadet company offlcers
areKB?tenfed more in the directlon of the Tacttical
Off(cerE than toward thelr own contemporaries. It
ts not obvious to us that +his dipole effect
necessar{ly contributes to the future fettlowship and
effectiveness of graduates."

Many tactical officers express unhappiness over the amount of paper
work and also confuston about thelr leadership rote. One tactical officer
said:

"As aresult of [my] expertence as a tactical officer,
t+ ts my finding that as an {nst{tution, we are not
certalin about our goals, that we have not specifled
what we want our graduates to be, that we do not have
a uniflted philosophy of leadership, that we exhibtt
contradictory attitudes on how to teach and deveiop
cadets . .. ."

The Commisston recommends that the role of tactical offlcer as company
commander be reaffirmed. Tactical officers are integral to the education
and tratning of cadets. They help maintain a supportive environment for
academic study, retnforce the Honor Code, maintaln {nstitutional standards,
enforce mitttary discipiine, and evaluate the potential of cadets for
future effectiveness as Army offlcers. Because these duties are demanding
and crucltat to the mlssion of *the Academy, tactical offlcers should be
mature fteld grade offlcers who have compieted advanced Army schooling,

preferably Command and General Staff College or tts equivalent.

When new tactical offlcers report for duty they recelve a 2-day
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ortentation which serves as a brief {ntroductton to the {nstitution. This
ortentation does no*, according to Tacs, adequately address the
compiexities of the Honor System, the Fourth Class System, the Leadership
Evatuation System, *he Discipiinary System, and the relattonship of *he
Tactical Depar+*ment to the Academic Department. A more comprehensive
tratning program for new tactical officers, {nctuding workshops on
teadership poticles and practices to be used i{n commanding a cadet company,
according to many Tacs, woutd heip them to cope with the inherent conflict
of operating both as a cadet counsetor and as unit discipiinarian.

¢. Leadershi{p Evaluation System

The Leadership Evaluatton System requires cadets to rank others in
thelr company as to teadership skiils and potential. The rankings form
a part of the cadet leadership grade which in turn affects selection for
chain of command positions and overall class standing. Some cadets
percetve the LES as a way of pressuring them to conform to peer norms--
norms which may not reflect the stated officlal values of the Academy.
Some of ficers acknowledge instances in which the LES was, {n fact, used
by cadets tmproperty to force fellow cadets into ltne. An offlcer member
of the IRP commented:

"The Leadership Evaluation System (LES) pervades all
aspects of the current problem. Cadet after cadet
testifted that, aside from the matter of friendship,
they would be quite retuctant *o stand strongly for
the Honor System for fear of belng marked low In
leadership. The stress here {s the necessity to
fol tow norms as guides for behavior, and the foliowing
of norms is apparentiy one of the central causes of
the current problems now existing within the Honor
System. |t became obvious to atl panel members that
netther the USMA, the USCC, the cadet, nor the cadet
regiments has single norms for behavior. The eiement
which establtshes criterta for acceptable behavior
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is the company. This was borne out by testimony and
the wide variations {n numbers of cadets referred to
boards when a company-by-company count (s
considered."

The Commandant of Cadets, i{n an August 26, 1976 meeting with cadets,
acknowledged these difficulttes:

"[TJhe bustness of fear of belng poop sheeted, {f you
realty check at bed check or {f you confront somebody
who may be violating the Honor Code .. . {s an old,
old discusston. That doesn't mean that we have all
the answers to {t because | don't think we do."

Another criticism of the LES was volced by a tactical officer:

"The LES . . . rests on the assumption that cadets
understand leadership concepts and criteria and they
know how to evaluate each other's leadership abttity.
It rests on the assumptton that +he particular company
has functionat informal norms on leadership. It also
rests on the assumption that peer leadership ratings
are not 'peer populartty ratings.' | do not beilleve
that we can assume any of these things. 1t ls my
finding that we have not taught cadets an adequate
philosophy of leadership concepts, that some
companies do have dysfuncttonal {(nformal norms on
leadership, and that we have not taught cadets how
to_evaluate other people's leadership abllity. |
have also found that most cadets view LES as a
populart+y contest. Therefore, quantifted LES resuits
rest on questionable assumptions. The problems of
LES wilt be solved only when we develop an overail
leadership philosophy for the iInstttution, and
determine how to effectlively teach cadets a
phitosophy of teadership." (Emphasis in origtnal)

The Commisston recommends a review of the Leadership Evaluation System
to determine whether I+ Is a constructive force in the cadet's teadership
development.

d. Offlice of Miittary Leadership

This Offlice of Military Leadershtp {s responsible for academic
tnstructtion tn teadership and behaviortal sciences. It {s property an

Academic Department. We concur {n the recommendatton of the 1972 Kappel
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Report that "academic instruction in ... the behaviorial sciences [ should
be] transferred to the academic area." The Office of Military Leadership
should be under the administrative control of the Dean of the Academic
Board. As any other Academic Department, it should be available to assist
the Commandant of Cadets.

D. External Review

Most civilian institutlions of higher education have Boards of Tristees
te provide continulty, experlence, and advice. The Academy does not have
the suppert of a permanent and independent advisory board.

In establishing the Board of Vislitors, Congress recognized the need
for externat overseers tc "inquire Into the morale and disclpline, the
curriculum, Instruction, physica! equlpment, fiscal affairs, academic
method, and other matters relating to the Academy ... ." 10 U.S.C. sec.
4355. Composed of Congressmen and Presidential appolntees, the Board
meets annually for a few days of briefings; its required report to the
President is prepared, In large part, by Academy cfficers. The Board of
Visitors tacks both time and staff to provide effective continuing external
review.

Various isolated revliews, such as the work of thls Commission, do not
compensate for the absence of a permanent group having the characteristics
and responsibilitles of a universlty becard of trustees. We recommend
that a permanent, Independent advisory board be estabilished to provide
continulng assistance. Such a board should be established by the Secretary
of the Army and should (1) be nonpolitical; (2) include members who
recognize the proper misslon of the Academy; (3) convene often enough to

Insure current knowledge of the Institution; and (4) report to the
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Secretary of the Army i*s observations and recommendations.

E. Cadet Schedule

The cadet faces an Increasingly demanding academic curricutum as well
as {ncreased pressure from the Tactical Déparfmen?. This probiem was
noted i{n the 1966 Bonesteel Report:

"CWle doubt that the overall load {s insupportable,
though from our observations there seems to be a
growing problem of overscheduling or overdistraction
which appears to artse from the compiex of activities,
{ncluding those of the Corps athietlc squads, the
seven groups of extracurricular activities, and the
extensive responsibiitty of the Flrst Class for the
admintstration of cadet tife .. .. In scme way the
cadet's time needs to be protected or organized so
that there are adequate, solld blocks for studies,
and time for athietlcs, for other noncurricutar
activities, and for genulnely free time.

"The competition for the cadet's time outside of the
section room arises from the purest of motives--
honest enthustasm for a glven activity whether {t be
{n one of the clubs in the academlic group, a sport,
the glee club, a hobby, miiitary {ndoctrination, or
{n publicatlions. Both *he Academic and the Tactticai
Departments appear to enter the competition with
zest.,"

The Bonesteel Report went on to express "reservations" about the loss of
study time resutting from lIncreased cadet leadership responsibitities.
The report concluded with a cautionary note:

"One of the most obvious aims of any organized
tratning effor+, whether {n cliviilan or mititary
flelds, ts to Induce {nteltectuatl curtosity and the
continuing Inclination to tearn on one's own. This
atm s not easy to reallze and its achiesvement s
made much more difflicult {f {nadequate provision is
made for the possibiiity of an individual's
development on his own *{me during his formative
undergraduate years."

In 1972, the Kappel Report recommended:

"That conttinuous and aggressive actlon be taken to
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etiminate cadet dutles which do not contrilbute
directiy to the development of the Academy ob jectives.

¢« o o o

That the Academy authoritles renew their efforts to
reduce the schedutling of the cadet's time.

That consideration be given to establlshing
priorities to govern the demands on cadet time."

In partfal response to these recommendations, the Academic Board
reduced by 10 percent the class time of all core courses. With the
tntroduction of the proposed new curriculum reducing the number of courses
from 6 to 5 a semester, the Academic Board would rescind the 10 percent
class drop plan. Under the new curriculum (with the class drop), a cadet
would have 204 class hours a semester. Wlthout the class drop the number
{ncreases to 228, only 12 hours a semester less than the present schedule.

In 1976, 10 years after the Bonesteel Report and 4 years after the
Kappel Report, cadets are stiil overscheduted:

--A cadet time survey showed that 75 percent of the
cadets do not belteve that they have adequate time
for academlcs. Sixty-elght percent do not believe
+hat they have adequate time for ali demands.

--An offlcer member of the IRP concluded:

"Cadets did not +estify Iln general that they were
over toaded academicatly but +hat there was an
over toad due to multipie requirements falling due in
the same time-frame and the impact of military dutles
‘and athletic partictipation.”

--A cadet described hts day to the Commission:
"Everything at West Polnt competes with the

{ndividual cadet's time. There exists a heavyv
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academic toad which requires both class preparation
and class attendance. Academics take up the majority
of the cadets' 24-hour day. Millitary training
Incorporates mandatory formation, aritls, parades as
well as personal and room inspecticn. Athletlcs
consist of mandatory Intramurals, physical educaticn
class and the Academy's physical education testing.
All of these combined with the basic necessities,
(11ke eating, sleeping, etc.) result In the cadet
having to allot hls time to accomplish as much as
possible in the limited 24-hour day."

In addition, cadets belleve that no one at the Academy genulnely
understands thelr chronlc frustration with overscheduled days. Numerous
cadets told the Commission about futile attempts fo get a hearing for a
constructive Jdea or a personal concern. While Academy officlials offen
talk with cadets In large groups, these meetings tend to become briefings
or question and answer sessions rather than discussions with a satisfying

exchange of views.
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PART THREE

CONCLUDING STATEMENT







The Commission has not attempted to study all areas of Academy Ilfe.
Speciflically, we have not examined the Academy's recrultment and admissions
program, Durlng our study, questions, which we believe warrant
conslderation, were ralsed concerning the effectiveness of present
admission criteria in predicting career success and the effect of the
five-year active duty requirement on the quallty of applicants.

The Commission has considered 1+s primary responsibility to formulate
recommendations concerning the Honor Code, the Honor System, and the
Institutional deficiencles discussed In Parts | and |!. We recognize that
many of our recommendations are not unlque; they are the same as or similar
to those made In the past. Most of the studies upon which we have relied
were prepared by Academy personnel, Including the Academy's Offlice of
Institutional Research. However, these past studies and recommendations
have often gone unheeded. We trust that the Academy need not endure another

crisls, such as the one in EE 304, before vitally needed changes are made
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