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Dear M. Secretary,

The Special Comm ssion on the United States MIlitary Acadeny has
conpleted its examnation of the Honor Code, the Honor System and
conditions surrounding the Honor System at West Point, and submts its
fi ndi ngs and recomrendati ons.

The six menbers of the Conmi ssion are in conplete accord with respect
to these findings and reconmendati ons.

The United States MIlitary Acadeny has, throughout its long history,
produced | eaders of the highest character and quality. West Point rennins
a unique institution where young nen and wonen, in a spartan mlitary
environment, learn the academic and nmilitary skills necessary to be a
prof essional soldier. Wst Point nust retain its unique nature. W
strongly support the United States MIlitary Acadeny. This report is
presented with the hope that the Academy's great strengths wll be
revitalized and renewed.

The cadets we nmet at West Point were a renmarkable group, wth
ungquesti onabl e devotion to the Acadeny, the Arny, and the Nation. The
failure of some cadets to adhere fully to the Honor Code cannot detract
from the fact that the overwhel m ng nunber of cadets are honorable nen
and women who will, we are certain, becone fine officers in the United
States Arny.

Wth these basic thoughts in mnd, the Conm ssion mnmakes three
statenments of position.

First--The Comm ssion unani nously endorses the Honor Code as it now
exi sts.

Second--We believe that education concerning the Honor Code has been
i nadequate and the adm nistration of the Honor Code has been inconsistent
and, at times, corrupt. There nust be inprovenent in both education and
adm ni stration.

Thi rd--The Conm ssion concurs unanimusly with the actions that you
have taken to provide a "second chance" for certain cadets involved in
the Electrical Engineering cheating incident |ast spring. Moreover, the
Commi ssion believes that the sanme consideration should be given to all
ot her cadets who were involved in cheating, or tolerating cheating, on
the exam nation in question.



The Commi ssion recognizes that there is a body of opinion that
bel i eves your action resulted in a |owering of standards at Wst Point.
We disagree. The cadets did cheat, but were not solely at fault. Their
cul pability must be viewed against the unrestrained growmh of the "cool -
on- honor" subculture at the Acadeny, the w despread violations of the
Honor Code, the gross inadequacies in the Honor System the failure of
the Acadeny to act decisively with respect to known honor problens, and
the other Academy shortcomi ngs. Your action did not condone cheating;
rather, it recognized that, in Ilight of +the grave institutional
responsibility, the inplicated cadets shoul d be given another opportunity
to neet the ideals of the Honor Code.

The time has conme to end this unfortunate episode. The Academny nust
recognize that it is not treating a disease that can be cured sinply by
i sol ating those who have been infected. The Acadeny nust now acknow edge
the causes of the breakdown and devote its full energies to rebuilding an
i nproved and strengthened institution. We see nothing to be gained by
further action against these cadets and nuch to be lost by continuing
with the divisive and unrealistic attenpt to purge all who have viol ated
an Honor Code that is perceived in widely differing ways. Wat is needed
are reformand regeneration, not retribution.

We nmake several recommendations designed to correct institutional
shortcom ngs we have discerned. Mny of our recommendations have been
made by other bodies in the past, but were not adopted. We urge that the
concl usi ons and recomrendati ons of this report receive your personal and
pronpt attention.

The Conmm ssion received conplete cooperation from those nenbers of
the Corps of Cadets with whom we were privileged to neet; from the
Departnment of the Arny; from officials of the Acadeny; from nenbers of
the Tactical, Academc, and Athletic Departments; from graduates; and
from officers who have served in past years in various capacities at the
MIlitary Acadeny.

Si ncerely,
FRANK BORNMAN

Bortsm an)

Honorabl e Martin R Hof f mann
Secretary of the Arny

The Pent agon

Washi ngton, D.C. 20310
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The Special Conm ssion on the United States Mlitary
Acadeny was appoi nted by the Secretary of the Arny on
Septenber 9, 1976 "to conduct a conprehensive and
i ndependent assessnment of the... (EE 304) cheating
incident and its underlying causes in the context of
t he Honor Code and Honor System and their place in the
MIlitary Acadeny."

The Report to the Secretary of the Arny, by the

Special Commission, is organized into three parts.
Part One states the findings and reconmendati ons.
Part Two is a discussion of supporting material. Part

Three contains a concl udi ng statenent.



PART ONE

FI NDI NGS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS




THE HONOR CODE

"A cadet will not lie, cheat, or steal, nor
tolerate those who do."

The Commi ssion fully supports the Honor Code as a sinple statenent
of essential standards of integrity to which every honorable person
aspires. W believe that individuals are not born with honor and that its
attainnent is an ongoing educational process. Sonme are unable to accept
and assinmlate these values as rapidly and to as great a degree as
ot hers. Nonet hel ess, these ideals should be inculcated into every cadet
at the United States MIlitary Acadeny. It is critically inportant that
all leaders in whom the people confer both trust and power achieve the
hi ghest degree of personal integrity.

We have been inpressed by the inportance attached to the Honor Code
by cadets with whom we have spoken. They generally agree that the Code,
insofar as it proscribes |lying, stealing, and cheating, is sound and that
it espouses ethical principles in which they have the strongest personal
bel i ef . I ndeed, nost cadets treasure the Honor Code. Many of those
inplicated in the Electrical Engineering 304 (EE 304) incident express
support for its ideals.

One aspect of the Honor Code is not fully supported--the
nontol eration clause, which as now interpreted requires a cadet to report
and thereby cause the separation of another cadet for an honor violation.
Many i ndividuals are reluctant to place duty to community over loyalty to

friends. This dilemm is particularly acute at West Point, where loyalty



to friends is enphasized in other aspects of Acadeny life. Cadets
generally recognize, however, that if the Honor Code is to have any
meani ng, they cannot ignore the dishonorable acts of others; some action
on their part, to express disapproval of honor violations, is necessary.
In this sense, the Comm ssion fully supports the principle enbodied in
t he nontol eration cl ause.

[

THE HONOR SYSTEM

Despite support for the ideals of the Honor Code, cadet conpliance
wi th the Honor Code, by the Spring of 1976, had becone disturbingly Iax.

The nunber of cadets who have resigned or otherw se been separated
in connection with the EE 304 incident, 134 cadets as of Decenber 6,
1976, does not, in our opinion, reveal the true extent of honor
violations in EE 304. The Commission is convinced that many cadets who
either collaborated or tolerated collaboration on the EE 304 take-hone
exan nati on have not been detected or punished. The Commission is equally
persuaded that scores of other violations of the Honor Code have gone
undetected or unpunished and that, during recent years, a substantial
nunmber of cadets have been involved in dishonesty, toleration, and, on
occasi on, m sconduct as honor representatives.

W agree with the remarks of Acadeny officers who served on the

i nternal Review Panel or O ficer Boards:

"Cheating was not confined to EE 304 nor to the C ass of
1977 . . . . [S]ufficient evi dence was forthcom ng
t hat there wer e wide scale incidents involving
academ ¢ cheating in other courses at other tines."



"The Class of '77 is not unique.... [C]ollaboration and
toleration are commopn at West Point. Undoubtedly other
cl asses have been, and still are involved in cheating on

a scale at |east equal to '77.”
* *

*

"[We are seeing only the tip of the cheating iceberg."

* * *
"[T]estinony... indicates that cadet cheating on the EE
304 problem is only a smll corner of the tota
problem ... [Clheating on a large scale has gone on

before in previous cl asses...

* * *
"[P]rior to serving on an Oficer Board, | was
personal | y convi nced t hat reports of wi despr ead
cheating were little nore then legally useful propaganda,
perpetrated by clever defense I|lawers. | no |onger

believe that to be the case."
We al so agree with the Cadet Honor Committee's current Vice Chairman for

I nvestigations, who recently inforned the Corps of Cadets:

"There have been cases of board fixing that can be
docunented, not only for the past year but for the past
several years. For exanple, during the Electrica
Engi neering controversy this past sumer, 30 of the 35
cadets who were found guilty by Oficer Boards were
previously found not guilty by the Cadet Honor Conmittee.
Testinmony arising out of the Oficer Boards and the
I nternal Review Panel this sumrer has indicated that nmany
of these were tanpered with at the Honor Conmittee Board
| evel. One cadet found guilty 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 O ficer Boards held
over the summer, indicates that he was protected by
friends on the Honor Commttee. Last year 16 first
cl assmen were forwarded to full Honor Boards, yet not one
was found guilty by his peers on the 1976 Honor
Committee. One was found guilty by the 1977



Honor Conmmttee. However , in contrast to those
statistics, last year 20 fourth classnmen were forwarded
to full Honor Boards and of these 16 were found guilty by
the 1977 and 1976 Honor Conmmittees. Now this suggests
that if not board tanmpering that there may be just an

unwi | [ ingness for a cadet to find his peer guilty, if not
it does denpbnstrate gross inadequacies existing in the
system..." (Enphasis added)

it is distressingly apparent to the Conmm ssion that the Honor System the
means by which the Code is taught, supervised and enforced, had indeed
becone grossly inadequate by the Spring of 1976.

Even nore disturbing is that this inadequacy was known to Acadeny
| eadership well before EE 304, but no decisive action was taken. In July
of 1974, the departing Superintendent of the Acadeny provided the
i ncom ng Superintendent with a report concerning honor at Wst Point.
The report, which had been prepared earlier by fornmer faculty nenbers,
concl uded that the Honor System was "in trouble" and that its reclaimng
would be a "form dable task.”™ This conclusion was fully supported in a
1975 Academy study which reveal ed wi despread disaffection with the Honor
System Neverthel ess, sonme Acadeny officials persisted, even after the EE

304 incident, in publicly proclaimng the health of the Honor System

THE EE 304 CHEATI NG | NCI DENT

Those cadets who coll aborated on the EE 304 exam nation knew beyond
any doubt that such action was prohibited. Al t hough they may not have
believed that their conduct made them norally corrupt or dishonorable
they knew it was w ong. Their action cannot be excused. But to place
full blame on these cadets is to ignore institutional factors which

contri but ed



significantly to such a "choice." inadequacies in the Honor System in
t he Acadeny environnment which was to have supported this System and in
the adm nistration of the EE 304 exam nation conbined to nmake a cheating
i ncident practically inevitable.

A.  Honor System

Per haps the nost fundanental of the Honor Systenls inadequacies has
been the expansion of the Code well beyond its intended purpose. Cadets
have been found guilty for isolated conduct which cannot fairly be
characterized as having made them di shonorable. Recently, for exanmple, a

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

in fact he had done only 18, was found guilty of violating the Honor
Code. A simlar incident had occurred in 1970. in July of 1974, a new

cadet who reported hinself for telling his squad |eader, who "did not

remenber the particular incident,"” that he had shaved, when in fact he
had not, was separat ed. In 1975, a third classman was found guilty by
the Cadet Honor Committee of "intentionally deceiving" in that "he wire a
second class dress coat to a nmotion picture” during the week (a
regul ation prohibited third classnmen from attendi ng weekni ght novies).

If these cases were aberrations, our concerns would not be as great.
They are, however, representative of a significant nunber of the
approxi mately 180 non-EE 304 cases which have resulted in findings of
guilt by the respective Cadet Honor Committees during the 1970s. The
Honor Code too frequently has been interpreted and taught in a technical,
highly legalistic fashion. As a result, the Honor Code's basic purpose--
insuring that our mlitary | eaders are honorable nmen and wonen--has been

obscur ed.



One of the nore denoralizing shortcom ngs of the Honor System has
been confusion and inconsistency in the interpretation and application of
the Honor Code. There is evidence of a critical lack of agreement on
these matters anong the administration, tactical staff, faculty, Honor
Commttee, cadets, and alumi. For exanple, actions such as "bed

stuffing," covering windows with blankets after "lights out,"” and keeping
liquor in hair tonic bottles have at tinmes been considered honor
vi ol ati ons--depending upon who is construing the Honor Code. As an
Acadeny Study G oup noted, "Operational interpretations of the Honor Code
vary widely and are nodified frequently wthout the benefit of any
regul ari zed process...."

Far from being a statenment of inmutable principles, the Honor Code as
defined has beconme a conpendi um 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 | eadership,
t hereby precludi ng devel opnent of a stabilizing institutional nenory.

Equally troublesone is the fact that the Honor Code has been
exploited as a neans of enforcing regulations--a view shared by 76
percent of the Cadet Corps in 1974. Cadets and officers have taken the
shortcut of placing a cadet on his honor rather than thensel ves assuning
necessary responsibility for t he enf or cenment of regul ati ons.
Consequently, the Honor Code, by nerging with the extensive Acadeny
regul ati ons, has lost much of its unique neaning. It has become part of
the "systemto be beaten.”

A rigid and narrow interpretation of what constitutes nontoleration
has al so been detrinmental to the Honor System Cadets who becone aware

of honor violations have no legitimate option other than to report the

violator and to cause his separation with the possibility of enlisted



service. As already suggested, this sole option inposes demands on many
cadets which they are unwilling to accept. Consequently, toleration has
beconme wi despread. |Indeed, in 1974, 73 percent of the Corps stated that
they would not report a good friend for a possible honor violation.

Tol erati on weakens the Honor System by depriving it of a major elenment of

enf orcenent . Furthernore, since the tolerator, in the eyes of the Honor
Code, is as qguilty as the violator, future violations by tolerators
becone nore likely. [In 1967 the Superintendent's Honor Review Conmttee,

a group of 3 Acadeny officers charged with nmonitoring the Honor Code and

System prophetically advised the Superintendent:

"The cadets interviewed, as well as this Commttee, are
in agreenent that any 'cheating' scandal would find its

beginning in a 'toleration' situation, i.e., a cadet
woul d observe a friend or roommate cheating but because
of their closeness would not report the incident. From

that point a vicious chain would gradually find its way
to other cadets."

Closely related to the growmh of toleration has been the nandatory
sanction of separation for all honor violations. The single sanction
assunes that a cadet becones instantaneously honorable upon entering the
Acadeny; that all violations of the Honor Code are of equal gravity; and
that all violators are of equal culpability. This has contributed
significantly to the breakdown of nontoleration, to questionable Cadet
Honor Board acquittals by a single negative vote, and, in sone cases, to
guestionable reversals by reviewing authorities. In every other aspect
of Acadeny l|life, the cadet is expected to mature and devel op. Only in
matters of honor has a pl ebe been expected to neet the sane standard as a

first classman.



Recogni zing these problens, in early 1976, a mpjority of the Corps,
but less than the required two-thirds, supported the end of the single
sanction. Recently, after the EE 304 crisis, the Corps again voted on a
proposal to elimnate mandatory separation. The proposal failed to carry
by less than 1 percent. The Comm ssion believes that Cadet Honor Boards
and review ng authorities should have available to them a range of other
actions to recommend in addition to separation, including, for exanple,
suspensi on, probation, or course failure.

O her shortcomings may be seen in the Cadet Honor Committee.
Conprised of a limted nunber of first and second classnen, the Comm ttee
has been charged with alnost exclusive responsibility for insuring the
effectiveness of the Honor System  Sone Honor Representatives have been
consi dered overly zeal ous; others have been "cool-on-honor," a phrase
denoting a lax attitude toward the Honor Code and System  The granting
of cadet rank to the Honor Committee | eaders has identified the Commttee
with the cadet chain of command and, therefore, the duty to enforce
regul ati ons. Such rank, we believe, is an unnecessary acconpani ment to
service on the Committee. By the Fall of 1974 only 41 percent of the
Corps believed that the Honor Commttee accurately reflected the Corps'
attitude about the Honor System

Many cadets have felt that the Honor Comrittee is part of the
structure that has taken away "their" Honor Code. Significant changes in
the Honor System have, in sone instances, been made w thout the know edge
and approval of the Corps of Cadets. Furthernore, the dubious 11-1
acquittals, the lack of <convictions for toleration, the absence of
fundanmental fairness in some Honor Board proceedings, and the rare

convictions of first classnmen have



resulted in the perception of many cadets that the Honor System has been
hypocritical, corrupt, and unfair.

The validity of this view was acknow edged by the current Cadet Honor
Committee when it proposed several changes which were recently adopted by
t he Corps. The "due process" hearing is now at the Cadet Honor Board
| evel ; the O ficer Board has been elimnated; a |ess than unani nbus vote
is required for a finding of guilty; and cadets other than Honor
Representatives will participate in the investigation and adjudi cati on of
honor violations. W have some reservati ons about the specifics of these
changes; however, we agree with their purpose.

Anot her problem has been the failure of Acadeny officers to
participate fully in the Honor System Responsibility for honor
educati on, for exanple, has been placed al nost conpletely in the hands of
the Cadet Honor Committee; in 1974 less than 1 percent of the Corps
believed that they had gained nost of their know edge about the Honor
Code and System from tactical officers and professors. The Academi c
Departnment has made little effort in the curriculumto assist cadets in
di scerning and coping with the noral dilemms that inevitably confront
individuals in general and military officers in particular.

Because of preoccupation wth the notion that reform nust be
initiated by the Corps if the Honor Code and System are to be accepted,
the Acadeny had not assuned sufficient responsibility for insuring that
needed changes were effected. The role of the Acadeny's officers had
| argely been confined to reporting honor violations or review ng Cadet
Honor Board adj udi cati ons.

The lack of officer involvenent in the Honor System is consistent
with the Acadeny's apparent policy of placing nore responsibility on the

cadets



thenselves in every aspect of cadet life. This lack of involvenent
contributed to the belief that the Honor Code and System belong
exclusively or primarily to the cadets and that any participation by
officers constituted interference. This, in turn, generated cadet
antagoni sm when decisions by the Superintendent and Oficer Boards
di ffered from Cadet Honor Comm ttee determ nations.

These inadequaci es have conbined to foster cadet cynicismtoward and
estrangenent from the Honor System thereby weakening the Systemitself.
There has developed within the Corps what has been referred to as a
"cool -on-honor" subculture--a largely unorganized group of cadets who
justify certain honor violations and "beating" the Honor System Thi s
subculture and its acconpanying peer pressure have influenced many
additional cadets to commt honor violations. In some instances the
Acadeny's Leadership Eval uati on System has been used by cadets to enforce
at least toleration of the subculture. Wth each violation, the
subculture grew and its influence becane nore form dable.

B. Acadeny Environnent

The inadequacies in the Honor System cannot be viewed in isolation.
if the System is to operate effectively, the total setting nust
be supportive. Factors such as the rapid growth in Corps size from 2,500
in 1964 to its current strength of 4,400, instability caused by the
nmodi fi cation of sone Acadeny traditions, and certain societal attitudes
and turmoil may have mlitated against this support. \While we recognize
the influence of these factors, we believe other institutional problens

were the primary causes of the erosion of respect for the Honor System

10



There has, for exanple, been serious disagreenent over the proper
role of education in the mssion of the Acadeny: Should West Point train
combat |eaders for inmediate service in junior ranks, or should it
provide the fundanental education and study to allow graduates (a) to
assim |l ate quickly the special skills required for junior officer service
in the basic branches of the Arny, and (b) after experience and further
study, to provide the senior mlitary |eadership on which the nation
depends for its security. W are convinced that the acquisition of a
coll ege education within a mlitary environnment nust, during the academ c
year, have first call on the tine and energies of each cadet; mlitary
training should be concentrated in the sunmer nonths. The failure of
Acadeny constituencies to agree on the relative inportance of the
educati onal conponent of the m ssion has hindered the devel opnent of an
academ ¢ at nosphere whi ch di scourages di shonesty.

Devel opnent of such an atnosphere has also been inpeded by the
failure to determine priorities anobng conpeting clains on cadets' tine.
Prior to curriculum changes adopted this Fall, cadets needed far nore
credit hours to graduate than are required by nost institutions of higher
educati on. The academ c pressures have been intensified by the increase,
during the academc year, of mlitary and physical training and cadet
| eadership responsibilities. In excess of two-thirds of the cadets
surveyed in 1975 stated that they did not have sufficient tine to satisfy
overall demands. Wile cadets may not have been overworked, they clearly
have been overschedul ed. The result, as well described by a recent honor

graduat e, has been that:
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"In the present West Point system nediocrity is not a
choice for it is the sole alternative. It is not
surprising that in an atnosphere of nonstop running and
meeting deadlines that conformity and nmere adequacy march
to the forefront hand-in-hand."”

The Acadeny has not been structured in such a way as to encourage
academ ¢ excel l ence. Superintendents have often been selected primarily
for their mlitary leadership abilities; because of their limted tour
| ength, they have frequently not had the opportunity to becone effective
educational | eaders. Furthernmore, Superintendents have not, in nost
cases, been given an adequate voice in the selection of other Acadeny
| eaders such as the Dean, the Commmandant, and nenbers of the Acadenic
Boar d. Nor has the Acadenmy had the benefit of the continuing advice
provided nost institutions of higher education by their boards of
trustees.

Equally troubl esone has been the failure to develop an appropriate
state of discipline. 1In recent years, the Acadenmy has del egated nuch of
the authority for supervising cadets to the cadet chain of command. This
has had the effect not only of increasing the time pressures on sone
cadets, but also of weakening the state of discipline. Conf usi on over
the proper role of the conpany tactical officer has further contributed
to this problem By law, the tactical officer is the conpany comrander.
While all cadets and officers have sonme responsibility for discipline,
the tactical officer nust ensure that the Acadeny's high standards of
di scipline are net.

Finally, adherence to the Honor Code is more difficult when cadets
perceive dishonesty around them The standards of the Acadeny have

appropriately been set at a l|evel nuch higher than the |owest commopn

denom nator of society at large and, for that matter, of the "real Arny."
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While the so-called "double standard® can be disillusioning, its
exi stence must be acknow edged. West Point, however, has always and nust
continue to set the standards for the Arny. It is of utnost inportance
that every officer at the Acadeny |ead by exanple; they, in particular
must aspire to the high ideals of the Honor Code if the cadets are to do
so. The degree to which Acadeny officers at different echelons have, in
fact, denonstrated such |eadership is open to question. Cearly, cadets
have perceived failure on the part of sone.

C. The EE 304 Exam nati on

The nature of EE 304 as well as the nethod of adm nistering the take-
home exam nation contributed, perhaps nost directly, to the occurrence
and magni tude of the cheating incident.

In our opinion, allow ng 823 cadets 2 weeks to solve an out-of-class
exam nation in a course for which the relevance had not been established
by the Departnent and whi ch was al nost universally disdai ned by cadets as
irrelevant and "spec and dunp" (nenorize and forget) placed unwi se and
unnecessary tenptation before each cadet. The situation was exacerbated
by the fact that, throughout the EE 304 course, cadets had been all owed
and even encouraged to coll aborate on hone-study problens simlar to that
of the March 3 and 4 exam nation. Indeed, not only was one such problem
due on the sane day, but the second part of the examnation also
permitted collaboration. It becanme conmmon practice for cadets--who had
difficulty with their problems or who sinply did not have the time or
nmotivation to conplete them-to go to the room of an individual known to
be proficient in Electrical Engineering, take his EE notebook, and
extract the needed information. Such action, which inevitably increased

dependency on

13



col | aboration, had never been considered a violation of the Honor Code
or, for that matter, any regul ation.
W agree with the statement of a forner Commandant of Cadets who

advi sed the Conm ssi on:

"In ny view the [Electrical Engineering] Departnent

invited violations of the Code by the manner in which it

adm ni stered EE 304. At the very least, it placed the

cadets under great pressure, needl essly."
Inmplicitly acknow edging the shortconmings of the EE 304 pedagogy, the
Acadeny changed the rules for take-hone assignnents shortly after the EE
304 incident. Henceforth, cadets will be allowed to seek assistance,
provided its nature and extent are clearly indicated on the paper. W
are, however, troubled by the fact that sone acadenmic authorities,

despite the change, see nothing wong in the mnner the EE 304

exam nati on was adm ni st ered.

IV

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS POSED BY THE SECRETARY

In the mandate establishing this Comm ssion the Secretary posed ei ght
guestions. W have di scussed these basic and essential queries el sewhere
in this report. Nevertheless, in view of their inportance, direct

answers are provided at this point.

1. What were the causative and contributing factors
underlying the recent Electrical Engineering 304 cheating
i nci dent ?

The EE 304 incident resulted from a progressive decay in individual
respect for and adherence to the Honor Code. \While specific conditions

i nvolving the nature of EE 304 and the adm nistration of the exam nation
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are directly responsible for the occurrence and magnitude of the
i nci dent, underlying institutional defi ci enci es, i ncl udi ng t hose
related specifically to the Honor Code and System contributed to the
general conditions making it nore likely that an incident of this kind
woul d take pl ace.

2. Does the Honor Code and System inpose a realistic and
reasonabl e set of standards?

The Honor Code establishes a set of standards for integrity and
sel f-discipline that should be the constant objective of every honorable
person. It is the belief of many cadets that they can adhere and are in
fact adhering to the Honor Code. In contrast, the Honor System as
presently interpreted and admnistered, is neither realistic nor
reasonabl e.

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

or do cadets adhere to it nerely because of the consequences

of a violation?

It is inpossible to answer the question as to all cadets. Sonme
cadets do adhere to the Code because they genuinely accept it. Some do so
because they fear the consequences of a violation. Some conply for a
conbi nation of these reasons. O her cadets, at least until the EE 304
incident, neither conplied fully with the Code nor believed that the

System gave them any real cause to fear the consequences of a violation.

4. Are high standards of nmoral and ethical conduct
enphasi zed in all aspects of cadet |ife?

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

not appropriately enphasi zed.
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5. Are the pressures on cadets generated by the
academc, athletic, and mlitary training at the Acadeny
realistic and do they contribute effectively to the m ssion
of the Acadeny?

The conbi nation of academ c study, athletics, and mlitary training
(including cadet chain of conmand duties) at the Acadeny inposes
unrealistically heavy pressures on many cadets. There is at present no
effective neans of establishing priorities anong the departnents
conpeting for cadet tinmne.

6. |Is the ethical base adequately provided for cadets to
devel op a strong sense of integrity, exclusive of the Honor
Code and Systenf
No.

7. Does the institution in its structure, its policies
and doctrine, and in its operation appropriately support the
Cadet Honor Code and Systenf?

No. The Honor Code belongs to every person who val ues persona

integrity. The entire institution nust take a strong role in the

devel opnent of the honor concept, the inplenentation of Honor System

pr ocedures, and the ultimte review of the exercise of cadet
responsibilities. Recent history denonstrates that, in some respects,
the Acadeny by its structure, poli ci es, and doctrine has not

appropriately supported the Honor Code and System

8. |Is there sufficient enphasis and effectiveness in
formal instruction on honor matters at the Acadeny?

No. Honor instruction to the extent it exists has been al npbst
totally handl ed by the Cadet Honor Conmittee. There nust be instruction
in ethics introduced into the core curriculum to provide a base for

continuing instruction in honor matters.
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\Y,

RECOMVENDATI ONS

A. Cadets involved in EE 304

The Commi ssion has considered its primary responsibility to fornulate
recomendati ons concerning the institutional deficiencies it has found to
exi st. Unli ke many other advisory bodies, however, this Comm ssion has
undertaken its work during the very crisis studied. It has thus been
i npossible to ignore the nost fundanmental question raised by this entire
mat t er - - what nust be done with respect to the cadets involved in EE 304.

At the outset, we enphasize our strong support for the Secretary of
the Arnmy's August 23, 1976 policy to allow readm ssion of separated
cadets. In recognizing the extraordinary nature of the situation, the
Secretary, we believe, acted w sely and conpassionately. The cadets did
cheat, but were not solely at fault. Their culpability nust be viewed
agai nst the unrestrained growh of the "cool -on-honor" subculture at the
Acadeny, the w despread violations of the Honor Code, the gross
i nadequacies in the Honor System the failure of the Acadeny to act
decisively with respect to known honor problens, and the other Acadeny
shortcom ngs. The Secretary's action did not condone cheating; rather, it
recogni zed that, in light of the grave institutional responsibility, the
i nplicated cadets should be given another opportunity to neet the ideals
of the Honor Code.

The tinme has conme to end this unfortunate episode. The Acadeny must
recognize that it is not treating a disease that can be cured sinply by
i sol ating those who have been infected. The Acadeny nust now acknow edge
the causes of the breakdown and devote its full energies to rebuilding an
i nproved and strengthened institution. W see nothing to be gained by
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with the divisive and unrealistic attenpt to purge all who have viol ated
an Honor Code that is perceived in widely differing ways. Wat is needed
are reformand regeneration, not retribution.
Under these circunstances, we nust recommend, as to those cadets
inplicated in connection with the EE 304 incident, that:
1. All  such cadets who left the Acadeny should be
allowed to return to the Acadeny as soon as possi bl e;
2. All such cadets presently at the Acadeny, whose
separati ons have not yet been effected, should be allowed to

remai n at the Acadeny; and

3. Al l i nvestigations of such cadets based upon
allegations in the affidavits should cease.

We stress that the inplicated cadets came from a cross section of
the Corps; indeed, sonme had been |eaders of their class. We do not
believe that the single act of collaborating on the EE 304 exam nation
makes these cadets unworthy of beconming Wst Point graduates. The
Superintendent, speaking to a group of these cadets on August 28, 1976,
expressed our feeling:

"[1]f one has been found to have viol ated the Honor Code,
in this case by cheating on EE 304, | think that was the

wrong decision that the individual made; | think that
under the ternms of the Honor Code it can be called a
di shonorable act; but as | |ook at those of you whom I
know, | do not think that that one error in itself neans

that you are a dishonorable nman--not at all."

Mor eover, punishnment or continued punishment of these persons can no
| onger be justified know ng, as we do now, that a substantial nunber of
even nore cul pable cadets have gone undetected or unpunished. As one
menmber of the Cadet Honor Conmittee perceptively remarked, if the
separ at ed
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cadets are to be "branded," they ought to be branded only as "the ones
who got caught.”

We recogni ze that sone of the inplicated cadets undoubtedly deserved
to have been expelled |ong ago. The Acadeny, however, has not, in its
procedures, distingui shed between such cadets and other highly notivated
young nen who becane entangled in this affair. Failure to do justice to
sone should not be allowed to preclude nercy to others. Al of the
cadets should have a final opportunity to prove that they are indeed
honorabl e or, conversely for sone, to prove that they are not.

B. The Honor Code and System

Wth respect to the Honor Code and System the Commi ssion nakes the

fol |l owi ng recomendati ons:

1. The Honor Code should be retained in its present
form A cadet will not lie, cheat, or steal, nor tolerate
t hose who do."

2. The nontoleration clause should be retained
However, a cadet should have options in addition to reporting
an honor violation. A cadet who perceives a violation nust
counsel, warn, or report the violator. Some action is
requi red, as distinguished fromtacit acqui escence.

3. Sanctions other than dism ssal should be authorized
for violations of the Honor Code. The Cadet Honor Comm ttee
and reviewing authorities should be authorized to consider
the facts and circunstances of each case to determ ne an
appropriate penalty. Any recomrendati on |ess than separation
should be fully justified. Cadets who are separated should
not be required to serve on active duty as a result of their
separation

4. All  officers and cadets at the Acadeny nust
understand the fundanentals which underlie the inportance of
t he Honor Code and the health of the Honor System

a. The Honor Code nust be viewed as a goal toward which
every honorabl e person aspires, and not as a m ni mrum st andard
of behavior for cadets alone. Furthernore, its proscriptions
do not enconpass all fornms of dishonorable conduct; the test
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of whether conduct is honorable or dishonorable does not
depend solely upon whether it is proscribed by the Honor
Code.

b. The Honor Code nust not be extended beyond its
i ntended purpose of insuring that only honorable individuals
becone Acadeny graduates. Nor should it be exploited as a

means of enforcing regul ations.

C. The Honor Code and Honor System nust be considered
the joint responsibility of all cadets and all officers at
t he Acadeny. It nust be understood that the Superintendent
has the responsibility of reviewing and, if necessary,
reversing cadet honor determ nations. No one "owns" the
Honor Code. Everyone nust work to insure the effectiveness
of the Honor System

5. The Acadeny should seek ways to insure that the above
fundanmentals work on a continuing basis. As a mninum the
fol l owi ng shoul d be acconpli shed:

a. There nust be academic instruction which provides an

intellectual base for character devel opnent. All cadets
should be required, early in their careers at Wst Point, to
begin formal ethics study. This study, which nust be part

of the core curriculum should include those ethical problens
likely to be faced by a mlitary officer. Ethics should be
stressed throughout the entire curriculum and by all
constituencies at West Point: Academc, Tactical, Athletic,
and Adm nistrative.

b. The content of honor instruction must enphasize the
spirit of the Honor Code. A "cook book" approach makes the
Code equival ent to anot her regul ation.

C. The nmethod of honor instruction and the environnent
in which it is conducted nust be inproved.

d. There nust be greater participation by all cadets and
officers in the operation of the Honor System Cadet rank
shoul d not be awarded for Honor Comm ttee service.

e. The Superintendent's Honor Review Comm ttee should be
continued, but its menmbership should include cadets and
alumi. The Conmittee should neet at |east annually with the
m ssion  of guarding the Honor Code agai nst m suse,
m sinterpretation, and inconsistent interpretation. The
Committee should have the ultinmate power to interpret the
Honor Code.

f. An officer should be appointed to advise the Cadet
Honor Committee and the Superintendent's Honor Review
Committee. This officer should report to the Academ c Board
(and not the
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Commandant al one) concerning all honor matters. Continuity
is required in this position.

C. The Environnent of West Point

Wth respect to the environment of the Acadeny, the Comm ssion makes

the foll ow ng recommendati ons:

1. A permanent and independent advisory board should be
established to provide the continuing assistance that nopst
institutions of higher education receive fromtheir boards of
trustees. Such a board, established by the Secretary of the
Arny, should (1) be non-political; (2) include nenmbers who
recogni ze the proper mssion of the Acadeny; (3) convene
often enough to insure current know edge of the institution;
and (4) report to the Secretary of the Arny its observations
and reconmendati ons.

2. The West Point mssion statenment should be revised to
i nsure that everyone understands the inportance of education
in the mssion of the Acadeny. The acquisition of a quality
coll ege education within a mlitary environment nmnust have
first call during the academ c year on the time and energies
of a cadet. Everyone nust understand that this is the primry
m ssion of the Acadeny from Septenber to June. MIlitary
training should be concentrated in the sumrer nonths.

3. The Superintendent should have responsibility for all
aspects of the internal admnistration of the Acadeny,
i ncl uding resol ving the conpeting demands made by subordi nate

authorities upon individual cadets. Hi s sel ection should be
based wupon his interest in education and a denonstrated
ability to provide educational and mlitary | eadership. He

should be assigned to the Acadeny for a mnimm of 5 years
and should be consulted as to the selection and |ength of
service of the Commandant of Cadets and Dean of the Academ c
Boar d.

4. Per mmnent professors should serve on active duty for
no nmore than 30 years, unless requested to continue on a term
basis by the Superintendent wth the approval of the
Secretary of the Arny.

5. The Professor of Physical Education should be a nenber
of the Academ c Board.

6. The Ofice of Mlitary Leadership, a departnent
concerned in large part with providing academi c instruction
i n behavioral sciences, should be transferred to the Academ c
Departnment. The Director of that Ofice should be a nenber of
t he Academ c Board.
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outside viewpoints to the Acadeny, e.g., visiting professors
to and fromthe Acadeny.

8. The Academy nust reaffirm the role of the tactical
officer as a company comrander and ensure that this role is
uni formy adhered to throughout the Tactical Departnent.

9. Tactical officers should be selected fromofficers who
have completed Conmmand and General St af f Col l ege or
equi val ent educati on.

10. The Leadership Evaluation System should be reviewed
to determine whether it is a constructive force in the
cadets' | eadership devel opnent.

D. Mlitary Defense Counse

W are disturbed by allegations that several mlitary defense
counsel suffered harassnment and injury to their Arny careers because of
t heir vigorous defense of cadets. |Inasnuch as the Secretary of the Arny
had commenced an investigation into these charges, we did not review
these all egations in depth.

The defense function places counsel in an adversary relationship with
West Point--the institution that seeks to discipline or otherw se punish
his client. This adversary relationship is too often viewed as an act of
di sl oyalty. A cadet client should feel secure that the |egal defense
presented is in no way conpromsed by the lawer's fear of adverse

per sonnel acti ons.

The present system of having the sane officer teach law and act as
defense counsel places himin the difficult position of attacking the
basic policies of the institution to which he owes allegiance in his role
as a faculty nenber. As a partial solution the Conmm ssion makes the

fol |l owi ng recomendati ons:

22



1. Judge Advocates who defend cadets should have no
teachi ng duti es.

2. Mlitary | eadership courses should include exam nation

of the role of the |awer as an advisor to the commander and
the role of defense counsel in the justice system
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PART TWO

DI SCUSSI ON



THE EE 304 CHEATI NG | NCI DENT

On March 3 and 4, 1976, the Electrical Engineering 304 instructors
gave 823 second classnen a take-honme conputer exam nation which was worth
approxi mately 5 percent of their senester grade. The only second cl assnen
not given this exam were those cadets in the top academ c sections of EE

304. The instructions which acconpani ed the exam nation were clear:

"There will be no collaboration on Part | of this problem
(Part 11 will be done as a team project and appropriate
col l aboration instructions will be issued with Part 11).
Upon issuance of this problemthere will be no discussion
of the problem wth anyone except Depart nment of
El ectrical Engineering instructors ...."(Enphasis in
original)

When the EE 304 papers were returned on March 17 and 18, 1976, one cadet
wote on his examthat he had, in violation of the instructions, received
assi st ance. Simlarities were then detected in other exam papers and,
consequently, the head of the Electrical Engineering Departnent ordered
that all papers be conpared by cadet conpany.

On April 4, 1976, the Electrical Engineering Departnent forwarded to
the Cadet Honor Conmittee the nanes of 117 cadets believed to have
col | aborated on the assignnent. Cadet Honor Boards were convened, and by
April 21, 50 cadets were found gquilty ("found") of either giving or
recei ving assistance; 2 others resigned w thout appearing before Honor
Boar ds. On May 3, 1976, 10 mlitary defense counsel representing the
accused cadets wote the Secretary of the Army, advising him that
cheating at the Acadeny was "w despread;" that "upwards of 300 menbers of
the Class of 1977" had cheated in EE 304; and that the Cadet Honor

Committee "not only acted arbitrarily and inproperly in some cases but

that certain of its nenbers
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affirmatively conspired and acted to conceal and cover up violations of
t he Cadet Honor Code."

On May 23, 1976, the Superintendent appointed the internal Review
Panel (IRP) to "... investigate and examne all relevant evidence of
violations of the Cadet Honor Code and other [USMA] regulations...
arising from the EE 304 Conputer Problem.." and to "...recomend for
referral to Boards of O ficers all cases for which [it] determ nes that

there is probable cause of a violation." The Superintendent, in an August
26, 1976 letter to Acadeny staff and faculty, explained his decision to
establish the IRP as foll ows:

"[T] he emergence of new |arge nunbers of al | eged

violators in late May and the attendant administrative
requirements necessary to respond to them was

conplicated by additional factors. Final exans were
scheduled from May 17th to May 27th. They were foll owed
by the traditional 'June Wek' activities and the

graduation and comrmissioning of the Cass of 1976,
including one-half of the 88-nenber Honor Conmittee
memnber shi p. At the sane tinme, charges of inproper
i nfluence and the existence of 'tainted nenbers of cadet
honor boards in the initial hearings in April were being
partially substantiated by recorder interviews of accused
cadets and by board wtnesses. There was possible
i nvol verent of Jlarge nunbers of the Cass of 1977,
including an wundeterm ned number of Honor Committee
memnbers. All of these factors argued for creating an
i nvestigative panel, with cadet representation, to
substitute for the Honor Comm ttee, which is not
structured to investigate or process violations of such a
| arge scale.”

The I RP was conprised of 12 officers and 5 cadets and sat in panels of 3.
Each panel, which consisted of 2 field grade officers and 1 cadet, nmade
its own decision on whether a case should be referred to an Oficer
Board. The I RP screened those cases which had been referred to it by a

team of 3 Electrical Engineering instructors. This teamreviewed all 823
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exam nati on papers and forwarded over a quarter of themto the IRP. As a
result of hearings before the IRP and Oficer Boards, additional cases
were screened by the |IRP.

The names of 150 cadets, in addition to the 50 already found by the
Honor Conmittee, were ultimately referred to Oficer Boards by the |IRP.
Ei ghteen cadets resigned, and 103 were found guilty. Twenty-nine of the
103 cadets had initially been found not guilty by the Cadet Honor
Committee. The cases of all found cadets were reviewed by officials at
t he Acadeny and Departnent of the Arny, including the Superintendent and
Secretary of the Arny.

Acadeny regulations require that any cadet found guilty of an honor
violation be separated from West Point; no other penalties are all owed.
Separated cadets, if they are first or second classnen, may also be
required to serve on active duty as enlisted nen. On August 23, 1976, the
Secretary of the Arny announced a plan whereby any cadet who had cheated
in EE 304 and who resigned from the Acadeny would be eligible for
readm ssion to the Acadeny after 1 year; the requirement of enlisted
service would be waived in each case. As of Decenber 6, 1976, 134 cadets
have resigned under the provisions of this plan; 49 of these cadets
either had not been referred to or had not been found guilty by the
O ficer Boards.

On  Septenber 16, 1976, the Cadet Honor Committee received 159
docunments which had been prepared by cadets inplicated in EE 304 to
denonstrate the scope of the problem These docunents alleged that 259
cadets had cheated in EE 304. Allegations were nade against 72 cadets who
had not previously been investigated as well as 37 who had been found
i nnocent. The affidavits also inplicated several hundred cadets in honor
vi ol ations other than
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those arising out of EE 304; of this group, 191 had already graduated
from West Point. The Honor Conmittee is investigating the charges
agai nst cadets who are currently at West Point.

As of December 6, 1976, 134 cadets have resigned or otherw se been
separated in connection with EE 304. 1In terns of background and
performance at the Acadeny, these cadets canme froma cross section of the
Cor ps. Some conpani es had many inplicated cadets; others had few Al
but 3 of the 36 cadet conpanies had at |east one. In npbst cases, only a
smal | nunmber of individuals worked together--often roommates or friends.
There was, in other words, no w despread organi zed effort to cheat. Sone
of the cadets inplicated 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 Acadeny staff

and faculty:

"Among those cadets involved we have found rmany
i ndi viduals of high quality who remain notivated toward
comm ssioned service in the U S Arny.... [T]hey
continue to be aware of the differences between right
and wong and they remain independent, responsible
young men capable of making hard noral choices. O hers

have exhibited varying degrees of notivation, self-
discipline and commtnent to the principles of integrity
that are essential to a healthy Code."

Many of those involved in the investigation and adjudication of
EE304 charges believe that not all cadets who collaborated or tolerated
col |l aboration were detected or punished. The problens of investigating
and proving cases have | ed sone officers, such as those in the Electrica
Engi neering Departnent, to conclude that approximately 400 cadets

col |l aborated or tolerated in EE 304. They have pointed to the |ack of

proper investigative tools, the difficulties in relying mainly upon exam
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conpari sons, the differing approaches of the various investigative bodies
and O ficer Boards, and the fact that many cadets cleared by one body
were |ater shown to have been involved. As one O ficer Board nenber

advi sed the Superintendent:

"If you or | had conplete and perfect information, now
believe that we would find that several hundred cadets
col | aborated--nmore or less--on the EE 304 problem |If the
names of those tolerating such activity were added, the
number woul d probably increase substantially . . . . [
woul d caution anyone from drawi ng any conclusions from
the nunbers of cases sustained or not sustained by
O ficer Boards. Insufficient evidence should not be
interpreted as innocence."

"I do perceive that, when the Boards have run their
course, they wll have expelled (for all practical
pur poses) sonme cheaters who should have been expelled.
They will have expelled sone fine, honorable young nen
who were basically victinms of circunstances that they did
not have the strength to control. And, the Boards w |l
| eave a large nunber of cadets who are unable to rid
thenselves of their own sense of conplicity. Few,
i ndeed, will be the cadets who can start rebuilding 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 catal ogue as foll ows:
"EE 304 El ectronics Frequency selectivity in comunication
circuits. Characteristics and nodeling of electronic
devi ces. Diode circuits, anplifiers, oscill ators, and
nmodul ati on net hods. Radi o and other electronic systens.
Laboratory exercises reinforce key points.”
A group of cadets gave the follow ng description of progressing through
this required course:
"[EE 304] is a 'nunber crunching' course. All one has to

do is plug values into a calculator and out cones an
answer. The reasoni ng and theory behind the answers
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are not fully understood.... Generally, we are given an
assignnent in one of the departnental texts to read, and
then three questions to do for homework. The questi ons
are of nmedium to easy difficulty, and the tougher ones
can be done by referring to the assignment. The class,
after a | esson assignnent was to be read, is given a quiz
on that reading assignnent. The quiz tests our ability
to put the nunbers in the right equations 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, conpletes the questions on that quiz and
then forgets them Wen a witten partial review or term
end exam cones up he can be found trying to regain the
know edge he Ilearned or supposedly |earned over the
duration of the course. This phenonenon al so happens in
ot her courses...."

As this description suggests, nost cadets considered EE 304 to be
irrelevant and uninteresting--a course to be suffered through. One
faculty nenmber in the Electrical Engineering Departnent expressed
doubt that any cadet would take the course if it were not required.
The cadets infrequently read text assignnents and gained little
under standing of basic electrical engineering principles. Rat her,
they nenorized what was necessary to get by each class and then
forgot it at the earliest opportunity. According to one nenber of
t he Cadet Honor Conmittee:

"I'f one were to look at all the courses for second class

year, Electrical Engineering would by far have the | owest

rating as far as a worthwhile course. The class as a

whole seenmed to rebel against this course. Very few

peopl e showed any great interest in |learning electrical

engi neering; therefore, one has a class that does not

really care if they learn in electrical engineering or

not . Everyone is just trying to 'get by' wth the

smal | est anmount of effort.”

It is thus not surprising that, as one faculty nenber remarked, "a

majority of second classmen know alnbost nothing about electrical

engineering. And this after a two senmester/seven credit hour course!"
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The EE 304 instructors regularly gave Assigned Study Problens (ASPs)
to be conpl eted outside the class. | ndeed, 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

menber observed:

"Full collaboration has been allowed in the conpletion of
ASPs to the extent that it is not considered di shonorable
to sinmply 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
woul d go to another cadet's room one who usually did the
ASPs, take the cadet's notebook, and copy problens. It
was not infrequently heard that cadets who had worked the
EE 304 problem [on which collaboration was explicitly
prohi bit ed] had also left it in their electrical
engi neering notebook. This was done with full know edge
that other cadets would nost probably be comng to their
roomto get ASPs and woul d then have avail able a solution
to the take-honme problem Testinony usually followed the
pattern 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 PO NT

During the last quarter century there have been repeated incidents of
academ ¢ di shonesty involving significant nunbers of cadets. In 1951 the
Acadeny separated 90 cadets characterized by an Acadeny investigative
board as having been part of an "organized ring or conspiracy" which had
existed for "several years."” A witness before the Conm ssion alleged
that the Acadeny uncovered a cheating incident two years later involving
174 cadets, but separated no one. The Commission did not investigate the
al | egati on.

The 1964 Report of the Superintendent's Honor Review Conmttee,
conposed of 3 Acadeny officers charged with nonitoring the Honor System
refers to "the problens of [ast spring which culmnated 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 guilty may have been detected and
elimnated.” No further details are provided. According to a senior
officer serving at, that time in the Tactical Departnent:

"During nmnmy tenure . . . a serious honor situation
devel oped in the Corps of Cadets that had the appearance
of being extensive and deep rooted. This took place in
the spring of 1963.... As a result some outstanding
youngsters resigned and others, whose feeling for the
Honor System left something to be desired, stayed on and
graduat ed. "
Acadeny figures show that in 1966-67, 19 cadets resigned or were
dism ssed for cheating or toleration of <cheating in Physics and
Chem stry.
In the Wnter of 1972-73, the Cadet Honor Commttee suspected that

possi bly 100 cadets were cheating. By late Wnter, the Committee stil
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had a feeling that cheating existed but, according to an Acadeny
official, that it "had been unable to get hold of it." Twenty cadets
were ultimately separated for cheating in Physics.

The EE 304 episode may be viewed as part of what has becone a
recurring pattern during the preceding 25 years. The incident is even
| ess surprising when one considers the state of honor at West Point
during the past few years. Specifically, violations of the Honor Code,
i ncluding tol eration, have becone increasingly w despread, yet few have
been detected or punished. Disaffection with the Honor System has, for a
variety of reasons, beconme even nore pervasive. It was in this
environnment that 823 second classnen approached their EE304 conputer
exani nati on. Bef ore di scussing the situation, we consider the Acadeny's

awar eness of the general problem

A.  Acadeny Awar eness

At the conpletion of his term the 1969 Honor Chairman wote in the
Cadet Chairman's "Honor Book" that although "great support for the Honor
Code still exists within the Corps,” a "significant nunber of cadets are
"alienated from the Code" and that "many cadets currently feel that the
Honor Code works against themrather than for them"™ The Chairnman of the
1971 Superintendent's Honor Review Commttee advised the Superintendent
t hat 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 elenents
at the Mlitary Acadeny is required to retain what we now
have of the Cadet Honor Code and that a routine
acceptance of this report w thout positive action is not
t he answer."
These comments stand in dramatic contrast to the Honor Review

Committee's reports of the md- end |late 60s, which concluded that the

Honor Code and
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Honor System were "highly regarded, well understood, and strongly
subscribed to by the nenbers 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 incom ng
Superintendent with a report concerning honor at West Point. The report,

whi ch had been prepared for himin 1970, nade the foll owi ng observati ons:

"I believe, based on close contact with mny cadets
during ny assignnent to the faculty, conversations wth
others simlarly assigned at that tinme and since, and
conparison with my own cadet experience only a decade
before, that the Honor Code is in trouble at West Point.

"Recl ai m ng the Honor Code is a form dable task. There no
doubt are in the Corps of Cadets (extrapolating from ny
faculty experience) a nunber of cadets who have viol ated
the Honor Code and who have gotten away with it and know
that they have. Some menbers of the Honor Commttee
share this know edge. Cadets in general are aware of
falling short of the cherished ideal in this area. The
starting point for any inprovenent would have to be a
nmut ual recognition on the part of cadets and faculty that
a problemexists.”

Partially in response to this strong warning, the new Superintendent
established, in October 1974, a joint officer-cadet "Special Study G oup
on Honor at West Point" with the mssion to "exam ne and chall enge all
tenets and facets of the Honor Code and System and to consider nothing
sacrosanct or above question.” On May 23, 1975, the Study G oup issued a
report which contai ned a nunber of concl usions:

-- The "Honor Code is a clear and sinple statenent of an
unattainable |evel of human behavior." It "is a goal
suitable for the entire professional life of a mlitary
man and is a goal to which he should aspire in the

chal | engi ng environnments outside the
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Acadeny as well as in the training period of his
cadet ship. "

-- The nont ol erati on cl ause makes t he Honor Code
"phil osophically hard to digest by American society in
general and, to a degree, by the Arny Oficer Corps."

-- "[O]perational interpretations of the Honor Code vary
widely and are nodified frequently w thout the benefit of
any regul ari zed process...."

-- The Honor System has "relied on nystique to cloak the
very many issues and difficult judgnments involved in
prescribing and enforcing a system of ethics.”

-- The "inflexible application" of the single sanction of
separation "in conjunction with an idealistic code is
certain to place considerable strain on a human system”

-- "The drift ... toward an increasing |list of specifics..
tends to obscure the spirit of the Code and exacerbate
the conflict that cadets conjure up between honor and
regul ations.”

The Study Goup prepared and adm nistered a survey to all cadets and
of ficers 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 is
uni formy adhered to throughout the Corps.
-- 60 percent of the cadets and 61 percent of the officers
agree that adherence to the spirit of the Honor Code is

deteriorating.

-- 39 percent of the cadets and 24 percent of the officers
do not believe the Honor Systemis fair and just.

-- 26 percent of the cadets do not believe that the Honor
System is effective in acconplishing its mssion of
inparting to cadets a sense of personal honor; an
addi ti onal 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 officers
do not believe that the Honor Code is realistically
interpreted by the Corps.

-- 76 percent of the cadets believe that the Honor Code is
used to enforce regul ati ons.

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

-- 45 percent of the cadets want toleration renmoved as an
honor vi ol ation.

Approxi mately 2 weeks after the Study Goup's report was issued, the 1975
Cadet Honor Commttee Chairman, a menber of the Study G oup, wote the
following to his successor:
"This past year has been very difficult. The Honor
System is in transition, and has cone very close to
falling altogether. Although we may perhaps have
arrested the dem se of the System there is still a great
deal nmore to be done to restore a healthy one.”

The adrnonitions of several individuals charged with nonitoring the
System the menorandum provided the incom ng Superintendent in 1974, and
the Study Goup's report and survey results revealed w despread
di saffection with the Honor System The Study Goup's report was
forwarded by the Superintendent to the Academ c Board and the Cadet Honor

Committee as a "working docunent."”

B. Nat ure and Extent of Honor Viol ations

As the Study Goup's survey suggests, violations of the Honor Code,

i ncl uding tol eration, have not been unconmon.
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1. "A Cadet WII Not Lie, Cheat, or Steal . . .”

The Acadeny's Special Assistant to the Commandant for Honor

interviewed many of the cadets separated in connection
an August 20, 1976 nenorandum he descri bed some of the

whi ch they said had occurred during recent years:

"Cadets have participated in violations of the

with EE 304. I'n

honor viol ati ons

Honor Code

by exchanging information during the time break between
class hours. This information has been passed openly
between reginments and wusually always in hallways of
academ ¢ buildings but also possibly at prearranged

meetings in the hostess' office.

"Sonme cadets have established prearranged tines during
written partial reviews (WPRs) and term end exani nations
to neet in the bathroom to exchange answers for an

exam nati on which was in progress.

"One cadet indicated that, in his conpany, an attitude

prevailed which would prevent |ying to another

cadet but

woul d support lying to nenbers of the Staff and Faculty
because the latter is viewed as 'beating the system

"Marking of the absence card and signature in departure

books is viewed as a portion of the Honor Code

frequently

violated. Many of the cadets | interviewed consider this
to be a matter of regulations as opposed to making any

type of official statenent.

"Cadets in <charge of quarters and room

i nspection

frequently, in a few conpanies, gave oral and signed

fal se reports. Additionally, cadets in

charge of

gquarters often mark absence cards for cadets they know to

be on an unaut hori zed absence."

Two officer menbers  of the Internal Revi ew Panel made simlar

observati ons:

"Information given both to IRP and Law Depart nent
indicates that there have been w despread

per sonnel
vi ol ati ons

involving lying, stealing, and toleration. For exanple, it
is apparently not uncommon for cadets to mark their cards

i ndi cati ng an authori zed absence
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will

and then deliberately go off limts. Ohers allegedly lie
to help friends. This appears to be nmpbst common at honor
i nvesti gati ons, honor heari ngs, and O ficer Boar ds.
There are

cal cul ators,

from the
activities such as the parachute club. Reference books
are apparently either stolen from or deliberately hidden

in

libraries

cl assmat es.

al | egati ons
ratings,

m susi ng
absent ees,

etc.

Finally,

also allegations of stealing to include
stereo equi pnent and books, plus itenms taken
Cadet St or e, PX, Book Store, and cadet

in order to gain wunfair advantage over
Beyond these, there are a wvariety of

about cadets deliberately manipulating LES
revealing confidential times for inspections,
credit cards, conveniently over | ooki ng
m scounting repetitions on PT tests, etc.,

there is the alnpst certain presence of

wi despread toleration of all of the above."

* * *

"...[T]estinony before the IRP indicates that cadet
cheating on the EE 304 problemis only a small corner of

the total

problem .. [C]lheating on a |large scal e has gone

on before in previous classes and... includes:

1.

2.
cadet s,

G oup col | aboration/discussion of case studies.

Efforts by cadets to pass on to 'second-hour'

and WPRs,

cadet s,

3

célcm
wor k of
the edge of

questions that were asked on 'first-hour' wits
and simlar efforts to pass to 'second-day’
guestions asked on 'first-day' wits and WPRs.

Cheating on in-class graded work by passing
ators containing answers, |ooking at the conpleted
others which is conveniently |eft hanging over

a desk, passing answers in latrines, and

using crib sheets.

4. Lyi ng under oath by cadets testifying before Cadet
Honor Boards, O ficer Boards, and the |IRP

5. Fixing of Cadet Honor Boards by having a cadet sit on
the Board who will vote 'not guilty,' in any case.

6. Larceny of club equi pnent.”

The precise extent to which these and other violations have occurred

never

be known.

The observations of many of those officers who sat
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on the IRP or EE 304 O ficer Boards are illumnating. 1In their after

action reports, they wote:

"I believe this recent cheating episode is only the tip
of a nmuch larger, nore conplex iceberg. The diffuse,
unconnected, nonconspiratorial character of the cheating
indicates to nme we happen to have lighted on one
particul ar skel et on in our academ c cl oset.
Statistically, it is unreasonable to assune the Cl ass of
1977 is anonmal ous, an unhappy convergence of reprobates
and bounders. That sinply does not nake sense given our
adm ssi ons procedures. Moreover, | find it difficult to
believe that Fortune guided us to 21 percent of a class
the first and only tine it ever cheated so that we could
purge the miscreants and maintain unsullied the purity of
the institution. If | am correct in so arguing, then
there is sonething nuch nore fundanentally wrong."

* * *

"Cheating was not confined to EE 304 nor to the C ass of
1977. Early indication that this was the case was anply
corroborated in testinmony throughout the sunmer that the
specific incidents inplicating Class of '77 nenbers in
the EE 304 problem were only the first manifestation of
wi despread problens with honor, the Honor Code, and the
Honor System Even though it would be fair to say that
the vast mmjority of the persons called before the
subpanels [of the IRP] perjured thenselves regarding the
EE 304 matter and other related incidents, sufficient
evidence was forthcomng that there were wde scale
i nci dents invol ving academi c cheating in other courses at
other tines."

"I am convinced that the cheating which took place on the
EE 304 conputer problemis nmuch nore w despread than nost
people would like to believe. By this mean, | believe
that cheating has taken place long before the EE 304
probl em was given out. Cheating, to certain degrees, has
beconre a way of |ife and cadets aren't sure what is
cheating and what is not. O those who have not cheated
or collaborated, many (I would say nobst) have tolerated
this situation.... I now wonder if there is a single
cadet at USMA now who could say he had not in any way
br oken the Honor Code."
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"Although a large portion of the Cass of 1977 is
currently facing dismssal for cheating, there is no
reason to assunme that this is the only time menbers of
this class have cheated on a large scale nor to assune
that there have not been cases of conparable size in this
cl ass and cl asses previously and presently here.”

* * *

"The Class of 1977 is not unique. The isolated yet
wi despread nature of cheating on the EE probl em suggests
that collaboration and toleration are comon at West

Poi nt . This condition seens to be the result of a |ong
term erosion of the Honor Code. Undoubt edl v, ot her
cl asses have been, and still are involved in cheating on

a scale at least equal to '77. The Honor Code and System
seem to have becone a part of a ganme. Cadets are not
concerned with being honorable. Some are concerned with
finding ways to get away with as nuch as possible while
staying within the bounds of the letter of the Code as
they interpret it. O hers sinply are concerned with not
getting caught.”

"It appears to ne that this situation indicates that
| arge nunbers of cadets either did not accept the Honor
Code or did not consider collaboration on acadenic
exercises to be a violation of '"their code'."

* * *

"Testinony given before nmy IRP convinced ne that we are
seeing only the tip of the cheating iceberg by |ooking at

the EE 304 exercise. It is totally illogical to assune
that this was the first time that the majority of these
cadets engaged in unauthorized collaboration. It s
equally illogical to assume that the Class of 1977 is the
only class involved in such activities . . 1 am

convinced that nmany cadets, both in the Cass of 1977 and
in other classes, had been cheating prior to the EE 304
i nci dent . This was not a spontaneous capitulation to
pressure; rather it is a disease which has spread and is
only now being diagnosed. The attitudes and perceptions
i nfl uenced by major events over the past three years my
have been exacer bat ed by a variety of ot her
ci rcunstances, some of them peculiar to EE 304."
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"At no time did | get the inpression that the EE 304
problem created a unique situation. It may have
i nvol ved cadets who had previously remained aloof from
- or even unaware of--other wunauthorized group efforts;
but, it seens apparent that <collaboration was not
uncommon or unusual anong certain cadets. Nor Sir, am I
any longer inclined to think that the problem was

confined to the Class of '77.... [Plrior to serving on
an O ficer Board | was personally convinced that reports
of w despread cheating were little nore than legally

useful propaganda, perpetrated by clever defense | awers.
I no |l onger believe that to be the case.”

One officer, in his termnation of tour report, simlarly wote:

"[1]t can be factually stated that the current problem
did not just happen. From know edge gai ned over the past
three years, it was entirely predictable. Nor is the
current problem confined to reported proportions wthin
the Class of 1977, or to that particular class. There
exists concrete evidence that it is very nmuch nore
wi despread.... The Honor Systemis not alive and well at
West Point. In truth it is very sick . . .The dism ssal
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 is
wi despread 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 |ie,
cheat, or steal. Al though the toleration clause was not added to the

Code until 1970, toleration has, according to the Study G oup on Honor,
been considered an honor violation at |east since the turn of the
century. Cadets who tolerate are, as explained In the Honor Conmttee's
orientation booklet, perpetrating "as serious an offense as they would
if they thenselves were the violators." Al t hough the Code proscribes
toleration, it does not delineate the type of conduct which constitutes

toleration or nontol eration.
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The Honor Conmittee, however, has interpreted nontoleration as the
"willful failure to report” an "observed or known" honor violation.
Cadets are thus required to report thenselves, as well as fellow cadets.
The cadets' responsibility has been further defined by the Honor

Committee in its honor orientation booklet:

"If you observe a situation in which you believe that an
honor violation mght have occurred, you are encouraged
to confront the individual you suspect. Your discussion
with the cadet should clearly point out how you believe
an honor violation has occurred and provide the suspected
cadet an opportunity to expl ain t he si tuation.
Situations will arise often which immedi ately may appear
to be a violation of the Honor Code, but after hearing
the facts of what actually occurred or what was intended
by the other cadet, you may be convinced that a violation
did not occur. If you remain convinced that a violation
did occur, you should encourage the other cadet to report
it to your Conpany Honor Representative. You, in turn,
must report the suspected violation to your Conpany Honor
Representative who wll ensure that the violation is
i nvesti gat ed fol |l owi ng Honor Committee pr ocedur es
described elsewhere in this Dbooklet. After the
investigation is conpleted, you wll be infornmed
personally of the outcone of the investigation. The key
point to renenber is that you nust be conpletely
convinced that an honor violation did not occur or you
must report the circunstances to the Cadet Honor
Representative." (Enphasis added)

As this makes clear, the cadet who observes or becones aware of a
possi ble honor violation has no alternative except to report the
of fender. Nontol eration cannot be expressed by, for exanple, confronting
the violator, counseling him or warning him Nothing has been entrusted
to the responsi ble judgnment of the cadet.

The Honor Committee has explained, also in the orientation booklet,
the inportance of the nontoleration clause:

"The Honor Code is a training vehicle to ingrain in the
cadet the fundamental basis for a code of
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prof essional ethics. Any Armmy officer is expected to put
loyalty to organization and country above loyalty to
famly, friends, or even to self-interest. The
efficiency of our Arny, soldiers' lives, and even our
nati onal security depend upon it. The cadet nust |earn
that the requirements of the service and Corps of Cadets
transcend loyalty that one feels for fellow cadets.
Requiring the cadet to report honor violations is a major
element in this indoctrination. The only way the Honor
Code can work 1is if it is policed by the cadets
t hensel ves. When each cadet knows that every other cadet
is responsible for reporting violations, it strengthens

cadet resolve to report violations. It provides a
feeling of confidence that the system is being nonitored
continuously by those who are responsible for its
operation.”

However, as noted by the Study G oup on Honor, the nontol eration clause
has been considered "philosophically hard to digest by Anerican society
in general and, to a degree, by the Arny Oficer Corps.” I ndeed, one
former Commandant of Cadets advi sed the Conm ssion that the clause should
be elimnated, explaining, "it seens to signify that cadets will spy on
each other |ike a 'Gestapo.' This should not be." Many cadets have

sim | ar problens:

"The subject of turning in someone on a violation is very

sensitive. Al of the cadets | have net that have
expressed their views conplain that it is very hard to
turn in a friend. Part of this conmes from being taught

as a youngster not to tell on your friends so as to help
them out when they make a mistake. Comng to West Point
one is asked to do just the opposite by the Honor Code.
If this is good or not is another question. Thi s does
however put pressure on a cadet. He has to decide to
either go along with what he has been taught and violate
the Honor Code or he has to go against what for eighteen
years has been told and abide by the Honor Code. For a
few cadets this is a hard decision to nmake."

* * *

"l have found that npst of the cadets to whom | have
spoken feel that to lie, cheat, or steal is wong and
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t hat t hey are able to accept that portion of the

[Honor] Code. The 'toleration clause,' however, evokes
m xed feelings. Although it is generally accepted that
the 'toleration clause' is essential to the enforcenent
of the Code, cadets still find it difficult to accept

Having conme from a society which teaches that to "tell on
soneone' or to 'fink on soneone' is wong, and then

having been told constantly during the first weeks at
West Point to work together, and to cover for each other,
cadets find it hard to accept the 'toleration clause.'
It seens to run contrary to all that they have previously
been taught.”

"Just about everyone whom | spoke to agreed that it is
reasonable to expect a cadet to not lie, cheat, or steal.
However, several cadets questioned the reasonabl eness of
the toleration clause. Throughout a person's life,
society dictates that a person does not 'squeal' on his
buddy for mnor offenses such as |ying. West Point is
one of the few places in nmobdern society which not only
| ooks favorably wupon reporting a friend for lying, it
demands it."

The reluctance many cadets feel about taking action which they
consi der tantamount to "finking" or "tattling” is intensified by having a
si ngl e sancti on. Reporting a fellow cadet is even nore difficult if an
accuser knows that the only penalty is separation and, in certain cases,
mandatory enlisted service. These feelings are apparently shared by a
nurmber of cadets, for toleration at the Acadeny has becone a serious
problem In 1972 the Superintendent's Honor Review Conmttee wote:

"The Conmmttee is convinced that toleration 1is the
greatest single threat to the current health of the Honor
Syst em Alnost all cadets interviewed agree that 'no
toleration'" is not conpletely supported by the Corps.
Several cadets stated that toleration is w despread. At
| east two cadets stated that wtnesses who testified
agai nst other cadets at Honor Conmttee Hearings were

subsequently harassed and subjected to pressure by fellow
cadets because of their testinony.

43



The Committee believes this problem deserves the urgent
attention of the new Honor Cormittee."

In 1973, the Superintendent's Honor Review Commttee stated that
the "problem of toleration remains a serious threat to continued health
and viability of the Honor Code." And in 1974 the Commttee remarked
again that "toleration is one of the biggest problenms.” Simlar remarks
made by nenbers of the IRP and Officer Boards in 1976 have already been
guot ed.

Not wi t hstandi ng w despread toleration, very few cadets have been
found guilty of toleration. During the 10 years preceding the EE 304
incident, only 2 cadets were found solely for this offense; 5 others were
found in 1 year for toleration and other offenses. Convictions for
tolerating violations thus accounted for |ess than 2 percent of the total
convi ctions.

C. Disaffection with the Honor System

The state of honor at West Point is directly related to the viability
of the Honor System the nmeans by which the Honor Code is taught,
enforced, and supervi sed. "[T]o have a strong Code," testified the 1976
Honor Chairman, "there nust be a strong system behind it...." As the
nature and extent of honor violations suggest, the Honor System has not
been "alive and well." Cadet disaffection with the System has been the
product of many factors, including the failure to detect or punish scores
of honor violations, the rigid and narrow interpretation of the
nontoleration clause, and the single sanction of separation (when
conmbined, in some cases, wth mandatory enlisted service). Ot her
factors have also increased cadet cynicism toward and estrangenent from
the Honor System The Cadet Honor Conmmittee itself, interference with
"cadet ownershi p" of the Honor Code, the nature and nethod of honor and
ethics instruction, the application of

44



the Code and the fairness of the Systemare the nost significant of these
factors.

1. Cadet Honor Committee

The Cadet Honor Comm ttee, formally recognized in 1921, is
responsi ble for the "supervision and adm nistration of the Cadet Honor
Code and Honor System" The Commttee consists of 1 first classman
el ected from each conpany (Honor Representatives), 4 Reginental Honor
Representatives, a Secretary, 2 Vice Chairnmen, and a Chairnman. Each
conpany also elects one second classman every tall as an apprentice.
When the Conmittee was first established, the position of the Chairnman of
the Honor Committee was, according to the Acadeny's 1921-22 Bugle Notes
(newspaper), automatically filled by the senior class president.
Furthernore, all of the upper classes were represented on the Cormittee.

The Acadeny's 1937 Howitzer (yearbook) described the Commttee as
"not a |aw making body, not a court to try [offenders];"” the Commttee
"functions only as an advisory and instructive council." However, after
tracing the history of the Conmttee, the 1968 Honor Chairnman w ote:

"The Conmmandant of Cadets theoretically still has
ultimate responsibility for actions and decisions of the
Honor Conmittee, but in practice the Honor Commttee has
progressed fromthe position of advisor to that of al nost
sole responsibility and power in the admnistration of
t he Honor System ™
Because of the role of the Commttee, cadet attitudes toward the System
depend in part upon cadet perceptions of the Conmttee.
By the Spring of 1976 many cadets had |ost confidence in the Cadet

Honor Conmittee. As one faculty nenmber who sat on the IRP remarked, "it

is the strong perception of the Corps that its Honor Cormittee is
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undeserving of confidence." This conclusion is consistent with the Study
G oup's survey which revealed that only 41 percent of the Corps believed
the Cadet Honor Committee accurately reflected the Corps' attitude about
t he Honor System

The Cadet Honor Committee constitutes only 2 percent of the Corps. A
few representatives are usually considered overly zeal ous--the "guys with
the black hoods" in the cadets' vernacul ar. One group of cadets not
inplicated in EE 304 advised the Comm ssion that the Cadet Honor
Committee "placed thensel ves upon a pedestal above the rest of the Corps
of Cadets, resulting in a 'holier than thou' attitude anong sone of them
and perhaps a loss of reality for others.”

Many cadets, with good cause, believe that sonme nenbers of the Honor
Committee were corrupt. The cadet who gave the Class of 1977 its honor
orientation was hinself inplicated in an honor charge. Based upon nedi cal
advi ce, the Acadeny chose not to pursue this charge and allowed himto
graduate without a commi ssion. As one cadet remarked, "I feel that [ny]
class [1977] saw the case as a big cover up and lost a lot of faith in

[

the system at that point." Affidavits executed in connection with the EE
304 episode contain allegations against 23 cadets on the Honor Conmmttee.
The Superintendent, in setting forth his several reasons for the creation
of the IRP, expl ained:

"[Cl harges of inproper influence and the existence of
‘"tainted" menbers of cadet honor boards in the initial

hearings in April were being partially substantiated by
recorder interviews of accused cadets and by board
W t nesses. There was possible involvenent of |I|arge

nunmbers of the Cass of 1977, including an undeterm ned
nunber of Honor Conmm ttee nenbers.”
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As of Decenber 6, 1976, O ficer Boards have found 4 Honor Representatives
in connection with EE 304; 1 other resigned fromthe Acadeny while under

i nvestigation.
The Special Assistant to the Commandant for Honor in an August 20,

1976 nenor andum further noted:

"For a nunber of years it has been customary for sone
conpanies (probably at least three) to elect honor
representatives who take a Iliberal view toward the
interpretation of the Honor Code. In at |east one
conpany, a group of cadets conbined to canpaign for and
were successful in electing an honor representative who
openly and blatantly participated in and tolerated

violations of the Honor Code. He also attenpted to
assist his friends should they appear before an Honor
Board. "

Simlar coments were nmade by officers who had served on the IRP

"It is not at all uncommpn to have a conpany elect a
representative who the other nenbers know will act to
keep the company out of trouble, one who is indifferent
to the Honor System or one who has been involved in
various violations prior to his election. This certainly
does not apply to all representatives, but the condition
is wdespread enough as to cast serious doubt on the
wor kability of the system as presently constituted.”

"Many cadets claim that the entire Honor System has | ost
credibility due to inproprieties on the part of nenbers
of the Honor Committee. Some cadets were apparently
elected to that body on the basis of a canpaign prom se
to take care of their friends. Ohers, once elected,
apparently circunmvented established procedures to suit
t heir own whins."

"The npst generous interpretation of evidence at hand is
that the process of selection of Honor Representatives
for their probity has been a failure. The current
menmbership of the Honor Committee may include persons
whose philosophy is quite antithetical to the Honor
Code. "
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The perception that the Cadet Honor Conmttee was corrupt derived
further support from the failure of first classnen on the Conmittee to
convict fellow first classmen. During the 10 years preceding EE 304, the
Honor Conmittee, on the average, found only 3 first classnen per year
guilty of honor violations; this represented approximately 8.5 percent of
the total nunber found in all classes. In 1975-76, 16 first classnen
were referred to Honor Boards; only 1 of these cadets was ultimately
found guilty and he by the 1977 Honor Conmittee. This first classnen
"conviction" rate of 6.2 percent stands in dramatic contrast to the 80
percent rate for plebes during this sanme period.

The several 11-1 acquittals also suggested inproprieties. In their
1970 report on honor at West Point, fornmer faculty nenbers advised the
Superintendent that there "have been outright flagrant cases of disregard
for the inperatives of the Code, with guilty cadets absol ved by the Honor
Commi ttee when there was incontrovertible evidence that a violation of
the Honor Code had occurred.” Simlarly, the Cadet Honor Committee's
current Vice Chairman for Investigations recently informed the Corps of
Cadet s:

"There have been cases of board fixing that can be
docunent ed. Not only for the past year but for the past
sever al years. For exanpl e, during the Electrical
Engi neering controversy this past summer, 30 of the 35
cadets were found guilty by Oficer Boards who were
previously found not guilty by the Cadet Honor Conmittee.
Testinmony arising out of the Oficer Boards and the
I nternal Review Panel this sunmer has indicated that nmany
of these were tanpered with at the Honor Conmittee Board
level. One cadet found guilty in the EE 304 controversy
had previously been exonerated by 8 Cadet Honor Boards in
his cadet career. Strong evidence also from the summer

i ndi cates that he was protected by friends an the Honor
Comm ttee."
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Recogni zing the problem the Corps recently replaced the requirenent
or an unani mous vote to convict with a new provision requiring a 10-2
vote. According to the Vice Chairman for Investigations, "In order for
anyone to tanper now with a full board under these systens, at |east
three voting menbers woul d have to be approached.”

Many cadets also believe that the Cadet Honor Committee is part of
the structure that has taken "their Code" away from them As noted by
the Commandant of Cadets in a nenorandum concerning the recent "honor
problem™ the "Honor Conmittee processes were... surrounded with an aura
of secrecy." Furthernore, the Comrittee has in sone instances nade
significant changes in the Honor System w thout the know edge or approval
of the Corps. During a February 1976 speech wurging adoption of
di scretionary sanctions, the 1976 Honor Chairman informed the Corps:

"It may be of interest to you to know that, if you vote
for the Honor Commttee to in sone cases consider
alternatives to resignation, it would not be the first
time that the Honor System functioned in such a manner.
O the many exanmples, | could give you, let's use a
recent one. The Honor Conmittee of the Class of 1972
voted in a discretionary clause w thout the know edge of
the Corps. The C ass of 1973, again w thout the know edge
of the Corps, dropped the procedure.”

Simlarly, wthout the benefit of any regul arized procedure to govern
change in the Honor System the 1976 Cadet Honor Committee unilaterally
adopted a two-thirds requirenent for passage of the discretionary
sanctions referendum Feelings were intensified shortly before EE 304
when a majority, but not the required two-thirds, of the Corps voted to

abolish the single sanction. Recent changes have also been secured

t hrough procedures whi ch have not been approved by the Corps.
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2. Interference Wth "Cadet Oamnership"
The Honor Code derived from the "Code of Honor" of the Oficer Corps
of the late 1700's. According to the Study Goup on Honor, it was

Superi nt endent

Syl vanus Thayer whose "strong convictions in this area are

thought to have elevated the Code to the alnpbst sanctinonious |evel of
respect that it now traditionally occupies in the perception of cadets
and graduates.” The Superintendent in 1907 "decided finally that
cheating should be considered to be in the domain of honor." General

Dougl as MacArt hur

during his Superintendency,

perceived a "deterioration

in the Corps' sense of 'duty, honor, country',” and, in the early 1920s,
"formalized" the Honor System
The Corps and the Honor Conmittee have never had any punitive

aut hority. Honor

of ficer review, including adm nistrative

MIlitary Justice proceedings.

Nevert hel ess, for several years,

Commttee findings of guilt

have al ways been subject to

board acti on and Uni form Code of

cadets have been told and they have

bel i eved that the Code and Systemare "theirs;" the belief that the Corps

"owns" the Code and System has persisted.

t he Associ ati on of G aduates,

In his May 28, 1976 address to

t he Superintendent stated:

"The cadets want full responsibility for the Honor
System That is a healthy attitude. No Superintendent can
run the Honor System No Commandant of Cadets can. No
Dean of Acadeni cs, no Association of G aduates, no

out si de group can run the Honor
Cadets thensel ves can do so."

The Acadeny has often enphasi zed that,

cadets nust expect to be subordinate

However ,
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the conflict between the concept of cadet ownership on the one hand and
the concept of appellate review on the other has not been resol ved.
The concept of cadet ownership can be attributed to several sources.
For many years, Honor Board findings had in fact been final
determ nations. Very few were appeal ed; even fewer were reversed. In a
case where the decision was reversed and the found cadet "returned to the
Corps,"” the "silence" (described below) was available to enforce the
Board's determ nation
Cadet ownership is also related to the lack of officer involvenment in
the Honor System In an August 24, 1976 speech, the Superintendent
not ed:
"Some of ny predecessors and sone of the Commandant's
predecessors have literally told Tactical Oficers and |
guess Superintendents have told Academc Oficers to
remai n al oof of the Honor System because 'that belongs to
the cadets and it's theirs,” and the inplication is
exclusively."
In a recent menorandum the Conmandant of Cadets simlarly noted: "The
staff and faculty were not confortable as active guardians of the spirit
of the Honor Code because they were not adequately briefed."
During the 1970s a series of events occurred which nmade serious
inroads on the concept of cadet ownership. Undoubtedly the nost
significant of these events were the abolition of the "silence" and the

nunmber of reversals of Cadet Honor Conmittee determ nations by Boards of

O ficers and the Superintendent.

a. The End of the Silence

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

Cadet Honor Committee's determnation of guilt, the found cadet was
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"returned to the Corps." Custom required that the silenced cadet |ive
and eat alone and that cadets converse with him only in the course of
official duties. Mst silenced cadets resigned fromthe Acadeny within a
short period. One cadet, however, endured the treatnent for 19 nonths
between 1971 and his graduation and comm ssioning in 1973. Subsequent
public disclosure of this treatnent brought strong demand for the end of
t he sil ence.
The Acadeny, anticipating a court challenge to the silence, prepared
a statenment of its position in the Summer of 1973:
"The present officials at USMA... Dbelieve that if the
"Silence' is outlawed it is tantanount to telling the
cadets that they can no longer aspire to a code" of honor

that is any higher than the Uniform Code of Mlitary
Justice. They believe: 'The Code works only because the

cadets operate it.... Deni al of such authority
inevitably would deny responsibility for the operation of
t he Code. It would also mark the end of the Honor Code

as an effective instrument at USMA. Specifically, the
silence is the ultimte power available to the Corps to
insure its effectiveness.'"
Despite these strong feelings, the Corps, in the Fall of 1973, voted to
abolish the practice. It is a decision that some cadets still blanme on

the courts and the public. Many cadets believe that the abolition of the

silence was the beginning of the loss of "their" Honor Code and System

b. Reversal s of Honor Comm ttee Determ nations

From 1965 to June of 1973, 305 cadets were found guilty by the Cadet
Honor Committee. O those, only 15 chose to exercise their right to go
before Boards of O ficers. The others immediately resigned. O the 15,
only 3 were found not guilty. Thus, In over 99 percent of the cases, the

Honor Committee's initial finding was in fact the final determ nation.
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Commencing in the Fall of 1973, cadets In larger nunbers began to
request de novo hearings before Boards of Oficers. During the academc
year 1973-74, of the 25 cadets found guilty by the Cadet Honor Conmttee,
10 sought review by Oficer Boards. Five were found not guilty. Thus,
in one year the Cadet Honor Conmittee was reversed by Oficer Boards nore
tinmes than it had been in the previous 8 years. This trend continued in
1974-75 when, out of 24 cases in which cadets were found guilty by the
Cadet Honor Conmittee, 14 requested Boards of Oficers, and 7 were found
guilty. Two of those 7 were reversed by the Superintendent. In 1975-76
(excluding EE 304 cases), 14 of 24 found cadets requested Boards of
Oficers. In 4 of those cases, the Cadet Honor Commttee was reversed
Thus, for the first tine in the history of the Honor System |arge
nunmbers of found cadets were being returned to the Corps. Com ng
i mediately after the abolition of silence, the one neans the Corps
believes it had to express disapproval of the returned cadets, this new
pattern has caused great unrest in the Corps. As one group of cadets

expl ained in a menorandum for the Conmm ssion:

"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 Acadeny and
gr aduat e. If this was the case, sonmeone could possibly

figure honor was not as inportant as it was purported to
be. The general attitude about honor and the Code was
rel axed in that cadets would not concern thenselves nuch
with watching out for honor violations or preventing

honor viol ati ons. Cadets of the upperclass at that tine
were not unknown to nmmke jokes about honor and in sone
ways not believe in it. This... was because the Honor

System as far as sonme of the Corps felt, was not doing
what it stated it should do to enforce the Honor Code...
[T]he Corps was being shortchanged because cadets they
felt had violated the Honor Code were still at the
Acadeny. "
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A case in 1975-76 brought this issue into sharp focus. A pl ebe
still in Beast Barracks (sunmer orientation for new cadets), was seen
crying by an upperclassnman. When asked the reason, he told the
upperclassman that his parents had been injured in an autonobile
accident. After the story proved to be false, the plebe was charged with
an honor violation. The Cadet Honor Committee and a Board of Officers

found the cadet guilty.

During the period of these hearings, the cadet was placed in
transi ent barracks and allegedly isolated and m streated by fell ow cadets
and Acadeny officers. The case received national attention in the press.
In early March of 1976, the Superintendent, concluding that the cadet
lacked the requisite intent to deceive, reversed the Cadet Honor
Committee and the Oficer Board' s findings of guilt and ordered the cadet
returned to the Corps. This decision was for many, the final straw
Several menbers of the Corps expressed outrage at these actions, and
there was tal k of physical revenge agai nst the returned cadet. The Cadet
Honor Chairman advi sed the Corps by nenorandum

"We nust renenber, no matter how hard it nay be for sone
of us, that all individuals should be given the respect
due them as human beings and that we have no authority or
right to infringe on their human dignity. W have the
right to choose who we associate with, and who we speak
to; but we do not have the right to take any physical
actions toward others.”

The feelings of the Cadet Honor Conmittee nenbers were so strong that a

nunber of them subm tted resignations:

"As a result of nmoral and ethical considerations, | can
no |longer, in good conscience, serve on the Cadet Honor
Commi ttee. Much t hought has gone into this decision and
it is final."

* * *
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"I fail to understand the Superintendent's reasoning in
overturning the ---- case. | have tried to justify the
Superintendent's decision far quite sone tinme now, but
have been unable to. For these reasons | have decided to
| eave the Conmittee in protest, and do hereby resign ny
position."

* * *

"I feel the decision to reinstate the cadet in question

and the nmanner in which he was reinstated are
i nconpatible with my personal beliefs about the Honor
Code. . .. a. First, it would nmean | nust officially
accept as a cadet in good standing a person who, has
violated the Cadet Honor Code. This is contrary to
everything | have ever believed about the portion of the
Code which states, 'a cadet does not... tolerate one who

does (lie).""

"The nobst disturbing thing that | have seen as a result
of this decision is that the Superintendent apparently
does not feel that he nust use the same criteria for
judging guilt or innocence under the Honor Code that the
cadets and the O ficer Boards use.... At this tinme, due
to the decision in the ---- case the Superintendent has
caused many cadets to lose faith in the Honor System and
therefore in the Honor Conmttee al so. Many cadets have
been forced to take the position of 'Wuo Cares? It is
of the utnost inmportance that the Corps is shown that
soneone definitely does care, and that those people who
care can be found in the Honor Committee. The Cor ps
wants sonehow to voice their feeling that we have cone to
t he point where 'enough is enough.'"

In the Fall of 1975 another controversial case occurred. A cadet,
when confronted with evidence that he had plagiarized an English paper,
submtted his resignation fromthe Acadeny. He subsequently w t hdrew t hat
resignati on and advi sed the Cadet Honor Conmittee that, while the paper
subm tted was i ndeed plagiarized, he did not intend to deceive anyone; it
was his intention to admt the plagiarism and use it as a way of

resigning fromthe Academy. He told the Cadet Honor Conmittee that he had

changed his m nd and now
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wanted to remain at the Acadeny. El even nenbers of the Honor Comm ttee
believed the cadet to be guilty; one voted not guilty. Because a finding
of guilt required a unani nous vote, the cadet was not found guilty.

A nunber of faculty nenbers and Honor Comrittee nenbers were
outraged. Although all voting is supposed to be secret, the Cadet Honor
Chai rman requested and received from the Cadet Honor Representative who
voted not guilty a witten statenment of the reasons for that vote. This
statenment was forwarded to the Commandant of Cadets who, after review ng
the matter, referred the case to an Oficer Board. The cadet, despite
his acquittal by the Honor Committee, was found guilty by the Oficer

Boar d.

3. Honor I nstruction

The inportance of character developnent at West Point is beyond
di spute. In his often-quoted observation, Secretary of War Newton Baker
said: "lIn the final analysts of the West Point product, character is the
nost precious conponent." The Superintendent simlarly stated that a
"system of ethical developnent” is "absolutely essential if we are to
fulfill our obligations in providing the best possible |eadership to the

soldiers of this country.” Nevertheless, the core curriculum offers no
ethics instruction which would provide an intellectual base for honor
education and assist cadets to nmmke value judgnents concerning noral
i ssues they may face. Only one ethics coarse--an elective--is offered in
the senior year. The Superintendent, during an August 24, 1976 talk
not ed:

"[ T] here has been great thought given to ethics courses,

putting sonme |eadership instruction earlier in the cadet

life, but not nearly as sensitive attention as we're

about to give to it right now W have just had a nonth

long study under the Academ c Board on ethics

i nstruction. We have a curricular study underway, which

has been underway since January, and
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"Il just say to the Chairman of that curricular study
group, let's incorporate into this the ethics and the
| eadershi p and the proposal or the proposition of putting
sone | eadership 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
beconmes extrenmely conplex. There's another part of it--
t he nunber of courses you have required for graduation.”

The Acadeny has considered the Honor Code and System to be "the
principal method for devel oping habitual honesty and integrity." Yet
honor instruction has been entrusted alnpst solely to the Honor
Commi ttee. In 1974 less than 1 percent of the Corps believed that they
had gai ned nost of their know edge about the Honor Code and System from
tactical officers and professors. Cadets who are not nenbers of the
Honor Conmittee also have failed to take an active role in honor
instruction. As noted by the 1957 Honor Chairnman:

"Not hing so frustrates Honor Education as having nenbers
of the Corps believe that only Honor Reps understand
Honor.... The quickest way to defeat this is to so orient
the first class that squad | eaders can help orient plebes
fromthat first day."
Simlar sentinments were expressed by current cadets:

"[1]f every squad |eader possessed the know edge to
present a class on the Honor System and discuss the
et hical concepts of being an honorable man, this would
possi bly generate the spirit of the Code throughout the
Corps of Cadets.”

Unli ke npbst academ c courses, honor instruction frequently has been
presented in large groups. One cadet, during the Superintendent's
Septenmber 8, 1976 address to the Class of 1979, queried whet her

"there has been any consideration in changing the nethod
of honor instruction fromthe M, Al Arny nmethod to meke

it nore personal and some sort of instruction where the
person can actually benefit and actually
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guestion his own norals."”
According to a faculty nmenber, "even when Honor Committee Representatives
hol d company sessions to address [honors] matters, there is frequent high
absent eei sm because attendance is not absolutely nmandatory." The
criticism
nmost often nmade, however, concerns the nature of honor educati on.

Upon entering West Point, cadets consider the Honor Code to be a
special, sacred trust--sonething to be exalted and sonmething quite
different from the nunerous regulations which govern every aspect of
cadet life. Unless the spirit and sinplicity of the Code are inpressed

upon cadets, the unique nature of the Code is lost, and it becones part

n

of the "systemto be beaten.” Avoiding this result has apparently been a

perennial problem For exanple, the 1934 Honor Chairman advised his
successor: "Above all, be ever guarded by the spirit of our Code." The

1947 Honor Chairman simlarly wote:

"Here is a place to stress personal honor by letting the
man figure it out hinmself within his own mnd with you
furnishing the guides or rudi ment s. This inplies
sinplification, and certainly this should be your goal.
Make the Honor System a cadet system of certain basic
points with enphasis on |lying, stealing, cheating, etc.
Do away with the nmany poop sheets and interpretations
that have conme down through the years while attenpting to
consolidate and sinplify the Honor Code and its
application to the Corps. Just renenber that the Honor
Code that has worked here at Wst Point has worked
because of its sinmplicity. This point | can't stress
enough. "

And the 1953 Honor Chairman:
"[A] great <concern of the Comrmttee should be the
pronotion of the spirit of the Code throughout the
Corps."

And the 1957 Honor Chair man:
"When we took office we inherited from past Conmmttees a

13 page m nmeographed poopsheet on Committee stands on
everything under the sun.... It was the practice
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of the Commttee to sit down wth their respective
conpanies the first of Septenber and recite as dogma this
pamphl et of answers to probl ens.

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

"[Alny tinme the Honor Conmittee gets nore involved than
"lie, cheat, or steal,'...trouble lies ahead. The
function of the Honor Conmittee is to teach people to
thi nk and act honestly and to insure that they do."

Nevert hel ess, the Honor Committees during recent years have utilized
a "cook book" approach in honor education. One cadet remarked:

"Wth the exception of the Cass of 1980, npbst of the

cadets | talked with feel that the initial instruction

they received on the Honor System did not enphasize the

spirit of the Code."
The Study G oup on Honor simlarly noted that the "drift... toward an
increasing list of specifics... tends to obscure the spirit of the Code
and exacerbate the conflict that cadets conjure up between honor and
regul ations. "

Al t hough, subsequent to EE 304, the Honor Committee attenpted to
pl ace greater enphasis on the spirit of the Code, its instructional
material continues to read Iike a set of regulations with snap answers to
difficult questions. Cadets are, for exanple, told:

"In general, an honor violation is any statenment or act
made with the intent to mslead or m srepresent or which
would give the violator or other individuals involved
undeserved immunity or unfair advantage over other
cadets. This involves either |lying (which includes
qui bbl i ng, i.e., conceal i ng t he truth t hr ough
technicalities, presenting a half truth instead of the

facts), cheating, stealing, or tolerating any of these
actions by another cadet."
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Thus, they are inforned:

"Cadets may not register in a hotel with nenbers of the
opposite sex by signing M. and Ms."

but :
"If an additional person spends the night to your room or
you spend the night in their room you are bound to
report this fact to the managenment with an offer to pay
for the additional guest. If both you and your guest had
roons in the sane hotel, it would make no difference
where either of you slept.”

* * *

"You may tell your hostess that you enjoyed the neal,
when in fact you did not like the neal."

but :

"Social honor cannot be used to get yourself out of an
unconfortable situation, i.e., you cannot cancel a date
because you are roomorderly."

The failure of the Acadeny to provide necessary ethics and honor
instruction as well as the nature and nmethod of the instruction given
have caused sone cadet dissatisfaction with the Honor System The
needed instruction would not, of course, be a conplete answer. As Der ek
C. Bok, President of Harvard University, recently wote:

"[1]f a university expects to overcone the sense of noral
cynicism anong its students, it nust not nerely offer
courses; it will have to denpbnstrate its own conmm tnent

to principled behavior...."

4. Application of the Honor Code

The Commandant of Cadets in a nenorandum concerning the "honor

probl em' st at ed:

"A feeling of confidence in the fairness of the entire
systemis today the key to conplete intellectual as well
as enotional commtnent toward the system by intelligent
young Anericans."”
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Such a feeling was lacking prior to EE 304. Indeed, the Study Goup's
1974 survey revealed that only 39 percent of the cadets believed the
Honor Systemto be fair and just.

To a | arge extent the perceptions of unfairness have been the product
of an inflexible single sanction. Recently, for exanple, a cadet who
reported hinself for stating that he had done 20 sit-ups, when in fact he
had done only 18, was found guilty of an honor violation. The Acadeny
recomended to the Department of the Arny that the cadet be separated.
VWhile this particular incident has been publicized, it is not unique;
other simlar cases have occurred during recent years. Indeed, in 1970 a
cadet who reported hinmself for telling his squad | eader that he had done
10 pull-ups when in fact he had done only 2 was also found guilty by the
Honor Committee and resigned. Cadets soon realize that those who have
enough integrity to admt their mstakes suffer the rigid penalty of
expul sion (and, in some cases, enlisted service), while others violate
the Code with inmpunity and go on to graduate.

Furt her nor e, as a result of techni cal , hi ghl'y | egalistic
interpretations of the Code, cadets have, pursuant to the single
sanction, been effectively deprived of a career as an Arny officer for
conduct which cannot fairly be characterized as having nmade them
di shonor abl e. The 1975 Honor Commttee, for exanple, ruled that
"bedstuffing” is an honor violation. The 1933 Commttee, in reaching the
opposite conclusion, stated that while "bedstuffing" Is "deceitful,"” it
is "certainly not dishonorable.”

The perceptions of unfairness are also attributable to confusion and
i nconsistency in the interpretation of the Honor Code. As the Study G oup
on Honor noted: "Operational interpretations of the Honor Code vary

wi del y
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and are nodified frequently wthout the benefit of any regularized
process . . . .” Not only has there been disagreenent as to the
application of the Code in individual cases, but there also exists
differing views on its very nature. The Study G oup concluded that the
Code "is a clear and sinple statenent of an unattainable |[evel of human
behavi or. It is an idealistic code and not a picture of reality.” The
Honor Conmittee, however, describes the Code in its orientation bookl et
as a "vital and valued tradition which establishes the m nimum standard
of integrity and self-discipline essential to the soldier-leader.” The
difference in enphasis is significant. The first accepts the standard
reflected in the Code, seeks adherence, but recognizes that human frailty
may preclude realization of the ideals to which all should aspire. The
second treats the Code not as an ideal but as the |owest common
denom nat or of acceptable conduct, assunes that all not only should but
can, conply, and inherently justifies ostracism for anyone found
i nadequat e. Concepts of human weakness, the possibility of failure,
contrition, and redenption are absent. It also assunes that honor is
either innate or self-generated; that it is not an acquired trait
resulting from educati on and under st andi ng.

Furthernore, cadets have seen other cadets and officers exploit the
Honor Code as a neans of evading their own responsibilities. Throughout
the history of the Honor Code and System Honor Chairnmen have warned
agai nst the use of honor to enforce regulations. The 1937 Chairman, for
exanpl e, advi sed:

"The loss of interest [in the Honor System may also be
due to the fact that the Tactical Departnent... has
pl aced too heavy a burden on the System by its insistence
upon including nmore and nore pure regulations in the
System ... [D]o all in your
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power to prevent the burdening of the System with petty
regul ations...."

And in 1953, the Chairman wote that the "Honor Cormittee i s doni nated by
the Tactical Departnent"” and that the Code "is becomng too involved with
regul ati ons and adm nistrative requirenents.” The problem still exists.
In 1974, 76 percent of the cadets believed that the Honor Code is used to
enforce regulations. The role of officers in the Honor System has been
limted to reporting honor violations and reviewing Honor Board
determ nations. Indeed, through the 6 years ending June 1976 (excl uding
EE 304 cases), 44 percent of the cadets found guilty by an Honor Board

were reported by officers.

Finally, as the Conmandant of Cadets wote in his nmenorandum on the
"honor problem" Honor Commttee "operating procedures had not noved to
keep pace with societal expectations for open hearings and due process.”
Compl ai nts have been made concerning Honor Committee procedures: 1)
i nadequate notice of Committee proceedings and of the specific charges
and evi dence against the accused; 2) lack of an adequate opportunity to
confront w tnesses against the accused and to present w tnesses on his
behalf; and 3) no right to consult with counsel prior to a hearing.
I nvestigative procedures have often been all eged to be inadequate. Cadets
are told, in the Honor Committee's orientation booklet, that they are

required to give evidence agai nst thensel ves because:

"Cadets are being prepared to assune the responsibilities

of leadership in our Army. As officers they nust give
accurate reports or answers to questions no matter what
the personal cost or whom they mght incrimnate.
O ficers cannot fulfill heavy responsibilities for Ilives,

property, and the national interest if they equivocate or
fail to respond with the whole truth.”
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According to one federal court, "It is clear that the proceedi ngs before
the Cadet Honor Committee...[are] wholly | acking in procedural safeguards
" Andrews v. Knowlton, 509 F. 2d 898, 907 (2d Cir. 1975).

Pr ocedur al rights, however, have been consi der ed "l egal
technicalities" which have little to do with the guilt or innocence of
accused cadets. According to the Acadeny and the courts, the "due
process" hearing at the Oficer Board level "legally" cured the defects
in the Honor Conmittee procedures. To some cadets, however, this did not
justify the unfairness, because the finding of guilty by the Honor Board
has its own consequences. These consequences are perhaps evident fromthe

remar ks of one cadet:

"Cadets who have been found guilty by the Cadet Honor
Committee should not mnerely be transferred to other
conpani es, but rather placed in sonme form of transient
barracks. Having the guilty cadets intermngle with the
Corps <creates the possibility of their antagonistic
attitude towards the Honor Code tainting gullible
i ndi vidual s."

As one nmenorandum on the Honor Code and System al so concl udes:
"It is probably true that individuals within the Corps

continued to ostracize an individual who is believed to
have violated the Honor Code but has remnined in the

Acadeny. However , this ostracism is in fact
i ndi vidually exercised and the cadet chain of comand as
well as the Tactical Departnment take pains to insure

there is neither physical abuse nor official recognition
of this action.”

The Cadet Honor Committee proposed and the Corps recently accepted
certain changes in their procedures so as to provide "due process.”
VWhile nobst would agree with the purpose of these changes, some have been

critical of their specifics. For exanple, one fornmer Comrandant

remar ked:

"The new procedure for conducting hearings of honor cases
before cadet boards, as voted by the Corps of Cadets in a
recent referendum 1is believed to be fraught with such
serious dangers that it mght in the course
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of a few years have di sastrous consequences for the Honor
Code and the Acadeny. Hitherto Honor Board hearings
have been a sinple and straight forward action by cadets
thensel ves w thout involvenent of officers or |[|awers,
concerned only and directly with determ nation of the
facts as to the truth or falsity of the alleged honor
vi ol ati on. Courts have consistently ruled that the
outcome of these honor committee actions are not subject
to appeal to courts, since they are not |egalized/formal
court trials, but informal cadet investigative hearings
for fact fi ndi ng conduct ed entirely wi thin t he
jurisdiction of the Cadet Corps itself. The new procedure
takes these hearings outside the sole province of the
Corps of Cadets, and by introducing a "trial by jury"
court-like procedure with defense |awer, trial attorney,
and | egal advisor automatically becomes involved with a
mul titude of |egal and technical nmatters which can becone
so long drawn out as to bog the Cadet Board down in
confusion and hopelessly tie wup these young and
i nexperienced cadets in legal niceties instead of their
being solely concerned with the relatively sinple matter
of determning whether or not the facts support the
al l eged honor violation. | speak from the experience of
havi ng been a nmenber of the Honor Committee of ny Class.”

D. The "Cool -on-Honor" Subcul ture

An  environnent of numer ous unpuni shed honor violations and
wi despread disaffection wth the Honor System has supported the
devel opnent of what has been termed the "cool -on-honor" subculture. This
subculture is a largely unorganized group of cadets who justify certain
honor wviolations and "beating" the Honor System It is conprised of
cadets who fall along the continuumfromthe "hard core" violators to the
tolerators to the indifferent. The Conmandant of Cadets, in an August
30, 1976 address to the Third Cass, described the nmethod by which
i ndi vi dual s have often been "recruited" into this subculture. Referring
to those cadets inplicated in EE 304, he stated:

"In every single case that was disclosed it happened
either in Plebe year, or perhaps early in Yearling
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year . VWhether or not this is just rationalization or
whether it's true, the story goes sonething like this. |
came out of Beast Barracks and | felt kind of good about
this thing. Back hone a lot of guys cheated, but one of

the reasons | cane to the Arnmy is because | thought
people here didn't. And | came to West Point and | was
ent husi astic about the Honor System and, while | was a
little bit skeptical, | thought for the first time in ny
life I was with a whole batch of people who were
straight. They weren't taking advantage of ne. I wasn't

taki ng advantage of them and the whole thing seened to
make sense. One day | was in the corridor and | heard a
coupl e of people--they were tal king about sonething and
obviously they weren't--what they were tal king about was
an unauthorized getting together regarding sone acadenic
matters. And from then on | kind of wondered if | was
the only guy here who was straight, then they all owed--
well within their small group they didn't quite abide by
the rules and fromthen on | just sort of took only parts
of the Honor System”

The Special Assistant to the Commandant for Honor, in a nmenorandum dated

August 20, 1976, simlarly wote:

"Several cadets indicated that cheating was a way of life
for them which began during fourth class year. Oten as
fourth classnmen, they overheard upper classnen exchanging
i nformati on on exam nati ons, which was a violation of the
Honor Code. Sone al so overheard upper classnmen make such

comrents as 'I'm thankful that ny friend was on ny honor
board | ast night so he could vote not guilty. Had he not
been there they would have got nme for sure.’ They thus

becane tolerators of honor violations and did not know
what to do. Subsequent viol ations becane easier."

O course, nmore has been involved than sinply observing a couple of
ot her cadets violating the Code. Many cadets who confronted violators or
di scussed the matter with someone el se have been told "Don't worry about
it--you'll understand when you get older." Because of obvious peer
pressure, present especially in cadet conpanies or athletic squads, nmany
cadets have avoided taking action which resenbles "finking" or

"squeal i ng" and which mght result in a fellow cadet being expelled from

t he Acadeny.
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These pressures have often been intensified by the Acadeny's
Leadershi p Evaluation System (LES),the nethod by which cadets rate each
other's |eadership abilities (see discussion in Part Two, Section
I11.C.). Referring to the LES, one cadet |RP nenber noted:

"The presence of definite cliques in certain conpanies
becane evident through the testinony of certain
W t nesses. These cliques are apparently so strong in sone
conpani es that they are able to control the conpanies by
illegal (or at |east unethical) neans.”
In other cases, the pressures have been reinforced by sinple fear. As
one | RP officer nmenber wote:
"A large nunber of cadets told ne they were not sure they
could turn in a classmate for cheating. They knew it was
hard but they feared what m ght happen to them Thi s
fear was both froma physical as well as social |evel."
In those instances where a plebe observed an upper classman conmt

an honor violation, the situation has been even nore difficult. The

difficulties are apparent from the following coments of one group of

cadets:
"In his mlitary life at West Poi nt, each cadet
progresses from a state of lowest inferiority (fourth
class) to a state of superiority (first class). In this

devel opnment, everyone begins to perceive the functioning
of the hierarchical order in his own way.

"[ T] he di stinction bet ween cl asses | eads to a
situation of difficulty of a specific nature. It is
general ly understood (and overwhelm ngly practiced) that
the upper classnmen should correct |ower classnmen. Here

there is no problem... [There] arises the question of
whether or not under classnmen should correct upper
cl assnen (even if only in extrene si tuations).
Politically (as seen by Congress) all cadets possess an
equal status.... And yet, the hierarchical order here

greatly overrides this tendency . (Emphasi s added)
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Acadeny figures indicate that, of those approximtely 70 cases where the
Honor Comm ttee found an upper classman guilty during the past 10 years,
not one violation was reported by a plebe. As one fornmer Acadeny
official told the Comm ssion, "It would take nore than courage for a
pl ebe to report an upper classman.”

"Recruitnent” into the subculture can, in sone cases, be attributed
to other factors. One cadet found guilty of collaborating in EE 304
testified before Congress:

"The reason | did, | know, is at the time | didn't | ook

at it as cheating, trying to get over on sonebody, taking
unfair advantage of ny classmates. My roommates were

having a rough time on the problem El ectri cal
Engi neering was ny major. I had done a problem a week
ahead of tinme. | thought it was easy. These guys were

struggling over it, and asked me for help. And just out
of the conradeship that we have, the conradeship that
West Point tries to instill in everybody--stick in there
toget her--these guys are going to be in the sane foxhole
with you sonme day, you have to try to rely on that
person. "

In 1967, the Superintendent's Honor Review Committee observed:

"The cadets interviewed, as well as this Commttee, are
in agreenent that any 'cheating' scandal would find its

beginning in a 'toleration' situation, i.e., a cadet
woul d observe a friend or roommate cheating but because
of their closeness would not report the incident. From

that point a vicious chain would gradually find its way
to other cadets."

Cadets not inplicated in the EE 304 incident also advised the Comm ssion:

"This sort of thinking leads right into the policing of
the Honor Code by the cadets. Wen this sort of attitude
toward the Honor Code is present a series of incidents
could lead to a person doing nmuch cheating because he can
get away with it or mmss cheating because he then brings
into his habits other people who are |led down the wong
path."

In an environnment that promotes honor, such a chain of events is neither
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necessary nor inevitable. The state of honor at West Point prior to EE

304 was, however, different.
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ENVI RONMVENT OF THE ACADEMY

The Honor System cannot be viewed in isolation. The Conmm ssion has
t herefore | ooked beyond the Systemto determ ne whether the total Acadeny
setting has been supportive of the Honor Code and System W have
concluded that the institution has not appropriately supported the Honor
Code and System
Since 1964, the size of the Corps has increased from 2,500 to its
current strength of 4, 400. Comrent i ng on this i ncrease, t he
Superintendent, in a June 15, 1976 address to the Royal Mlitary College
(RMC), stated:
"Some Dbelieve that the expanded Corps has radically
changed the institution. While the expansion of the
Corps of Cadets and of West Point's staff and faculty is
bound to have affected the cohesiveness, attitudes,
outl ook, and environment of people and institution, it is
too early to evaluate accurately these effects. There is
reason to believe that West Point's expansion occurred at
a faster rate than its assinmilative processes and that it
becane nore inpersonal and | ess cohesive."
The 1938 Honor Committee wr ote:
"The lack of interest--and what is worse, a grow ng |ack
of faith--in the system may be due to several things. It
is possible that it is the result of the large classes
that have been admitted as pl ebes these last 2 years.”
During this period, the Acadeny has commendably sought cadets from
di sadvant aged econom c and social backgrounds, some of whom bring with
them values which differ from the concepts of the Honor Code. Somne
cadets from advant aged backgrounds also have values antithetical to the

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

1948 Cadet Honor Chai rnman not ed:
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"[A] very large percentage of the nmen entering the
Acadeny have ideas on the inportance of |ying, cheating,
and stealing which differ greatly from the concepts of
our code of honor. To change their nmode of thinking in a
month or two requires a great deal of work since it nust,
in some cases, overthrow the training of the preceding 20
years."

The argunent about changing societal values was rejected by one faculty
menber :
"I ndi vidual s have been deploring the changing val ues of
youth since the time of Socrates, and to say that society
is changing is sinply trite. If the Honor Code is
accepted to be a correct guide, then it is imrutable in
t he same manner as the Ten Conmandments. . .

The Commi ssion recognizes that the size of the Corps and differing
val ues of sone cadets nmay have nmlitated against support for the Honor
System and believes that the Acadeny has not adequately adjusted to these
changes. It further believes that other institutional problenms were the

primary causes of the erosion of respect for the Honor System

A. M ssi on

The official mssion of the Acadeny is "To instruct and train the
Corps of Cadets so that each graduate wll have the qualities and
attributes essential to his progressive and continued devel opnent
throughout a career as an officer of the regular arny."” The word
"educate" nowhere appears in the mssion statenment. The Acadeny has,
wi t hout success, requested an anendnment to the mssion statement to
i nclude the word "educate."

Few di sagree with the goal of an Acadeny education as set out in the
Report of the Superintendent's 1966 Curriculum Review G oup (Bonesteel

Report): "The cadet when he graduates should have had acadenmically a
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nmodern, high quality, useful, and stimnulating undergraduate education in
whi ch he can take pride." The problemis determ ning how nuch attention
should be accorded to the academ c conponent of the overall Acadeny
m ssion. The Comm ssion has heard wdely divergent opinions on this
i ssue. One view, relegating academ c study to a low priority, is that the
new graduate should be ready to | ead a platoon into conbat. This viewis
an extension of certain recent Acadeny practices. Specifically, the
Acadeny has, by incorporating various mlitary skill conpetitions into
the acadenmic year program and by increasing cadet participation in the
adm ni stration of the Cadet Corps, tried to bring the training prograns
"closer to those of the field Arny." This trend was described by the
Superintendent in his RMC speech:

"Bet ween 1964 and 1976, the focus of mlitary training of

cadets tended to change from preparation for general ship

to preparation for |ieutenantship.... Training prograns

and techni ques have generally noved closer to those of

the field Army as West Point increasingly has focused

nmore on officership than on cadetship and on practical,

nmot i vati onal mlitary training. Mlitary skill

conpetition simlar to the conpetitive exercises at

Sandhurst have been incorporated in the professional

curriculum during the academ c year, and cadet conpany

teanms conpete in land navigation and weapons firing."

(Emphasi s added)

As further evidence of this thinking, the Superintendent's 1976
Curricular Study Goup in its report noted it had considered proposals
that "envi saged inserting short periods of field training during sel ected
weeks or on weekends spread throughout the year" as well as the
"insertion of a 4 week mni-termfor mlitary training in the mddle of
the year, between ternms."” Many officers in the Academ c Departnent are

di sturbed by what they see as a growi ng displacenent of the academc

curricul um
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and study tinme by mlitary skill training. The Curricular Study G oup
itself noted this problemwhen it observed:
"The exchange program during the fall of 1975 produced
indications that academc activities are accorded a
hi gher place in the perceptions of mdshipmen and Air
Force cadets than is the case at USMA. "

Many Acadeny officers and cadets do not believe that the cadet can
obtain "a high quality, useful, and stimulating undergraduate education”
while simultaneously attenpting to neet increased mlitary training and
cadet | eadership responsibilities. Cadets thenselves do not believe that
t hey have adequate tine to neet the demands of their weekly schedul e. For
exanple, in a March 1976 cadet tine study, three-quarters of the cadets
surveyed reported that they needed nore time for their academ c work.

The 1966 Bonesteel Report, noting the "detectable tendency for the
academc faculty to view the qualitative requirenments of the basic
m ssion somewhat differently than do those in the Tactical Departnent,”

called for:

"[A] clearer recognition on the part of all concerned of

the need for a commnly understood, well-integrated,
internally consistent, total perspective on how the
m ssion of the Acadeny is to be best carried out. The
MIlitary Acadeny, of all institutions, should avoid all

possibilities of operating as a |oose confederation of

aut ononous el enents each holding its own concept of how

best to contribute to the total m ssion."
The failure over the |ast decade to achieve a comonly understood
perspective on how the Acadenmy's mission is to be carried out
contributed to the pre-EE 304 atnosphere--an atnosphere described by
one faculty nenber as foll ows:

"There appears to be a general disdain for academcs
anong a significant number of cadets. Academics are
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considered to be sonething relatively uninportant and to
be suffered through but not really very useful. A good
part of this appears to stem from the enphasis placed by
the institution on mlitary skills.

"A final point with respect to the attitude toward
academics is the reluctance of many Distinguished Cadets
to wear stars for fear of criticism from contenporaries.
A Distinguished Cadet is a departure fromthe normand is
thus frequently not well received."

B. Academ c Curricul um

The academ c curriculumincludes required or "core" courses. O the
required courses, approximately one-half are science, engineering, or
mat h cour ses. Each cadet is allowed, depending on his chosen area of
concentration, a nunmber of additional electives, not to exceed 8. A cadet
may concentrate his electives in: applied sciences and engi neering; basic
science; humanities; or national security and public affairs. The

Acadeny stresses that an area of concentration is not a nmjor.

The curriculum has undergone mmjor revisions since the founding of
t he Acadeny as an engi neering school in 1802. Current curriculum changes
have their origin in a 1957-58 curriculum review which reconmended
advanced and el ecti ve work. As a result of this study, cadets in 1960
were allowed for the first time to select 2 electives. By 1964, the
nunber of allowed el ectives had increased to 4, and in 1967, the elective
option increased to the present nunmber of 6, 7, or 8. Cadets can choose
their electives from 173 different el ective offerings.

In 1972, a Curriculum Review Commttee (Kappel Conmittee), conposed

of 4 civilians, stated:
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"We have been inpressed with the progress made by the
Acadeny during the past decade in keeping the curriculum
in tune with the recent social changes and the changing
requirements of a nodern Arny. Contrary to the general
perception of the Acadeny as an engineering school, we
find a well-balanced program which is dual-track in
nature — a mathematics, science, and engineering track on
the one hand; and a social sciences and humanities track

on the other. The flexibility provided to the young
officer by this programis an asset to both the officer
and the Army."

The Kappel Committee urged continuing periodic curriculumreviews.
On January 13, 1976, the Superintendent established a Curricular

Study G oup to:

"[C onduct a conprehensive study of the United States
MIlitary Acadeny's academc program and curriculum
and. .. recomend t hose nmodi fi cati ons and changes
consi dered necessary to strengthen and inprove the
quality and appropriateness of the program and curricul um
within the continuum of education of the United States
Regul ar Arny officer.”

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

"We feel that the npbst conpelling reason for changing the
curriculum is that the cadets are so overloaded wth
work, so burdened by their fragnmented and hyperactive
daily schedule, that they do not profit intellectually
from their educational experience. In terns of senester
hours al one, cadets are required to have 153 for
graduation (Including M5 and PE) conpared to 123-130 at a
civilian institution. In terns of <class contact hours,
cadets are in class for longer periods a day and for nore
total hours per day than conparable (ROTC) students at
other institutions. When the additional mlitary and
athletic requirenments are added in, the resulting tine
commi t ment s effectively precl ude adequat e academi ¢

pr epar ati on, in our opi ni on, and are extrenely
detrimental to the unseen side of educational growth--
tinme for r eadi ng, t hi nki ng, i nvesti gati ng, and
reflecting. It appears that alnost every course has
i ncreased the amount and difficulty of work required of
students. ... VWhile many of these <changes may be

necessary or even desirable in isolation, the conbined
i npact has been to overburden
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the cadet. The result is a superficial acadenic
experi ence. This superficiality is reinforced by
instructors and cadets alike in order to protect the
over schedul ed cadet."

The Curricular Study G oup recommended that the nunber of courses
required for graduation be reduced from48 to 42. The Study G oup based
its recomendation on its belief that a reduction in the nunber of
courses per senester from 6 to 5 would reduce the "multiplicity of
si mul t aneous courses which tends to produce fragnentation of focus and of
effort." The Curricular Study Goup did point out, however, that this
change would reduce cadet class tine by only about 5 percent or 12
| essons per senester. The Study G oup reconmendati on was adopted by the
Acadenmi ¢ Board on Novenber 20, 1976, and forwarded to the Army Chief of
Staff.

The proposed changes do not neet the criticism of sonme cadets,
faculty nenbers, and graduates who characterize the curriculum as
unstinmulating and stifling to intellectual curiosity. While the
curriculum revision may allow greater cadet attention in each academc
course, it does not significantly lighten the tine pressures on cadets,
nor does it consider teaching nethods. It certainly does not neet the
request of the young officers made in a nmenorandum to the Curricul ar

Study G oup:

"[T]lo re-evaluate the entire cadet experience as an

i nt egrat ed totality--academ cs, athleti cs, mlitary
training, extracurricul ar activities, etc.--to
determine if the Acadeny is fulfilling its mssion in the

nmost effective way. There are many issues of bal ance and
priorities that need to be addressed that are beyond the
scope of our curriculum revision that inpact on the
effecti veness of the academ c experience at West Point."

C. Acadeny Leadership

1. The Superint endent
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The Superintendent is charged by law with responsibility for the
"imedi ate government of the Acadeny." 10 U. S.C. sec. 4334 (b). Selected
from the ranks of Arny general officers, the Superintendent has
traditionally been an outstanding conbat | eader. Hi s selection has
normally not been predicated upon an ability and interest in providing
educational |eadership. Assignnment as Superintendent is considered to be
a step toward higher responsibility; transfer to other responsibilities
and pronotion are the expected pattern. On the way to this higher
responsibility, a Superintendent spends slightly less than 3 years at the
Acadeny.

Many of those interviewed by the Comm ssion believe the 3-year tour
is too short to allow the Superintendent to provide educational
| eadershi p. Concern was expressed that each Superintendent seeks to | eave
his distinctive mark on the Academy. This results in frequent shifts of
enphasis without the continuity necessary to effect evolutionary change.
As noted by a commttee of permanent associate professors in their 1965
Speci al Report to the Superintendent:

"It is felt that such tours are too short to contribute
to maximum required stability, and that |onger tours
would tend to reduce institutional fluctuation and
instability in prograns.”
Questions have al so been rai sed about the enphasis placed in selection of
the Superintendent on conbat command experience; effective conbat
| eadershi p does not necessarily ensure the ability to provide educationa
| eader shi p.
In carrying out his responsibilities, the Superintendent is assisted

by the Academ ¢ Board. Unlike nost civilian college presidents, the
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Superintendent has had no authority to participate actively in the
selection of his ranking aides. The Comrssion 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
wi th such status.

2. The Acadeni c Depart nent

a. Dean of the Academ c Board

The Dean of the Academ c Board is selected from anong the permanent
prof essors who have served as heads of departnments of Instruction and
perforns "such duties as the Superintendent of the Acadeny 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 Acadeny regul ations, the Dean advises
t he Superintendent "on academ c matters and questions of general policy."
Additionally, he serves as "the Superintendent's Deputy for the
activities of the Acadenmic Board and the academ c departnents.”

The Dean has no set termof office. The current Dean was selected In
1974, his predecessor having served 9 years. Frequently, an officer
sel ected as Dean has remained in that position until his retirenment from
active mlitary 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 Academ ¢ Board

The Academic Board is conposed, by Acadeny regulation, of the

Superi ntendent, the Dean of the Academ ¢ Board, the Commandant of Cadets,
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the Professor of Mlitary Hygiene, and the heads of the acadenic
departnents. Each departnment head is a full permanent professor allowed
to remain on active duty until age 64. 10 U. S.C. sec. 3886. The
Academic Board is, by regulation, charged with the responsibility for
"the course of studies and nethods of instruction.”

The Academic Board has its origin in a perceived need for a system of
checks and bal ances. It is described in a 1975 Acadeny "Information
Paper" as:

“[A] unique crucible for a nelding of viewpoints. The
Superi nt endent and the Conmandant, newy assigned
approxi mately every three years, represent the guidance
of the Secretary of the Arny, the Arny Chief of Staff,
and a current senior officer view of the Arny. The
strong influence they have on the board is directly
proportional to their experience, prestige, rank, and
merited respect. The Departnment Heads, for their part,
are able to maintain a current view of the young Arny
through their junior officer faculty nenbers and are al so
i nfluenced by their ow and the younger officers’
contacts wth <civilian academc institutions.... The
resulting consensus reached by the Board, reflecting the
operation of a classic check and balance system s
therefore based on a variety of experi ences and
backgr ounds, and changes have traditionally been
noder at e, gr adual , and evol uti onary, gover ned by
commitnment to the mssion of the MIlitary Acadeny...."
A contrasting view was provided the Conmm ssion. The Acadeni c Board was
frequently criticized as unduly resistant to change and nonrepresentative
of the viewpoints of the "young Arny." Some Academ ¢ Board nenbers
acknow edged a | ack of conmunicati on between the Board and nenbers of the
junior faculty.

The Director of the Ofice of Mlitary Leadership and the Professor

of Physical Education have not served as full nenbers of the Academc

Board. As structured, therefore, the Board may exclude these individuals

79



from di scussi ons of scheduling and curriculum The Director of the Ofice
of Mlitary Leadership is the head of the departnment responsible for al
academ ¢ courses in |eadership (behavioral science). The Professor of
Physi cal Education heads a program that significantly inpacts upon the
cadets' daily schedul e.

c. The Faculty

The academ c faculty is conposed of 540 officers, 3 foreign officers,
and 9 civilians. O the 540 officers, there are 21 permanent full
professors, positions created by statute. 10 U S.C. sec. 4331. There are
41 permanent associate professors, a position authorized by the
Departnment of the Arny. Wth the advent of associate professor rank
11.6 percent of the faculty can now be considered tenured. Ni nety-nine

percent of the nmenbers of the faculty hold graduate degrees; 15 percent

of the degrees are at the doctorate |evel. Si xty-three percent of al
faculty menbers are West Point graduates. Approximately 80 percent of
the permanent faculty nenbers are Acadeny graduates. Three of the 21

permanent full professors are non-Acadeny graduates; none of the 3 is on

the Academ ¢ Board. At present, 33 faculty nenbers (6.1 percent) are
Reserve Arnmy officers. O the 9 civilians, there are 2 wvisiting
professors, 1 foreign service officer, and 6 foreign-born Iinguists.

There are also 10 officers from other Service acadeni es.

Permanent full professors are wusually selected from anong the
officers of the Regular Army who have conpleted a teaching tour at the
Acadeny and have at |east 15 years of mlitary service. |If the selected
of ficer does not have the necessary academ c credentials, he obtains a
doctorate degree. A permanent professor is allowed to remain on active

duty unti
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age 64, about 10 years beyond his normal retirenment age. It is argued
that this job security is necessary to persuade an Arny officer to accept
a professorship and thus surrender a chance to becone a general officer.
Per mmanent associ ate professors, however, make a simlar career decision
wi t hout any prom se of an extended active duty life; their notivation for
accepting a teaching appointnment is other than a desire to add 10 years
to amlitary career.

While the Secretary of the Arnmy, by law, may require the retirenent
of a permanent professor after 30 years of commi ssioned service, no one
can recall an instance in which this has happened. The result is that a
permanent professor may remain, and on occasion does remain, on active
duty for over 40 years (8 years longer than the average for brigadier
general s). In sonme cases this extended service has been beneficial to
the Acadeny; in other cases, it has prevented the devel opnent of new
| eadership and the retirenent of those who, according to sone faculty
menbers, have "stacked arns."”

The teaching faculty is conprised alnpst entirely of junior Regular
Arnmy officers (captains and mmjors); nost are Acadeny graduates. They
are selected by the Academ c Departnents and sent to graduate school for
training in their chosen disciplines. In selecting candidates, the
Acadeny | ooks for officers with 5 to 14 years of service, from the top
quarter of their branches, and having a variety of Army assignnents.
Additionally, the Acadeny seeks officers with high standards of mlitary
beari ng, personal appearance, and physical conditioning.

Upon conpletion of graduate training, the young officer returns to

the Acadeny for a 3-year tour. The Conm ssion has been inpressed by the

81



intelligence, know edge, and devotion to teaching of these officers, sone
of whom have expressed interest in remaining beyond the 3-year tour. A
fl exi bl e assignment policy which would allow selected officers to extend
teaching tours for 1 or 2 additional years would seemto be in the best
interest of the Acadeny.

There are currently 2 civilian visiting professors--one each in the
History and English departments; a third will be added in Mthematics
next year. The visiting professor program is considered by Acadeny
officials to be an overwhel ming success. The Acadeny, w thout departing
from the tradition of the officer-teacher, would benefit from an
expansion of its visiting professor program Additionally, Acadeny
per manent professors and associ ate professors would benefit fromvisiting
teachi ng appointnents at civilian institutions.

3. The Tactical Departnent

a. Commandant of Cadets

The Commandant of Cadets, as the "imedi ate commander of the Corps of

Cadets" is responsible for the "instruction of the Corps in tactics." 10

U S. C sec. 4334 (c). The Commandant, in recent years, has been a
bri gadi er general. Service as Conmmandant is viewed as a step toward
hi gher responsibility. The Commandant's tour is short--usually 2 to 3
years. He is also in charge of the Tactical Department which includes

all of the conpany tactical officers, the physical training program the
Leadership Evaluation System and the O fice of MIlitary Leadership. The
responsibility for supervision of the Honor System also rests with the
Commandant .

b. Tactical Oficers
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There is a tactical officer (Tac) assigned to each of the 36 cadet
conpanies to be, by law, the conpany commander. 10 U.S.C. sec. 4349 (a).
O the 36 Tacs now at the Acadeny, 22 are graduates of the Mlitary
Acadeny. There are 15 majors, 20 captains, and 1 |lieutenant (Navy) in the
group. Seven Tacs have conpl eted the Command and General Staff College or
its equivalent. In recent years, the Acadeny's practice has been to
del egate much of the authority for supervising cadet conpanies to the
cadet chain of command and to enphasize the Tac's position as "counsel or”
and "role nodel." In 1966, the Commandant's Policy File advised the
tactical officer of his relationship with the cadet chain of conmand
"The balance, a difficult one to calculate and maintain, should be in
favor of the cadet conmmand functions.” Currently, tactical officers are
advi sed (1972 Conpany Tactical O ficers Mnual) that:
"The Tactical Oficer is the commanding officer of the
cadets in his conpany, and is responsible for the
performance of individual cadets and the conpany as a
unit. This responsibility will, to a degree consistent
with good order and discipline, be discharged through the
cadet chain of command."

The 1966 Bonesteel Report raised some questions about the value of this

"| eadershi p experience" for cadets:
"The policy of assigning the First Class admnistrative
responsibilities is clearly desi gned to provi de
experience in |eadership, but we have sone reservations
about the systemin practice. There appeared to us that
there has been a significant increase in the nunber of
cadet neetings and staff conferences and perhaps a
feeling that this is in itself a way to exercise
| eadershi p and conmmand responsibilities. 1In fact, to the
extent this situation be true, it seens to indicate nore
attention to rmanagenent than to |eadership and could
devel op dangerous aspects of 'make work' rather than

sound training in conmpany admnistration. It is clear
that the cadets sincerely appreciate the responsibilities
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reposed in the First Class for the conduct of affairs
within the Corps. This is good and any inposition of
drastic change would be counterproductive. We are not
suggesting substantive change but instead an even nore
careful inculcation in the young nen of the subtleties of
true |eadership and comand and the equally carefu

weedi ng out of uninportant adm nistrative burdens. The
guestion we have concerns the value of the alleged
| eadership benefits relative to loss of study tine.
Anot her consequence of the policy appears to be that the
cadet conpany officers are oriented nore in the direction
of the Tactical Oficers than toward their own
contemporaries. It is not obvious to us that this dipole
effect necessarily contributes to the future fellowship
and effectiveness of graduates."”

Many tactical officers express unhappi ness over the anobunt of paper
wor k and al so confusion about their | eadership role. One tactical officer
sai d:

"As a result of [ny] experience as a tactical officer, it
is ny finding that as an institution, we are not certain
about our goals, that we have not specified what we want
our graduates to be, that we do not have a wunified
phi | osophy of |eadership, that we exhibit contradictory
attitudes on how to teach and devel op cadets....”

The Comm ssion recommends that the role of tactical officer as
conpany commander be reaffirned. Tactical officers are integral to the
education and training of cadets. They help mintain a supportive
environnment for academic study, reinforce the Honor Code, maintain
institutional standards, enforce mlitary discipline, and evaluate the
potential of cadets for future effectiveness as Arny officers. Because
these duties are demanding and crucial to the mssion of the Acadeny,
tactical officers should be mature field grade officers who have
conpl eted advanced Arnmy schooling, preferably Command and General Staff

Col Il ege or its equival ent.

When new tactical officers report for duty they receive a 2-day
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orientation which serves as a brief introduction to the institution. This
orientation does not, according to Tacs, adequately address the
complexities of the Honor System the Fourth Class System the Leadership
Eval uati on System the Disciplinary System and the relationship of the
Tactical Departnment to the Academ c Departnent. A nore conprehensive
training program for new tactical officers, including workshops on
| eadership policies and practices to be used in comanding a cadet
conpany, according to many Tacs, would help them to cope wth the
i nherent conflict of operating both as a cadet counselor and as unit
di sci plinari an.

c. Leadership Evaluation System

The Leadership Evaluation System requires cadets to rank others in
their company as to | eadership skills and potential. The rankings forma
part of the cadet |eadership grade which in turn affects selection for
chain of command positions and overall class standing. Sone cadets
perceive the LES as a way of pressuring themto conformto peer norns--
nornms which may not reflect the stated official values of the Acadeny.
Sonme officers acknow edge instances in which the LES was, in fact, used
by cadets inproperly to force fellow cadets into line. An officer nenber

of the I RP comment ed:

"The Leadership Evaluation System (LES) pervades al
aspects of the «current problem Cadet after cadet
testified that, aside fromthe matter of friendship, they
would be quite reluctant to stand strongly for the Honor
System for fear of being marked |ow in | eadership. The
stress here is the necessity to follow nornms as guides
for behavior, and the following of nornms is apparently
one of the central causes of the current problens now
existing within the Honor System It becane obvious to
all panel nenbers that neither the USMA, the USCC, the
cadet, nor the cadet reginents has single norns for
behavior. The elenent which establishes criteria for
accept abl e behavi or
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is the conpany. This was borne out by testinony and the
wi de variations in nunbers of cadets referred to boards
when a conpany-by-conpany count is considered.”
The Commandant of Cadets, in an August 26, 1976 neeting wth cadets,

acknow edged these difficulties:

"[T] he business of fear of being poop sheeted, if you
really check at bed check or if you confront sonebody who
may be violating the Honor Code... is an old, old
di scussi on. That doesn't nean that we have all the

answers to it because | don't think we do."
Anot her criticismof the LES was voiced by a tactical officer:

"The LES. .. rests on the assunption that cadet s
under st and | eadershi p concepts and criteria and they know
how to eval uate each other's l|leadership ability. It rests
on the assunption that the particular conmpany has
functional informal norns on |eadership. It also rests on
t he assunption that peer |eadership ratings are not 'peer

popularity ratings.' | do not believe that we can assune
any of these things. It is my finding that we have not
taught cadets an adequate philosophy of |eadership

concepts, that sone conpanies do have dysfunctional
informal norns on | eadership, and that we have not taught
cadets how to evaluate other people's |eadership ability.
I have also found that nobst cadets view LES as a
popul arity contest. Therefore, quantified LES results
rest on questionable assunptions. The problens of LES
will be solved only when we devel op an overall |eadership
phil osophy for the institution, and determne how to
effectively teach cadets a philosophy of |eadership.”
(Emphasi s in original)

The Conmi ssion recomends a review of the Leadership Evaluation
System to determ ne whether it is a constructive force in the cadet's
| eader shi p devel opnent.

d. Ofice of Mlitary Leadership

This Ofice of Mlitary Leadership is responsible for academc
instruction in |eadership and behavioral sciences. It is properly an

Academi c Departnment. W concur in the recommendation of the 1972 Kappe

86



Report that "academic instruction in... the behavioral sciences [should
be] transferred to the academ c area.”" The Ofice of MIlitary Leadership
shoul d be under the adm nistrative control of the Dean of the Academ c
Boar d. As any other Academ c Departnent, it should be available to
assi st the Commandant of Cadets.

D. Ext ernal Revi ew

Most civilian institutions of higher education have Boards of
Trustees to provide continuity, experience, and advice. The Acadeny does
not have the support of a permanent and independent advi sory board.

In establishing the Board of Visitors, Congress recognized the need
for external overseers to "inquire into the norale and discipline, the
curriculum instruction, physical equipnment, fiscal affairs, academc
met hod, and other matters relating to the Acadeny...." 10 U.S.C. sec
4355. Conposed of Congressnen and Presidential appointees, the Board
meets annually for a few days of briefings; its required report to the
President is prepared, in large part, by Acadeny officers. The Board of
Visitors lacks both tine and staff to provide effective continuing
external review.

Various isolated reviews, such as the work of this Conmm ssion, do not
conpensate for the absence of a pernmanent group having the
characteristics and responsibilities of a university board of trustees.
We recommend that a permanent, |ndependent advisory board be established
to provide continuing assistance. Such a board should be established by
the Secretary of the Arny and should (1) be nonpolitical; (2) include
menmbers who recognize the proper mssion of the Acadeny; (3) convene
often enough to insure current know edge of the institution; and (4)

report to the
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Secretary of the Arny its observations and reconmendati ons.

E. Cadet Schedul e

The cadet faces an increasingly demandi ng academ ¢ curricul um as wel |
as increased pressure from the Tactical Departmnent. Thi s problem was
noted in the 1966 Bonesteel Report:

"[We doubt that the overall load is insupportable,
t hough from our observations there seens to be a grow ng
probl em of overscheduling or overdistraction which
appears to arise from the conplex of activities,
i ncluding those of the Corps athletic squads, the seven
groups of extracurricular activities, and the extensive
responsibility of the First Class for the adm nistration
of cadet life.... In sone way the cadet's tine needs to
be protected or organized so that there are adequate,
solid blocks for studies, and time for athletics, for
other noncurricular activities, and for genuinely free
tinme.

"The conpetition for the cadet's tine outside of the
section room arises from the purest of nptives--honest
ent husi asm for a given activity whether it be in one of
the clubs in the academ c group, a sport, the glee club,
a hobby, mlitary indoctrination, or in publications.
Both the Academ c and the Tactical Departnents appear to
enter the conpetition with zest."

The Bonesteel Report went on to express "reservations" about the |oss of
study time resulting from increased cadet |eadership responsibilities.
The report concluded with a cautionary note:

"One of the nost obvious ains of any organi zed training

effort, whether to civilian or mlitary fields, is to
i nduce intell ectual curiosity and t he conti nui ng
inclination to learn on one's own. This aimis not easy
to realize and its achievenent 1is made nuch nore
difficult if inadequate provision is mnmade for the

possibility of an individual's developnment on his own
time during his formative undergraduate years."

In 1972, the Kappel Report reconmended:

"That conti nuous and aggressive action be taken to
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elimnate cadet duties which do not contribute directly
to the devel opnent of the Acadeny objectives.

That the Acadenmy authorities renew their efforts to
reduce the scheduling of the cadet’s tine.

That consideration be given to establishing priorities to
govern the demands on cadet tine."

In partial response to these recomendations, the Academ ¢ Board
reduced by 10 percent the class tinme of all core courses. Wth the
introduction of the proposed new curriculum reducing the nunber of
courses from6 to 5 a senester, the Academ c 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 senester. Wt hout the class drop
the nunber increases to 228, only 12 hours a senester less than the
present schedul e.

In 1976, 10 years after the Bonesteel Report and 4 years after the

Kappel Report, cadets are still overschedul ed:

--A cadet time survey showed that 75 percent of the

cadets do not believe that they have adequate tine for

academni cs. Si xty-eight percent do not believe that they

have adequate tinme for all demands.

--An officer menber of the I RP concluded:

"Cadets did not testify in general that they were

over| oaded academically but that there was an overload

due to multiple requirenments falling due in the sane

tinETfrane_and the inpact of mlitary duties and athletic

participation.”

--A cadet described his day to the Comm ssion:

"Bverything at West Point conpetes with the individual
cadet's time. There exists a heavy
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academ ¢ load which requires both class preparation and
cl ass attendance. Acadenmics take up the majority of the

cadets' 24-hour day. MIlitary training incorporates
mandatory formation, drills, parades as well as persona
and room i nspection. Athletics consist of mandatory

intramural s, physical education class and the Acadeny's
physi cal education testing. Al of these conbined wth
the basic necessities, (like eating, sleeping, etc.)

result in the <cadet having to allot his tine to
acconplish as much as possible in the limted 24-hour
day."

In addition, cadets believe that no one at the Acadeny genuinely
understands their chronic frustration wth overschedul ed days.
Nunmer ous cadets told the Comm ssion about futile attenpts to get a
hearing for a constructive idea or a personal concern. While Acadeny
officials often talk with cadets in |arge groups, these neetings tend
to beconme briefings or question and answer sessions rather than

di scussions with a satisfying exchange of views.
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PART THREE

CONCLUDI NG STATEMENT




The Conmission has not attenpted to study all areas of Acadeny life.
Specifically, we have not examned the Acadeny's recruitment and
adm ssi ons program During our study, questions, which we believe
warrant consideration, were raised concerning the effectiveness of
present admi ssion criteria in predicting career success and the effect of
the five-year active duty requirenent on the quality of applicants.

The Commi ssion has considered its primary responsibility to fornulate
recomendati ons concerning the Honor Code, the Honor System and the
institutional deficiencies discussed In Parts | and Il. W recogni ze that
many of our recomendations are not unique; they are the sane as or
simlar to those made in the past. Most of the studies upon which we
have relied were prepared by Acadeny personnel, including the Acadeny's
Ofice of Institutional Resear ch. However, these past studies and
recomendat i ons have often gone unheeded. W trust that the Acadeny need
not endure another crisis, such as the one in EE 304, before vitally

needed changes are made.

HAROLD K[;%HNSON

de/. A mﬂm;;ipYézazs:r

7 FRANK BORMAN
CHAIRMAN



