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HONOR SYSTEMS AND SEXUAL HARASSMENT
AT THE SERVICE ACADEMIES

-

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1994

U.S. SENATE,
SuBCOMMITTEE ON FORCE REQUIREMENTS
AND PERSONNEL,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:37 a.m. in room
SD-106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Richard C. Shel-
by (chairman of the subcommittee) presuiini.
o Committee members present: Senators Shelby, Nunn, Byrd, and

oats.

Committee staff members present: Arnold L. Punaro, staff direc-
tor: and Richard D. DeBobes, counsel.
N}'rofessional staff members present: Patrick T. Henry and Frank

orton. :

Minority staff members present: Richard L. Reynard, minority
staff director; and Charles S. Abell, professional staff member.

Staff assistants %I;esent: Cindy Pearson and Christina D. Still.

Committee members’ assistants present: Phillip P. Upschulte, as-
sistant to Senator Glenn; Terence M. ‘Iﬁ'nch, assistant to Senator
Sheltg; C. Richard D’Amato and Lisa W. Tuite, assistants to Sen-
ator Byrd; Randail A. Schieber, assistant to Senator Bryan; Chris-
topher J. Paul, assistant to Senator McCain; Richard F. échwab,
assistant to Senator Coats.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY,
CHAIRMAN

Senator SHELBY. The committee will come to order. We have a
number of members that are not here yet, but they will be coming
in from time to time. 1.-e Subcommittee on Force Regquirements
and Personnel meets today to receive testimony on the Honor Sys-
tems, and on Sexual Harassment at the Service Academies.

This is the first of at least two oversight hearings the subcommit-
tee is planning for this year, regarding the service academies. The
timing and selection of the subject matter for today’s hearing is the
result of two events: The recent completion of important reviews of
the honor concept at the United States Naval Academy; and the re-
lease of the General Accounting Office Report, entitled “DOD Serv-
ice Ac"ademies: More Actions Needed to Eliminate Sexual Harass-
ment.

The integrity of the honor systems ‘of the Nation’s service acad-
emies has long been viewed by the Armed Services Committee and
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its subcommittees as a matter of serious national concern. These
academies are national institutions, and we have a responsibili'y
to the people of America to exercise on their behalf appropriate
oversight of these institutions, :

Today, the U.S. Naval Academy is embroiled in a cheating scan-
dal of major proportions that stems from the alleged compromise
of an electrical engineering exam. This scandal began in December
1992. It has been an albatross around the neck of the Academy, its
leadership, and the brigade for almost 14 months.

The results of this scandal have the potential of dramatically af-
fecting the careers of over 10 percent of the class scheduled to

duate this spring. I say this to emphasize just how seriously
this matter is viewed within the committee, and just how impor-
tant it is that we take the time today to address the facts of this
very unfortunate and disappointing event.

In addition to receiving testimony on the honor systems, the sub-
committee will also receive testimony on the progress of actions
taken to eliminate sexual harassment at the service academies.
The fact that the subcommittee will address these two issues in the
same hearing should, in no way, be interpreted that we see one or
the other issue as being of lesser imgortance. Quite the contrary.
We are addressing both issues today, because they are both so very
important.

e will hear witnesses on three panels today. The first panel
consists of Ambassador Richard Armitage and Vice Adm. David M.
Bennett, U.S. Navy.

Ambassador Armitage recently served as the Chairman of the
Committee of the Naval Academy Board of Visitors. This was
charged to review the honor concept at the Academy, in light of the
December 1992 compromise. Vice Admiral Bennett is Inspector
General of the Department of the Navy. He recently completed a
7-month investigation of the cheating scandal.

It is the subcommittee’s hope that this panel will be able to help
us understand the systemic problems that contributed to a climate
in which such a large number of Midshipmen would find it accept-
able to engage in activities at variance with the Academy’s honor
concept.

In the second panel, Mr. Mark Gebicke and Mr. William Beusse
of the General Accounting Office will present the report of the
GAO’s review of the issue of sexual harassment.

In the third and final panel today, we will receive testimony on
both of these issues from the three superintendents of our service
academies: Army Lt. Gen. Howard Graves, Rear Adm. Thomas
Lynch, and Air Force Lt. Gen. Bradley Hosmer.

At the outset, regarding these isses in general and the Naval
Academy cheating scandal in particular, 1 would like to be very
clear on several points.

First, this subcommittee needs to get to the bottom of a very seri-
ous, complicated matter. To do this, this subcommittee must under-
stand the under]yin% or systemic causes of this scandal, and the
evolution of events following the initial reports of a compromise.
The subcommittee is not in any way involved in a witch hunt here.
Nonetheless, I fully expect that our witnesses today will be asked
some very tough, very direct, but very fair questions.

6
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Second, I would note that the Department of the Navy is in the
process right now of adjudicating the cases of those idshipmen
implicated in the cheating scandal. In order to ensure that our ac-
tivities today do not, in any way, influence or. create the appear-
ance of influencing the outcome of these cases, I would ask that ev-
eryone involved refrain from the discussion of any individuals.

efore we begin our first panel, I would like to acknowledge Sen-
ator Coats, who is not here with us yet, but will jein us as the
ranking Republican member; and I am sure he will have an open-
ini statement later. )

mbassador Armitage, any statements you would like to make?
Your written statement will be made part of the record, in its en-
tirety, as well as Admiral Bennett’s.

STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR RICHARD L. ARMITAGE, CHAIR-
MAN, U.S. NAVAL ACADEMY, BOARD OF VISITORS COMMIT-
TEE TO EXAMINE THE HONOR CONCEPT ‘

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I
would like to make a few general opening remarks.

On September 27, 1993, the Secretary of the Navy established
the Honor Review Committee and, as you suggested, charged us
with reviewing the concept, the process, and the effectiveness of the
U.S. Nav al Academy honor concept.

The committee was made up of myself, Mr. Jim Cannon, and
Senator John McCain. We were augmented by a group of distin-

ished attorneys: Lloyd Cutler, Ms. Ronnie Liebowitz and Judge

arold Wingate. Admiral James Calvert, a former Superintendent
at the Nava AcademMy, joined our committee; and we were ably as-
sisted bgeMr. Jeff McFadden of Mr. Cutler’s firm, and Mr. Chris
Paul of Senator McCain’s staff.

We conducted extensive interviews, 60-some hours of hearings.
We met with and talked with representatives of the U.S. Military
Academy, U.S. Air Force Academy, and are particularly grateful to
both General Graves and General Hosmer for their enormous as-
sistance in our investigations. We investigated the honor concepts
and the honor theories at other universities, civilian universities,
et cetera.

We, as a committee, came to the view that the timeless notions,
Mr. dhairman, of the U.S. Naval Academy mission—that is: Honor
and Integrity and Loyalty and Courage—make quite clear the
Academy’s .primary goal. And the committee further took the view
that the U.S. Naval Academy sheould be the soul of the Navy. It
should be the repository of those core values and traditions we hold

so dear.

But we noted that, over several decades, the U.S. Naval Academy
had become a testing ground for thc. leaéership theory of the day
in the Navy: Whether it was technical competence, nuclear engi-
neering, or men of letters. There was no consistent, steady empha-
sis on character development at the Naval Academy.

And, in our extensive hearings, the committee found that within
each element of the Naval Academy community, of the Naval Acad-
emy family, there were some who held the blase attitude that
honor was on the back burner. While it was assumed that honor
was. internalized by every Midshipman during the plebe summer
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experience, it was equally clear that that assumption was under-
mined by the increasingly cynical attitude that developed towards
honor during a Midshipman'’s next 4 years.

Mr. Chairman, it was that drift off course from the imiportance
of honor as an aspect of character, and its crucial relationship to
leadership, which formed the basis of our committee’s report.

From induction day, a Midshipman must realize that it is the
content of their character, and the degree of attention pxid to it b
the Academy, which are central to their development as future U.S.
Navy or U.S. Marine Corps officers.

So our bottom line, Mr. Chairman, was that other universities
could graduate excellent students, and that other universities could
graduate excellent athletes. But service academies—and in this
case, the U.S. Naval Academy—had a unique opportunity to focus
on character development. We believe this is why you and I, as tax-
payers, make investments in an Academy to afford that oppor-
tunity to focus on character development.

So we came to the view that the U.S. Naval Academy was, in-
deed, at a crossroads; and unless, once again, they can prove to be
the crucible of leadership, then the very existence of these Acad-
emies will be called into question.

I would like to stress, Mr. Chairman, one thing: In our commit-
tee’s deliberations, we would have to note that the present Super-
intendent, Admiral Lynch, and the present Commandant, Admiral
Select Padgett are not responsible for the problems of honor at the
Naval Academy. We were velc'ly clear in our view that this is a prob-
lem that has developed over decades.

And indeed, in our report, we gave credit to Admiral Lynch and
to Commandant Padgett, for recognizing when they came aboard
that something was wrong. Something was amiss at the U.S. Naval
Academy, and they attempted to adopt a strategic plan, to bring to-
gether the Naval Academy family and to substitute positive leader-
ship for negative leadership. So let us be clear on this: These prob-
lems at the Naval Academy did not just crop up 2 years ago, Mr.
Chairmar. :

Finally, if character development and honor once again are to be-
come the linchpins o: the raison d’etre of the Naval Academy, then
the Secretary of the Navy or the Chief of Naval Operations are
g?ing to have to restore the traditional relationship between the

aval Academy and the Fleet: Where the U.S. Naval Academy sets
the standard for the Fleet, and not vice versa.

And, to assist the Secretary and the CNO in this attempt, our
committee made a series of recommendations, both on the sub-
stance of honor, as well as on the process of honor. We made 9 sub-
stantive recommendations on the substance of honor, and 14 on the
process. We can go into those, at your pleasure, Mr. Chairman. So
why do I not let it stop there? Our report is available, I believe
and you have made it a part of the record. I would be delighteci
‘to respond to questions.

{The Honor Review Committee Report referred to follows:]



REPORT OF THE
HONOR REVIEW COMMITTEE
TO THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

ON HONOR

AT THE UNITED STATES NAVAL
ACADEMY

The Honorzble john H, Dalton .
SECRETARY OF THE NAVY December 22, 1993
The Pentagon

Washington, 0.C.

Dear Secretary Daiton:

The Committea formed by the United States Navai Academy Board of Visitors at
your suggsstion (0 examine tne Honor Conceot at tne Naval Academy has compieted its
work and orovides its Reoort.

The Committee resgectiully recommends that an honor review commmittes or the
Soard of Visitars be tasked to monitor and regort cn implementation of your
recommendations at least twice a year jor the time being.

The Commigas (eeis nonored and orivileged to have had the ooportunity to make
a contnbution to an msttution vital to our Nation.

Qes/?mﬂly suomxty

Ambpassador Richapd L. Apmitage, Chairman

g W
%A’S&nl a5 Calvey, USN (Reo

Larmetra S A .
Mr, | m. Cannon —
B M e,

<.

[ N 1 \
Ms, Ronn 7& w
The Yordoratle jonn McCain

MF. Chnmne Paul Ruurcncf

Mr. Rooert A. wnmn;, Rm:muu

| J
BEST COPY AVAILABLE



PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Table of Contents

Summary Findings

Introduction

~

The Honor Review Committee of the Naval Academy Board of Visitors

Honor at the Naval Academy
I. The Substance of the Honor Concept
A. The Navy Leadership and Character Development
Recomnﬁndation #1
Recommendation #2
Recommendation #3
Recommendation #4
Recommendation #5
B. The Naval Academy Role in Character Development
Recommenda ion #6
Recommendation #7
Recommendation #8
Recommendation #9
Il. Procedural Aspects of the Honor Concept
A. Goveming Instructions
8. The Counseling and Reporting Process
Observation #1

Recommendation #1

n

13 -

15

15

15



Observation #2

Recommendation #2

C. The Investigative Process
Cbservation #3
Recommendation #3
Observnion‘ #4
Recommendation #4
Observation #5
Recommendation #5

D. The Deliberative Process
Observation #6
Recommendation #6
Observation #7
Recommendation #7
Observation #8
Recommendation #8
Observation #9
Recommendation #9
Observation #10
Recommendation #10
Observation #11
Recommendation #11
Observation #12

[€)

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Recommendation #12
Observation #13
Recommendation #13
E. The Review Process
Obsefvati‘on $14
Recommendation #14
Conclusion )
Appendix A: Members of the Commitiee
Appendix 8: The Committee’s Activities
Appendix C: Documents and Resources

Appendix D: Final Report of the Commandant’s Working Group on Honor

Appedix E: Commandant’s Standard Operations and Regulations Manual,

Section 3.0407 .
Appendix F: 1993-1934 Brigade Honor Committee (Formal Counseling Policy)

Appendix G: 1993-1594 Brigade Honor Committee Feedback Policy




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

SUMMARY FINDINGS

There have been several serious honor violation incidents in the past five years at
the Naval Academy, of which ths currant Electrical Engineering (EE311) compromise is
the most extensive in scope and magnitude. Despite the number of recommendations
directed at increasing and improving the thrust of honor education in a 1990 Special
Report,’ the steps taken to elevate honor education at the Naval Academy have not
produced an overall program that organizes and integrates all parts of the Académy and

focuses their attention on the primary goal of the institution: to educate and train
officers of character.

The timeless notions of the Naval Academy’s mission-honor, integrity, loyalty,
courage-make clear the Academy'’s primary goal. But the words are not enough. The
Committee recognizes the very dedicated, committed, and concemed elements of each
part of the Academy~administration, faculty, coaches, and midshipmen~that have strived
to focus attention on and develop honor training and the extensive efforts of the present
Superintendent and Commandant. Ncnetheless, in its extensive {iearings, the
Committee found within each element of the Academy community, there are some who
have the blasé attitude that honor is on the back burner. Wh'le it is assumed that honor
is internalized by every midshipman in the Plebe Summer expe-ience, it is clear that this
assumption is undermined by the increasingly cynical attitude tha. develops towards
honor, in stark contrast to Plebe Summer, during a midshipman'’s ncxt four years.

]
it is this drift off course from the importance of honor, as an aspect of character,

and its crucial relationship to leadership, that fonns the basis for the Committee’s Report
and Recommendations.

/

! See Report of the lnlomnl-fuvkw Board on the ﬁonor Concept and Conduct
System at the U.S, Naval Academy, Vice Admiral J.M. Boorda, Chairman; August 10,
199Q.
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INTRODUCTION

The mission of the Naval Academy is

“To develop midshipmen moraily, mentally, and physically and tc imbue them
with the highest ideals of duty, honor and loyaity in order to provide graduates
who are dedicated to a career of naval service and have potential for future
development in mind and character to assume the _highest responsibilities of
command, citizenship, and government.” :

OPNAV Notice 5450, December 1, 1987.

The Honor Concept of the Brigade of Midshipmen of the United States Naval
Academy states,

"Midshipmen are persons of integrity: They do not lie, cheat, or steal."
USNAINST 1610.3E.0101.

The Honor Review Commiittee of the Naval Academy Board of Visitors

Responding to concerns expressed by Secretary of the Navy john H. Dalton, the
U.S. Naval Academy Board of Visitors created the Honor Review Committee at its
meeting on September 27, 1993. it comprises seven members, three to represent the
Board of Visitors: Senator John McCain, Ambassador Richard L. Armitage, and Mr.
James M. Cannon. The Secretary of the Navy designated Mr. Lioyd N. Cutler, Esq.,
judge Henry T. Wingate, and Ms. Ronnie F. Liebowitz, Esq. The Board of Visitors also
appointed Vice Admiral James F. Calvert, USN (Ret.). Ambassador Armitage served as
Chairman. Mr. Jeffrey E. McFadden, Esq., served as Counsel to the Committee, Mr.
Zoristopher J. Paul served as resource and researcher, and Mr. Robert A. Manning served
as recorder. Biographical information is contained in Appendix A.

The Committee was charged to

"(1) Review the circumstances of the December 1992 compromise of an
Electrical Engineering exam and the investigations that followed; and

(2) Review the concept, process, and effectiveness of the Naval Academy
Honor Concept; and

(3) Report its findings and recommendations conceming the investigating
procedure and the Honor Concept as presently understood at the United
States Naval Academy to the Board of Visitors...."

Minutes of the Board of Visitors meeting of September 27, 1993,

14
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The Committee’s mandate was given a particular sense of urgency by the wrmoil
surrounding the December 1992 Electrical Engineering exam (EE311) compromise, The
Committee concentrated its research on how the Honor Concept works, how it fits into
the implementation of the Academy’s mission, and how the Academy has responded to
concerns regarding honor raised by various members of the Academy community,

The Committee particularly commends Rear Admiral Thomas C. Lynch, USN, the

present Naval Academy Superintendent, and Captain john 8. Padgett lll, USN, the

» present Commandant of Midshipmen, for their recognition of problem areas at the
Academy and their immediate attempts to address them. The creation and adoption of a
strategic plan to develop a leadership environrnent that encourages upperclassmen,
officers, and faculty to provide pathways rather than obstacles to leadesship deserve

" praise and are important first steps in accomplishing the orientation and focus that our
recommendations will address. The Committee also notes the efforts of Brigade Honor
Chairman Randy Stoker, Deputy Vice Chairman Kevin P. Shaeffer, and the Brigade
Honor Committee to upgrade training, review weaknesses, and address them with
concrete policy recommendations.

The Committee conducted a wide range of hearings, interviews, and discussions
with a cross-section of the Academy community, including the Superintendent, the
Commandant, faculty, officers, company officers, athletic staff, the Brigade Honor
Committee, and midshipmen. The Committee also solicited and is grateful for the
assistance of Lieutenant General Howard D. Graves, USA, Superintendent of the United
States Military Academy, Lieutenant General Bradley C. Hosmer, USAF, Superintendent
of the United States Air Force Academy, and those institutions’ representatives who met
with us. A list of hearings and activities is contained in Appendix B. The Committee
reviewed an extensive inventory of documentation, a list of which is contained in
Appendix C.

Q
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Honor at the Naval Academy: An Overview

Honor...duty...loyalty...character. These words, which form the basis of the Naval
Academy’s mission, have as their common thread one irrefutable principle and mandate:
the development of character. The Committee believes this singular and transcendent
goal must be the polestar by which every member of the Naval Academy is guided,
whether officer, faculty, athletic coach, or midshipman. Every other laudable goal, be it
academic excellence, athletic prowess, or community involvement, is secondary to this
overarching purpose.

Service Academies have a unique opportunity and special responsibility to
provide an environment that cultivates, indeed demands, the internalization of honar,
loyalty, integrity, and moral courage, the qualities essential to developing leadership.
Instilling the highest sense of honor in midshipmen is at the heart of character
development. Annapoiis "must graduate special persons—officers who will place the
intereszts of the country and the welfare and safety of their subordinates above their
own."

Character development is far more than not lying, cheating, or stealing. The
Honor Concapt is more than simply a set of rules or procedures; it is a "way of life.”
Every future Navy and Marine Corps officer must weave honor into the fabric of his or
her being, professional and personal. From Induction Day, midshipmen must realize that
the content of their character, and the degree of attention given to it by the Academy,
are central to their development as future officers. When midshipmen adopt and
internalize the honor ethos, it must not be solely for fear of punishment, but because

_ they aspire without reservation to the right course of action.

Indeed, for decades, the Naval Academy has put before its new Plebes the ideals
embodied in the timeless notion of the professional naval officer and requires them to
memorize the "Qualifications of a Naval Officer” attributed to John Paul jones:

"It is by no means enough that an officer of the Navy should be a capable
mariner. He mus¢ be that, of course, but aiso a great deal more. He should be as
well a gentleman of liberal education, refined manners, punctilious courtesy, and
the nicest sense of personal honor.”

"He should be the soul of tact, patience, justice, firmness, and charity. No
meritorious act of a subordinate should escape his attention or be left to

2 Vice Admiral William P, Lawreace, who, as a midshipman, developed the present
Honor Concept. (Washington Post; August, 1980.)

) USNAINST 1610.3E.0108.




pass withou its reward, even if the revsaid is only a word of approval.
Conversely, he should not be blind to a single fault in any subordinate,
though, at the same time he should be quick and unfailing to distinguish
error from malice, thaughtlessness from incompetency, and well meant
shortcoming from heec ess of stupid biunder.”

From a composite letter of John Paul Jdnies’ phrases and clauses as compiled by Augustus
C. Beull!

But-upon the Brigade’s return at the end of the summer, these lofty and
enlightened ideals are soon overshadowed, as, to paraphrase Admiral Lynch, every
midshipman is pulled at once in different directions by the extreme competing demands
- of academic, athletic, and training requirements. As a consequence, the Honor Concept
’ has becorrie, to many midshipmen, just another obstacie to be avoided or to overcome,
rather than an ideal that can indeed change the way they live and the way they.view
themselves.

The Committee also observed that the Naval Academy has in recent times viewed
the Honor Concept more as a punitive process than an aspirational ideal. This has led to
false assumptions in regard to the role of the Honor Concept at the Academy—so long as
the process was deemed to be working, the Concept itself was deemed intact and viable.
The Committee believes that while the procedural aspects of the Honor Concept need
strengthening, the process itself is workable. ’

However, the substance of the Honor Concept as the basis of character
development has become seriously neglected. Consequently, the professional
development of today’s midshipman is measured more heavily by academic performance
than by internalization of notions of honor, loyalty, integrity, and moral courage.

The Naval Academy is truly at a crossroads, and it must make the development of
character its number one priority-ahead of every other goal, academic, athletic, or
military. As stated above, the Service Academies are uniquely suited to accomplish this
task and, unless they make it their keystone, they may be in serious difficulty. We, as a
society, make the heavy investment in these time-honored institutions mainly because
we recognize and embrace their capabilities in characte; building. Unless these
institutions prove themselves crucibles of leadership that can add a special ingredient to
our armed forces, the rationale for their continued existence will be called into question.

It is clear that confidence in the Honor Concept cannot be forced down from
above. The Brigade itseif must believe in, must operate, and within necessary legal
N constraints, must own the Honor Concept. The Honor Concept must be their property
and their means of developing character within their own ranks and by their own efforts,
if it is to succeed,

17
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T .= Naval Academy and the Navy leadership at all levels have paid too little -
attencion for 100 long a time to the development of character at the Naval Academy. To
strengthen the process of characay development through the Honor Concept, the
Committee makes the following recommendations: )
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1. THE SUBSTANCE Of THE HONOR CONCEPY

A. The Navy Leader;hip and Character Development

Any examination of character development and honor at the Naval Academy
cannot be conducted in a vacuum; as a microcosm of the larger Navy culture, the Naval
Academy has come to reflect, and indeed sometimes intensify, the prevailing wisdom in
the Fleet regarding theories of leadership development. The Committee believes that this
state of affairs represents an inversion of the more traditional.relationship between the
Naval Academy and the Fleet: the Naval Academy, the very soul of the Navy, the
repository cf its core values, history, and traditions, the benchmark of its |eadership, has
become, over the last four decades, a testing ground for th.e leadership theory of the day,
theories sometimes detached from the timeless principles of honor, loyalty, personal
integrity, and moral courage.

If character development and honor are to once again become the linchpins of the
Naval Academy mission, its raison d'etre, the Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of
Naval Operations must restore the traditional relationship between the Naval Academy
and the Navy, in which the Naval Academy sets the Fleet standard for military
professionalism. To assist the Navy leadership in these efforts, the Committee makes the
following recommendations:

Recommendation 1: Increase the Superintendent’s tour at the Naval Academy to
four years. The Superintendent would serve at the rank of Rear Admiral (Upper Half)
during the first two years in the billet, with promotion to Vice Admiral in the third year if
the officer’s periormance so merits.

Recommendation 2: Detail only the most exceptional Navy and Marine Corps
officers, both junior and senior, to Naval Academy billets. The Secretary of the Navy
should task the Chief of Naval Personnel and the Superintendent personally to screen
battalion and company officer candidates. Rate all such officers in the top one percent
11%) of thetr peer group without ranking.

Recommendation 3: The Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval
Operations should personally visit the Academy on an annual basis exclusively to
address the Brigade on a topic of character development.

Recommendation 4: Create an 0-6 billet at the Naval Academy for a Naval
Academy Honor Officer (Honor Officer). The billet would be filled by a Navy or Marine
Corps line officer who is a Naval Academy graduate with flag or general officer
potential. This officer must be exceptional-and would be personally screened by the
Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations. The Honor Officer would
serve a three-year tour and would report directly to the Superintendent. He or she




would be assisted ful-time by an 0-4 Navy or Marine Corps staff judge advocate
(preferably a Naval Academy graduate) and a Chief Yeoman-or civilian equivalent.

Recommendation 5: The Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations
should consider the applicability of each of the recommendations contained in this
Report for implementation at the Naval Academy Preparatory School.
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8. The Naval Academy Role In Character Development

As noted above, the Naval Academy, like the Navy, has been buffeted by the
shifting winds of what might be called the leadership theory of the day-winds tlowing
even more strongly in our society at large. Throughout, there has been a lack of
sustained focus on the development of characier as the essential mission of the
institution.%

This lack of sustained ‘fotus is exacerbated by the existence of an adversaria
environment at the Naval Academy that has tended to pit upperclass midshipmen against
Plebes, company officers against midshipmen, and faculty against students. The
historical justification for such an environment was the apparent belief that the way to -
graduate good leaders was simply to drive out all of the bad ones. On< result, whether
intended or not, was that negative leadership in the form of meaningless harassment,
degradation, and condescension, created an "us versus them” or "cops and robbers"
mindset that subjugated institutional loyalty and professional collegiality to an unhealthy
distortion of the proscription "don‘t bilge your classmate.” 1t was thus inevitable that the
Honor Concept, like the Administrative Conduct System, would come to be viewed as a
collection of proscriptions ("thou shalt not”) rather than prescriptions (“thou shalt™).

The Academy’s recent move tuwards an emphasis on positive leadership
development is encouraging. But this move does not have as its primary goal the
development of character. Therefore, the Committee makes the fellowing
recormmendations:

Recommendation 6: Define ‘he core duties of the Honor Officer to be as
follows:

- Creation and Implementation of the Naval Academy Character Development
Plan (the "Plan”). See Section .B., Recommendation 8. The Honor Officer would
ensure that the Plan embraces ail substantive and procedural aspects of character
development and the Honor Concept. just as important, the Honor Officer would
ensure that the Plan integrates character development across the Naval Academy
community.

- The conducting of periodic surveys and discrete studies to evaluate the success
of the Plan. Chief among these surveys would be an Honor Concept survey taken every
other year and designed to measure the internalization of the Honor Concept by each
ciass at least twice. Such duties would also include reports of the survey/study results in
writing to the Superintendent.

- Maintenance of records, opirions, and statistics associated with the honor
process.
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- Service as principal advisor and trainer to the Brigade Honor Committee, its
boards, midshipman advisors, and Midshipman Investigating Officers.

- Ensuring that each honor case <lears all Academy.'procssins within the minimal
practicable time. See, .., Recommendation VHI(C) of the Final Report of the
Cammandant’s Working Group on Honox, attached as Appendix D.

- Reviewing and recommending revisions of the Honor Instruction for overail
simplification and incorporation of those recommendations in this Report implemented
by the Secretary of the Navy. N .

Recommendation 7: Draft and publish to all hands at the Navai Academy a
treatise on character development premised on "thou shalt” rather than "thou shalt not”
principies. The goal of this treatise wouid be to set out, in clear and concise language, .
the philosophic underpinnings of naval leadership and leadership development at the
Naval Academy. At a minimum, the treatise would address the following topics:

- honor

- loyaity, especially classmate loyalty and the concept of "loyaity up,
loyalty down" (See Recommendation 1X of the Final Report of the
Commandant's Working Group on Honor, attached as Appendix D.)
moral courage

duty

personal integrity

courtesy, both up and down the chain of command

conduct becoming a nav al officer, with an emphasis on
eliminating the distinction drawn by many midshipmen

between honor and conduct as essential elements of

character development

In deliberating the proper treatment of these time-honored principles, the
Committee considered at length the possible inclusion of a non-toleration clause within
the Honor Concept, as it appears in the honor codes of West Point and Colorado
Springs.* The testimony heard by the Committee makes clear that the majority of the
Naval Academy community, from the Superintendent down the chain of command and
throughout the Brigade, does not believe that a non-toleration clause is a positive tool in
character development. The Superintendent’s Strategic Plan and other changes in the
Academy’s orientation have attempted to move away from a model of leadership
grounded in fear rather than aspiration; to incorporate a non-toleration clause into the
Honor Concept would undermine these laudable goals.

‘ItisnupannhomtoﬂemnWmPoimdeolondoWwwmme
commission of an honor offense.

10
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The self-policing goal of a non-toleration clause has traditionally been handled at
the Naval Academy by the option of approaching and counseling a midshipman
suspected of an honor violation. As discussed below, the Committee has made a
number of recommendations that greatly stirergthen the approach-and<counsel option.
Moreover, the data provided by the Service Academies demonstrate that midshipmen do
report suspected honor violations to the same degree as the cadets at West Point and
Colorado Springs.

]
Recommendatlon 8: Create a Character Development Plan that contemplates the
following:

a. Unification of all Academv efforts gimed at character development. The
efforts of the administration, the academic departments, the athletic department
(including varsity athletics), extra-curricular activities, the Office of the Chaplains, and the
Brigade Hono. Committee must be integrated. Accordingly, the Plan would task the
Honor Officer with the following:

- Work with the Academic Dean and Objectives Review Board to review
the academic curriculum and ensure that academic courses contain a suitabie emphasis
on the goalis of the Plan. At a minimum, the curriculum must afford every midshipman
one two-hour course per academic year that is directly focused on character
development. The Committee wishes to emphasize that any such effort should integrate
character into the curriculum as it currently exists, not add to an academic load that
already makes substantial demands on a midshipman’s time,

- Work with the Director of the Division of Professional Development to
overhaul the leadership curriculum such that it places effective emphasis on character
development,

- Work with the Director of Athletics to ensure that all athletic curricula
and programs support the aims of the Plan, with an emphasis on placing varsity athletes
in meaningful leadership positions within the Brigade.

- Work with the Commandant and staff to ensure that the military
administration and training conducted by the staff, particularly battalion and company
officers, have character development as their primary purpose.

- Work with the Senior Chaplains to assure their appropnate input in the
plan’s development.

- Integrate the goals of the Plan with the efforts of the Strategic Plan to
mcrease unit cohesion through a !hlﬁ to pasitive leadership.

b. Provision of comorehensive education and training encomoassing all four

"
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vears of 3 midshipman’s tenyre 3t the Naval Academy. The Committee strongly believes
that substantial improvements must be made in the education and training of
midshipmen in the areas of character development and honor. By “educaticn,” the
Committee contemnplates the means by which the substantive notions of character~honor,
loyalty, personal integrity, and moral courage—are presented to, and internalized by,
midshipmen, By “trairing,” the Committee contemplates the means by which
midshipmen are imbued with expertise in the honor process. This education and
training would inciude the following:

- Inclusion in the candidate application package of a pamphiet on character
and two recommendation forms requiring teachers, coaches, or other objective persons
to write solely on the character of the applicant. These materials would serve to put the
candidate on notice of the degree to which honor is emphasized at the Academy and
would assist the Dean of Admissions in screening applicants.

- The requirement as a midshipman'’s first official act on Induction Day of
the writing of an essay on character. These essays would be reviewed by summer
company officers and would generate counseling as necessary by those officers. The
summer company officers would then forward summaries of the results to the Honor
Officer as a means of measuring the state of the new class’ understanding of character.

- Revision by the Deputy Vice Chairman for Education and the Honor
Officer of the Plebe Summer Honor Training Plan, using the West Point summer training
plan as an initial model. ’

- Assignment of a first class mentor to each Plebe at the beginning of the
academic year. The sole purpose of the mentoring role would be character
development, and the first classman would be accountable to his or her company officer,
the Commandant, and the Honor Officer for the character development of his or her
charge.

- The requirement of mandatory attendance by every midshipman at a
mock and/or iive (when scheduled) Brigade Honor Board by the end of fourth class year.

- The development of incentives for participation as honor representatives.

- The requirement for company officers to give lectures on Fleet
applications of character develogiment and honor to each class in his or her company at
least once per semester and to discuss the results of honor surveys with a view to
developing company dialogue and direction.

c. Provision of Education and Training of Officers, Faculty, and Coaches. The

Committee strongly believes that the education and training of officers, faculty, and
coaches is as essential to the restoration of character development, as the core of the

12
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Naval Academy experience, as is the education and training of midshipmen. No one
<would underestimate the responsibility the officers, faculty, and coaches have in
character development at the Academy. Their education .and training, as @ means of
reinforcing and cultivating this responsibility, must be sustained, consistent, meaningful,
and must have the personal attention of both the Superintendent and the Honor Officer.
To that end, this education and training should include the following:

- Annual, mandatory orientation developed by the Honor Officer and the
Deputy Vice Chairman for Education on the Character Development Plan, including
Honor Concept expectations and processes. Such orientation would 1) emphasize the
importance of the role officers, faculty and coaches play in character development and 2)
delineate specific responsibilities and the tools available to carry them out, including a
reemphasis on aptitude and counseling reports. in particular, the training would make
clear that the issuance of a bad or failing grade is a prohibited method of character
development. See USNAINST 1610.3E.0501. See also Recommendation 11 of the Final
Report of the Commandant’s Working Group on Honor, attached as Appendix D.

Recommendation 9: The Committee feels strongly that one-additional
resnonsibility in the character development calculus must be borne squarely by the
Academic Dean and the academic departments. The following special respansibilities
should therefore be assigned to the Academic Dean:

- Preparation of an instruction for the Superintendent’s signature

1) absolutely prohibiting the administration of an exam, test, or quiz more

than once;

2) requiring the writing of a new exam if there is a suspicion that an exam
has been lost, misplaced, or stolen; and

3} requiring that, if there is evidence that an exam has been compromised
after its administration, the Superintendent and Honor Officer make an immediate
determination if the extent of the compromise requires re-administration, without delay,
of a new, rewritten exam.

- The tasking of acac smic department heads with development of academic
honesty (plagiarism) standards and tasking division directors with ensuring uniformity of
such standards across their respective academic departments.

- Ensuring promulgation of academi¢ honesty standards to all midshipmen and
faculty and further ensuring that su 1 standards are fully incorporated into ail character
development education and training plans.

See also Recommendation Il of the Final Report of the Commandant’s Warking Group

13




on Honor, attached as Appendix D.

Finally, the Committee would be remiss if it did not acknowledge the continuing
problems surrounding the Electrical Engineering 311 course. The Committee doss not
pass judgment on the merits of the arguments on all sides of the issue, but believes that
the Secretary should cause a review to be made of the content of the course, its
consonance with the needs of the Navy, and the attitudes of both the midshipmen taking
the course and the faculty teiching it. The Superintendent, the Commandant, and the
Academic Dein have made =orts to address and correct these problems, which they
believe have succeeded. The Committee strongly recommends that these initiatives be
carried forward and not be permitted to lag or slacken.
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il. PROCEDURAL ASPECTS OF THE HONOR CONCEPT

The Honor Concept was developed by the midshipmen "to maintain their own
highest ethical standards.” USNAINST 1610.3£:0102. The Committee endorses the
philosophy that the Brigade of Midshipmen has primary ownership of the Honor
Concept pursuant to the authority of the Superintendent as commanding officer,
Throughout its deliberations, however, the Committee found that confidence in and
ownership of the Honor Concept has been substantially eroded.

The Coémmiitee believes the Honor Concept, as an administrative procedure with
a maximum result of separation with an honorable discharge, does provide fundamental
fairness. However, because of the need 1o instill ownership and restore confidence in
the Honor Concept, the Committee makes the following observations and
recommendations:

A. Governing Instructions

Although the Committee recognizes that the definitions in USNAINST
1610.3£.0105 regarding lying, cheating, and stealing inciude all elements of the Honor
Concept, these definitions are cumbersome and should be simplified. The definitions
should be revised to reflect the Committea’s observations and Recommendation 9 in
Section 1.B of this Report.

8. The Counseling and Reporting Process

The Committee believes it is important that the Naval Academy maintain its

_present Honor Concept including the absence of a non-toleration clause. Jee

Recommendation 7 in Section 1.8 of this report {or discussion.

Observation 1: The counseling of midshipmen regarding an honor offense and
reporting of such counsaling is neithar consistent nor systematic.

Recommendation 1: Anyone who counsels a midshipman should make a written
report of counseling and submit it to the Office of the Brigade Honor Chairman, unless
the observer determines no violation occurred. The counseling records shall be kept
~onfidential and be retained by the Office of the Brigade Honor Chairman for use at
Brigade Honor Board sancticn deliberations or Performance Evaluation Boards. Upon
graduation, the midshipman’s counseling record should be destroyed. The Committee
endorses the 1993-1994 Brigade Honor Committee Formal Counseling Policy, attached
as Appendix F, and recommend it be adopted.

Observation 2: The Brigade Honor Chairman has no written evidentiary standard
guiding the decision to drop a reported violation, refer it for counseling, or refer it to 1) a

15
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Midshipmasi investigating Officer pursuant to the Honor Instruction, 2) the Administrative
Conduct System, or 3} the military criminal justice system (UCMJ). Moreover, aithough
the Brigade Honor Chairman routinely consults with the Ethics Advisor and the
Commandant’s staff judge advocate in making the initial jurisdictional decision, there is
no written requirement that he do so. - :

Recommendation 2: At both the pre-investigation and post-investigation stages,
the Brigade Honor Chairman, in consultation with the Naval Academy Honor Officer
and his staff judge advocate, should determine whether probable cause exists to refer the
charge, and if so, whethér it should be treated under the 1) Honor Instruction, 2)
Administrative Conduct System, or 3) military criminal justice system (UCM)). If the
matter falls within the jurisdiction of the Honor Concept, the Brigade Honor Chairman
should be able to exercise his custornary authority, including the authority to either drop
the case or refer the midshiprrzan for counseling. Additionally, the Committee
recormmends establishing a Battalion Counseling Board as proposed by the Commandant
for inclusion in the Honor Instruction. See Commandant’s Standard Operations and
Regulations Manual, Section 3.0407, attached as Appendix E.

C. The Investigative Process

Observation 3: Although the accused has the right to review evidence, it is
unclear at what paint in the process this occurs.

Recommendation 3: Once the Brigade Honor Chairman decides to refer 2 case to
a Brigade Honor Board, the Brigade Honor Chairman should provide the accused
immediate and compiete access to the record of the investigation and ail evidence, and
should provide copies of documentation in furtherance of USNAINST 1610.3E.0302.h,i.

Observation 4: A Company officer is ~nt consistently informed when a
midshipman in his or her respective company s being investigated by the Brigade Honor
Committee.

Recommendation 4: USNAINST 1610.3E.0404.2, which requires the Ethics
Advisor to notify the accused’s company officer upon receipt of a case by the Brigade
Deputy Vice Chairman for Investigations, should be followed to the letter and enforced
by the Honor Officer.

Observation 5: large conspiracy cases involving honor offenses may overwhelm
the honor process.

Recommendation 5: The Brigade Honor Chairman, in consuitation with the
Honor Officer and his staff judge advocate, should consider the complexity and scope of
the suspected violation and may refer the matter for a Judge Advocate General Manual
investigation and/or the convening of a special board by the Superintendent.

16




D. The Deliberative and Voting Process

Observation 6: Brigade Hgeor Board membershlp curremly consists of seven
voting members.

Recommmdation 6 Increase the numbof 66 voting B'r.iade Honor Board
members to nine. This would enhance training, education, participation, and
deliberation.

-2 Observation 7: A fi ndm( of violation requires only a glmnle majority vote (four
out of seven),

Recommendation 7: A finding of violation shouid require a supermajority vote
- (six out of nine). This requirement is consistent with the gravity of the sanctions
invoived and should lead to fewer overturned decisions by the Commandant and
Superintendeni, who have been troubled in the past by close votes (e, 4-3). This
would in tumn serve to increase the Brigade’s confidence in and sense of ownership of
the Honor Concept.

Observation 8: An accused has the right to consult with and be advised by free
military counsel and/or to retain civilian counsel at his or her own expense. However,
counsel for the accused is not permitted to attend Bngade Honor Board proceedings.
USNAINST 1610.3£.0302.b.

Recommendation 8: Consistent with current practice, the Honor Instruction
should state that an accused has the right to have legal counsel outside the hearing rcom
and, at the discretion of the Presiding Officer, be allowed reasonable opportunity to
consult with such counsei during the hearing.

Obsesvation 9: No commissioned officer serves in either a voting or monitoring
capacity on a Brigade Honor Board.

Recommendation 9: This practice should remain unchanged given the tasking of
the Honor Officer. Ses Recommendation 6 in Section |.B setting forth the duties of the
Honor Officer at the Naval Academy.

Observation 10: The current standard of proof for a finding of violation is a
prepondarance of the evidence.

Recommendation 10: The standard of proof should remain unchanged.
. ' Observation 11: The Brigade has a general misperception that the Honor

Concept is a single-sanction system, with no sanction short of separation. In fact,
pursuant to USNAINST 1610.3E.0409, ¢f seq., there are other sanctions available to the
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Commandant and Superintendent of which the 8rigade is not generally aware:
mandatory counseling and resort to punishments under the Administrative Conduct
System, including probation. L.

Recommendation 11: Honor sanctions ‘should be separate and distinct from
punishments meted out under the Administrative Conduct System. In no case should
Administrative Conduct System punishments be substituted for these sanctions. While
the Committee recognizes that the Honor Concept derives its separation authority
through the Administrative Conduct System, the Committee strongly feels that
establishment of a separate and distinct set of honor sanctions will eliminate the general
misperception that it is a single-sanction system. This will enhance the Brigade’s sense
of ownership in the Honor Concept.

The Committee recommends the creation of the sanction of Honor Probation.
Honor Probation should include

& the development and completion of a personal honor development
program, as per Recommendation 1V(A) in the Final Report of the
Commandant’s Working Group on Honor, attached as Appendix D;

restriction to the Yard;

prohibiticn of participation in sports and extra~curricufar activity contests or
performances but permission to participate in pructices;

prohibition of representation of the Academy outside the Yard in any
capacity;
loss of stripes and any other position of authority;

delayed graduation if the offense is committed by a first class midshipman
with less than three months to graduation; and

automatic separation if the accused commits any honor offense or 5000 or
6000 series conduct offense during the probation period.

The Commitiee believes that the time periods for honor probation should be
limited to three or six months.

The decision to impose honor probation for one of these two time periods (as
opposed to separation) should be guided, in the first instance, by a determination that
the accused is capable of redeeming his or her honor. Once that determination is made,
the duration of the probation shouid be guided by the following factors:

18




the gravity of the offense;
b sincere self-referra’
[ sincere self-admission prior to a hearing by a Brigade Honor Board;;;

d. the effect of the duration of the probation on the accused’s rank, privileges,
and activities; and

e. . the deterrent value of punishment to others, :

Moreover, the Committee believes that Honor Probation should place a higher
- burden on and require a higher degree of accountability from those in leadership
positions,

Observation 12: At present, a Brigade Honor Board makes no recommendation
with respect to sanction. Recommendation 9 of the Vice Admiral ). M. Boorda Report of
August 10, 1990, advised that a Brigade Honor Board should discontinue its practice of
making a separation/retention recommendation to the Commandant. The Boorda Report
did so on the basis of its expressed belief that the spectre of separating a fellow
midshipman adversely affected a Brigade Honor Board's ability to make an objective
finding of fact regarding violation.

. Recommendation 12: An Honor Concept employing a multiple sanction syste will
substantially mitigate, if not eliminate, a Brigade Honor Board’s unwillingness to make a
finding of violation. A Brigade Honor Board should reassume responsibility for making a
sanction recommendation. Deliberation for making a recommendation for sanctions suited
to the gravity of the offense should be made immadiately after a finding of violation. The
deliberation should be conducted on the basis of the accused’s full service record (precisely
the same factors available to the Commandant and Superintendent when they make the
same deliberation), including any record of honor counseling provided to a Brigade Honor
Board by the Brigade Honor Chairman and the recommendation of the accused’s company
officer. A vote for a sanction recommendation should be by secret and written ballot and
should require a simple majority vote (five out of nine). The Committee recommends a
simple majority vote in this instance because the sanction recommendation is advisory in
nature and does not carry the same waight as does a Brigade Honor Board’s finding of
violation/non-violation. See also Recommendation V(D) of the Final Report of the
Commandant’s Working Group on Honor, attached as Appendix D.

Observation 13: Honor hearings are currently open and may be observed by
midshipmen, faculty, and officers (who are not permitted to discuss the proceedings
outside the hearing). The option-is not routinely exercised. Attendance would increase
understanding and confidence in the Honor Concept.

19
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Recommendation 13: Except in cases in which the Presiding Officer grants the
accused’s request to exciude observers for good cause, USNAINST 1610.3£.0406.e,

every Brigade Honor Board should be attended by twelve non-voting members of the
Brigade and faculty, including non-faculty athletic coaches, to be designated as follows:

a. eight midshipmen, whose attendance is mandatory, chosen at random by -
the Brigade Honor Chairman;

b. three faculty members designated by the President of the Faculty Senate;
and : N

.C one member of the athletic staff designated by the Director of Athietics.

Observers should be permitted to discuss any non-identifying aspect of the proceedings
outside the hearing room.

E. The Review Process

Observation 14: There is a general misperception among the Brigade of
subjectivity and undue political influence in the review and final determinations of honor
cases by the Commandant, Superintendent, and the Secretary of the Navy. This problem
stems from the unexplained retention of midshipmen found in violation, the unexplained
overturn of Brigade Honor Board decisions, the unspecified standards of the review.
process, and the deficiencies in communication and informational feedback of
determinations to the Brigade.

Recommendation 14: The Committee proposes the following series of measures:

a. the Superintendent or the Commandant should remand in cases where
either officer finds new evidence or technical error; in such cases the
Superintendent or Commandant should communicate to the Brigade Honor
Chairman a detailed rationale directing a new hearing by a newly
constituted Brigade Honor Board, the dissemination of which tc the
Brigade should be the responsibility of the Brigade Honor Chairman;

b. the Superintendent or Commandant should overtum a finding of a Brigade
Honor Board only if the finding was clearly erroneous; in such cases the
Superintendent or Commandant should communicate a detailed written
rationale to the Brigade Honor Chairman, the dissemination of which to
the Brigade should be the responsibility of the Brigade Honor Chairman;

c. if the Superintendent or Commandant accepts the finding of the violation ’

but  modifies the sanction, the Superintendent or Commandant should
communicate a detailed written rationale to the Brigade Honor Chairman,
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the dissemination of which to the Brigade should be the responsibility of
the Brigade Honor Chairman:

reviews by the Secretary of the Navy should be completed in no more than
- thirty calendar days;

with the foregoing recommendations, the process has been strangthened
substantially so that the Secretary of the Navy's review of honot cases
shouid give great deference to the recommendation of the Superintendent,
and in those cases that the Secretary of the Navy determines to overturn
“the Superintendent’s recommendation, the Secretary of the Navy should
communicate a detailed rationale to the Superintendent, who should
transmit it to the Brigade Honor Chairman for further dissemination.

Recommendation | on feedback policy in the Final Report of the
Commandant’s Working Group on Honor, attached as Appendix D, should
be adopted at the earliest possible date. In particular, a Brigade Honor
Board should publish a redacted version of all its decisions - violation and
non-violation in lieu of XYZ letters, The Committee also recommends that
the uncodified changes of the 1993-1994 Brigade Honor Committee
Feedback Policy, attached as Appendix G, be implemented.

CONCLUSION

The Committee would like to re~emphasize that the responsibility for character
development at the Naval Academy does not lie solely with whatever administration
happens to be in place at the Department of the Navy or the Academy at any given time.
Rather, such responsibility must be rooted in the recognition of and deference to an
overarching set of core values that pre-existed and will continue (o exist after the
stewardship of any particular Navy or Naval Academy leader.
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Appendix A

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE

Ambassador Richard L. Armitage is Prasident of Armitage Associates, an
international consuiting company. He served as Assistant Secretary of Defense, !
International Security Affairs from 1983-89, Deputy Secretary of Defense for East Asia
and Pacific Affairs, 1981-83. He has served as Presidential Special Envoy during the
Persian Gulf War, Special Negotiator for the Philippines Bases, Mediator for the Middle
East Water issues and Deputy to the Coardinatar for Assistarice to the NIS. Mr. Armitage

is a 1967 graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy and sarved four combat tours in the
. Republic of Vietnam.

Vice Admiral James F. Calvert, USN (Ret.) was Superintendent of the U.S. Naval
Academy from 1968-72. After commanding the First Fleet in the Pacific, he left the
Navy in 1973 and entered the private sector. Over the past twenty years, he has served
on five different corporate boards and has been the Chairman or Chief Executive Officer
of two large companies. He is a 1942 graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy.

James M. Cannon is Chairman of the Board of Visitors of the U.S. Naval
Academy, former Chief of Staff for Senate Majority Leader Howard Baker, and former
domestic policy advisor to President Gerald R. Ford.

Lioyd N. Cutler, Esq., served as Counsel to the President (1979-80); Special
Counsel to the President on Ratification of the SALT [i Treaty (1979-80); Senior
Consultant, President’s Commission on Strategic Forces (Scowcroft Commission), 1983-
84; and as a Member, President’s Commission on Federal Ethics Law Reform, 1985. He
has been a partner in the law firm of Wilmer, Cutler, Pickering, where he is currently
Counsel, and is a graduate of Yale College and Yale Law School.

Ronnie Fern Liebowitz, Esq., is a partner, Hellring, Lindeman, Goldstein & Siegal,
Newark, New |arsey; President, Presidential Scholars Foundation; Member and Finance
Chair of the White House Commission on Presidential Scholars; Vice President and Chair
of Agency Development Committee, United Famnily and Children’s Society, Plainfield,
New Jersey; Member of the Legal Affairs Committee of the Anti-Defamation League of
8'Nai 8'Rith; ).D. cum laude, New York University, School of Law; former University
Counsel of Rutgers, the State University.

The Honorable Jochn McCain is U.S. Senator from Arizona and serves on the
Armed Services Committee; the Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation;
the Committee on Governmental Affairs; and is also Chairman of the Intemational : '
Republican Institute. He previously served two terms as a U.S. Representative. Heis a
1958 graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy and was a prisoner of war in Vietnam for five
and a half years.
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jeffrey €. McFadden, £sq. is a 1979 graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy and a
1990 graduate of the Georgetown University Law Center. From 1979-84 he served as a
surface warfare officer in the Navy Nuclear Power Program. He subsequently served as
the Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Navy and as a law clerk to the Honorable
Francis D. Murnaghan, Jr. on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit. He is
currently an associate at the law firm of Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering in Washington D.C.

The Honorable Henry T. Wingate is a United States District Judge, Southemn
District of Mississippi, the youngest and first black federal judge ever appointed in the
history of Mississippi. He received his J.D. from Yale Law Sciicol. Judge Wingate
served as a lieutenant with the Judge Advocate General Corps, United Siates Navy, from
1973-76.

Christopher J. Paul is a Legislative Assistant to U.S. Senator John McCain,
responsible for Defense and Commerce legislation, and a 1982 graduate of the U.S.
Naval Academy. He joined Senator McCain’s staff after ten years in the Navy and
currently is a lieutenant commander in the Naval Reserve. His Navy assignments
included duty at sea as a surface warfare officer and in Washington D.C. on the staffs of
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of the Navy.
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Wix 8

THE HONOR REVIEW COMMITTEE'S ACTIVITIES

=)

Held hearings with officials and Honor Board representatives of the United
States Military Academy including Superintendent Howard D. Graves;

Held discussions with General Andrew Goodpastor, LUSA (Ret.);

“Held hearings with the Chairman of the Philos&phy Department, Ethics

Advisor, and Honor Committee members of the U.S. Air Force Academy;

Held hearings with past and present Superintendents of the U.S. Naval
Academy;

Witnessed company-leve! honor training at the U.5. Naval Academy and
conducted one-on-one random discussions with midshipmen;

Held hearings with the Brigade of Midshipman Honor Committee
Representatives; ’

Held hearings with a random cross-section of some two dozen midshipmen
from ail four classes;

Held hearings with the Commandant’s Working Group on Honor, held an
open forum for the Naval Academy faculty, and met separately with faculty
members;

Held discussions with the Superintendent’s staff judge advocate and the
Commandant’s staff judge advocate;

Held hearings with U.S. Naval Academy company officers;

Held hearings with representatives of the U.S. Naval Academy Athletic
Department, including the head coaches of both men’s and women's major

sports;

Briefed by officials from the Office of the Navy Inspector General;

Participated in National Ccnference on Ethics in America at West Point,

N.Y.; the conference encompasted both military academies and civilian .
universities; and

Held discussions with an official of the General Accounting Office.
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DOCUMENTS AND RESOURCES
United States Air force Academy

1) 1993 Wing Honor Survey Report RL. #arch Report 93-01, Office of Institutional
- Research, May 12 1993

2) AF Regulation 53—30 "The U.S. Air Force Academy Board,” Man:h 28, 1986
- 3) The Honor Oath (Handout to Cadets)

4) A Report and Recommendation to the Secretary of Defense by the Service Academy
Board (Stearns-Eisenhower Report}, January 1950

5) Honor and Ethics Education, Honor Code Review Evaluation Sheet (Handout)
6) USAFA Honor Education Lesson Plans

7) USAFA Honor Education Committee "BCT Honor Reflection” (Lesson Plans)
8) Honor Code Reference Handbook of the Air Force Cadet Wing, June 1991, Vol.1
9} Outline of USAFA Honor Sanctions

10) USAFA Cadet Honor Code and System, USCC PAM 632-1

11) USAFA Cadet Honor Committee "BCT Honor Training” {Lesson Plans)

12) Memorandum dated January 6, 1993 re: Article 31(B) and the Honor Code
United States Military Academy

13) USCC PAM 632-1, "The Honor Code and Honor System,” August 1593

14; Outline, Cadet Honor Code and Honor System

15) Final Report of the Special Commission of the Chief of Staff on the Honor Code and
N Honor System at the United States Military Academy, May 30, 1939

United States Naval Academy

16) Honor Offense Process Flow Chart (Handout)
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17) Brigade Honor Committee Honor Handbook 1993-94

18) Proposed Changes to Section 3, Commandant Standard Organization Manual,
COMDTMIDINST 5400.5A CH-1, June 10, 1993

19) Honor Concept of the Brigade of Midshipmen, USNAINST 1610.3€

20) USNA Strategic Plan, First Update, December 1992

21) XYZ Letters dated September 21 and 23, 1993
22) Class of 1997, Plebe Summer Lectures (Lesson Plan)
23) Edney, Leon A., ADM, USN, "Thoughts on Ethics in Military Leadership”

24) Commandant Standard and Organization Manual, COMDTMIDINST 5400.5A, CH-1,
june 10, 1993 ’

25) Gattuso, J.A., CDR, USN, "Out of the Bull’s Eye,” U.S. Naval Institute,
Proceedings, October 1993

26) Calvert, James F., VADM, USN, "The Naval Profession," (2nd Edition), New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1971

27) Report to the Secretary of the Navy on the Recent Incident on Honor Violations at
the U.S. Naval Academy, February 24, 1988

28) Report of the Informal Review Board on the Honor Concept and Conduct System at
the U.S. Naval Academy, Vice Admiral .M. Boorda, Chairman, August 10, 1990

29} Final Report of the Commandant’s Working Group on Honor, November 12, 1993

30) Memorandum to the Superintendent dated October 27, 1993 re: Due Process Under
the Honor Concept

31) 1993-94 Brigade Honor Committee Feedback Policy/Formal Counseling Policy
32) Chro.ology of EE311 Final Exam investigation

33) Hor{or Case Statistics 1965-1980, dated june 1980

34) .Honor Case Statistics 1986-1993, dated September 23, 1993

35) 10 USC. Section 6961




36) U.S.N.A. Reef Paints, 1993-94

37} Memorandum to the Honor Review Commmee from LCDR D.G. Donovan, JAGC,
USN dated October 22,1993 _ ;

i
38) Memorandum to the Honor Review Committee from Professor Karel Montor
dated October 25, 1993

39) Letter to the Honor Review Committee Chairman from Ourector of Athietics, Jack
- Lengyei dated December 3, 1993

40) Memorandum dated March 17, 1993 re: Honor Training for Year 1992-1993
General Honor

41) U.S. Merchant Marine Academy, Kings Point, The Honor Code of the Regiment of
Midshipmr -~

42) University of Virginia, The Honor Systern

43) "On My Honor...” Philosophy and Guidelines of the Honor Systern, University of
Virginia, 1993

44) Code of Academic Integrity, University of Maryland at Coilege Park
45) William and Mary College, Student Handbook, 1993-94

46) Bulletin of Duke University, Information and Regulations, 1993-94
47) Davidson College, Student Handbook 1993.94

48) Report of the Comptroller General of the United States, "Honor and Disciplinary
Systems at the Three Military Academies," August 2, 1976

49) General Accounting Office, "Navai Academy: Low Grades in Electrical Engineering
Courses Surface Broader Issues,” July 22, 1991

30) General Accounting Office, "DOD Service Academies: More Changes Needed to
Eliminate Hazing,” November 10, 1992

51) General Accounting Office, "Naval Academy: Gender and Racial Disparities,” April
» 30, 1993

52) General Accounting Office, "DOD Service Academies: Status Report on Review of
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Student Treatment,” June 2, 1992

H - :
53) Rose, Michael T., "A Prayer for Relief: The Constitutional Infirmities of the military
Academies Conduct, Honor and Ethics Systems,” New York University School of Law,

1973




Appendix D

From: Commandant's Working Group on Honor
To: Commandant of Midshipmen

Subj: FINAL REPORT OF THE COMMANDANT'S WORKING GROU? ON HONOR

Ref: (a) Commandant's memo to Chair, Working Group, 19 Aug §$3
{b) - working Group's Preliminary Report, 3 Aug 353
(c) Working Group's Recommendation on Feedback, 31 Aug 93
(d) USNA Strategic Plan (First Update)

" Encl: (1) USMA Honor Code Pamphlets
- (2) Proposed Record of Formal Honor counselling
(3) Proposed Briefing Sheet: Maior Findings/Recommendations

1. After receiving our charter from you on 13 August (reference
{al), we set to work, generally meeting twice a week for two or
more hours each time. We found the composition of our Working
Group to be sspecially useful--the midshipman perspective
represented by two midshipmen and two members of the just-graduated
class; the 3rigade officer outlook represented by the Summer
Training Officer, two Company Officers, the Ethics Officer and his
relief; the faculty view represented by four officer and civilian
faculty members from the various academic divisions; and the
athletic perspective represented by an Assistant Director of
Athletics. When one of our members from the Cless of 1933 lef:t for
The Basic School, we replaced him with a second class midshipman.
From the start, it was apparent that, though we brought differing
exzeriences with the Honor Concept to our discussions, no one felt
that he or she was defending a particular group; rather the range
of backgrounds allowed us to explore more fully the complexity of
the issues involved and to avoid mistakes we might othexrwise have
mace.

2. 1Initially, we read the reports on the USNA Honor Concept
writcen in recent years by CAPT (then CDR) Harper (no date), by LT
Cramer (21 Mar 86), by VADM Lawrence and his group (24 Oct 86), and
by ADM Boorda (10 Aug 90). In addition, we had all of the input
fram USNA officers and faculty that you had provided to us in late
July as well as a midshipman project examining the Honor Concept
done for LT Sulmasy in NL202 (28 Apr $3). Subsequently, we found
useful parzgs of the Senate Hearings on Honor Codes at the Service
Azademies (1976) and the honor codes of a variety of colleges and
universities: U. S. Military Academy, U. S. Air Force Academy, U. S.
Coast Guard Academy, U. S. Merchant Marine Academy, Duke
University, William and Mary, University of Virginia, Virginia
Military Institute, University of Maryland, Cornell University, and
A Princeton University. But when we began, we decided to use our
Preliminary Report (reference ({b]) as an initial guide, recognizing
that we were likely to go beyond it es we continued olir review.

9. Because we knew that both the midshipmen and the faculty and

- staff would have insightful things to tell us, we solicited their
views in several ways. The Deputy Vice Chair for Education seut an
aleczronic-mail message to 21l members of tha Brigade, telling them
of the composition of our Working Group and soliciting their input.
We sent a similar E-mail memorandum to all USNA officers, faculty
rerbers, and librarians and followed that message up with another
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E-mail reminder several weeks later. We asked all involved to sand
us their views by E-mail to an account we labelled HONOR. To. date,

we have received a number of messages with thoughtful, if sometimes
contradictory, views. '

Because midshipman ownership of the Honor Concept is so important,
we also solicited their views in two other ways. First, during the
Brigade honor training session held in late August, midshipmen were
asked to list the problems they saw with the Honor Concept and the
solutions to those problems. The Deputy Vice Chair for Education
then collated that data and presented it to the Working Group.
Second, .because we wanted to let the midshipmen know just how
important their ideas were to us and because:we wanted feedback on
several specific issues, we decided to visit the company areas for
direct discussion with midshipmen during the noontime training
period (13-17 September). We had planned to follow Up by holding an
open forum with midshipmen ou 26§ October, but decided to cancel
that session because the Board of Visitora' Honor Review Committee
met with the Brigade on that day. To meet directly with faculey
members, Brigade officers, and coaches, we held open fora in
Division, Bancroft Hall, and Athletic areas.

4. Following the pattern we established in our Preliminary Report,
we began cur discussion of problems with the Hmnor Concept by
lecoking at the need for improved feedback. Because proper feedback
is so important to the smooth operation of the honor system and
because we thought that, if you wished, you migk: be able to put
into effect this semester any recommendations we nade on the
subject, we provided you with our recommendation on feedback on 31
August (reference (c])}. It is included here again. Since then we
have examined the various problems we identified earlier as well as
other issues that arose during the course of our discussions. 1In
making our recommendations listed below, we tried to provide our
reasoning for them so that you would get some sense of how we
arrived at our conclusions. Since these are complex issues, we
would welcome an opportunity to follow up with you, should you have
any questicns about our report.

5. Here, then, are our raccmmendations. To make reading the
report easier, we begin each problem on a separate page; we have
also added page numbers.

“EST COPY AVAILABLE
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- principle underlies our recommendation below.

PRI & )r:;UnA&AI: Lacx or prompt reeCRACK ON NOROr Cases to all
ceoncerned is a major problem. -7

DISCUSSION:

Almost every recent review of the Honor Concept has noted the
importance of prompt feedback, and everyone currently involved in
taz administraztion of the honor system recognizes the value of
promptly reporting the results of honor caaes to those directly
concerned and, where legally possible, to the Brigade and faculry.
Complicating the feedback pzocess, however, is the admirable
concern for the privacy rigiuts of those accused of an honor
violation. In our institution as well ae in our society at large,
maintaining the balance betwesn the needs of the individual and
those of the society is at the heart of dur democracy. That

We believe that a system that provides prompt feedback to all
concerned and that protects the legal rights of individuals accuse
can be implemented. Whereas complete secrecy might best sexrve
needs of those accused, cthers have legitimate rights to some ~
kucwledge of what has occurred and what action has been taked. We
believe that the recommendation given below toth conforms to legal
requirements and allows for enough information for all concerned to
have faizh in the operation of the honor system. We also note that

onic mail provides the quickest way of conveying information.

NCATION I: Provide appropriate and legally permissible
k to everyone involved at each stage in the process.

Listed below are the several feedback stages and the
{ndividuals who should be notified at each stage:

Feadzack Stages:

STAGE 1 (HONOR CHAIR STAGE). When the Honor Chair
raceives an allegation, he/she must decidc whether to investigate.

a. If the Honor Chair decides not to turn the case over
to be investigated, then the following should be notified:

(1) Accused
(2) Accuser .
(3) Company Officer

b. If the Honor Chair decidas to turn the case over for
investigation, then tha following should be notified:

(1) Accused

(2) Accuser

{(3) Compaany Officer
(4) Battalion-Officer

These four people should be told twn thinge: (1) that the Honor
Chair has decided to turn the case over for investigation and {2}
that the Honor Chair will make & decision oa whether to hold an
Honor Board after the investigation is.completed.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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c. If, aftar reviewing the results of the investigation,
the Honor Chair decides that a Board will not be held, the
follewing should be notified:

Accused

Accuser

wWitnesses

Company Officer
Battalion Officer

d. If, after reviewing the results of the investigation,
the Honor Chair decides that a Board will be held, the following
should be notified: N .

(1) Accused

(2) Accuser

(3) Witnesses

(¢) Company Officer
(s) Battalion Officer

Notification can be done by E-mail meseage. Bocausé of the privacy
issues involvad, the Commandant may wish to remind the Company and
Batralion Officers not to give their password to others.

STAGE 2 (HONOR BOARD STAGE] .

a. If an Honor Board finds no violation (and tells the
accused of the decision), the following should be notified first:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(s)

Ther, one day aftex

Accuser

Witnesees

Company Officer
Battalion Officer
Observers

the notification has gone out (via E-mail or

bard copy) to the people lieted above, the Brigade and faculty
should bes notified by an XYZ memorandum that conforms to existing

legal requirements.

5. 1If an Honor Board finds the accused in violation and

notifies him/her, the following should be notified:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Accuser

witnessee

Company Officer
Battalion Officer
Obeexrvers

STAGE 3 (COMMANDANT'S STAGE).

a. After the Commandant has made a decision on the case,
the Ethics Advisor should put out to the Brigade and faculty an

XYz memorandum that

conforms to existing legal requiremants and

that provides tha Com~andant's iecision and the reasons why he

made his decision.

If the dec.sio? is to retain the accused, any

punishment awarded should alsc os included in the memorandum.
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WeNVk % \SUFLAANMENWEINL 'S STAULDL .

a. After the SuperinCQﬁdine has made his decision, tne
Brigade and faculty should be notified. ’

(1} If the Superintendent accepts the Commandant's
recommendation, the Ethics Advisor should put out to the Brigade
and faculty a brief memorandum indicating the Superintendent's
acceptance of the Commandant's recommendation.

(2) If the Superintendent doas not accept the
Commandant's recommendation and the accussd :a retained, the
Ethics Advisor should put out a new XYZ memorandum that conforms
to existing legal ‘requirements and that provides the
Superintendent's reasons for his decision: .

STAGE 5 (SECNAV STAGE).

a. If the SECNAV does not accept the Superintendent's
recommendacion and the accused is retained, the Ethics Advisor
should notify the Brigade and faculty that the SECNAV has retained
the accused.




PROBLEM II (EDUCXTION): Both the educational and the training
programs dealing with ethical development need tO be coordinated
carefully, developed more fully, and, in some cCases, establ{sghed.

DI3CUSSION:

The Academy does not want for initiatives designed to foster
integrity and ethical development: indeed, therxe are many programs
already in place that focus on the moral dimension of the USNA
mission. The courses in the Ethics Continuum, the midshipman-run
training program in the Honor Concept, the various programs like
CMEO and Core Values Training msndated by the Department of the
Navy (DON), and the. many initiatives of the Chaplain Center are
some of the more formalized efforts -already underway. But there is
no overall coordination of these programs, no overarching framework
for them. The result is that there is a fragmentation of effort
and a lack of focus so that the impact of these initiatives is not
maximized.

We think that better coordination is essential. In
addition, we believe that USNA is missing two opportunities to
reinforce the ethical values for which the Academy stands. Though
summer training is multiplicitous and diffuse, there are portions
of the training like MLT and the YP and the CSTS cruises during
which hands-on discussion of ethical issues can take place, perhape
prompted by events occurring in those program#. And the part that
the coaches of various athletic teams and clubs play in the moral
development of their players could be enhanced and regularized.
For many midshipmen, coaches serve as powerful role models; the
opportunities that they have to nurture moral growth, often at key
points in a player's personal development, are enormous.

RECOMMENDATION II (A): Establish an Ethics Steering Committee,
charged (1) with creating a comprehensive, coherent program--
progressive through the four years--and (2) with coordinating the
contributions of the Academic, Leadership, Training, and Athletic
departments. (See reference [d}, Goel 1, Strategy 1.2, Objective
1.2.1, Task 1.2.1.1; Gosl 1, Strategy 1.4. These references apply
to all the reccmmendations for Problem II.)

These programs includa:

1. All courses in the ethics continuum: FP130, HH205-206,
NL102, NL202, NL303, NL400, NS401.

2. The midshipman-run training program in honor and the
Honor Concept.

3. DON-mendatsd programe: CMEO, Core Values Training.
4. Programs run by the Chaplains. .

5. New initiatives in the Summer Training Program during
MLT and the YP and CSTS cruises.

€. New initiatives by the coaches. -
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RECCMMENDATION II (B): Create new initiatives in the Summ.f
Training Program to promote hands-on discussion of ethical iggues.

RECOMMENDATION II (C): Create a definitive program for coaches that
both regularizes ethical training and promotes expanded
opportunities for coaches to foster ethical development.

RICOMMENDATION II (D): A full-time person should chair the Ethics
Steering Committee and should:

1. 'Be a person with a broad view of the world.

2. Be a person of stature--someone who would be able to
talk with the Desan, the Commandant, and the Superintendent
as a near equal and someone who would be able to gain

the respect of the Academy community: a senior officer or
a senior civilian faculty member oxr possibly a member of
the retired community.

3. Be a person with effective adminietrative skills.

4. Be a person who would be able to do the job on a
long-term hasis.

S. Be a person with some military experience. (We see
this as a desirable but not sbsolutely essential
characteristic.)

6. Report directly to the Superintendent.

7. Have a YN3 or a GS-4/5 working directly for him ox her
to provide administrative support.

RECCMMENDATION II (E): Completely revamp the midshipman-run program
of education and training in the Honor Concept, increase the time
given to this education and training, and enhance its priority.

Specifically:

1. Develop a set, progressive program of midshipman-run
training like that at the United States Military Academy
(USMA) (see enclosure (1), The Four-Year Hopor
Education 2lan).

2. Focus this program on moral/ethical development
rather than on merely the operation of the Honor Concept.

3. Train midshipman Konor Investigating Officers (I0's)
thoroughly in order to minimize procedural errors and
provide a concise, accurate compilation of evidence.
Training should take place during the reforming of the
Brigade in August.

The Deputy Vice Honor Chair for Investigationa (DVCI) is in the

process of developing a three-phased training program, which the
Working Group supports. This program includes training for first
and second class I0O's and the creation of an
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Qfficer's Handbook:; the Handhogk should be ready for printing in
January 1994.

In his training program, the DVCI is also addressing changes in
investigating policies. Various changes such as scheduled meetings
with the Ethics Adviscr, case updates to those involved, and
standardization of investigations ars not novel ideas but rather
duties that have been neglected.

RECOMMENDATION II (F): Provide for widespread observation of honor
boards by midshipmen, Brigade officers, faculty, and staff,

RECOMMENDATION II (G): Develop a professiopally prepared video
(see the 1590 Boorda Report, p. 8). This video should be completed
in time for use with the Class of 1998 during Plebe Summer.

Comment: What we have in mind here is a narrxated documentary
that could be used as an educational tool for the entire USNA
community. The introduction would briefly address the
importance of integrity, provide a short history of the Honor
Concept, and then-move on to a mock case itself. Complete
with narrative, the film would take viewere through the case’
by focusing on its various stages--from the accuser's decision
to turn in the alleged violation to the start of the Honor
Board itself to questioning of witnesses to the deliberation
and reaching of a conclusion and on up to the Commandant and
‘the Superintendent. At each juncture, key decision-makers
(Brigade Honor Chair, Commandant, and Superintendent) would
talk to the camera about what they consider at their
level--the issues they struggle with and their personal views
about those issues. Whenever there ie a new Brigade Honor
Chair, Commandant, or Superintendent, that person's comments
would be spliced into the film. To avoid the kind of dullnese
that educational films are prcne to, the video myst be
professionally made and edited.

RECOMMENDATION II (H): Expand the scope of the current training
program between youngsters and plebes to include a discussion each
week on honor; taek the new Ethics Steering Committee, called for
in II (A} above, to develop the curriculum for these meetings as
part of the four-year, progressive educational program.

Comment: The existing training program between element
leaders and plebes provides’ an opportunity to addrese
issues of integrity. With a carefully prepared curriculum,
the educational bensfits for Reth youngsters and plebes on
matters of honor can be significant. .




PROBLEM 1II (DOCUMENTATION AND GOUGE): Midshipmen do not have 5
good grasp of what cheating i{s in such areas as the use of gther
students' data/lab reports, the citation of librarxy and other
sources, and the use of gouge information. :

DISCUSSION:

In the military, in government, in business, in the
professions, indeed in many aspects of life in the last decade of
the twentieth century, sharing of information and collaborating in

- solving problena are commonplacs. In the educational process, too,
students often work together in collecting and sharing data and in
helping each other to master material, activities that are, of
course, all to the good. Problems ariss, however, when students do
not give credit for the assistance they havs reccived either from

- classmates or instructors or written sourcss. Most' of the time,
these lapses _are unintentional, resulting from lack of knowledge or
uncercainéy/ubouc what does and does not need to be cited; and a
part of tHe Academy's educatiocnal task i8 to teach midshipmen both
how to give credit to others and why it is necessary to do so.
Though, for the most part, this is the job of the academic
departments, stressing the importance of honesiy in academic
pursuits and reinforcing the proper way to use and report on data
gained through collaboration and from other sources should be part
of the instruction that midshipmen provids in their portion of the
honor education program.

RECOMMENDATION III (A): Make sure that instruction in academic
honesty is an integral part of the midshipman-run honor education
program. .

RECOMMENDATION: III (B): Require faculty members to include in their
course _policy statements a section defining their policy on
collaboration, on proper documentation of sources, and on
arnotation of assistande recsived.

RECOMMENDATION III (C): The whole issue of gouge should bs
addressed, both on the faculty and the midshipman level, to define
cleaxly the acceptable limits of assistance, whether that
assistance is oral or written.

Specifically:

). Departments should speak with unanimity in providing
gouge information. No faculty msmbsr should give mors information
than others 8o that fairnssa is maintained.

2. Departmsnts should talk routinely about this igsus to
reinforce the idsa that no instructor should give his=or hsr
students an unfair advantisgs.

3. Depsrtmsnts should routinsly be rsmindsd of the contsnts
and requiremsnts of USNAINST 1531.26F (Prsparstion and Submission
of Academic Courss Work).

4. Midshipmsn should not ask sach other what was onh a
particular quiz or examination and should not givs such information

if chey ars asked.
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PROBLEM IV (SINGLE-SANCTION PERCEPTION): The Honor Concept is
viewed as an inflexible system of extremes with only two outcomes:
a finding of "in violation,* which means guilt and separation, or a
finding of "no violation," which means innocence and ratention.
This perception affects the willingness of midshipmen, officers,
faculty, and staff @0 report suspected violations of the Concept.

DISCUSSION:

Though the reality is quite different, many (perhaps most)
members of the Academy community %hink of the Honor Concept as an
inflexible, single-sanction system: they believe that separation is
the punishment for someone who commits an honor offense and that
turning somecne in for a suspected violation is likely to result in
dismissal., In fact, some--those whom the Commandant and the
Superintendent feel have the potential to develop the integrity and
other necessary qualities required of a commissioned officer--are
retained, though with a heavy punishment. For the years 158§
through 20 September 1993, for example, only 66% of those found in
violation (220 of 330) left the Academy; 34% were xetained.

Perhaps even more illuminating is the fact that during that same
seven-year period, in which 781 honor cases were opened, 451 (58%)
of them were terminated somewhere along the way, either because
there was insufficient evidence to continue with the case or there
was a problem with the procedures of the case or the accused was
fourd innocent. And the number of those finally separated for
honor offenses (220) is only 28% of all those (781) initially
accused. In reality, then, as opposed to the prevailing assumption
by members of the Academy community, turning in a suspected honor
violator does not nhecessarily mean that that person will be
separated.

There is, in addition, a great deal more flexibility in the day-to-
day operation of the honor system than is generally recognized. In
our discussion with midshipmen, faculty, coaches, and Brigade
officers, we learned that, for a variety of reasons, including the
severity of the assumed punishment, accusers often choose the
counselling option of the Honor Concept, turning in only the most
serious or most egregious cases to the Honor Chair. In practica,
accusers tend to make distinctions between kinds of offenses, secing
some as more serious than others. Although accusers might accept
the often-voiced comment that there are no degrees of honor, they
do believe that there are degrees of offenses: they see a
differsnce, for example, between the case of a plebe who lies about
shining his or her shoes and that of a midshipman who steals from
his or her roommate. we t W
gdo be v (=)} .
This conclusion was certainly not universal, a vocal minority
believing that separation should be the result of any-honor
violation. But the large majority of midshipmen, officers,
faculty, and coaches wa met with thought that a system with a
single punishment was too rigid.

We agree with them. Human motivation, development, and
behavior are far too complex for any black-and-white system. We do
not see recognizing this fact as a descent from a moral standard
presumed to be in place in some earlier Golden Age at the Academy;
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ner do we see acknowledging the complexity of human life as
acceptance of some debased moral standard currently held hy the
Brigade. 1In our opinion, such views underrate the talented men and
women who go to schcol here and oversimplify the complicated issues
of integrity. Nor, with all due respect, do we agree with the
Military Academy and the Air Force Academy that & strict honor code
with a no-toleration clause is better than the Honor Concept in
place hers. Even setting aside the fact that there have been no
fewer cheating incidents at West Point or Colorado Springs than at
Annapolis, we think that US¥A's Honor Concept with its option to
counsel an offender rather than merely turn him or her in is a far
becter way of developing integrity and of a ibj

than a system that takes decision-making out of the hands of the
person who witnesses an apparent viclation. The midshipman who has
to struggle with the tension between loyelty to a classmate and
what is right in a particular context is far more likely in our
view to be developing the strength of character and the qualities
of judgment that young officers must have if we are to entrust them
with the welfare of enlisted men and women.

We do believe, however, that as a community we have emphasized the
screening aspect of the Honor Concept while not stressing enough
its deveilopmental nature. It is, of course, easential that only
those with a fully mature sense of integrity be commissioned. But
in focusing on the Concept as a screening tool, we have not done
encugh to provide a framework for nourishing the development of
integrity in those who commit honor offenses but who are retained.
Our recommendations below are tased on the creation of a program
for strengthening integrity that will supplement efforts already
underway.

RECOMMENDATION IV (A): Change the Honor Concept and make clear to
the entire USNA community that separation is only one of the possible
sanctions for those found in violation. Create a two-phase program
involving both punishment and, for those retained, rehabilitation:

PUNISHMENT: Separation may still be a punishment for thoee
committing honor offenses, but, if a person found in violation is
recained, the punishment should ke six months loss of liberty and
leave if that perscn is a first, second, or third class midshipman.
I1£ a firstc class midshipman is retained and there is not enough time
for him or her to stand the full six months of punishment, that
person's qsiggggign_shauld_bn delayed. If a plebe violator is
retained, the punishment should be three months loss of liberty and
leave if the case is adjudicated during the fall semester and six
months loss of liberty and leave if the case is adjudicated during
the spring semester. If the violator is an athlete or a member of
a BSA, ECA, or club sport, he or she may practice or rehearse with
the group but may not participate in games or performsnces or
public activities. The punishment phase bagins when the Commandant
or the Superintendent makes a final determinaticn on the cases. (To
clarify any ambiguities: the midshipman involved loses liberty and
leave but is not put on restriction with its requirements for
mustering and so on.)

REHABILITATION: For a period of at least six months, midshipmen
retained after having been found in vioclation of the Honor Concept
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will participate in an Integrity Development Program (IDP). Because
of constraints on our time and .expertise, we believs that this
program--the very heart of this recommendation--should be developed
fully by the new Ethics Steering Committes called for in
Recommendation II (A) above. But we do-envision the IDP as
including:

1. A mentorship program in which the midshipman involved
tould meet weekly with a mentor in order to discuss issues of
integrity brought out by a series of resdings and to fostsr the
further development of ethical benavior.

2. Group discussion in which a small group of midshipmen
in the program would meet every other week to complete a curriculum
devised by the Ethics Steering Committtee This curriculum might
include further reading (articles, essays), case studies founded
perhaps on Fleet and Fleet Marine Force examples, and movies
designed to highlight ethical issues.

3, Some sort of project or personal contribution that would
not be so time-consuming that it would detract in a major way from
academics but that would involve the midshipman's giving something
back to the Acadenmy.

The amount of time an individual would spend in the IDP program
would be dependent upon his or her progress toward developing
integrity. For a particular midshipman, this phase might well
exzend beyond the six-month initial assignment; departure from the
IDP program would be case specific.

Abcve all else, however, this rehabilitative phase of the program
should be DEVELOPMENTAL and NQOT PUNITIVE. (See reference (d],
Goal 1, Strategy 1.4.)

RECCVMMENDATION IV (B): Separats a midshipman if hs or she is found
guilty of a second honor offense.

RECOMMENDATICN IV (C): Allow midshipmen who have completed the IDP
to be reentered into the rehabilitative phase of the program, if
their behavior raises questions about their integrity in the minds
of faculty members, coaches, or Brigade officers.

Cemment: There may be a time when a Company Officer, a coach, a
faculty member, or another Brigade officer feels that, though a
midshipman who has completed the IDP may not have committed another
honor offense, he or she has done somsthing that calls into question
that person's integrity. Such a midshipman may be required to
reencer the rehabilitative phase of the IDP, though no loss of leave
or liberty would be involved. =

RECOMMENDATION IV (D): Require other midshipmen who may not have
been found in violation of the Homor Concept but who hava done
something to raise questions about their integrity in the minds of
faculty members, Company Officers, other 3rigade officers, ox
ccaches to participate in the rehabilitative phase of the IDP. No
loss of liberty or leave would be involved. Candidates in this
category would be these seen by pattslion Counseling Boards and




chose referred to the IDP by a combination of the midshipman's
Company Officer and eithar a. faculty membar, anothsr Brigade .
officer, a coach, or another midshipman. Two people, one of them
the midshipman'e Company Officer, musi agree That that person
should be recommended for the rehabilitative phase of che IDP. The
Company Officer will forward the reconmendation to the Commandant,
who will make the final determination.
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PRCBLEM V (LACK OF CONFIDENCE): Midshipman and faculty confidence
in the Honor System is low.

DISCUSSION: In our discussions with midshipmen and faculty members,
we confirmed our earlier assessment that confidence in the Honor
Syscem is low, though aiixhipmen have different reasons for their
skepcicism than do favul”y. In general, many midshipmen become
dismayed whenever the “.maandant or the Superintendent comes to
different conclusions from those of an Honor Board. Perhaps
because midshipmen believe that only the most serious cases are
turned in to the Honor Chair, they expect a person found in
violacion to be separxated--and this, even though the Honor Concept
is quite clear about the differing powers and responsibilities of
Hcnor Boards and those of the Commandant and the Superintendent.
Faculty members, on the other hand, have lost faith in the system
for essentially two reasons: (1) they believe that,” nO matter how
much evidence is submitted to support an accusation of cheating or
plagiarism, Honor Boards will not find the accused in violation;
ard (2) the way in which some faculty members have been questioned
in Hornor Board hearings has led them to feel that their integrity
is being quastioned.

Though these are not easy problems to resolve, they are not
insurmountable, especially over time. We believe that the feedback
recznmendation made earlier will help immensely in restoring beth
faculty and midshipman confidence, especially since the Commandant
and zhe Superintendent will now provide their reasoning, to the
degrae that is consistent with the law, in cases in which they come
5 different conclusions from an Honor Board or in which they
decide to retain a violator.

To resolve faculty concerns, we did, of ccrree, discuss the
possikilizy of including a faculty member or a Brigade officer on
Hcner 3cards, but, for a variety of reaasons, we decidad against
such a change. Most important, perhaps, is that including people
other than midshipmen on the Boards would, we believe, tend to
weaken the commitment that the Brigade has for the honor system.
At botzom, this is an ownership issue. We feel that by leaving
decision-making in the hands of the midshipmen, the Academy is
making a powerful statement about trust. Even if faculty members
or ofZicers were to serve in some non-voting capacity, the
midshipmen would be likely to feel that their ability or integrity
was being questioned, and hence their -commitment to the system
would tend to ercde. In addition, we think that there are otier
ways, listed below as recommendations, that will help to restore
faculty confidence.

For reasons vimilar to those just advanced above, ws slso think
that zhe powers of Honor Boards should be expanded. Fhen Admiral
Boorda made his racommendation in 1990 that midshipwen limit their
decision-making to a finding of in violation or not, he notsd that
*The impsct of this recommendation should be evaluated over several
academic yesrs.® He and his group believed that "members of the
Brigade and faculty [(would] be more likely to report possible
offenses if ssparate/rstain rscommendations (a doomsdsy svent)
{wars) not initiated at ths midshipman level.* Frankly, we sse no
evidence that the change made in 1990 has achieved the rsaults it
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was intended to bring about. In fact, in our view, the Brigade is
likely to have more confidence in the honor system if the: .
separate/retain recommendation is returned to individual Honor
Boards. We do believe, however, that the recommendation of
separation or retention should be based on mores than merely the
Honor Board's judgment about a single offense and the sense thac
Board members get about the accused's incegrity during the honor
hearing. Consequently, we recommend below that Honor Beoard
members have other data available to them and that they make their
decision about retention based upon their assessment of the whole
person. We believe that increasing the Board's powers and
responsibilities will not only serve as an opportunity for
professional growth for Board members but: will alsc--and more
importantly--give the Brigade a greater sense of ownership of the
honor system. .

In addition, we believe that there are other ways, noted in the
reccmmendations below, of restoring confidence in the Honor System.

RECOMMENDATZON V (A): Implement the recommendation on feedback--
Recommendation I--made earlier in this repoxt.

RECOMMENDATION ¥V (B): On 3 regqular basis, the Superintendent and
the Commandant need to provide visible leadership on the issues of
horor and integrity; specifically, they need to articulate their
beliefs about and policies on these matters.

Ccmment: The *class calls" on sexual harassment that the
Commandant held in September are good examples of the
kind of visible leadership we have in mind. 1In these
sessions, the Commandant made clear his personal feelings
about and his position on sexual harassment. Similar
meetings in which the Academy's senior leaders address
issues of honor and integrity would be effective and
motivational. =

RECOMMENDATION V (C): Implement Recommendation II (F), which calls
£5r widsspread observation of Konor Boards.

Comment: Though it is important that as many members of the
USNA community as possible have the opportunity to attend honor
hearings, special focus should be placed on the Plebes. The goal
should be that at least one-third of each Plebe class obgserve an
Honor Board during their Plebe year. .

RECOMMENDATION V (D): Expand the powers of the Honor Board to
include a recommendation on retention or separation anfl provide the
Honor Board with available data so that they make theiy

recommendation based on an assesament of the whole pefson.

Comment: We recommend that the Honor Board now tpke two votes--

* the first on whether a violation has occurrad and the second
on whather to recommend retention or separation.‘ On the
second vote, Board members will vote only to *separate” or
"retain® the accused midshipman; the resulting recommendation
to the Topmandars will be made on the basis cf a simple
majority. If the accused has been found guilty of a

00



previous honor violation, the Board may recommend only
separation (see Recommendation IV (B}). The timing of the
second vote would be left up to the Fresiding Officer. in
some cases, the vote tO recommend retention Or separation
could be taken immediately after ths accused is found in
violation; in others, in which, fov example, the hearing
has been lengthy or in which some time for raflection would
be useful, the vote might be delayed. In these cases, the
Presiding Officer will instruct Board members not to discuss
the case with anyone, including each othex, until the
Board reconvenes. The Board should reconvene and vote
within two days; the accused will be present to hear the
judgment of the Board after each vote is taken.

Before a vote on separation or retention is made, the
Presiding Officer should instruct the Honor Board to
consider the severity of the act and the behavior of the
accused during the entire process of the honor case.
Specifically, the Presiding Officer should read the
following precept to the Board:

"A lack of ethical behavior during the honor process will
generally result in a vote for separation. To lie or to
continue to deny a violation when the guilt of the accused
may be factually determined is usually indicative of a
significant problem of integrity. Such behavior ig
inconsistent with the ideals of the Naval Academy and
with commissioning into the naval service.*

In addition, before the secend vote is taken, the Honor Board
should have an opportunity to review a package of material that
includes:

1. the Performance Jacket of the accused.

2. any honor counselling gheets turned in on the accused
and any past findings of being in vioclation of the Honor
Concept.

3. a brief character assessment in writing by each member
of the accused's chain of command. (A few sentences by
each member of the chain of command should generally
suffice.) .

4. a summary of the progress of the accused in the
Integrity Development Program for those enrolled in the
Program because they have been referred to it rather than
because they have been placed in it for being found guilty
of an honor offense. =

RECOMMENDATION V (E): Require the entire Honor Board, not just the
Presiding Officer, to attend the Commandant's Heering, if an Honor
Board finds an accused in violation.

Comment: We believe that having all the members of the Honor
Board present at the Commandant'a Hearing will minimize mis-
understanding, when the Commandant does not accept one Or
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another of the Board's findings or recommendations. The
commandant will have an opportunity to discuss his decision
with the Board, and Board members will be able to add.anything
that they feel is important. The result, we believe, is that
confidence in the system will be heightened.

RECOMMENDATION V (F}: Require the Presiding Officer to give a
precept to the Honor Board that accusers and witnesses should be
assumed to be honorable and should therefore be treated with proper
respect.

Comment : We believe that a reminder tc Honor Board members that
accusers and witnesses should be assumed to be people of
integrity and that treating them in any other way is
inappropriate will be enough to prevent the kinds of abuses
that have occurred occasionally in the past.

RECOMMENDATION V (G} : Require the Investigating Officer to seek a
second, expert opinion in faculty-submitted cases involving
cheating or plagiarism.

Comment: The Investigating Officer should ask the Department
Chair of the accuser's department to assign another faculty
member to review the evidence of the alleged violation. The
faculty member will review that evidence without consultation
with the accuser and will provide a written statement of his
or her findings to the Investigating Officer within two days.

RECOMMENDATION V (H): Require the Presiding Officer of an Honor
Board to explain the Board's reasoning to an accuser in all cases
in which the Board finds no violation.

RECOMMENDATION V (I): Place a midshipman whom the Superintendent
recommends bDe separated on administrative leave, pending SECNAV
disposition of the case.

Comment: Nothing erodes midshipman confidence in_ the honoz
system more than the perception that a known violator of the
Honor Concept has gotten away with his or her offense.
Currently, those whom the Superintendent recommends for
separation are permitted to remain in Bancroft Hall and
continue with their classes while the case is reviewed at
the SECNAV level. Given legitimate privacy rights, the
violator's presence ssems to suggest that no action has
been taken. Since the number of times that the SECNAV
rejects the Superintendent's recommendation is very small,
it seems wiser to send the violator home until final
disposition of the case is compiete. We lo not recommend
that the violator be allowed to remain and contifue with
classes but be housed in a separate area---Ricketts Hsll or
the Naval Station. Isolating a person recommended for
separation from his or her usual support systems seems
unwise; it seems better to-us that the midshipman be
returned to his or her family while the case is being
reviewed in Washington.
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PROBLEM VI (GRADING ISSUES): Section 0501 Of USNAINST 1610.3F does
not resolve all the grading issuee raised when a case involv1ng
academic work has been forwarded to the Honor Committee. .

DISCUSSION: We are not sure that we are the appropriate bedy. to
resolve this issue, but since we have been asked to addrese 1%, we
are happy to do so.  Although we grant that there are some problems
involved here and although we might find it comforting (if probably
impossible) to recommend a policy that would take care of eve
conceivable case, we believe that the existing USNA Instructions
dealing with this issue are adequate and acceptable.

This is an area:in which a certain amount of flexibilty seems
appropriate, even necessary. In general, we think that the wisest
course for academic institutions, including the Academy, to take on
matters inveolving grades is to trust to the professionalism and -
integrity of its teachers. USNAINST 1610.3E makes clear that "an
academic grade can't be made a punishment for an honor violation®;
the instruction also affirms that *the Honor Concept doesn't affect
an instructor's prerogatives in assigning a grade.® 1In most cases
in which a conflict between these two dicta occurs, the instructor
can easily require that the student involved take a new quiz or
test or write another paper. Though such a solution may require
some additional weork on the part of both the instructor and the
student, we assume that common sense and general reasonableness
will prevail. In those very few cases in which the issue of
unfairness is raised, we believe that the Department Chair and the
instructor and the student involved are quite likely to resolve the
issue in a satisfactory way (see Enclosure {3), paragraph §, of
USNAINST 1531.16T--Administration of Academic Programs).

RECOMMENDATION VI: Leave in place the current wording of Section
0501 of USNAINST 1610.3E and continue to resolve particularly
troublesome cases on an ad hoc basis.

’
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PROBLEM VII (COUNSELLING OPTION): The counselling option of the
Honor Concept, as it is now defined, does not fully achieve one of
its desired aims--highlighting the importance of even minor
breaches of integrity. E e
DISCUSSION: In our discussion with midshipmen, we observed that
virtually all counselling is done orally and perhaps sometimes too
informally. The unintended result of this process may be that the
person being counselled is likely to minimize the importance of his
or her transgression. To heighten the seriousness of counselling
and consequently of integrity, we believe that the counselling
option should be redefined to include formal documentation. In the
future, exercising the counselling option will mean meeting with
the person suspectad of committing an honor violation and writing
up the results of that meeting, if an offense has occurred. The
appropriate vehiclé for such documentation might be'a new Record
of Formal Honor Counselling (see Enclosure (2]). Usaing this form
would not only underscore the importance of any violation of the
Honor Concept but could also serve other purposes, including the
possibility of providing support for referral to the Integrity
Development Program.

We are aware of potential problems here: the way in which
counselling sheets are maintained and the way in which they are
used are principal among our concerns. In addition, the
introduction of this new definition of counselling must be handled
skillfully--as part of the education given in the Honor Concept
beginning in Plebe Summer and then continued throughout the entire
four years. Since training in counselling is increasingly a part
of the professional development curriculum, especially in NL202,
introducing this change will be easier. Certainly, however, the
ccnfidentiality of these counselling sheets must be maintained, as
we describe below.

RECCMMENDATION VII (A): Implement a new definition of the
counselling option: counselling will not be considered to have
occurred until the counselor fills out a counselling sheet, obtains
the signature of the person being counselled, and forwards the
sheet to the Brigade Honor Chair.

RECOMMENDATION VII (B): The Brigade Honor Chair will maintain the
counselling sheets and ensure their confidentiality; he or she does
not have the authority to take any action in regard to the person
who has been counselled other than that described in Recommendation
VviI (C). Similarly, the information available on the counselling
sheets will NOT be given to a person who has witnessed a potential
honor violation and is in the process of deciding whether to tumm
in the suspected violator or use the counselling option. No one,
except for the Commandant and the Superintendent, mey=have access
to the information on the counselling sheets, except as provided in
VII (C) below.

RECOMMENDATION VII (C): If the number of counselling sheets on an
individual reaches two, the Honor Chair will contact that
midshipman's Company Officer. Together they will discuss the
possibility of recommending the person counselled to the Commarndant
for entry into the Integrity Development Program (IDP). As in
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every other case, both parties must agree that such a
recomrendation should ba made.

RECOMMENDATION VII (D}: 1If a counselling sheet comes in on al
person enrolled in the IDP, the information contsined in that gheet
will be passed on 9 the midshipman's mentor.




PROBLEM VIII (PROCEDURE): Some of the procedural aspects of
U:NA!N:T 1610.3E need to be examined and either retained or
changed.

< . K
DISCUSSION: We especially wanted to reexamine here two issues: (i)
deciding casas on the basis of the preponderance of evidence and
{2) using a simple majority for finding an accused midshipman *in
violation.* After weighing the advantages and disadvantages of
moving to a "beyond-a-reasonable-doubt*® scandard, we conclude that
our pregent system makes sense in our context. Using preponderance
of evidence as the guideline allows for mose flexibility in the

[ hind of evidence permitted, something which we believe is an
advantage for both the accused and the inagsitution in
at the truch. We also noté that using preponderance of
evidence as the standard is in line with the procedures of other
types of administrative hearings in the military. Finally, given

e our recommendations for iwoving away from a single-sanction system,
we believe that using preponderance of avidence is more in concert
with an Honor Concept that includes retention and an active program
of integrity development than is requiring beyond a reasonable
doubt. For similar reasons, we think that deciding cases on the
basis of a simple majority is acceptable. Since Honor Boards can
now recommend retention (provided that Recommendation V {D] above
is accepced) and since there are two more reviews at the Academy in
cases involving a recommendation for separation, making decisions
based on a simple-majority vote seems appropriate.

Another procedural issue we addressed involved the timeljine used
in processing honor cases. We believe that the current requirement
for using work days rather than calendar days is inconsistent with
other aspects of the Honor Concept. The reporting requirement--the
ime between a midshipman's learning of an offense and his or her
taking action--is, for example, twenty-one calendar days. We see
no compelling reason for having the rest of the timeline in work
days, since the timeline serves only as a guide in processing
cases; failure to complete a case within the stipulated time does
not invalidate the case. In addition, the number of days currently
recommended at each stage does not accurately reflect the actual
time required. By making the change from work days to calendar
days and by adjusting the timeline as recommended below, the
Acadamy would remove inconsistencies, establish a guideline that
accurately reflects the amount of time required at each stage, and
shorten the total time involved in the process from six-and-a-half
weeks (33 work days) to six (42 calendar days).

RECOMMENDATION VIII (A): Retain preponderance of evidence as the
standard in Honor Board hearings.

RECOMMENDATION VIII (B): Retain simple-majority vote frocedures
currently in place. : .

RECOMMENDATION VIII (C): Switch from working days to calendar days
and use the following timeline:
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Aczcusation Reported:
Turned over to DVCI:
Accused Notified:

Investigation Complete/
Charges Signed:

Brigade Honor Board
Complete:

Separation/Retention
Recommendation Complete:

Commandant's Hearing Complete:

Commandant's Memo to Supt.
Cecmplete:

Superintendent's Review:
Show Cause Statement Due:

Supt. Endorse/Forward to DC:

New Time
(Calendar Days)

0
1
2

12

15

17
25

30
35
40

42
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PROBLEM IX (CLASSMATE LOYALTY): Loyalty to classnmates, roomnaces,
cempanymates, and teammates sometimes supersedes loyalty to higher
ethical values,

DISCUSSION:

From the moment a plebe enters the Academy to the day a
midshipran graduates, the institution seeks to promote teamwork,
cccceration, and loyalty te shipmates. There is little doubt
that the Academy is successful in this attempt: members of the

rigade do intevnalize these values. Problems arise, howevet,
when loyalty to classmates conflicts with higher ethical demands.

There are no easy ways of resolving this tension be:ween.
commizment to friends and commitment to higher ethical

. reguirements. But we think that some reemphasis is in order.

Since the training program at the Academy is so effective, we
believe that both redefining classmate loyalty and emphasizing
when it must be put aside are essential. Stressing throughout
ghe zraining program the need to place integrity above loyalty to
classmaces will help midshipmen choose the ethical path when they
ars confizznced with painful choices involving close friends.

<

/vINDATICN IX: Incorporate into all aspects of the training
ram zne prcper value to be placed on classmate loyalty;

fine what it means and reemphasize the fact that commitment to
values of the institution must supersede friendship. (See
rence (d]. Goal 1, Objective 1.1.1, Task 1.1.1.3.)

00N
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Spgecific examples of the kinds of things that might be done
include:

1. Training sessions before each set for the Plebe Summer
Dezailers so that they stress with the Plebes where loyalty to
c.assmates ends and where commitment to higher ethical principles
teguns.

2. A zraining session for all midshipmen similar to that
he'd for Plebe Summer Detailers, when the Brigade returns in
August.

3. A section on the issues of classmate and institutional
loyalty in the Plebe Pro Book.

4. A periodic address by senior leaders (the Commandant
and the Superintendent) on the proper roles of classmate and
inszitutional loyalty. .

6. Since we believe that our report might be useful Xo the soard
of Visitors' Honor Review Committes, we request that you forward
our regort to them, should both you and they feel that such an
action would be appropriate. We enjoyed our discussions with the
Committee but recognize the limitations of a two-hour meeting in
dealing with the range and complexity of the issues involved here.
Providing Committee members with a copy of our report would allow
rhem to see exactly why we made our recommendations.




7. If you decide to accept all or parts Of our repore, we think
that it is essential to hold a series of briefings about zhe
changes throughout the Yard. Especially important would be the
opportunity for various groups to ask questions and provide
feedback on the proposed changes BEFORE they are implemented.

8. For historical purposes, we recommend that, after you have
implemented whatever parts of our report you feel appropriate, you
turn Over a copy of the report along with all the ancillary
material we have provided to the USNA Archives. All too often, we
have noticed, the writing of Academy history is hampered because
we do not preserve documents as well as we might. 4

9. We consider it a privilege to have been en:rus:ed with this
important review of the Honor Concept.

7/ Cass Nl Llo— WA w .
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Appendix F

1993-94
BRIGADE HONOR COMMITTEE

FORMAL COUNSELLING POLICY

POLICY: The Brigade Honor Committee recommends that all persons
who learn of a potential violation of the Brigade Honor Concept
and who decide to excercise the option of discussing the
incident with the suspected otfender and then caution the
offender, do so utilizirg the Counsel and Guidance Interview
Record. The Counsel and Guidancs Interview record is the
standard counselling sheet currently being used tor academic,
performance, and conduct areas.

The formal counselling sheets should be submirted to the
Brigade Honor Chairman, via the counselor's 1/C Bamalion
Honor Representative. The Honor Chairman will ensure the
confidentiality of every counselling sheet submitted.
Furthermore, the Honor Chairman does not have the authority
to take further action on any counseiled offender.

PURPOSE: Concurrent with the responsibilities upon leaming of a possible
Honor Offense (USNA 1610.E para. 0109) any person has the
option to discuss the incident with the suspected offender and
then caution the offender. Traditionally, the counselling option
has been conducted mostly in a verbal, non-formal setting.
However, the Brigade Honor Committes would like to
emphasize that the counselling of a suspected offender is to be
handled in a manner which belies the seriousness of a breach of
integrity. The Honor Committee believes that formally
documenting honor counselling will connotate the seriousness
of the situation to both the counselor and counselez as well as
provide the Honor Chairman with a measure of tow much
counselling is being done.

(see reverse side for counselling sheet exampls)
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Appendix G

1993-94
BRIGADE HONOR COMMITTEE

FEEDBACK POLICY

1. The Brigade Honor Committee recognizes the benefits of
prompt feedback to all concerned with any given honor case:
Those directly concerned include the accused, accuser, Company
Officer, Bantalion Officer, witnesses, and observers 1o a Brigade
Honer Board. Those indirectly concemned include the Brigade of
Midshipmen, officers at the Naval Academy, and civilian faculty
members.

2. Areach stage in the Honor Process (ie. after the Brigade Honor
Board, afier the Commandant's Hearing, etc.) the Honor
Comminee will provide prompt and appropriate fsedback in the
form of XYZ lenters or reports of findings. These raports will be
distributed over electronic mail and as hard copies to be placed on
rablas in King Hall,

3. Itis the Honor Commirtee’s hope that prompt feedback will
alieviate many of the unfounded perceptions about the Honor
Process. strengthen confidence, and increase awareness of the
system.

bo
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Senator SHELBY. Thank you. Admiral Bennett?

,STATEM.ENT OF VICE ADM. DAVID M. BENNETT, USN,
INSPECTOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Admiral BENNETT. Thank you, Senator Shelby. I appreciate this
opportunity.

Senator SHELBY. Do you want to pull that microphone a little
closer to you? Thank you. Your written statement will be made a
part of the record, in its entirety.

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir. For those people who are not %ugte
as familiar as you are, Senator, on how the Naval Inspector Gen-
eral got involved in this process: In June of 1993, you requested
that the Secretary of Defense cause a look to be done by the Inspec-
tor General. It was determined that the Naval Inspector General
was the appropriate place.

Senator SHELBY. This was a request that I made on behalf of the
committee.

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir. Throughout the process, as is appro-
priate for the Department of Defense IG, I kept him informed of
the nature of our investigation, our findings, and those kinds of
things, and he conducted an appropriate oversight of our activities.

I was tasked in June, by the Acting Secretary of the Navy and
the CNO, Admiral Kelso, to look into the application of the honor
system; the integrity of the examination process; any disparities
t}};at may be apparent in the resolution of cases; and in the attempt
to get to the bottom line of what had hap ened.

I would like to parenthetically state tgat Inspector Generals, in
general, are taskeg to develop the facts as they relate to a case. In
this particular case, it was a very complex one becsuse of the num-
ber of cases that were developed. The goal and the direction always
was: take the time necessary, in order to determine the full extent.
And our process was to examine each lead until we ran into non-
productive or dead ends.

And, as a result, we developed 133 cases that we have provided
for adjudication. We did not determine gui or innocence. We sim-
ply stated, “These are the facts, as we etermined them.” In order
to be fair, and in order to put it in perspective, I had, coming into
this process 6 months after the examination was taken, the cbvious
advantage of 20 20 hindsight.

One of the difficult tasks in producing an investigation of this
kind is to be empathetic enough to try to put into perspective the
decisions that are made at various stages of the process, with the
information available to those decisionmakers. That is what we at-
tempted to do in the report.

We were critical of a number of aspects. We independently ar-
rived at similar conclusions, with regard to attitudes towarX the
honor concept, that the Board of Visitors under Ambassador
Armitage’s direction arrived at: That, in many cases, while it was
viewed as an important principle, at times some Midshipmen found
it difficult to apply that to their daily lives,

It was an agonizing process, for a variety of reasons. I think the
report stands on its own merit. We made a number of recommenda-
tions, provided some opinions to the Secretary of the Navy; and he

bJ
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has appropriately, in my mind, released the report to the general
public. ,

As my last statement, or the punchline of the examination said,
and I feel it very strongly, the Naval Academy is not just another
command within the Department of the Navy. It is a symbol of the
highest ideals of the Navy, its commands and its peopie. And the
manner in which we respond to these problems that we have iden-
tified at the Academy and discussed in the reFort must dem-
onstrate to the American people that the Navy is irmly committed

to the nicest sense of personal honor and integrity. And I am abso-
lutely convinced that the Department is dedicated to that principle.
. [The Investigation report referred to follows:]
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OFFICE OF THE NAVAL INSPECTOR GENERAL

Report af Investigation
Case number: 920857

20 January 1994

COMPROMISE OF THE FALL 1992 ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING FINAL
(EE 311] EXAMINATION AT THE UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY

IXTRQODOCTION

1. By letter dated 4 June 1993, the Acting Secretary of the
Navy, ADM Frank 8. Xelso, USN, diracted the Naval Inspector
General (NAVINSGEN) to conduct an investigation into "the
application of the honor systez and =hae integrity of the
exanination process at the U.S. Naval Acadeny with respecz %o
allegations of honor violations arising from the Fall Semester
1392 exaz=ination in zhe course Eleczrical Engineering (EE 311)."

2. Prior to ADM Xelso's direction, the Naval Crizminal
Investigative Service (NCIS) had investigated criminal aspects of
the allegations, and the Naval Academy had taken disciplinary and
admjnistrative aczions based on information developed by NCIS.
ADH Kelso's request originated after nev allegations, made after
completion of the NCIS investigation, were presented and
cocplaints vere received that the administrative disposition of

individual cases asay have been flawed. The Secretary of the
Navy, John H. Dalton, reaffirmed ADM Kelso's direction %o
NAVINSGEN after he assuned office.

1. This report describes the significant decisions made and
actions taken followving the firsc reports of the compromise. The
conclusions and recommendations of NAVINSGEN are also provided.

A glossary vhich defines key %erns associated vith the Honor
Concept is also provided. Individual cases of midshipman
=isconduct developed during the NAVINSGEN investigation will be
provided to the convening authority for disposition.

4. In addition %o the approximately 800 aidshipmen vho vere
intervievad, the folloving provided information for this repor=
by vay of interviavs and sworn stataments, which are attached as
enclosures (1) through (17):

RADM Thomas C.Lynch, Superintendent:
CAPT John B. Pedgaet:, Commandant of HMidshipaen:
CAPT Nicholas P. DeCarlo, SJA to the Superintendent;
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Or. Robert Shapiro, Academic Dean:?

CAPT Philip F. Grasser, Director, Division of Enginasering
and Weapons:

Prof. Richard Martin, Chairman, EE Department:

CDR David wWilson., EA <2 the Superintendent:

LCDR Timothy F. Nagle, SJA to the Commandant;

LCDR LarTy Scalzitti, EE Departzent’

LT Thomas D. Cann, Ethics Advisor to the Commandant:

ENS Cory Culver, Honor Committee Chairman, Class of 1593;

ENS J. L. Chadwick, Deputy Vics Honor Chairman for
Investigations, Class of 1993;

ENS Joseph Foraker, Vice Honor Chairman, Class of 1993:°

ZINS Kelly Hoef%f, Honor Comnittee Member, Class of 1993;

ENS Brendon DOibella, Brigade Honor SecTetary, Class of 1993:

ENS John Xiles, 3rigade Honor Coordinater, Class of 1593:
and

ENS Christopher Harding, Honor Faculty Liaison,
Class of 1993.

BACXGROUND
5., The nission of the United States Naval Academy (Academy) is:

To develop zidshipcen dorally, =entally, and physically and
2o imhue thea with the hichest ideals of duty, honor and
loyalty in order to provide graduates vho are dedicated to a
caresr of naval service and have potsntial for Ifuture
developument in 2ind and character tG assume the highest
responsibilities of command, citizenship, and governzent.
(OPNAV Notice 5450, 1 Dacenber 1987).

§. The nidshipmen and cadets of the service acadeaiss are taught
=5 adhere to a code of conduct for prafessional military lsadecs
=nat predates the founding of our nation and finds expression in
«he writings of zen auch as John Paul Jones and General Von
Steuben. The Honor Concept of the Brigade of Midshipmen is
elegant in its sizplicity, relentless in its demands:

Midshipoen ars persons of integrity: They do not lie, cheat,
or steal. (USNAINST 1610.JE0101).

7. Honor Codes notwithstanding, the service acadenies have not
neen i==une to cheating. In 1976, the EX Deapartient at West
Point gave 823 second clasexzen (juniors) a take home examination.
the answvers to vhich, upon analysis by the instructors, indicaced
widespread unauthorized collabsration. Eventually, about two
hundred cadets vere referred to adainistrative proceedings. 1In
1589, a epecial commission studying the Honor Systes at West
Point made the following observations:

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




¥hen serious breakdowns in the Honor Code and Systen
have octurred at West Point and in the related Code and
Systex at the Air Force Academy, they correlated with
internal group loyalties contradictory %o the spirit of the
Corps of Cadets itself. Such groups were prap-school
{riends, company enclaves, and, nost seriously,
intercollegiate atiiletic teams. Indeed, tha vors: scandals
and the nost virulent threats to the Honor Code stammed Zrom
deception connected with f{ootball. Groups of athletas
cheated isgether in acadesic examinations, and vere found
out and dismissed. Coaches and supervisors misrepresented
the necessary acadezlc standards in a misplaced notion of
the need to "vin." That vas a contagion of dishonesty that
threataned the Acadeay itsel?Z. Today, officials at West
Point are aware of the problenm and are taking continual
zeasures tdO contain the threat of its recurrencs. Hovever,
jiven the tenmptations involved, constant vigilance is
essential in respect to honasty in intercollegiate athletic
and fo5r full integration of athletes into the Corps of
Cadets.

8. The Special Conmmisasion pointed out another problem in the
daily applization of the Honor Code at West Point:

There has been a Tecurring tendancy toward
trivilization of the =meaning of honor, such as when the
Honor Systen was used to anforce prohiditions againstc
Xeeping liquor in hair tonic bottles, bed stuffing (using
blankets to sizulate a sleeping cadet), and various ccllege
pranks. The serious issue is that such nisuse of the System
has been a repeated source of antagonism, misunderstanding,
grievous injuazice to rcadets, and harm %o %he Teputs and
regard Zor the Honor Code itsslf.

T7IRET RIPORTS OF TXE CONPRONISR

9. The LI 311 course at the Acadeny is a core (mandatory)
requlrecent for all non-enginearing majors. Many nidshipmen told

" NAVINSGEN they bhelieve tha coursa is irrelevant; {ts mandatory
rature constitutes a for: of harassamsznt. (Many cadecs nade
sizilar commente about the Zf course involved in the 197§
cheating incident at West Pointc.)

10. fThe IEZ )1i exemination vas administerad at 0745, on Monday,
14 Dacamber 1992, to 663 sidebipaen. within hours of its
completion, aidshipman (MIDN) A sent an Z-Mail nessage
to a faculty meaber stating that the exam had been compromisaed.
Similar messages vere transmitted by other aidshipren later that
day. Some of the reports indicuted the foothall team had
obtained an advance copy of the exam.
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11. On the =Crning of 15 Decemper 1992, DOr. KRobert Shapiro, the
Academic Dean, informed the Stperintendent of Teports the exam
nad been compromised. The inforsation the Desn had at that tize
was scanty, and thd Superintendent directed hiza to check vith the
Electrical Engineering (EZ) Departlent o delerzine i the test
results showed any evidencs of cheating, such as inexplicable
spikes in individual grades or an overall higher than expectad
course average. The Dean also ftcld the Superintendent that the
original test, aent to the CopYing cantar by the course
coordinator, had been lost ecmetine between the 3rd and 9th of
Cecenber, and thus potentially compromised because it had not
been Tewritten after the loss vas discovered.

12, The Superintendent then 2at vith the Commandant of
¥idshipmen and direczed hia to talkX o the zidshipmen vhose nazes
nad surfaced in connection with %he reported compromise. The
Superintendent and CAPT Nicholas DeCarlo, Staff Judge Advocate 2
zhe Superintendent, also discussed the matter. The
Superintendent and his szaff vere in agraezent that tley needed
additional inforzation befora =aking any firm decisions.

21, on 16 Dece=ber 1992, <he Dean briefed the Suparintendent on
-he ET Cepartsent'es information, consisting of a half page ot
data {enclosure (18)) prepared by LCOR lavrence Scalzitti, an IE
Depari:ent Instructor. They found no pattarns or inexplicable
spikes in grades. The inforzation developed by the EE Departlent
4id not include a reviev of the actual ansvers contained on the
examination papers thecselves. (Even though the exam answvers
w“ere eventually read and graded, it appsars no one at the Acadeny
ever compared “he answvers of different cidshipmen for evidence c?
collaboration.)

14. Alsc on 16 Decezber 1992, the Conmandant reported to the
Superintendent that his discussions with the nidshipren
associated vith ths report of a compromies led him to believe the
report vas not credible. He zold the Superintandent that all
reports of the alleged compromise originated vith one aidshipman
2/C. who could only report overhearing a group of unidentified
nidahipuen talking about the football team having & copy of the
ET }11 exa=ination.

15. Baeed on thie early information, the Superintendent and his
staff agreed that if there vas a cocpronise it vas not
videsp®ead. Accordingly, the Superintendent decided there vas no
justification for ordering everyone %o TecakXe the test.

16. Hovever, during that day and the next, additional rsports of
a comprormise surfaced from c~her =idehipmen. In light of the
sontinuing reports of a compromiae and the fact that the firsc
copy of the examination eent to the copylng center had reportadly
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23. In a statement O NCIS, MIDN C identiZied 23 aidshipoen
he said had the exanm. MIDN C adnittad he had sold the exam
<o four of these midshipmen, and said he knrew who they gave it
zo. MIDK C gave the agents a sworn statezent detailing his
Xnowledge.

24. NCIS obtained all 663 EE-311 examinations as eviderce.
Although consideration wvas given %o requesting that thief, Naval
Sducation and Training {CNET) analyzs the test resu. ts, that
avenue of pursuit was dropped based on their belief that CNET vas
able o0 analyze only atandardized tests.

25. The NCIS investigation attezmpted to identify the source of
<he compronised exazination but was not able tn do so. An early
zheory held that the first copy of the examinaticn had been
zolen from %the Acadeny xzail system between 3 and 9 Dacember
while enrsute 2rom the IE Department %o the Qffica Services
3ranch Copy Cenzer fsr printing. This theory was discredized by
the investigation. The NCIS investigation did develop a theory
regarding a particular individual being the source, but that
theory also could not be proven.

26. The NCIS investigaticn was substantially coxzpleted in zid-
Canuary 1993, and the NCIS agents briefed the Superintendent on
therr progress during a neeting on 18 January 1993. CAPT DeCarla
arnd CCR Wilson wvere also present. Ouring the Reeting, one of The
agents centicned that they had intarvieved the footdall team. AT
=hat point, %he Superintendent, who earlier had been told by the
Athletic Director zhat foothall players wvere complaining they had
been unfairly targjeted, becaze angry. He sald that it appeared
=5 be a "witzh hunt® and that the agents' actions were giving
credence t5 the rumors that the entirs football team had the
zest. The agents explained that the investigation had led to the
‘ootball “eam, and that it was necessary %0 lnterview its zembers
2o be thorougn. The Superintendent acceptad their explanation
and the agents continued their investigation.

27. After the NCIS briefing, CAPT DeCarlo recommended the
Superintendent consider Teferring ons or two of %the anidshipnen
identified by NCIS to a court-sartial, although he counseled that
the avidence =21ght ba insufficient for conviction. After
thinking about the zatzer, the Superintendent decided it would
not be appropriate %o court-zertial someona vho only could be
accused of cheating. Heving smade this decision, the
Superintandent could have initiated a non-~criminal investigation
for the puzrpoee of discuvering the full extent of the cheeting.
However, other than %o make additional pleas for aidshipmen
naving knowledge of “he comprosise to come forvard, the Acadeny
took no action to ldentify additional cheaters after the NCIS
crizminal invsstigation was completed.




28. In all, NCIS identified 39 nidshipmen it believed possessed
some or all of the EEX 111 exanination before it wvas given. The
agents explained zhat =many =idshipmen had i{nvoked their Axzicle
J1({b) rights upon being warned, and had refused to cooperate with
the agents.

ACADEXY ACTIONS
(Post NCIS Investigaction)

23. On 4 February 19931, an NCIS agent briefed %he results of the
investigation to CAPT DeCarlo; ICDR Timothy Magle, Staf? Judge
Advocate to the Commandant: LT Thomas Cann, fthics Advisor to the
Commandant: and MIDN Cory Culver, the Honor Committee Chairzan.
It was the first tine any of thez, cther than CAPT DeCarlo, had
officially received infor=ation on the investigation. The
Comzmandant's stcaf?f had, hovever, been %old unofficially %o expect
a larje number of Honor cases and so had already started planning
Z2or the Honor Boards.

30. After the NCIS agent left the neeting, CAFT DecCarlo, LCDR
Nagle, LT Cann and XIDN Culver discussed how they wveras going =2
preceed with the cases and vhat nodifications to the Honor Board
process would be necessary in order for the Boards =3 function
Ercperly with the nu=her of cases involved.

3J1. Specific areas discussed fcor modification were: holdin
results until the co=pletion of all Boards: redacting the NCIS
Teport: selection of aidshipmen for various duties relatad %o
Honor Boards: and. generally, the due process protection of the
aczused. The Superintendent later approved a reccmmendation -hat
the results of each Board be Xept secret until all Boards vere
cctipleted. This vas done %o prevent early Board rasults from
unduly influencing the outcome of later Boards and to prevent the
3rigade Irom keeping score as the Tesults became xnown.

3J2. CAPT DeCarlco told the Superintendent of the plan to redact
the NCIS report of the crizinal investigation for use as the
basis of zidshipmen Investigating Officer (IO) investigations and
evicdence before Honor Boards. ’

J1. The Commandant approved a zodification request o perait the
use of aidshipmen 2/C Honotr Representatives as Honor Advisors in
order o free up amidshipmen 1/C Honor Representatives for
assignment ae IOe.

J4. Bacauee of e concarn over %he 2l1-day rule (the Honor Concept
atatute of limitation), CAPT DeCarlo decided that the last day a
=.ldshipnan could ba accueed of en honor violation idencified in

the NCIS report vas 8 Tebruary 1993 (21 daye aftar the
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Superintandent was briefed by NCIS and thus xade aware of a
violation).

35. CAPT DeCarlo and LCDR Nagle directed LT Cann to get a copy
of the NCIS report, go through it, and identify midshipmen to be
accused. He obtained a copy 2rom sn NCIS sgent the next day and
spant the vaekeand (§ and 7 February) reading it and zaking 4 list
of midshipmen he vould accuse of committing sn honor violation.

36. LT Cann deter=ined there vas suflicient evidence to =ccusa
28 of the 39 nidshipmen identified in the NCIS report. On Monday
norning, 8 February 1993, LT Cann talked with CAPT DeCarlo by
phone and infor=ed him he had a list of anidshipmen to be accused.
CAPT CeCarlo had also genearatad z list snd they discussed some of
zhe namas. CAPT DeCarlo did not atZempt to substitute or change
any of the names on LT Cann's list. LT Cann then drafted accuser
letters and gave them to MIDN Culver to serve %Zhe nNamed
=:dshipren.

37, At the 4 Tebruary 199) meeting, LT Cann vas %old by CAPT
DeCarlo and LCOR Nagle to redact the NCIS Tepor:z, and he did so
ehroughout the week of 8 February 1993. As he Zinished rsdacting
a porzion of the report relating to a particular aidshipman, he
would give it <5 MIDN John Chadwick, Honor Comait:iee Vice
Chairman 2or Investigations, who passed It on o the IO
previously seleczad by the Honor Comzmittss Chairman to
wnvescigate that case.

38. Whan he Tevievad the 28 cases investigatad by the IOe, MIDN
Culver dismissed four of thea, vhich was vithin his authority,
and directed that the Temaining 24 cazes go baefore Honor Boards.
3n 1 March 1993, the Superintendant encouraged his staff to
cocplete the Boards quickly, hopefully before Spring Break.

39. Thae first Board 2et on J Xarch 1993, but then Spring Break
interfered and caused a two-vaek delay before the second Board
scartad. The final Board wvas held on 26 Karch 1991.

Ulz:izately, the Honor Boards found 11 violations out of thoge 24
cases.

40. The 1l cases veras forvarded to the Commandant of Xidshipmen
?3r hia reviev. The Conmandant dismissed four cases, and
¢orvarded the sevan cases in vhich he found a violation of the
Yonor Concept o the Suparintandent. In all seven cases, he
recoc=ended the acCused be separated from the Acadeny.

41. The Suparintendent disaissed one case and forwarded the
rezaining six cases %o the Secratary of zhe Navy, recomzending in
each case that the midshipman be separstad froam the Acadamy.
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THE MAVAL IXSPECTOR GENERAL INVESTIGATION

42. Following the receipt of new allcqatiohs and complaints
regarding disposition of the 24 Honor Board caeas, NAVINSGEN was
tasked on 7 June 1993 to conduct an additional inquiry.

43. The NAVINSGEN investigation began vith a team of four: %wo
lawyers and an investigator from NAVINSGEN: and the special agent
who conducted the NCIS investigation. The “eam first revieved
all HCIS documents, verbatim transcripts of the Honor Boards, is
well as, the Commandant'e and Superintendent's hearings. The
Zzan received briefings Zrom the Academy gta?s and then conducted
a linited number of interviews.

44. Initially, the NAVINSGEN investigation focused on tYe new
information provided by a aidshipman in early May 1993. After

‘pursuing those leads, NAVINSGEN deteruined that resolution of =~he

disparicies in individual cases and evidence would require an
investigation into the scope of the coapromise. In order %o
efficiently conduct zhe investigation, the -eam was expanded o
nine zexbers: two additional NCIS. agents, one Marine Corps
officer, and two activated raserve officers Zrom the NAVINSGEN
TeservVe unlt. On 20 June 1993 the %eaAn arrived at tha Acadery
and began the.on-site invaestigation that laeted until 7 January
1994.

45. From the outset, the NAVINSGEN investigation aseuned that
tle Superintendent'e January 1993 decision not to court-martial
identified cheatars would be adhaersd to in the najority of cases
subsequently developed, although the possidility of referring
especially egregious conduct to courts marcial wae not ruled out.
consequently, crizminal investigative techniques wvere not used to
interviev midshipzen, e.g., they were not advised of their rights
under Article 31(b), UJ (military right against self-
incriminatien). Unlike criminal proceedings, the absance of
varnings in an adainietrative inveatigation normally has no
drawbacks such es suppreseion of ad=issions. The decision was
approved by the Aczing Secratary of the Navy and later, Secretary
Dalton, with the concurrence of the Judge Advocate General and
General Counsel of the Navy.

46. NAVINSGEN conducted over 8300 intervieus, under oath, at zhe
Acadeny betveen June 1993 and January 1994. Those intervieved
ranged fTom the Superintendent to junior civilian saployees.
Asong the midehipmen it included everyone who took the
sxazination ae vell as roomxmatas, eponeor mates, teamm=ates and
coupany zatse of suspacts,

47. All intervieus of midehipnen suepects wvere conducted by st
least two NAVINSGEN investigatore. Intervieve ranged in tize
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ss5m 20 ainutes t3 many houTs, spread over several days. During
the intervievs the investigators took notas and then prepared
typed statements. Stataments were given to the persons
interviaved, who vere %old %o read thez carefully and to nake
correcctions, as they would becone their sworn statements.

«8. In sll, 133 cases vere developed that varrant further
reviev. Thesea include the six cases already forvarded to the
Secretary of the Navy, saven cases of zidshipmen wvho have already
been separated from the Academy Zor other honor/conduct
violations or for academic failure, and one case against a recent
graduate, now on active duty. Zighty-one of the 133 cases have
substantiated adnissions.

49. In addition %o followving leads daveloped through intervievs,
NAVINSGEN obtained all 663 exazinations and analyzed them. This
snalysis proved to be the =ost izportant invastigative tool for
sdenziiying cheaterls.

S0. The investigators also obtained tha complete engineering
exam data =hat TSR Scalzitzi had developed bue which never laf:
the IE Ceparzment. This data identified 37 zidshipmen wno
rece:ved unusually high grades. ¢ <hosze 37, the NAVINSGEN
invesnigation developad cases againsxt 28. An anxlysis of the 133
suspectzs :dentified Dy NAVINSGIN indicated that 46 of %thexm
izproved their final axan score by cver 20 points fIom their 12-
veeX exam. NAVINSGEN also requested the E-¥ail syszex be checked
for zmessages that zay have been autcmatically saved, and several
.ncTi=Lnating dessages vare found.

1

1. The NAVINSGZN investigation vas unable to deterzine the

ac=ual source of thae comprozise. All evidence developed leading
sack %0 Zhe source stopped at MIDN 3B and MIDN

neither of whom provided any inforzation to the investigators.
sdentification of zthe /0 source raquires the
cooperatiosn of one of %hose 2idshipaen. The NAVINSGEN
investigation found no avidance that Zhe exaaination lost in tha
=al)l systez was “fhe source of the coepromise. The issue of the
integrity of the process used at he Acadeny for printing large
su=hers of exaxzinations vill be exazined during a NAVINSGEN
tnspection of the Acadeny o be conducted later.

WAVIXNSGXX IS8UZS

s2. Curing this invastlgation, HAVINSGEN developed six issues
which serit discuseisn in thls reporz. They are:

A. EE Dapartazent input after allegations of a
cozpromnise:
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NCIS i(nvestigation:
Decision to use Honor Boards and their conduct:
Pearception of a Conflict of interest:;
Kandling of new allegations; and
Honor Concept Climata at The Naval Acadeny
A. FB DRPARTIXENT INPUT APTER ALLEGATIONS OF A COMNPRONIAX

53. As soon as reports reached the EE Dapartaent that the IF 3J11
exa:n was compromised, several of the instzuctors in that
departzent, led by ICDR Scalzittl, degan collecting datz on zhe
tests. The first thing they looked at vere grades, comparing the
2idshipmen'’s 6-veek, l12-veek and final grades. Because this wvas
only one cday after the examination, not all the tests were graded
S0 they were unable to obtain input on the final grades from i3
of the 28 class sections.

54. When the Dean asXed he EX Deparizent =9 check *he Zests for
unusual spikes in grades between the Adshipzmen’'s li-veex exan
grade and Zinal exaz grade, he received the data LCDR Scalzizzi
had prepared (enclosurs 18). On 16 Dacember 1592, the Dean
briefed the Superintendent on LCDR Scalzit2i's half pagas of data.

S5. The cover letzer vith the EX Depart=ent's ilnput, signed by
ICCR Scalzitti, did not indicats that the information wvas
incomplete, and vhen That data vas briefe’ to the Superintendent
he was not %9ld it vas incc=mplete. The input identified 13
a:idshipnen wvith unusually high scores. However, 13 out of the
661 vho took the exanination vas not ccnsidered beyond a normal
range of uhexpectad individual i{mprovement. BRased on this
infcrzation, the Superintendent decided, and the Dean agreed,
that there vas no indication that the compromise vas videspread.

56. LCDR Scalzitti completed the data compilation (enclosure 19)
the following week by insisting the other instructors grade the
tests and give hiax thelr input. LCDR Scalzitti, wvorking vi%th
another EZ Deparisent instructor, then prepared his complete
report on the grade comparisons. It shoved 37 aidshipmen with
higher than expacted grsdas. The updated data did not leava the
EE Depart=ent until it vas glven to the NAVINSGEN investigators.
The Superintsndent, his staff, the Dean, and NCIS never saw the
updated {nput until the NAVINSGZIN investigators showed it to
them. Consequently, it i{s now apparent =hat tha Superintendent
and NCIS formed oplnions and made decisions about the comprot.ise
based on incomplete i{information.




3. ACIS INVESTIGATION

§7. The NCIS vas raquested to conduct an investigation into tzhe
comprozise on the initial theory that a criminal offense, such as
larcany or breaking and entering zay have occurred. I% quickly
became evident, however, that the origin of the compromised
exanination vas not clear and that a felony ofZense had not been
established. Nonetheless, in order to satisfy statutory
requirements in criminal investigations, almost all midshipmen
interviewed (interrogated) vere advised of their rights against
sel? incriaination as set forth in Article 3X(b), UCMI. This:
procedurs had the cunulat:ive effect of insulating the zidshipmen
2rom their 3ilitary duty <5 respond to questicns about the
compromise.

53. In addition, NGQIS, as the principal Navy organizacion
znartersad, trained and uanned %o conduct criminal lnvestigations,
conduczed the investigation consistent vith that charter. That
is, the investigation focused on criminal activity. Conduct in
wviolation of the Honor Concept, such aa cheating, is not norzmally
within the NCIS charter and therefsre the NCIS agents did not
zursue that issue to cozpletion during their investigation.
Senior Academy officials apparently never considered vhether an
NCIS crininal investization rezained appropriate afZer the
Sucerintendent's decision not o court-zmartial those accused only
9¢ chea%ing. Although the principal NCIS Special Agent
Zrequently briefed CAPT DeCarlo on the progress of the
investigation, CAPT DacCarlo did not reconsider the decision to
request NCIS to conduct a crizinal lnvestigation, and did not
ccnsider alternative forz=s of irvestigation 4n order to deterxzine
txe aczual ex%tent of the cheating. <TWe such alternatives could
save been : (1) reguesting that NCIS asuist the Academy by
conducting an investigazion using less stringent adainistrative
procedures: or (2) convening an alternative inquiry, such as an
investigation under the provisions of the Manual of the Judge
Advocate General. Ultinmately, MNAVINSGEN wvas requested to conduct
an adainistrative investigation.

C. XX XNONOR BOARDS
(1) DECIZIOXK TO USX XOMOR BOARDS

$9. At the Superintsndent's 1# Januery 1992 briefing from NCIS,
the issue of conspiracy vas discussed as a pcssible criminal

charge against sone midshipsen. The agants provided informaticn
vhich implicated MIDN 8 and XIDN C in the theft of zha
exan and the issue of court-martialling them was discussed. The
Superintendent decided against it for several reasons, the Tost
significant of which vas that CAPT DeCarlo advised him the cases
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vers Not that strong and that they would propably lose at trial.
50. The Superintendent wvas sazisfiad that the funber of
Fotantial cases was not sO great as o preclude the use of Honor
3ocards as the neans of resolution. From zhat date on, No other
Tesolution 32ethod was considerad. The discussions held by the
Superintasndent, Commandant and CAPT DeCarlc in reaching their
conclusion %o use Honor Boards focused on whether the Brigade
could nechanically run ao nany Boards. Thaey 4id not addraess
vhether Honor BSoards could effeczivaly decide cases in which 30
or so midshipmen could be engaged in a double-ended "conspiracy,”
%.s8., angaged in the same common violation being heard by the
3cards and involved in a com=on affort to "besat” the Boards.

Mor= specifically, none cf the three officials considered whe=zher
an Honor Board could properly rasolve a case in which the
Yithesses xnay consplre 2 lie in order to protect sach otler. -
The Comzandanf stated that he has glven a great deal of thought o
aocut this subject in the Past six aonths, bdut Yad ne such

Ioncerns wvnen INhae Honcr 3oards were chosen as the neans of

Tesolving the ZE 111 cases.

2ust be renertersd that Honor BSoards ars non-adversarial.

ke crizinal zrials where justica is found through <he clash
SSpeting intarests, tle Honor Boards presuxs that aidshipnen
aring tefore then ara telling the truch.)

(2) CONDUCT OF TAR BOARDS

The NAVINSGEN {nvestigation revealed two prizmarsy flaws :n the
2anner i(n which the Honor Boarda ware conductad:

a. XIDSXIPMAN C TEETIXONY:

L. MIDN c provided a four-page sworm statament %o
NCIS naz=ing 23 aidshipzen as having rteen involved i{n tha
cheating. He was %0 be the government's chief witness hefore -he
3o0ards. His statement ta NCIS had provided the basis for =uch of
the 3oards' investigstions and, based on his sZatszent, senior
Acadexzy officials felZ cuonfidant at the outset of %he Honor
Boards that cases againat tha aczused wars streng. Howaver, on
.7 March 1993, at the second Honor Board hearing, MIDN c
disavowved hie sworn etatesent to NCIS, stating that hs vas
coercad into giving the estateszment and that he did not rasad iz
before signing. xuIDN C vould ultizataly tastify at 16
Soards (including bis own) and disclaizmed his swvorn atatsment ac
each one of thea. .

62. It wae obvious to the Horor Commi%tes nembera, sach of whon

attanded numerous Honor Boards as non-voting nesobers, zhat MIDN
C was lying to ths Boards. The nanbers rapaatedly raised 4

13
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this issue with LCDR Nagle and LT Cann. LCDR Nagle, LT Cann and
MIDN Culver, Honor Comaltiee Ch&irzan, zet ¥ith the Comzandant
early in the Board process to discuss the situation. CAPT
DaCarlo vas also informed of %he situiation, hut the .
Superintendent vas not. According =3 LCDR Negle, neither he nor
the Commandant vere overly concarned wvith MIDN c ‘'s false
testimony because it did not appear to be causing an inordinate
nuober of disaissa 4. Collectively, they decided %o assume that
Honor B8card aembery were intelligent and would conclude for
thensslves that MI'N ( ‘s testinony wvas perjured. MIDN
Culver did, however, instruct Honor 3card Presiding cfficials %o
remind Board necbers that MIDN [of ‘s statement vas swvorn and
signed, and therefore carried greater weight than his testinony.
(COR Nagle also stressed to LT Cann and the Honor Committee Zhat
an NCIS agent wculd testify at each hearing as to the
circumstances under which MIDN [ed ‘s statement wvas nade.

§3. Despite MITN C ‘s false zestizony tefore the Boards, no
sgecific action wvas taken %9 rebut it. Ouring one 3card, the
Pres:ding 0fficial asked LT Cann i{f redacted portions of MIDN

< 's sworn statexzent could be provided to the 3card ts show
z=at he had, in fac%, read the statement, since the pages bora
corrections made :n his handwriting and nis initials. LT Cann
denied the request. Addflticnraily, vwitnessaes vho were available
*d =peach MIDN [o] 's zestinony about the conpromise wvere nct
called. Nor was acnion taken to confront MIDN c vith his
fxise testinony and %9 hold hin accountaple. Ultinately, Honor
3cards disuissed nine cases against aidshizmen nased in MIDN

< 's sworn statezent. %o NCIS.

b, LIXITS ON INPORXZTIOM!

64. Under Honor Board proceduras, 't is a com=on practice %o
redacs (deleze or edit) inforzation =hat s not relevant =o the
zase being heard. On 4 February 1993, LT Cann vas instructed by
‘COR Nagle to redact the NCIS report, the single most inportant
cart of wvhich was MIDN C 's sworn statenent, so that only
porzions relevant to the individual accused nidshipman were
provided to the Investigating Off{icers. Neither CAPT DacCarlo nor
LCOR Nagle, both of vhom are Judge Advocates provided any
gquidance %o LT Cann, a naval aviator. CAPT DeCarle believed zhat
LCOR Nagle vas revieving LT Cann's work. LCDR Nagle stated he
was cocfortable with LT Cann proceeding on his own, believing LT
Ccann understood relevancy and would contact hizm {f he had
difficulty. The Commandant acknowledged that he knew LT Cann vas
redaczing the NCIS fepor:t dut believed him to be up %o the Zask.
The Superintendent believed that CAPT DeCarlo and ICOR Nagle wvere
directing the redaczion efforz.
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65. LT cann redacted the NCIS Teport throughout the veek of 8
February 1993. As he finished redacting a portion rilevant to a
particulay =idshipman, he provided it to the Brigade Honor
Coamittee Vice Chairman for Investigations, wvho then passed it =o
*he I0 assigned o investigate that particular case. The NCIS
report redacted by LT Cann vas not substantially revieved by any
Academy official, although ILCOR Nagle believes he may have
revieved a portion of it. This lack of oversight vas brought to
che attention of CAPT DecCarlo vhen a defense attorney of an
accused aidshipman complained that LT Cann had refused o provide
him wvith an unredacted copy of his client's owa atatezent,
Although this deficiency vas carrectad, no effort vas zade %o
review LT Cann'a other redactions.

66. Honor Board procedurss rsquire zhat all relavant information
be considered vhen processing the case of an accused. Hovever,
when the I0s rece:ved a redacted por=ion of the NCIS repor:z, they
realized it vas but one portion of a larger, interrelated evenc.
Many of the I0s received zultiple pages of material containing
only a few sentences apong large bdlocks of vhited-out print.

They Xnev thay wers vieving only parts of the vhole piciure.

§7. The IOs also learmied that LCDR Nagle and LT Cann had a
zatrix, prepared by CAPY DeCarlo, shoving the intev~connections
2¢ =idshipnen and tests. When the IOs askxed for a copy of tnhe

-

=acrix, LT Cann denied their Tequest.

t8. The ICa asked LT Cann for permission to confer among
chenselves 29 understand the totality of the compromise. Their
request vas denied on the grounds that the Superintendent and h:is
sta?f did not vant =0 construct individual cases based on

evidence concerning otherr aidshiynen. Consequently, zany I10s
experienced difficulty in preparing t‘heir cases.

D. PERCZZTION OF 2 CONYLICT UF INTEREZST

§9. Once all of the Honor Boards vere completad, the Comzmandant
briefed the Superintendent on the results. The Superintendent
xnev the naces of the 11 =idshipmen wvho had been found in
viclation. They did not discuss the epecifics of any cases. The
Superintendent advised the Comzandant to treat esach case on its
own merita and zo be falr and impartial in his determinetions.

70. <The Superintendent and CAPT CacCarlo discussed one case vhich
oresented a potential conflict of interest problem. This vas the
case of MIDN E vho ie the mon of a friend of the
Superintendent's. and the Superintendent have known
sech other aince they vere teaczates on the Academy football tean
in 1963. also later served a tour under the




Superintendent, and they have remained friands over the years.
Thelr sons aAre also friends. CAPT DeCarlo is the sponsor of MIDN
€ . His parents, vho are stTong Academy fans and attend
Sany sports events, stay :n CAPT DeCarlo's quarters vhen they

visit their son,

71. The Superintendent and CAPT DeCarlo knew that MIDN £

wvas one of those found in violation by the Honor Boards, and
discussed vhat to do if the Comsandant forwarded the case to the
Suparintandent. They decided that the case should be sant to =he
Vice Chiaef of Naval Operations, =he Superintendent's immediate
superior, for aczion. They did not discuss whethaer %he
_Commandant, as the Superintendent's subordinata, could render an
izpartial and independent judgment about the son of someone he
knev to ke a friend of the Superintandant.

72. When the Coaxandant reviewed MIDN € 's case, he
overturned the Honor Board's Zinding of violation. When
interviewed, the Comzandant said he knew about the friandsh:ip
betwvween the Superintsndent and MIDN c ‘s Zather, but zhat
1T did not izpede his ability to make an impartial decision. The
Comnandant stated he has net at social events,
usually after sporting aczivities, but that their conversations
have never g:ne teyond szall Zalk. He said he overturned the
3oard's Iiniing because the NCIS agent vho testifiad in “ha case
vas asxed h.s o9inicn of MIDN € 's guilt or innocence, %o
=nich The agunt replied that he thought the zidshipman wvas
guilty. The Conmzandant beliaved permitting the agent o give an
cpinion on the ultinate question of guilt unduly influenced the
3oard. -

3. Although we found no conflict of interest in the
Superintendent and Commandant's handling of this case, wve found
that thera vas a defin.tae perception of a conflict or lack of
izpartiality az=ong the aidshipmen and that the Acadeay officials
were not sufficiently sensitive to this perception. This becane
pari:icularly evident during the zeeting on 22 April 1993 wvhen the
Superinzendent net with the Brigade of Midshipmen to announce the
final results of thae EE 311 Honor cases. XIDN ¢ stood up and
asked Thae Suparinteandent to comment on MIDN £ 'S presance
in the Superintendent's quarters the night befora his case was
Neard by the Comaandant. The staf? and the Admniral hirmsel?
redezber the exchange as a clarificacion of the basic fac=zs
stated by MIDN < + The Admiral did see MIDN E in nis
guartars, but told the Brigade that MIDN £ vas visiting
his son and that he simply said haello to hia ard asked him if he
had been <o his Commandant's hearing. <The Superintendent told
the Brigade that nothing subatantive wvas diecussaed.
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74. The nidshipmen interviewed relember the Superintendent's
answer differently, They recall hin firsc denying seeing MIDN
in his quarters and only acknowledging it after MIDN
¢ kept pushing the issue. Various midshipmen remerber
snizXkering and the repeated chanting of MIDN £ 's nicknane
by members of the Brigade after the Superintendent's response.

75. The percsption of a conflict of interest wvas raised again by
four of %“he unidshipmen recommended Zor separation. Writing in
their "Show Cause” letters to the Secretary of the Navy, each
nidshipman raised conflicz of interest issues in the MIDN

case, which they argued cast a shadow on the fairness of
the other cases. Specifically, they assert that the Commandant,
rather than the Superintendent, was either a roommate or company
nate ol at the Acadeny.

76.

separate correspondence to the Secrestary of the Navy. The
responses, drafted for the Superinzendent by CAPT DeCarlo, refute
the asserzion of a conflict of interest by stating the Commandant
and vere in different classas and wvere nNot in the
same company. However, the Superintendent's letters fail to
address the =ore generalized, and izportant, allegation of a
fersonal relationship betwesn MIDN E 's fanily and high
ranking officials at the Acacdeny,

in

77. Baefore signing the lettsrs %o the Secretary of the Navy, the
Superintendent asked CAPT DeCarlo about the fact that it did not
=ention his own relationship with MIDN . g 's father. CAPT
DeCarlo advised The Superintendent that the aidahipmen’s
assertions apout the Co=zandant vere incorrect and irrelevant 2o
their particular Show Cause cases. He sxplained that there was
no need for the Superintendent %o provide details of his own
relaticnship to MIDN £ ‘s father because the case in wvhich
tha® would dbe an issue never reached the Superintendent. The
Superintendent then signed the letters.

X. EKANDLING NXT ALLEGATIOMS

78. At his neeting with the Brigade of Midshipmen on 22 aApril
1993, RADM Lynch stated that the investigation remained open and
he encouraged anyone with infor=ation regarding the EE 311
compronise to come forvard. Tha Superintendent repeated this
request in a nevspaper interviewv shortly thereafter. Picking up
on this message, the Coazmandant %old the Brigade nidshipmen
leaders that zhe investigation remained open and encsuraged thea
to come forwvard with any nev information on the EIE 311 chaating.

79. At Zhe end of April, XIDN F told MIDN Culver that
he had nore information on the IT 311 compromise. He lmplicated
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iavaral paopls, including some who had appearad befora Honor
joards but had not been found in violation. MIDN Culver =at with
he Commandant, LZDR Nagle and LT Cann and tsld them vhat MIDN

F had told him. He also told Zhem he wantad %o addrsss the
sntire Brigads immediately, and begin a naw inveatigaticn.

30. The Commandant told MIDN Culver that they would not
investigate until MIDN ¢ provided a wvritten statezment. MIDN
ulvar a2sked for and received Zrom NMIDN ¢ a letter setting
forth the new information. The MNIDN r latzar, dated 3 May
1993, states in pertinent par::

on the night befors the EEJ11 final, I valkad into 2/C

G's room at approxinataly 2100. 2/C M vas seatad at

G's desk copying something onto a piece of paper. =
walkad over and bagan to talk %o ¥ . Near the
beginning of <he conversation, & showed aa the
paper he was copying. At <he top (% read soumething to the
effecT of "EEL3J1l Final Exam Fall 1992." H began
to tell me that this vas tha exam he was axpecting %o take
the following day. He tcld ze a scenario of hovw G
had obtained the exam. He stzted that a ctenber of the
footsal! team had raceived it from a professor in another
acadenic deparzx=ent. grofessor was an officer vho was
the older krother of tne foothall player who originally
galined access o tnhe exaz and proceeded ¢o give it o other
mexzners of the football team. BSeing a fsotbhall player,

& goc it from a teacnata. I asked if£ he actually
believed that this was the exan, and not just another old
exan that wvas passad down. He proceedad o tell me that ha
believed zhis was the final he vould ba taking %he naxt dav.
He proved his point by showing ne the date at tha %op, "Fall
19%2." ...

1. MIDN Culver gave the latzZsr 25 the Comaandant at another
neezing with him, LCDR Hagle, and LT Cann on 3 May 1993. The
Comzandant read thae lsttar and noted that {% wvas not signed.

LCDR Nagle recalls tha Cozzandant said he wouldn't do anything
about the allsgations until the latzar wvas signed. The
Co==mandant %old the NAVINSGEN investigators ha sizply szaid to get
the letter signed. LT Cann raecalls that he, LT Cann, %old MIDN
Culver to gat the lattar signad. MIDN Culver racalls that when
he pressed on initiating the inveetigation, he "vas silenced” and
told "that justice had besn sarved and thare was not 'snough' o
reaopen the invastigation.®

82. LCOR Nagla said ha Zalt that MIDM Culvar had lost all
objectivity and thet thay all falt that MIDN Culver vas tooQ
psrsonally involvad and it vas time to pase tha dutiss of Honor
Committee Chairman to thae incoming donor Comaittae Chairman.
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83. MIDN Culver and the Commandant dO agree that before the
neeting ended, the Commandant told somzeone %o look into the
matter (MIDN Culver says LT Cann got the assignazent, the
Commandant recalls tasl’ng both LT Cann and ICDR Nagle).
Hovever, neither LCDR Nagle nor LT Cann thought thay had been
given any direction to look into the letter.

84. Also on J May 1993, thers was a tUrmover neeting between the
incoming and outgoing Honor Comamittees: CAPT DeCarlo, LCDR Nagle
and LT Crnn were also present. They discussed lessons learned
from the recently-cozpleted Honor 2cards and listened to concerns
about the way those cases wvere handled by the 1993 Honor
Committee.

35. MXIDN Culver thought one purpose of the neeting was to
discuss the MIDN & letzer and how it would be handled, so he
raised the issue concerning what wvas going to be dore with it.
I% gQuickly became obvious that nobcedy had told CAPT DeCarlo abeuz
the letter. The neeting ended with CAPT DecCarlo having it Zor
aczion. CAPT DeCarlo said he wvas adaxmant that an investigation
vas needed because it arpeared to be new evidenca and the
Superintendent had =zade a conmitment to investigate any new
inforzaction. CAPT DeCarlo left the neeting with a copy of the
latzer but assured that LT Cann would interview MIDK F and
=he other anidshipzen zentioned in the letter.

85. CAPT w<Carlo hriefed “he Superintendent on the MIDH F
lezzer the day he Teceived it (3 May 1993). The Superintandent
asked hia what they should do wizh it., CAPT DaCarlo told the
Superintendent that he (the Superintendent) had asked for
=idshipmen %o come forwvard with nev informatlon and novw that one
nad done so they vaere obligated ts look irto it. He recommenced
zhat they try to establish eoze veracity in it, and if they did,
%o then zurn it over to NCIS. Bacause CAPT DaCarlo was under the
izpression that LT Cann wae going =o interview the =midshipmen, he
23ld the Superintendent that tiey wers, in fact, looking into the

letter. However, he vas vrong. LT Cann did not think he had any
aczion on it.

87. Sometine thereafter, (LT Cann estinated at least one week
later), CAPT DaCarlo called LT Cann concerning the part of the
letter whare MIDN ¥ recounts that MIDN R told him the
source of the test was a 2acber of the faculty who had a brother
on the football team. CAPT DeCarlo %old LT Cann that there vas
no euch person at the Acadezmy. They did not discuss what LT Cann
say have been doing about the latter.

84. The Comnandant, who recalled having asked somecne %o look

into the allegation about the faculty member Zirst, %told the
investigators that in his opinion this inaccurecy effected the

Gu




cradibility of tha entire letter, as well as jts importance and
urgency. The othaer officers intervieved sharaed this sentinencz.
The most izportant asserzion in the letter, that 7 nad seen 2a
Printed copy of the examination with the words "EL 311 Final =Zxa=
Fall 19927 on the first page, appears to have been ignored in the
initial inquiries.

89. Basides running down the faculty =ember/brother issua, CAPT
DeCarlo checked MIDN H's record. rinding that he was an
axcellant student and on the Superinteandent's list, CAPT DeCarlo
deterzined that he aight have been involved as an "answver zan.”
CAPT DeCarlo alsc had discussions with ICDR Nagle and the Honor
Cormittees about tha :npact of the 21-day rule and whether :%
wvould act as a bar to accusing anyone.

90. Except for CAPT JeCarlo's linited inquirias, ho one =ook
aczion on <he MIDN ¥ letzer before 19 May 1993. On that
date, the Acadenay received a fax ingquiry froz the Ann model
Sun (enclosure (20)). Based or the questions in thae inquary, &
was obvicus that soze or all 9f thae nawv information conta:ned in
the MIDN F letter had reached thae paper.

AT Tnhat point, CAPT DeCarlo realized they had not taken
ely acticn on the MIDN § lettar and needed to zake up
und. He wvent to tne Superintendent %o discuss the zatter and
Tecom=erdations. He says that in ret-cspact, he should have
d the MIDN F letter over To NCIS as soon as he learned
. Thae Superintendent acknowladged that it was around =h:
that CAPT DeCarlo had ccze 20 him and admitzed that “the
had been dropped” {n running down the MIDN F latter.

oY -
[

oo e s

4

9
-
t
-
5
a2
<
=]
-
<
-4

[ I o W}

-

[ e

32. CAPT DeCarlo then gave LT Cann clear direction %o talk 2
the =2idshipzmen named :1n the lattal. LT Cann was able %9 Talk =3
MIDN F , MIDN T and MIDN b but was
unable o zalk To MIDN H or his rcozmatae, MIDN 18

, both of wvhos had begun %heir su=mer coilsae.

93. LT Cann estinated that he talked to the aidshipmen within a
day or two of whan he vas %told %o do so by CAPT DeCarlo. BRased
on the date tThe sunmes couise began, he belieaves e reportaed h:is
¢indings shortly after ¢ May 1593. The reason he was not sure
of the date is the 3ezorandua he praepared (anclosurae (21))
outlining his findings ves undated. In this =emorandum, LT cann
concludes that he will %alk %2 MIDN H and XIDM % upchn
their raturn %to the Acadezy, but that the =atter did not seae=
wvorth pursuing.

94. On 26 May 1991, the 2altizors Sup ran an article critical ot
the Acadeczy (anclosure (22)), suggest:ing that nev inforzation had
surfaced on the cheating but that no action vae being taken. <Tha
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article vas followed, two days later, by Senator Richard Shelby's
(D, Ala)] letter ts the Deputy SecTetary of Defense requesting an
inspector deneral investigazion.

95. Because it wvas necessary c develop reliable information
quickly, it wvas suggeeted, and tha Superintandent agraed, to
issue grants of i=munity and to have NCIS send them, along with a
series of guestions, ¢o zhe NCIS agents at thae cozxands vherae
MIDN H and MIDN < vare attachaead. On 4 June 1993, the
Superintendent signed two grants cf immunity. Subsequently, NCIS
sarved one of %thae Two grants, but before the Otnler vas sarved
NAVINSGEN began its investigation and preexpted Zurther acz:on.

Y. TER NOXOR CONCIPT CLIMATE AT USNMA

Desplte the clear wvords of the Honor Concept that zidshigpnen
persons of .ntegrity expected =5 apply =he highest standaris
onor, duty, lovaity and charactaer, this investization found

sany aidshipaen do not alwvays neasure up to these ideals.

Tt MW
Fanty O
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"

. Throughout <he numerous 'nterviaews NAVINSGENX conducted with
dshizoen, the =essage the investigators rsceived Irom the
dsnipcen vas That they vieved the Honor Concspt aa an ideal

a% si=ply could not be applied %z zany of the prcble=zs that
%S
nd

e
1S SR TN T |

0
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e in the da:ily lifae 0f a zidship=an at thae Acacdeny. Thaeir
ucs the investigatizn reinforced thelr Viaws.

98. For exaemple, only a handful of =idship=en admitzed their
~volvezent in Thae EE 311 aexan cccpromise vhaen £irst asked the
ezt Suestion. In nosT cases, they Tepeatsdly lied uneil
nfronted with lrrefutable proof of their involvement. It
xly becaze apparent that the aidshipmen had to sea the
ngth of zha case Zhae {nvestigatcrs had against thexz belore
would tell The truth. In aany cases, idshipmen admitted
participation only after =he investigators provided a
led analysis of thaelr exazination answvers %that showed a
elacion vith the anavars of othaers wvho had already confessed.
o=a0on reaction was sozaething to the effaect of: "okay, now Zhat
Xnow Yyou got za, I'l)l tell the zzuth."

L T L L
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99. Many =idshipanen %ried %o rationalize their actione by
denying that %haey rsally knev they had the actual exan. In doing
19, ey axposad thelr shallov com=itment to the Honor Concegt.
wa found that only a handful of sidshipmen knev the exam had deen
comprceised and anticipetsd rscsiving a copy Sefore the evening
of 13 Dacenbar :3%2. rfor moat, the axan appeared spontanecusly
after 2100 on the 1Jth, and circulated among roomnates, small
gTroups of 2riends, end teaz=atss vho couldn'%t belisve their good
{ortune. Soze aidehipeen raported spaculating thet it couldn't
resally be the exam, but the clasr impor: of their Seasags vae




shat they cartainly hoped it vas. Most important, in the ten or
so hours the exam circulated wvithin Sancroft Hall befors it vas
administered At 0745 on the l4th, not one aidshipman stepped
forvard to expose the compromise %o Academy officials.

100. The extent of the compromise also demonstrated %o the
investigators the scope of the nidshipmen's failure to axzbrace
«he Honor Concapt. The compromised examination travelled
throughout the Brigade, ultinately involving aidshipmnen from 29
of 35 companies. Hovever, it did not come vith ansvers, so
groups of aidshipoen, norxzally groups vith e preexisting
ccnnection, e.3., team =ates, roonmates and close friends, wvould
gather to wvork out the solutions. All types of midshipmen vere
involved, not just foothall players: xidshipmen on the
Superintendent's list, as wvell as =zidshipnen wvho vere flunking;

of the Zootball, soccer, vrestling, lacTosse, vater-
colo, heavyweight crew, baseball, tennis and basketdall taams:
dcnor Representatives as well as the Brigade Honor Cocnittee

(class of 1994); nexbers of the glee

club; eight three szripers (aidshipaan lieutenants], three
nidshipzen with zedical school aspirations: 57 nidshipmen who
graduated from the Naval Acadeay Preparatory School.

101, Althcugh we found little evidence Qf ccnspiracy ta obtain
=se exaz, we fsund =uch o dexcastirate that aidshipzmen conspilred
~o conceal <heir involve=ent ©o NCIS, the Hcnor Boards, and =2
ene NAVIMNSSEN lnvestigators. Indeed, the second part of MIDN

F ‘s letzer fccuses on his observations of nidshipnen working
over a computar %3 coordinate and perfZect the testimony they
would give <o the Honor Soards in order to protect each other.
¥idshipoen intervieved by NAVINSGEIN lied o protect their
¢riends, sven afzer ad=1%ting their own guilc.

102. The actlions of one group of =idshipmen merit particular
sention. Although =any aidshipuen lied, =ost did nake some
response to the investigsators' questions. But 14 nidshipwen
iaplicated in the cheating, 11 of vhon vere athletes, presented a
unitad wall of silence by invoking the Fifth Amendnent. Despite
=hat azend—ent's crininal nexus and nonavailability in an
ad=inistrative investigation, after zethods of conpelling %hese
s1dshipoen 0 Cooperate vere studied. the legal recoaomendation
vas to request vritten grants of izaunity from the convening
authority. The Superintendent concurTed in the request, and 14
grants of izsunicty vere issued and served on the aidshipzen.
Neverthelsss, only two case anywvhere close =2 tplling the truth
in thelr subsequent intervievs. Eignt lied and svore to those
lies. Five refused to be intarvieved, even in the faca o the
Superintendent's grant of imasunity and orders couwpelling their
cooperation. One sidshipman expresssd his conviction that the
Navy would zaks no additional action against hia for refusing to




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

cooperata even after the grant of izmunity. He told the
investigators the Navy wvas bluffing (in taking additional actisn
against him for his failure %o cooperate after receiving the
grant) and that he was "calling their blufZ.®

103. The majority of =zidshipmen interviewed did not feel that
sruth was found, or even seriously sought, during the Honor
Soards' attempts ts implement the Honor Concept at the Acadeny.
Many exanmples vere given, the 208t common of which involved the
perceivad special breaks given to MIDN | 3 due =2 his family
connections with the Superintendent.

104. The majority of midshipmen we interviewad also believed the
system punishes anyone who tells the truth. The exazple given
nost often is the ocutcome of the EE 311 cases. They point osut
zhaz only midshipmen who adaitted they cheatad wvere ultimately
found in violation and reccanended for separation by the
Supcrincenden:.' whether this wvas a conscious, subconscious or
coincidental outcome is inpossible to say, but the factual result
. consistent with the perception that telling the txuth does ns%
pay. A related perception expressed by some was that cheating on
zne ET 311 exam was justifZied tecause it was unfair of the
Acadeay to reguire aidshipmen to take the course.

195. Members of the Honor Comnittee felt that the lack of Zizely
response by the Superintendent and Cozxmandant on the information
received frcocm MIDN 9 evinced their lack of real comnitrment to
«he Honot Ccncept. The Comnittee nezbers believed that the only
reason the Acadeay took any action on the 13 letter was
because word of it reached the newvspapers. :

106. The class of 1993 Honor Comnittee wag universally critical
of the way the EI 111 cases wvere handled, from the beginning
through the Comnandant's and Superintendent's review and their
follov up when additional evidence vas received. Committae
sechers did not understand the reasons for the decisiona 2aade,
nor did %hey believe they wers supported in their efforts %o
enforce the Honhor Concept.

167. Some mDenbers of the Honer Committee mentioned an incident
involving the definition of cheating that is instructive. At an
eacly stage of the Honor Board proceedings, the Honor Comaittee
secbers had a discussion with LCDR Nagle and LT Cann during which
they thought all agreed that midshipmen wvho did not reelize they

! Each of the six midshipmen who vere recommended for
separation by the Suparintendent adaitted they cheated and said so
under ocath %6 NCIS. They latar, at their boards, tried to recant
their statements but wvere unible to do so convincingly.




had bean studying the actual exam Sunday night uncil they zsok
the test Monday morning would be gquilty of cheating if they did
not report i% O an Acadeny offic:ial. Later, after the Boards
vera complaeted, this question came Up in CAPT DeCarlo's preaence.
Ha said that because intent wvas required for cheating, people vho
did not knov they had the exam on Sunday night cduld not be
guilty of cheating. The 2embers of the Honor Committee racall
that LCDR Nagle and LT Cann immediately agreed with CAPT
DeCarlo's posizion, and denied ever taking a contrary position.
LCOR Hagle and LT Cann told the NAVINSGEN investigators they did
not -ecall ever giving t%e z1idshipmen a different definit:ion.
Apparently overlooked :n this debate, which resurfaced during che
NAVINSGEN investigation, is zhe obligarion a aidshipman hae %o
report the comprotise after discovering it, regardlese of the
larel that zay be used to describe the zidshipman's conduct on
Sunday night,

103. Many =zidshipmen said the Superintendent vas overly
supportive of the foothall tean. There 13 a videly held
perception “1thin the Brigade that footbhall players receive too
zany special breaks, e.g., preselection of czourses, standing no
weekend duty dur:ing season, and eating at t“eam tables, evan as
plebes, thereny avolding the training which takes place at
zozpany tapies during =eals. These views vere sirengthened vhen,
ccording to sozme =idshipzen, the Superintendent old the Brigade
osn 22 Apr:l 1993, {n announcing the results of The 24 cases, thaz
he was glad to repor: that no football players wers involved. In
this regarcd, thae ranarks of the West Point Special Comnieaeion

~s -

ci%ed at the beginning of this report dbear special consideration.

109, Ultizately, responsibility far acceptance of the Honor
Joncept at thae Acadezy rests vith the Superintendent, not aerely
in the sense zhat the Captain ie responsible for his ship, but in
the Teal senss that the =idshifcen =ust believe he has an
unwavering and total comnmitment T2 its principles and that he
lives Dy then avary day of his liZe. And thus, finally, wve =ust
examlne the Superintaendent's commitaent to thae Honor Concept.

110. We beliave zhat, unlika many aidshipmen, the Superintendent
does beliave the Honor Concazpt can be applied %20 all facets of
dally lifa. Of all thoee intervieved, he had the clearest, aost
direct underatanding cof the application of the Honor Concept to
the compromiee of thae EZ J11 exan. He eaid, quite sizmply, that
:f a =31dshipman had any reason to beliave the problems he etudi-d
wvare from %The exam and uead them enywvay, the nidshlpman accepted
the risk that, {f the problems zurned out to ba actual exan
problecs, thaean he had cheated.

111. Yet vea bellaeve the Superintendent's personal commitment <o
the Honor Concept creates a dileznma for him. On the one hand,
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the Superintendent will not tolerate those wvho violate the Honor
Concept, and believes there is no room for thexm .1t the Acade=zy.
The Superintendent is reported to have said on one occasion hat
he would dismiss the entire class of 1994 if they vere all
cheaters. On the other hand, he has euch a high rsqgard Zfor
zjdshipmen that he considers it virtually inconceivable one of
thea would not adhere to the Honor Concept. Therefore, vhen
faced with deciding whether a midshipsan has violated the Honor
Concept, he Tequires nearly irrebuttacle evidence before zaking a
¢inding of violation.

112. The Superintendent's dilemma is best illustrated vhen
midshipmen =ake accusations of honor violations based on trivial
acts or statenents that literally fall wvithin the definition ot
an honor violation, but which the Honor Boards vers hever
intended to address. TFor cxanple, a aidshipman one ainute late
for auster 21ight sponzanesusly exclaia *I wasn't lace!" vhen his
cotpany conzander asks "Why are yoa late for auster?” Such a
stazement is, in the literal sense, a lie., for which separaticn
as an honor violation is the ncrxzal punishment. It is also cne
that =ost Teasonadle people would agree should not be brought
Sefore the Honor Boards for Tssolution.

113, 3ut when overzealous =z=idshipmen insist on prasenting such
accusations, and the evidence ls clear, a finding of viclatlion is
wvarranted. To avoid zhe abaurdity of separating a =idshipman Zcr
such a trivial zmatcer., “he Boarda, %the Commandant, or the
Superintendent ars likely %o find "no violation.®™ The problex
vizh this approach is that it corrupts the entire Honor systex.
while Zhis nay work in isolated cases, vhen applied %ooc often,

alT

zhe wvhole concept crumbles and zhe hypocrisy of the system is
exposed. On the surface, the answver would appear to rest vith
the concept of progressive punishzment. Howvever, for sone,
including perhaps the Superintendent, %he dilemma would only be
compounded were he to find the =midshipman did lie, but allow hin
©o remain in the Brigade with some for= of punishment ehort of
separation. To do eo vould be to admit that some midshipzen are
1i1ars and cheaters, a proposition which can not be reconciled
wizh an Honor Concept applied absolutely. ’

114. Moreover, the Superintendent's understandable pride in the
football team has unfortunetely led Zo the appearance that he
gives football players preferential <rwataent that is
inconsistent with the Honor Concapt. Should any cases lnvolving
football players come before him, this perception vill make it
virTtually impossibla for him to treat those casee Zairly. Unless
wa finds a violation in every one, his review of the football
plryers' cases vill cause the midshipmen to believe he has again
afforded Thexz preferential treatzent. The following examples,




consistent with the perception of the nidshipmen mentioned
earlier, are noted:

a. During the NCIS brief on 18 January, the Superintendent
becare angry when he was told that NCIS interviewved the football
tegam. He said that it appeared to be a "witch hunt™ and that
their actions were giving credence to the rumors that the entire
football team had the test. He made no similarly emotional
remarks about finding all the cheaters. {The Superintendent did
10t try to direct the NCIS investigation and NCIS in fact did
conduct an independent investigation.}

b. O= 3 August 1993, the Superintendent was briefed by
three NAVINSGEN investigators cn the findings of the
investigation to date and the direction it was headed. The
Superintendent asked if the investigation would be over by 15
August 1993, the 3rigade's return date. He was told the
investigation would likely not be over until the late Fall. He
said he had hoped to tell the Brigade upon their return the
results of the NAVINSGEZN investigation, out if that was
inpossible, then the investigators should take their time and do
a thorough job because the Arzy-Navy game was S5 December 1993.
The Head Coach =ade the sane remarks when interviewed.

~15. Taken individually, these considerations may not constitute
2 definitive assesswent of the Superintendent's prioraties
regarding the Honor Concept. Taken collectively, they create the
perception of a lack of appropriate commit:ent.

CONCLISIONS, RECOMMINDATIONS AND DPINIONS
CONCLUBIONS

1. The EE Department’ s fallure to provide the Superintendent a
complete and accurate :xazination grade analysis caused senior
Acadeny offic:als and ‘e NCIS to believe mistakenly that the
extént of the cormpronmise was very limited.

2. NCIS responded to the request of the Superinteﬁdent and
conducted an appropriate criminal investigation. However, when
it became appaient that cri.'inel activity would not be pursued
for presecution, Acadexmy oftlcials did not take action to
initiate an investigation that would be zore likely to reveal <the
full extent of the cheating.

3. The Honor 3oard systes {n its current form wvas designed %o

handle individual cases. The structure and procedures are not in
place to handle a large volune of interrelated cases.
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4. Evidence gathered by NCIS was excessively redacted and Boards
were not given access to the examinations of the accused. As a
result, the Honox Boards did not have complete information upon
which to make their decisions.

5. Academy officials responsible for the direct oversight of the
Honor Board proceedings failed to effectively countar MIDN
Walker's disavowal of his sworm statement to NCIS.

§. There was no actual conflict of interest in the Commandant's
handling of MIDN Ingraham's case. However, theres was a definite
perception of a conflict or lack of impartiality among the

aidshipmen, and the Academy officials were not sensitive to this
perception, nor is it evident they took any action to counter it.

7. Academy officials failed to act in a timely manner when they
received MIDN Smith's letter.

8. For a variety of reasons detajled in this report, a clinmate

was created and/or allowed to exist at the Acadeay that resulted
in a failure of leadership, star?, and 2idshipmen to understand,
embrace, and/or support the Honor Concept.

9. Decisions made by Acadenmy officials to unduly restrict
information available to aidshipmen investigators and Honor
Soards constituted -ismanagement and hindered the 3oards' ability
to eflectively consider the Honor Cases brought as a result of
the NCIS investigation.

0. The cases developed by the NAVINSGEN investigation should
not be referred ts zhe Academy for action.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the cases developed by the NAVINSGEN investigation be
referred to a forum other than the Academy Honor Boards for
resolution.

2. That, in the event recommendation number one is not adopted,
the Secretary of the Navy direct that the Superintendent, United

States Naval Acadezy, take such action A8 necessary to ensgure
that:

a. Honor Boards are given sufficient evidence to reasonably
evaluate each case (i.a., no excessive redacting of previoug
SWorn statements);

b. Honor Boards receive proper instruction as to the
evidentiary standard to be applied (decisions on violations are
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to be made based on a preponderance of the evidence; a certainty
that is beyond reasonable doubt is not required};

¢. potential Honor Board unembers are quastiocned to ensure
that. (1) they do not have so much knowledge of the events
surrounding the exam's compromise that they can not make a fair
decision: and (2) they are not inclined to convict the accused
for the purpose of vindicating the reputation of the Class of
1994.

d. Honor Board nembers are made to understand that not all
midshipmen who present evidence to them will tell the txuth, the
precepts of the Honor Concept notwithstanding.

e. Honor Board zembers are made to understand that their
only function, as the Boards are currently constituted, is to
determine whether it is more likely than not that a midshipman
conmitted an honor violation, without regard to the penalty to be
inposed.

3. -That, if the cases are referred to the Academy for
disposition, the Superi.icendent and Commandant should recuse
themselves from the review process in: (1) any case involving
nidshipmen they have already rendered a decision on: and (2) any
other case that could reasonably create the appearance of a
conflict of interest or lack of impartiality.

4. That the United States Naval Acadeny Board of Visitors
recommendations which are supported by the findings of this
investigation be implemented: specifically, recommendations that
relate to:

a. need for revised procedures, clear definition of terms,
and written guidance:

5. midshipmen attitudes:
c. <character development and training;

d. procedural aspects of the Honor Concept, particularly
those governing honor sanctions: and -

e.* the review process.

Additionally, futther raview is necessary to define how the
system should function in the future.
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" OPINIONS

1. service on Honor Boards prepares future Naval officers to
make the hard decisions required in disciplining subordinates.
Effective decision-making requires an understanding of the
concept of progressive discipline. as presently constituted,
Honor Boards do not provide adequate training in this area.
Moreover, the perception that separation is the only penalty for
an Honor violationh encourages =midshipmen Honor Board members to
distort the Board decision making process in order to obtain a
"just® result in those cases wvhere the violation does not appear
to warrant separation. With proper training, permitting
midshipmen to make recommendations on disciplinary action wildt
prepare them to be better officers at the same time it fromotes
the integrity of Board decisions.

2. The application of the Honor Concept through Honor Boards at
the Academy must struggle with the fact that the Academy
enphasizes the value of loyalty to one's classmates. Many
nidshipmen functjon by the cardinal rule “don't bilge a
classmate."™ To counter this inclination, Academy officials must
provide a nore vigorous and evident endorsement of honor
proceedings than was forthcorming in this instance.

3. Without further change to the Honor Board process, aidshipren
who eventually experience remorse and admit to Honor violations
are likely to be rfound in violation and recommended for
separation, whereas those who csntinue to lie nay receive no
punishment at all.

4. It would be counterproductive for the Navy to separate
everyone who comnitted an honor violation in connection with the
compromise of the exam, without regard to the facts and
cirzumstances surrounding the violation. Our investigation
clearly revealed that there were varying deqrees of culpability,
ranging from midshipmen who sold the test to others, to thosa who
were given answers by "Zriends” at “he very last minute. Some of
the midshipmen who ccummitted honor violations have admitted their
mistakes and learned from thez. The Navy should consider whether
this experience has the potential to make those nidshipmen better
Naval officers. For example, i{n our opinion, those who
ultimately admitted their involvemen: to the investigators,
despite near certain knowledge that they would be separated for
doing so, merit favorable consideration.

5. While RADM Lynch's interest in the fcotball team is
understandable in light of his history as captain of the 1963
football team, the perception that any small, special interest
group is treated preferentially is detrimental to the functioring




of the Brigade of Midshipmen and t£2 the sanctity of the position
of Superintendent, United States Kaval Acadexy.

6. The Naval Academy is not just another comzand ‘srithin the
Departzent Oof the Navy. It is the symbol of the highest ideals
of the Navy, its commands, and its people. The Navy's response
to the problems at the Academy ve have discussed in this Teport
aust demonstrate ts the Anerican teople that the Navy is firmly
committed to the nicest sense 0of personal honor and integrity.
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GILO88ARY

ACCUSATIONM: A charge alleging that a zmidshipnan has violated =Ne
Honer Concept.

BILGING A CLABBMATE: To tell or squeal on a classnate.

ZONOR ADVIBOR: A nidship=an 1/C Honor Representative appointed
by the Honor Committee Chairman 2o assist aidshipmen accused
prepare for their Honor 3oard. Honor Boards are nonadversarial:
accordingly, the advisor is nct a defense counsel. His purpose
.S 20 advise the accused cn the Honor Board process.

HOMOR BOARD. An administrative board, established in accordance
“ith the USNA Honor Z=zncept, o resolve accusations of honor
viclat:ions against aidshipmen. The 2oard consists of seven vot:ing
texbers, five of whom are class honor representatives. Six of
<he 3oard nenkers are 2:dshipzen /¢ and zhe seventh is a
=idshicman 2/C unless the accused s a aidshipman 1/C. There are
2lso two non-voting =ecbers on the board, the rresiding official
and <he reccrder. The wo non-voting members are aidshipmen i/C
2n the Honor Comnittee. The hear:ings are not conducted under
cath and no =:idshiprman accused can be forzed to testify against
hizself. A violation is found on a slaple =ajority vota. ‘‘otes
afe 3y secrst ballot. The results are immediately announced.
Punishzent is not recomnended: the case 18 siaply forwarded %o
<he Coozandant. The Cozzandant cznducts his own hear:ing, and if
he finds a violation, he awards punishment unless 1t is
separat:ion. II the recocmended punishment is separation, the
case s Zorwarded %5 the Superintendent. The Super:ntendent
csnducis Zis own hearing, and i{f he finds a v10laticen and concurs
N tle separation recomxmendation, the case is forvarded %o the
Cretary of the Navy.

EONOR COMMITTER CEAIRNAN: Midsh F=an 1l/C who Chairs the Honor
Csz=mitTee. Holds the rank of Midshipoman Commander. Responsible
for reviewing accusations of honor violations and has author:iny
<2 refer accusations to an Honor 3card or to dismiss the
acsusation.

TONOR COMMITTER BTAYY: Seven 2idshipnen 1/C who enforce the
Honor Concept and run ths Honor Boards.

YONOR CONCXPT. A USNA requlation. It sets forth the Tiles by
wnich all midshigmen aust act. I%ts fundacental tanant is = A
2idshipman vill not lie, cheat or steal.* Also provides the due

Process protections and details of Honor Boards.
IOWOR REPRESENTATIVE: A aidshipman vho serves on the Honor

Committee. The Honor CommicZee has 72 nembers, one l/C and one
2/C aidshipman t{rom sach company.

Appendix




NIDSHIPXAM INVESTIGATING OPYICIR (IO}t A nidshipman 1/C Honor
Representative appointed by the Honor Ccmmittae chairman to
investigate accusations of possible honor viclations. The IO
reports to the Honor Committee Chairman, and if the Chairman
refers the accusation t3 an Honor 30ard the I0 acts as the
presunter of evidence before the hoard (also in a non adversarial
capacity). .

21 DAY RULX: Under the Honor Concept, nidshipmen, faculty and
staf? members are eligible to make accusations against a
nidshipman suspected of committing an honor violation. The Henor
Concapt requires that the accusation be nade within 21 days of
the date the accuser becomes aware of Zhe vislation. If an
accusation is made, the Honor Commitzee Cha:irman will appoint an
I0 to cecnduct an investigation and repor: back to him his
¢findings. The ChairTan nay then dismiss The charges or forward
them tc an Honor Board.
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Senator SHELBY. We are joined by the chairman of the full com-
mittee, Senator Nunn. Senator Nunn, do_you have any opening
statement, or remarks that you want to make?

Chairman NUNN. No, Mr. Chairman, I am just pleased that you
are having these hearings, too. I think that the whole question of
honor and conduct in our military services begins at the very early
stages of careers, and I think the way the pattern is set, and the
example is set, and the discipline is set, and the seriousness of pur-
pose by all leaders is set, make an enormous difference, not just
to the immediate but to the long-term honor and integrity of the
military serviccs.

And, without honor and integrity, we would have an eroding
military. It is built on honor and integrity and respect in command,
and I think this is enormously important. I remember, when I
chaired the Manpower Subcommittee, one of the first hearings that
we really put together was around 1974, 1975, and I know Ambas-
sador Armitage remembers that. -

And I have always felt that the Honor Code and the respect for
the Honor Code and the way it is carried out at the military acad-
emies really, in a way, distinguishes those institutions from others.
There are honor codes in other institutions around the country. but
I think it is enormously important, as to how it is implemented.

So, I am interested in the hearings, and I will follow it as much
as I can and be here as much as I can. We have the Perry nomina-
tion, and we are going to try to vote at 11 o’clock; so we may have
to run over and do that, and I hope it will not take too long. Then
we have a vote. But I will be here as much as I can, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate your leadership, and we appreciate the witnesses here.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ambassador, I would like to begin to thanking you for join-
ing us this morning. I would also like to thank you %or your excel-
lent record as the Chairman of the Naval Academy’s Board of Visi-
tors Honor Review Comittee. Through your work, and that of the
other distinguished Americans who serve with you on the commit-
tee, you have made an important contribution to the Academy and
to this Nation.

I have a few questions that I would like to get into, one by one.
The committee’s report, on page 1, refers to, quote, “a drift off
course from the importance of honor as an aspect of character.”
Would you describe, Mr. Ambassador, for the subcommittee, what
you personally believe to be the underlying cause or causes of that
drift off course? Was the committee able to isolate any systemic
causes or reasons for this drift?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Well, I believe the drift off course is a
function of several factors. The first is the lack of sustained empha-
sis on character development after plebe summer. We heard time
and again from Midshipmen, that they came in with relatively
idealistic expectations; and over the course of their matriculation
at the U.S. Naval Academy, became increasingly cynical.

I believe, as I have stated, this is not a particular problem that
resides just with the present administration,

Senator SHELBY. What is the cynicism grounded on?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. It is grour-ed on several things. First of
all, they find that their seniors at the Naval Academy, whether
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first-, second-, or third-class, may talk the taik, but they do not
walk the walk when it comes to making honor the foremost aspect
of their personal lives. They view this also in society, I might say;
I would be remiss, not to point that out.

They have similar experiences in the fleet, which, on the one
hand, are quite interesting and beneficial professionally, in terms
of professional expertise. In terms of what they see regarding per-
sonal honor, however, I think it is somewhat disappointing; at
least, as it has been reported to us by various Midshipmen.

All of these things, I think, are exacerbated by what we saw as
a Naval Academy community which was pulled in a lot of different
directions: Athletics, academics, military science, all pulling in dif-
ferent directions; and the normal pressures that any young man or
woman, 18 to 22 years old, feels in the societal process and in the
socialization process. All these things are additive. Finally, there
are the pressures of the day for a Midshipman.

It occurred to us that, over time, by the time they are in their
second year or third year, many Midshipmen have come to view the
honor process as just another obstacle; not unlike the mile and a
half run, or some other physical standard, or some other examina-
tion that they have to pass in order to graduate. It becomes an ob-
stacle to graduation, rather than something they internalize and
weave into their daily lives.

Senator SHELBY. How long do you think this erosion of the Honor
Code, or the idea of it, has been going on? *

Ambassador ARMITAGE. I think I would say from the late sixties.
I believe that those, in 1951, Admiral Lawrence, and others who
were responsible for the Naval Academy Honor Code, probably kept
it pretty alive. But from the late sixties on, I believe it has been
slowly eroding.

And, as I said, the fact that Navy leadership, successive Sec-
retaries and CNOs, have not focused on the Naval Academy as a
place, a crucible of character development, but rather as an experi-
mental laboratory for leadership theories, has exacerbated the situ-
ation.

Senator SHELBY. But historically, much of the honor of the Navy
has come out of the Academy as far as the concept of the Code,
hasn’t it?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Well, indeed, the concept. But 1 would
very much hesitate to say that the honor emanates from the Naval
Academy. There are extraordinarily honorable people who have
graduated from ROTC. .

hSer})ator SHELBY. But to some extent, it does indeed come from
there?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Yes, indeed so.

Senator SHELBY. Would you elaborate for the committee regard-
ing the specific problem areas to which the report refers; the ac-
tions taken by the Superintendent and the Commandant to address
the problem areas; and the timing of these actions, with regard to
th% (':)ompromise of the electrical engineering exam in December
19927

Ambassador ARMITAGE. I believe that is a question more for Ad-
miral Bennett than for me.



102

Senator SHELBY. Very well. Do you want to answer that, Admiral
Bennett?

Admiral BENNETT. When the examination was compromised in
December, shortly thereafter there became known through some
Midshipmen—and I think that that is important to recognize—that
the initial report of a possible compromise did come from Mid-
shipmen,.via electronic mail to one of the é)rofessors in the Elec-
trical Engineering Department. That started the Naval Academy’s
process of investigation of those—

bSoen;ator SHELBY. This is the sequence of events you are talking
about!?

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir. Because there was an implication
that conceivably the examination had been stolen, there might
have been breaking and entering or other felonious kinds of activi-
ties involved, the Superintendent of the Naval Academy asked the
Naval Criminal Investigative Service to conduct the initial inves.
tigation.

As is outlined in my report, for a number of reasons, includin
some erroneous information that was provided to the Superintend-
ent, the determination was made that it was a relatively isolated
incidence. Consequently, I think we got off to an investigative proc-
ess that really did not get to the bottom of the matter.

As I say again, with 20/20 hindsight—and I am sure Admiral
Lynch would be the first to suggest that, if he had it all to do over,
he would do it all over again differently.

Senator SHELBY. S.ire, but are you saying that the initial inves-
tigation was too narrow in scope?

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir, I think so.

Senator SHELBY. From your fpoint of view today?

?]dmiral BENNETT. Yes, sir, from my perspective, that is precisely
right.

gSemsﬂ;or SHELBY. The committee’s report notes that the honor
concept must be the property of the brigade. It must be their
means of developing character within their own ranks, and by their
own efforts. It is my understandins there is nothing new in this.
It has, to my knowledge, been widely accepted that the brigade
should own their own honor concept if it is to succeed.

I do not believe, however, that this notion of ownership by the
brigade is intended to absolve the leadership of the Academy of re-
sponsibility regarding the honor concept. How would you, Mr, Am-
bassador, describe the specific responsibilities of a Superintendent
of the Naval Academy, in regard to the honor concept?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. I would say that the Superintendent has
the primary responsibility to make the internalization of the honor
concef)t and the development of character the primary goals of the
Naval Academy. He is given this duty, in my view, by the Sec-
retary of the Navy.

I would say that there is no higher function that he or she would
perform; and, in the words of General Graves, the Superintendent
of the U.S. Military Academy, when he appeared before our com-
mittee, “You know, my job is character development. Period.” And
I could not have put it better. That is the job.

Senator SHELBY. Mr, Ambassador, how would you describe the
specific responsibilities of a Commandant of Mi shipmen at the
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Naval Academy, in regard to the honor concept? Would it be simi-
lar? '

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Well, no. I think the Commandant has a
different responsibility, as he is responsible for conduct, for punish-
ment, meting out punishments, administrative duties, et cetera, et
cetera. So I think he is sort of the first line of entry, if you will,
between the brigade and the administration, regarding matters of
honor. '

Senator SHELBY. My time is up on this round. I now want to rec-
ognize Senator Coats, who has joined us and is the Ranking Repub-
lican of the committee.

Senator COATS. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for being late. As Sen-
ator Nunn knows, a prayer breakfast is a wonderful event, but it
is a logistical nightmare.

I am glad you convened this hearing. There are a number of
qu stions that need to be asked. I am also aware of the fact that,
in just 3 minutes or so, we are to meet and mark up the nomina-
tion of Dr. Perry.

Senator SHELBY. That is right.

Senator CoaTs. We also have a vote.

Senator SHELBY. We will recess. Do you want to wait?

Senator CoaTs. Rather than starting in on my questions, perhaps
we could just help out Senator Nunn, if he has some questions. He
may not be able to get back, so I would be happy to defer to him.

S):anator SHELBY. Senator Nunn?

Chairman NUNN. I think, Mr. Chairman, since we start at 11
o’clock in the other building, it probably would be better if I head
on over there and come back.

I do think, as I mentioned, this is an enormously important hear-
ing; not because of this incident—we are going to have incidents
from time to time-—but because of the importance of leaders. We
are elected to be leaders, emphasizing to the people who are going
to be in the military, whether it is ROTC or the Naval Academy,
that you cannot have a strong military, as the Ambassador said,
without character.

Every day that goes by up here we depend on the word and the
honor of those who testify from the military. We take that, and we
never put anybody under oath. We consider the people who testify
before our committee, particularly those in uniform, to be under
oath, and that concept—that sense of character—is enormously im-
portant.

If 1 look back at the problems we have had in the military,
whether it is procurement, whether it is tattlefield, or whatever it
is, it is usually because someone has not upheld that. So, I think
the emphasis on it, the fact that you are having this hearing,
shows that we think it is very important.

I know, I remember from years ago, that one of the real dif-
ferences between the academies—and I am really not clear exactly
which one has which Code --but not lying, cheating and stealing is
one concept; and then, I believe it is West Point that goes furtier
than that. It says, “nor tolerate those who do.” I remember how
much difficulty we had, with that last phrase; and I will be inter-
ested in these hearings, to develop this.
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I know that the Naval Academy, I believe, says that it will not
lie, cheat, or steal, period. And I think the question of “nor tolerate
those who do” has always been difficult, and probably still is. So
I am interested in this, beyond this incident.

And I thirk, in our society today—I do not want to start preach-
ing here—but I think in our society today, in spite of the fact we
are the strongest Nation in the world, that we are eroding in terms
of values in erica. An awful lot of our problems in our broad so-
ciety that we try to struggle with everyday here stem from that.

So the military is unique. The military has got to be—it reflects
society, but it has got to be better than society, and that is the
challenge here.

So we will be voting at 11 o’clock on Dr. Perry’s nomination, and
I think it will be better if we go on up there.

Senator SHELBY. We will recess now. We will recess for 20 or 30
minutes. We will try to get back in 20, but it might be 30.

. [Whereupon, at 10:59 a.m., the hearing was recessed, to recon-
vene at 11:38 a.m.]
c Sen;ltor SHELBY. The committee will come back to order. Senator
oa’s?

Senator Coats. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I want to
say to Ambassador Armitage and Admiral Bennett that this was
not an easy task that you were assigned. I appreciate your willing-
ness to undertake this difficult assignment and do it well. We
thank you for that.

Admiral Bennett, I have a couple of questions that I would like
to ask you; and then, a couple for Ambassador Armitage.

Admiral, in your report, you cite examples from a 1989 report of
the special commission studyin% the honor si'stem at West Point,
indicating that internal group loyalties develop which undermine
the Honor Code. Could you elaborate on this, and, particularly in
reference to this occasion, was that element a substantial factor in
this particular instance?

Admiral BENNETT. I do not think it was an overpowering factor,
but there clear'v is the dichotomy of the concept of “Don’t bilge
your classmate, or “Don’t rat on a friend,” along with the honor
concept that says you should counsel or make known any informa-
tion you have on a violation of honor.

It is a very complex thing. I mean, it is kind of a pat answer to
say, I think it is just one of many elements that were in play in
this particular instance. We found some of the things that were
mentioned in the Board of Visitors Report to be true.

The perception—it is not a reality—but the perception that it is
sort of a single sanction system, for instance, that says if you are
guilty of an honor violation, you get thrown out of the Naval Acad-
emy. While that may be an administrative action, it is kind of in
the category of a capital punishment for a Midshipman to face.
And, if there is only that sanction, there is very little motivation
for individuals to be truthful about the fact that they cheated.

If I am going to get thrown out for cheating, I can only get
thrown sut once. Ang so, that motivation to come forward and do
the honorable thing is, frankly, not there.

The system can be multiple. There can be punishments, and
there often are, in the administration of the honor system. I think,
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as history would kind of point out, that as Midshipmen get more
senior, Second-Class, First-Class, and there are honor violations,
then the punishment usaally is (iismissa]; and that is a pretty big
thing tc take home to a mother and a father, and to deal with.

Senator Coats. Regarding group loyalty, did you uncover any
specific instances of group loyalty? A prep school class comes to the
Academy. Obviously, they would have spent more time together
even before entering the Academy. Or those that are on athletic
scholarship, or participating in athletics. Would you tend to have
some type of segregetion in terms of living and eating?

Admiral BENNETT. We did not find that there was any one par-
ticular group that conducted a conspiracy. I think, like most insti-
tutions of higher learning, you have certain studg' %-oups. There
are usually people you have common interests with. Certainly, the
people that had been together at prep school had a tendency to con-
tinue to be friends. People that play athletics have a tendency to
associate with other athletes.

But we tried to look at this as individual cases. And there were
Midshipmen who happened to play football, or Midshipmen that
happened to be in the Giee Club, and not as—we did not find that
there were teams dedicated to this principle.

There was evidence that groups of individuals got together,
whether they were Company mates or had some other relationship,
and got their stories straight. I think con.viracy is too strong a
word. But there was definitely that, “Let’s ci *le the wagons” men-
tality, and “Take care of each other.”

Senator CoATS. In your report, you stated thay further review of
the honor system is necessary, to find where we go with this in the
future. Do you have in mind a specific process that ought to be fol-
lowed, in terms of outlining where the honor code process should

go?

Admiral BENNETT. Well, I think that we have, in both my report
and in Ambassador Armitage’s report, we talk in rather general
terms about the kinds of things we need to do.

I think, in this particular case, the devil is in the details. I think
there needs to be very clearly written standards, and we need addi-
tional, and a continuum - of, training throughout the time at the
Naval Academy.

I think we need to really address the kind of evidence that is
necessary to prove an honor violation, and a clear-cut understand-
ing that what we are really after are, in my mind, two things:
First, we want to train people, educate them to become honorable
officers in the military. And second, we want to use discipline for
its intended purpose which, in my mind, is to make better people.

It has long been a function of military discipline not to say, “Off
with their heads,” but to make them into productive members of
society. We have many, many cases throughout history, of people
who have made a mistake yet become the most honorable of people,
and some people who seem pristine, perhaps only because they
never faced a temptation.

It is those kinds of processes. Who should do that? It has got to
be done at the military academy. And it has got to be done, in m
mind, with the leadership of the military academy, the Mid-
shipmen themselves, the academic departments, the athletic de-
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partments, the military or professional development people. It is ei-
ther an all-hands effort, or in my mind, it is destined to fail.

"The other principal thing that I think is relevant is that we, the
military people, in general, like to be confronted with a problem,
find an answer to it, execute the answer, and forget about it. This
is one of those evolutions that you can never forget about; that is
either a steady strain, involving all the people associated with Mid-
shipmen at tf‘mle Naval Academy, or we are going to continue to
have problems.

The devil is kind of in the details, and I think that is where we
are now. I think there is recognition by the leadership of the De-
partment of the Navy that we need to do some refinement of the
system. I do not in any way, shape or form, mean to intimate that
tge honor concept is totally broken, or we should throw it away. It
is very important that we refine it and make it relevant to the
world we live in. :

Senator COATs. My time has expired. I will try to return to the
hearing with some additional questions.

Ambassador ARMITAGE. I wonder if I might make a comment,
Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Coats?

I find myself on the horns of a dilemma, having spent the last
12 years or so sparring with the legislative branch, trying to keep
the legislative branch out of executive branch business. I find my-
self now in the dilemma of actually suggesting some action by the
legislative branch.

The Secretary of the Navy has looked at the recommendations of
the Honor Review Cori:nittee, and has already ordered that some
be implemented; and he is due, in the near future, to judge the
other recommendations and, hopefully, order many of those to be
implemented.

It seems to me a perfectly reasonable thing to suggest that this
subcommittee come up with either report language, or something
more direct, that requires the Navy to report on not only what they
have implemented, but the effectiveness of what has been imple-
mented, in a reasonable timeframe, as a way of assuring that peo-
ple, altfmou%h people may be transferred from positions of respon-
sibility in the Navy hierarchy act upon this.

Sertor SHELBY. The recommendations of the committee, Mr.
Ambassador, included recommendations concerning the tour of
duty of the Superintendent, and the quality of officers assigned to
the Naval Academy.

In the case of the Superintendent, the report recommends pro-
motion to Vice Admiral after 2 years, if the officer’s performance
so merits. If the magnitude of the responsibility of the position of
Superintendent is such that it should be designated as a, quote,
“position of importance and responsibility,” unquote, and filled at
the 3-star level, should not the Secretary of Defense recommend to
the President that he appoint as Superintendent an individual who
is capable of serving in the position as a 3-star from day one, and
not.sgqmeone who requires what amounts to a 2-year probationary
period?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. I guess the short answer would be yes.
But the longer answer is, I think you want people at the Naval
Academy, or the Midshipmen, to be exposed to different ideas and
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different views. We did not want to have a situation where a Su-
rintendent necessarily ended his career at the Naval Academy,
BeOPMA being taken into consideration, of course.

And, we wanted to have the ability to have a Superintendent
who was judged worthy, and still young enough to go out and serve
yet again in the fleet. That is why we made our recommendation.

The important part of that recommendation is the length of time.
We did find, and it has been a view of the Board of Visitors rein-
forced by the Honor Review Committee, that Superintendents gen-
erally are not at the Naval Academy long enough to really own
what is going on there. That is the problem we were trying to get
at.
Senater SHELBY. Okay. In case of officers assigned to the Naval
Academy, the report, I understand, recommends that they be auto-
matically rated in the top 1 percent of their peer group, without
ranking. Why is this necessary?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Well, if you were what is referred to as
a “head-and-shoulders” officer, Mr. Chairman, it would be some-
thing you would have to think about, if you knew you were going
to have to go down and be rated with all the “head-and-shoulders”
officers. You could well turn out to be 36th out of 36, the last of
the litter, and actually be an excellent, excellent officer.

We have noticed, and I think many Naval Academy graduates
have noticed, a dicf\otomy between the wa?' the Marine Corps and
the Navy assifns officers to the U.S. Naval Academy. This has ex-
isted, I am willing to say, since I was there; wherein Marine Corps
officers are generally “head-and-shoulders” officers, and generally
judged by the Midshipmen to be absolutely superior. And yet, naval
officers are a very mixed group.

We are trying to assure that the naval officers who are assigned
there are the same caliber as the Marine officers.

Senator SHELBY. Are you saying that service at the Academy is
seen by some as having a negative effect on one’s career?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Well, let us be clear that service at the
Academy is not exactly sea duty; and if it is not judged to be ex-
traordinarily important by the Secretary and the CNO, it is going
to be less valued.

Senator SHELBY. Admiral Bennett, your report indicates that in
mid-December of 1992, during the days immediately following the
first indications of a compromise, attempts to determine the scope
of the possible compromise were limited to a review of exam grades
for any unexplicable spikes in grades.

The report further indicates that, even though exam answers
were eventually read and graded, it appears that no one, no one
at the Academy ever compared the answers of different Mid-
shipmen for evidence of collaboration. I believe the importance of
compariig answers seems so intuitively obvious, it is hard to imag-
ine why this was not done.

Whly, in your personal opinion, was this step not taken? To your
knowledge, was it ever discussed as an option?

Admiral BENNETT. First of all, I think there was initially a direc-
tion: Compare those exams, to see if there are any unexplained
spikes, or grades significantly higher. The report that came back
was that there were—with the initial, incomplete data—only 13
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grades that were higher. And out of 663 people taking the exam-
nation, the EE Department said that is well within normal vari-
ance. .

Yes, in my mind, comparing the grades was an obvious step.
However, if you got some erroneous information and thought you
had a very limites event, that might not be quite as obvious a step.
It was a very useful investigative tool to my investigation, but I
had the advantage of knowing a bit more information.

Senator SHELBY. Hindsight, as you said.

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Your report also indicates that on December 16,
1992, the Commandant, after speaking with the Midshipmen asso-
ciated with the repert of compromise, advised the Superintendent
that he thought the report of compromise was not credible, because
it originated with one individual who could only report overhearing
a group of Midshipmen talking about the football team having the
exam, -

Your report aiso indicates that on December 16, 1992, the same
day, the NCIS agents interviewed Midshipman A, who sent the ini-
tial report of compromise to a faculty member. Midshipman A told
NCIS that his roommates were in possession of the exam the night
before it was to be given.

Now, sir, can you resolve the anparent inconsistency between the
Commandant’s basing his assessment of the credibility of the re-
port of compromise on hearsay about the football team, and Mid-
shipman A’s reporting to NCIS that his roommates actually had
the exam?

Admiral BENNETT. I think, if you will recall, the initial reports
of the compromise were electronically mailed to one of the faculty
members, and were not nearly as discreet as the information pro-
vided to the NCIS investigator. I have no way of knowing, but I
suggest there are ali kinds of allegations of wrongdoing in the nor-
‘mal course of business; I would be guessing if I tried to figure out
what the Commandant was thinking at that particular time.

Senator SHELBY. I am continuing to refer to your report, though.

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Your report aiso indicates that the Superintend-
ent, could have initiated a noncriminal investigation to discover the
full extent of the cheating. However, it appears that the Academy
took no action to identify additional cheaters after the NCIS inves-
tigation was completed.

Sir, did your investigation reveal any information that might
help us understand why this aspect of the problem, the full extent
of the cheating, was not ful’; pursued?

Admiral BENNETT. Again, I think, and also mentioned in the re-
port, that it seemed like a natural stopping point.

Senator SHELBY. Why?

Admiral BENNETT. Vgell, NCIS had been asked to look at crimi-
nal activity.

Senator SHELBY. Okag'.

Admiral BENNETT, They had reported back that they could not
determine the actual course of the exam, but they were quite sure
that it had not been stolen and that there was no breaking and en-
tering. And while they had turned up some evidence of criminal ac-
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tivity; it was the legal opinion of the staffs Judge Advocate to the
Superintendent that it was not a strong case and would proobably
not stand up, if it was handled as a judicial matter.

NCIS gave them 39 names at that time. I think that seemed to
the Superintendent that is quite a large number. We have, obvi-
ously, gotten—

Senator SHELBY. Now we know that those 39 names were not all-
inclusive, were they?

Admiral BENNETT, All-inclusive, sir?

§enator SHELBY. In other words, there were others besides the
397

Admiral BENNETT. Yes.

Senator SHELBY. You did not know that, did you?

Admiral BENNETT. It was not pursued.

S%nator SHELBY. It was not pursued. Was it a botched investiga-
tion?

Admiral BENNETT. I would not call it a botched investigation, but
I do not—I think, because of the nature of——

Senator SHELBY. You would not call it a thorough investigation
either, would you?

Admiral BENNETT. No, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Okay, thank you. Senator Coats?

Senator CoATs. This question is directed co ejther one or both of
you. Senator Nunn alluded to a decline in our cultural standards
in the last 2 or 3 decades. I believe there has been a standard that
is more relative than absolute, that pervades our society, and par-
ticularly pervades our campuses and universities.

It seems to me there is a significant gap widening, between the
standards that we are attempting to establish at the academies,
and what society and the peers o Midshipmen, cadets and others
are living under. These individuals go home during breaks and go
home for Christmas. They meet up with their high school friengs
who are now in colleges and universities, many of them distin-
guished colleges and universities.

I would guess, if the question of the Honor Code comes up, that
it would be viewed by their peers as somewhat of an anachronism.

My question is: How have attitudes changed? In your investiga-
tion, did you discover a prevalent attitude that the Code is out of
touch wit reality, out. of touch with society? Therefore is it pos-
sible, and I am not excusing it here; just playing devil's advocate—
that potentially lead to some actions and behaviors that you would
not have identified 20 years ago or 30 years ago? It is a broad ques-
tion, and a philosophical one.

Ambassador ARMITAGE. I will take a cut at it, Senator Coats. I
think the members of the Honor Review, Committee decry, as you
do, moral relativism. And all of us realize that what assaults our
senses, and has assaulted our senses, masquerading as daytime
television and other things, has chipped away at the %abric of soci-
ety.

But I have got to tell you, as we looked around at the honor
codes at other universities—Washington and Lee, and the Univer-
sity of Virginia, and William and Mary, and places of this nature—
we found a very strong attachment to the honor code. And it is, in-
deed, not an anachronism.
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I =5uld say that, based on discussions with Midshipmen and the
comments 1 made earlier, they come to the Maval Academy as pret-
ty Food material. They are pretty good putty. But they become cyn-
ical during that time, and they decry that cynicism that creeps in.

So I think that we cannot blame this prob{em on society. Indeed
I personally would find it dangerous to do so. My parents would
teﬁ me stories of the flappers in the twenties, and that was going
to be the end of Western Civilization; and yet we survived. And we
have had renaissances of culture and morality. And I think that
will happen to sociaty, as a whole.

But I prefer to focus only on what exists within the walls of the
Naval Academy, because I think, to talk too much about moral rel-
ativism in our report, is to give people who are inclined to be lazy
leaders an easy way out. They can just decry the lower standards
as an excuse not to take action. And I do not buy it, personally.

Senator Coats. Well, I am very pleased to hear that answer. I
agree with you, 100 percent.

But my question is, in your investigation, did you discover, an at-
titude that would lead you to believe that those individuals are
bringing from society less of a commitment to absolute values than,
perhags, existed in the past? .

Ambassador ARMITACE. No. We found, I am sorry to say, quite
the contrary. .

They come in with quite good values, and they leave the Naval
Academy with the values chipped away. Hence, the cynicism. This
is the problem I am talking about. This was the problem that we
tried to elucidate in our report.

Senator COATS. And the reasons for that are——7?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. I think they see a “Do as I say, and not
as I do” attitude amoni senior upperclassmen at the Naval Acad-
emy, to some. extent. They certainly see lessened standards in the
geet, once they go out on summer cruise; and I think these are ad-

itive.

I think there are varying degrees of appreciation among Mid-
shipmen for the officers with whom they come into coniact at the
Naval Academy, rangin%1 from extraordinarily good to extraor-
dinarily bad; this is another area that we tried to address in our
report, by tryin%to assure that only first-class men and women are
assigned to the Naval Academy.

Senator CoATs. Is there anything you want to add to that, Admi-
ral Bennett?

Admiral BENNETT. I am not sure I agree with all of that; but I
did not find a pervasive attitude even among those people that we
ultimately developed cases on, that they did not know the dif-
ference between right and wrong.

I think, perhaps, at times, their definitions of some words may
have some different meanings for them, as a direct result of the so-
cieties they come f-om. And that is one of the reasons that I think
that both “he Ambassador and I feel it is very important, that we
make sure we tell them what it is we want them to do.

If, indeed, there is that degradation of ethical standards and con-
duct within society, it seems to me all the more reason_ that we
have to work very hard to ensure that that is not allowed to exist
within the military. ,
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And, as I mentioned before, I do not consider the concept out-
dated, or the system totally broken. But I think there are some
things that we need to do, to make it a dynamic system that is re-
flective of the world we live in, and not the wor]‘:l we want it to

e, )

Senator CoOATS. Senator Nunn talked about the question of the
non-toleration clause. I do not know if he is going to be able to
come back, or not. I think, Ambassador Armitage, your report rec-
ommended against adding the non-toleration clause.

Admiral Bennett, I do not recall whether you touched on that
subject or not. I do not believe you did.

Admiral BENNETT. I did not. I have personal views, but they are
not, necessarily, directly related to this.

I think the principal issue is that the Naval Academy has felt for
a long time that a Midshipman is required to examine his own eth-
ical standards, and is not simply required to pass it on to higher
authority to deal with.

As a commanding officer of ships, 1 have had a lot of young sail-

ors that had captain’s mast because division officers, frankly, did
not deal with it, did not do their job. It was easy; they .could pass
it on to me. I usually told them that I would be glad to do it one
time; the second time, I would get Lalf their pay.
. And I think that there is a positive aspect. I spent some time
talking to Honor Committee members during this investigation, on
this very subject, and they felt very strongly that the counseling as-
pect of a toleration concept, if you will, requires that Midshipman
to examine tre difference between trivial things that he can deal
with and counse!, or more important things that need to be made
a matter of record. .

I think that is the basic difference, and I Fuess we can get an
opinion on both sides of the issue. My personal feeling is that there
is more to be gained by not adopting a non-toleration policy.

Ambassador ARMITAGE. I must say, the Honor Review Committee
had really split views about this going in, Senator. We had, per-
haps, our most energetic debate among ourselves on the question
of toleration. Senator McCain had very strong views on this ques-
tion.

In cur investigations, in our deliberations, and in our discussions
with the Naval Academy, we found no one, whether they were criti-
cal of the present situation or not, who wanted to change from the
toleration clause.

Number two, all of us on the Honor Review Committee finally
came to the view that a toleration clause, as exists at the Naval
Academy, is much more like the real world.

Number three, we were affected somewhat in our view by some
information which we received from the GAO; they will follow us
up here. They can speak with numbers and graphs, et cetera, to
this question.

But I think it is fair to say that, as a general matter, we found
that the number of honor cases—if you put aside this big problem
right now at the Naval Academy—at West Point, and the Air Force
Academy, and the Naval Academy, the numbers are about the
same for the student population, whether there is toleration or
non-toleration.
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In private questionnaires provided to cadets and Midshipmen,
ou will find that toleration at the Naval Academy might actually

ﬁe lower, in terms of what the GAO found, than at the other serv-
ice academies. But they can address it very well, from a factual
standpoint.

Senator CoaTs. Thank you. Once again, my time has expired. I
appreciate your answers.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Ambassador, let me pick up on something
Senator Coats asked you, and see if I understood your answer. Cor-
rect me, if I misinterpret.

Did you basically say that a lot of the cadets that. go to the Naval
Academy, or most of them, are more honorable when they get
there, are more ethical, than when they get out because of the cyni-
cism and so forth that they pick up there?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Yes, well, let me change——

Senator SHELBY. Do you want to clarify that?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Yes, I would like to clarify it. I think I
would like to change it to say they are much more idealistic when
they arrive at the Naval Academy than they are when they grad-
uate. I wil! stand, then, or: that.

Senator HELBY. Insofar as their idea and concept of the Honor
Code?

Ambassador ARMITAGE. Yes, indeed.

Senator SHELBY. That is a sad commentary, is it not? Thank you.

Your report desciibes various actions on the part of the Academy
leadership, Admiral, that could be construed as limiting the activi-
ties of the Brigade Honor Committee.

The report includes a recommendation that, in the event cases
are referred to the Brigade T{onor Bosrds, that the honor boards
be given sufficient evidernce to reasonaoly evaluate each case. The
presence of such a reccmmencation leads to the conclusion that the
Brigade Honor Bosvds were not given sufficient information to
evaluate this case.

Do you believe, Admiral, that is a correct conclusion? Were the
honor boards given sufficient information to evaluate each case? If
not, in your opinion, why, and by whom, was the information re-
stricted from the boards? I think this is central here.

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir. The answer to the first part is no,
I do not think they were given all the information they sgou]d have
been given.

Senator SHELBY. Why not?

Admiral BENNETT. I think there were two reasons. I think, cor-
rectly, the Academy was very interested in providing due process
and protection for individual cases. I also was critical, for instance
that the honor boards, as currently set up, are not well designe(i
to deal with interrelated cases.

The decision was made by the leadership, and I have no argu-
ment with it, that they did not want to provide information to a
single honor board, that would implicate other Midshipmen, since
they were to treat each individual case as an individual thing.

As a result, the investigations had to be redacted, to eliminate
referral to other Midshipmen. I think that the procedure for redac-
tion was badly handled, frankly, and badly overseen.
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Senator SHELBY. Sir, let me ask you this: When there is evidence
of widespread violation of the Honor Code—I realize that each indi-
vidual is responsible for their own conduct, and so forth—but
would it not lead a reasonable person to believe that you have got
to investigate it as a whole? And then, break it down into individ-
ual cases?

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir. .

Senater SHELBY. And that was not done much?

Admiral BENNETT. Well, it was investigated kind of as a whole.
You know, we have already gotten to the point that it was not as
thorough, perhaps, as it should have been.

Senator SHELBY. But you said it was not a botched investigation?
I believe that was my word. It was not botched, but was it a poor
investigation?

Admiral BENNETT, No. I think the information available, taken
collectively, provided enough information for honor boards to func-

tion. I am not suggesting that every case that goes to an honor
board should be found guilty.

Senator SHELBY. Sure, I agree with that.

Admiral BENNETT. I think that there was adequate information
there, however, to address it. When it was improperly, in my view,
redacted, then the honor boards—by their own testimony—did not
feel they had adequate informaticn.

Senator SHELBY. Sir, let me go farther. Why, and by whom, was
. the information restricted from the boards?

Admiral BENNETT. This was one of the issues. I was quite critical
of the administrative procedures regarding redaction; the Honor
Officer, a Lieutenant aviator was given that task. Normally, he
would be overseen by the judge advocate generals. In this particu-
lar case, he——

Senator SHELRBY. Did he fail, in that task?

Admiral BENNETT. They did. He, I think, was doing the best job
he could. I was critical because there were indications—for in-
stance, he redacted the entire record of one of the individuals that
was before the honor board. When that was pointed out, it might
have been a clue that maybe someone had better look at the rest
of the redaction.

Senator SHELBY. Was that showing preferential treatment?

Admiral BENNETT. No, sir. I have no indication that there was
an attempt to show preferential treatment—just simple errors in
the administrative process.

Senator SHELBY. Why was there not proper oversight given to
the Lieutenant’s task?

Admiral BENNETT. I do not know.

Senator SHELBY. And whose responsibility was it, to give that
oversight?

Admiral BENNETT. Well, I think ultimately the Commandant.

Senator SHELBY. You think or you know?

Admiral BENNETT. The Commandant is responsible for the con-
duct of the honor boards.

Senator SHELBY. Sure.

Admiral BENNETT. The staff judge advocates are responsible for
providing appropriate oversight. They did not do that.
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Senator SHELBY. They failed. In this regard, your report address-
es the use, to which you have already referred, of the redacted doc-
uments, restrictions on the Bn}ade investigating officers’ confer-
ring among themselves to understand the totality of the com-
promise, and the manner in which allegations, which arose after
completion of the NCIS investigation, were handled. -

Do you have any reason to believe that the leadership of the
Academy, or any other official, attempted in any way to limit im-
properly the scope of the various investigations?

Admiral BENNETT. No, sir; I do not.

Senator SHELBY. Have you looked beyond this? Have you inves-
tigated every aspect of that?

Admiral BENNETT. I think so. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Do you believe, sir, that there was, among the
leadership of the Academy, a conspiracy to cover up all or part of
the grob]em, for any reason?

Admiral BENNETT. Sir, we found no evidence to indicate that, in
any way.

enator SHELBY. Do you believe that the actions taken by the
leadership of the Academy were guided by any motives, other than
a desire to get to the bottom of the truth of a very complex emo-
ticnal and politically charged issue?

Admiral BENNETT. I think they v.ere anxious to get to the end.

Senator SHELBY. To the end, but maybe not to the bottom?

Admiral BENNETT. And I was critical of—

Senator SHELBY. Do you agree with that?

Admiral BENNETT. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead. You were going to say something.

Admiral BENNETT. I think, as I mentioned, our approach was—
and I have the advantage of not having been there for the initial
ﬁart of the examination; I have no emotional attachment; I did not

now any of the Midshipmen personally—but our direction was: As
long as we have a clue, we will run that down. What we want to
do is find the whole truth.

I think there was a very natural desire to get this done, and be-
hind them. As a result, I do not think it was as thorough as it
should have been.

Senator SHELBY. But you do not want to use the strong words,
‘]‘l;‘otghed the investigation,” do you, although that is what it looks
ike?

Admiral BENNETT. As I say, I think the original investigation—

Senator SHELBY. Admiral, what is your terminology, to describe
the investigation?

Admiral BENNETT. Incomplete.

Senator SHELBY. Incomplete. Thank you. Senator Coats?

Senator CoaTs. I have no more gquestions.

Senator SHELBY. We appreciate the first panel. We appreciate
Rur ]::andor and your waiting for us, and we will move along.

ank you.

The subcommittee is pleased to welcome here for the second
panel Mr."Mark E. Gebicke, Director of Military Operations and
Capability Issues of the General Accounting Office; and Mr. Wil-
liam Beusse, Assistant Director, Military Operations and Capabili-
ties Issues, General Accounting Office.
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Your reports will be made a part of the record in their totality. .

Following an incident in 1989 in which a female Midshipman
was handcuffed to a urinal at the Naval Academy, the Chairman
of the Armed Services Committee and the former Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel asked the GAO to un-
dertake a review of sexual harassment at the three service acad-
emies. This review is part of a broader view of student issues at
the service academies, and the GAO has previously issued reports
on academics, ﬁender, and racial disparities, and hazing and treat-
ment of Fourth Class cadets and Midshipmen. The subcommittee

appreciates the GAO’s efforts in this matter.
The information referred to follows:]
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Executive Summiary

Purpose

In the spring of 1590, a student in her second year left the Naval Academy
after an incident in which she was handcufed to a urinal in the men’s
room and other midshipmen gathered, with some takang pictures. The
Azademy invesngated the incadenc, and two midshipmen recerved
demerits. One of the reasons the woman citcd for leaving the Academy
was her disillusionment with Academy oYicials over their inability to see
that what had happened to her was not an isolated incident and her belief
that Academy norms regarding the treatment of women were not
appropriace. This and other incrdents a¢ the Naval Academy in 1959 and
1990 increased congressional interest in the reamment of students at the
service aczdemies.

At the request of the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Armed

- Services and the (ormer Chairman of its Subcommittee on Manpower and

Personnel, Ga0 undertook a review of sexuzl harassment of students ac the
Air Force, Naval, and Military acadenues. The abjectves of the review
were t0 (1) decernine the extent to which sexusl harassment occurred at
the acadenues, the forms 1t took, and its effects on those subjected to 1t
and (2) evaluate the acaderrues’ efforts to eradi sexual har

Background

Sexual harassment can be beoadly defined as words, gestures, or actions
with sexual connotations which are unwelcome and tend to intimdate,
alarm, or abuse another person. The Department of Defense (ooD)
established a Human Goals Charter in 1969 that calls for respect for the
serviceman, servicewoman, civilian employee, and family members. The
chareer is the foundadon of po0's equal opportunity programs. pop also
has a formal policy to provide “an environment free from sexual
barassment.” [n July 1991, the Secretary of Defense directed each pop
component to implement a program to eradi sexual h and
established minimum requirements for such a program.

At the core of GAO's review were surveys of academy studencs, facuity, and
staff, and focus groups of academy students. Because the surveys were
conducted in late 1990 and esrly 1991, a0 reviewad the results of more
ecent surveys conducted by the academiss to determine whether its
results were sall valid,

The prepordon of men to women at the academies has remained fairdy

constant over the last few years. In the class of 1904, women constutute
13.7 percent of the 1,240 midshipmen a¢ the Naval Academy, 11.4 percent /
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of the 1,188 cadets at the 3filitary Academy, and 12.6 percent of the
1,221 cadets at the Air Force Academy,

Results in Brief

The acadermues have not met DOD's broad human charter goais or 1ts poticy
of providing an environment that 1s (ree from sexual harassment. Although
ondy a few cases of sexual harassment are formally reported, responses
GAO’S survey indicaced that becween 93 and 97 percent of academy women
reported expenencing a¢ teast one form of sexual harassment dunng
acadequc vear 1991, The most forms of har were
derogatoty personal comments and comments that standards had been
lowered for women. GA0's survey showed a relanonstup between students
experiencing a high degree of sexual harassment and those feeling scress.

The acaderues genemily have complied with the minumum requirements
00D has established for sexual harassment eradicanon programs. For
example, the academmues have issued policy stacements on the 1ssue and
have conducted prompt and thorough investigations of reported incidents.
An excepaon o this compliance has been the lack of inspector general
ceviews conducted at the academues that included sexual harassment
prevenaon and educzncx as an item of specal interest.

None of the academies has developed usable trend data to assess the
effecaveness of its sexual harassment eradication program. The Military
and Alr Force academues, in paracular. have not conducted rouane,
systematic prograni evaluagons. A discrplined evaluation approach is
cniacal to decermuning whether current efforts to eradicace harassment are
working or new efforts should be ored.

In reviewng the efforts of othar organuzanons, GAO also identified several
approaches to sexual harassment preventon that may prove effecave ag
the academues,

Principal Findings

Sexual Harassment
Condnues at Academies

Between half to about three quarters of academy women experienced
various forms of harassment at least twice 2 month, GAO'S survey shows.
Women said the basis for the harassment wns most orten gender, rather
than race, relizion. or ethnic ongir. The vast majonty of men reported




naver having expenenned sexval harassment. Academy studies conducted
arter the Ga0 survey confirmed that sexual harassment remans a problem
at the academues. %

The harassment women expenenced usually took the form of derogatory
pecsonal s that dards had been lowered for
women: comments that women did not belong at the academy; exposure
to otfensive posters, signs, grarit, or T-shires; or mocking gescures,
catcalls. accents. or slang. Few reported unwanzed pressure for daces or
unwanced sexual advances.

Only a smali fracon of sexual harassment complaints ace formally
reported. For example, GAO's susvey shows that becween 93 and 97 percenc
of academy women reported expenencing at least one form of sexual

har dunng academic year 1991. However. only 26 incidents were
formally reporced. and most of these involved more grnievous forms of
sexuai misconduce. For instance, the most common type of reported
behavior tnvolved a male student entering a female studeat's room atter
hours and malang unwanted sexual agvances (such as kissing, touching,
fondling) toward the sleeping student.

Sexual Harassment Can
Produce Stress

GAO's survey results indicate chat sexual harassment can have detrimental
effects on cadets and mudshipmen. A correlanon exasts between a
student’s reported exposure to sexual harassment and higher levels of
swess. Sinularly, a correlation exasts bitween levels of stress and
decreased interest tn staying at the academy and making the rulitary a
career. However, because many factors may contnbute (o stress. GAo
could not draw a direct link between harassment and decreased interesc in
staying at the academy and making the rulitary a career.

Academy Programs
Generally Met DOD
Standards

To varying degrees, sexual haracsment eradicanon programs at each of the
demies met the mini cnteria established by poo. For example,
each academy

issued a policy starement, though the content varied as to the extent of
informagon on ways to deal with sexual harassment and on the
consequences of harassing someone;

offered training as part of teadership courses or human relations/equal
opporturuty tramning courses; and
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ook some steps (0 evaluate tts equal oppocturuty climace, although there
%as nuc always a clear link between the evaluation resuits and changesn
training or other programs.

However, one arex where the academies had not mec the pop criteria was
inspector general reviews. As of September 1993, no inspector generat
reviews had been cond d at the academies that included sexual
harassmenc prevention and educarion as an item of special interest. The
Navy Inspector General incends o specifically sexual har

during an inspection scheduled for late 1994, The Air Force Inspection
Agency has scheduled a review at the Air Force Academy for 1995.

Acadermies Have Not
Evaluated Their Sexual
Harassment Eradicatdon
Prograrms in a Routine,
Systematic ylanner

The academies have evaluaced their sexual harassmenc eradicanon
programs (o varying degrees. The Naval Academy has conducted three
assessments of its equal opportunity climate since 1990 by surveying and
incerviemng students and collecang other types of data, The assessments
have (ocused on idenufying equal opporturuty/sexusl harassment
problems and recommending solutons. However. the Academy had
diffculty compuling the data needed for these assessinents, and the data
developed for each sssessment cannot be readily compared to analyze
trends. The Military and Air Force d have eval d el s of
their equal oppottunity programs, but these efforts were {ess focused and
systemaqc than the evaluadion approach taken by the Naval Academy.

As part of their sexusl harassment eradicanon programs, other institutons
have undertaken efforts that may be effective at the acaderues. Examples
of these acnons include prepanng and distribuang pamphlets or brochures
on the issue; expanding the 2xplananon of the range of behaviors that can
be regarded a9 sexual harassment; offenng a variety of personal sateqies
for dealing with sexual hacassment and varying the methods used tn, 2nd

the concent of, sexual har prevengon ¢ EA
mm : To bettes achieve 00D's goal of a sexual h free envie Gao
Reco endations rec ds chat the academy superintendents take the following acaons:

Gather and analyze data, tuough routine reviews of case files, student
surveys, and focus groups, on the extent of reported and unreported
incidents of sexual harassment.

Evaluate, on 2 systemadic basis, the effectveness of sexual harassment
eradicanon programs on the bams of such data.
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U the eradicanon programs are not proving to be etfecuve, mnsatuce and
evaluate differenc approaches to work toward eradicating sexual
harassment. These approaches may include expanding the explanadon of
behaviors that could constitute sexual harassment, issuing sexual -
harassmenc pamphlets or brochures, offering lower risk confroatanon
opBons. and varying the methods and content of training.

-

Agency Comments

00D generally agreed with Gao's findings, conclusons, and
recommendations (se# app. ). In commenting on the report, it stated that
it ts aware of condnung problems and is comprehensively addressing
these problems ar each of the academies. t also stated that the acacemies
are leading insatuaons in establishing gender and racial tolerant climates.
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Chamcer |

Introduction

Sexual harassment has become an issue throughout Amencan society, and
the U.S. rulitary has been no exception. Some recent, highly publicized
cases of sexual harassment-—the treatment of women during the Persian
Guif War, the conduct of Navy oficers az the 1991 Tailhook convendon,
and thn treamment of women at the Naval and the Air Force

have raised questons about how well the Departmenct of
Defense (000} and the mﬂltuy services ire dealing with the issue. Sexual
harassment at the secvice academies is the speafic focus of this repoct.

The propordon of men to women at the academies has remained fairly
constant over the last few years. In the class of 1998, women constitute
13.7 percent of the 1,240 midshipmen ac the Naval Academy, 11.4 percent
of the 1,188 cadets at the Military Acad ,and 12.6 p of the
1,221 cadets at the Air Force Academy.

Background on
Sexual Harassment

77-598 94 - 5

n 1980, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (E£oc) dedned
sexual harassment as a form of discnimination based on genderand a
violation of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 19€4:

*Unwel sexusl foc sexual favors, and other verbal o phymcal
conduct of a sexual natare senaad when (1) @0 such
conduct is made ethar explicitly or impilclr.7 & tarm or conditon of an individual's

@ toor of such conduct by an individoal is used 33 the
bems (or empicy T such ce (3) such conduct has the
purpose of effect of ty ‘with an udk 's work perfo or
cresling an hoetila, oc wociking snvi .t

The ££0C guidelines and subseq; court d deli d two types
of sexual h in work eavarx (1) quid pro quo harassment
and (2) hostle environment harassment. Quid pro quo harassment
involves the exchange of employment benefits by a supervisor or
employu for suu.:l favors from & subocdinate employee. Hootile
envi ists of conduct, such as verbai or physical
abuse, that creates an indmidating ot offensive working environment. The
hibitions against sexisl h for civilian workers are conrained
in federal law and guidelf while the prohtbitions for military personnel
are contained in 00b policy statements, directives, and insructions on
equal opportunity. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits
discrimination in “terms, conditions, oc pavileges, of employment”

‘2 CFR 1604 11(s) (1997)
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because of race, color, religion, sex, or nadonal ongin.* Since the early
1970s. che courts and e£0C have incerpreced the law to mean thac
employers must sarive to maintain a workplace environment that is (ree of
racaal, sexual, ethnic. or reiigious discriminacon, and employers have been
held liable when racial or ethnic harassment creaced a psycholowicaily
debuitating environment, Dunng the 1970s, the concept of harassment was
extended to include the basis of sex. - -

Sexual harassment has been ceported as a prohlem throughout Amencan
society, including the pnvate sector, the federal civil service, the aulitary,
and the academic world. Accordingly, sexual harassment. to tha exzene it
occuss in che service academies, redects the societal problem. A number
of studies have found that more than haif of the temale college studencs
surveyed reported experiencing some form of harassment. The most
trequently repocted type of harassment expenenced ac civilian coileges
w23 sexast or derogatory remarks or comments.? In addion. a 1993 Harris
Poll of public school students in grades 3 through 11, commissioned by the
American Associanon of Universicy Women, showed thac four of every five
students have expenenced some {orm of sexual harassment in school The
most frequently experienced forms of sexual harassment were saxual
coruments, jokes, gestures, or looks. followed by bewng touched, grabbed,
or pinched in a sexual way and being intentionally brushed up sgainstin a
sexual way. While the neganve impact of sexua! harassment tn school is
significanc for ail students, girls suffer greater effects than boys.

Sexual Harassment [s Not
Easy to Define

Determining precisely whae actions consutute sexual harassmerc has been
the subject of some debate. While the Civil Rights Act of 1964 declared
that discriminanon on che basis of sex was illegal, it was no¢ undt the
1970s that sexuai harassment was cited as & form of illegat discnminadon.
In 1986, the Sup Courtina i decision in Meritor Savings
Banic. FSB v. Vinson, 477 U.S. 57 (1986), held that the claim of hosole

envu sexual b is & foem of s¢x discrinunaon actionsble
under dtte VI of the Clvil Rights Act of 1964,

While the concept of hostile envir isnow pted
regarding what such an environment and whose perspective it
should be viewed from has bren probl The most find

'QU&C-MAXI)-MW“MW-NWW““M“&
Ropar v. Oupartment of the AWy, K3 734 247 (2nd Cr. LIST).

IA 1981 sucvey At Lown Seate 2 1986-8¢ D oL YRy W Cwe lage peblic
unevesmeies, soul 8 1996 survey of musents a Al £v8 Universuy of Minnasen campuoas.
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of studies aimed at defining sexusl harassment has been that men and
women differ in their views regarding whac i sexually‘harassing
benavior, with women more likely to label a given situanon as harassmernc
than men. A 1984 aracle in the Harvard Law Review noted that studies =

"show a high incad in the woriglace of conduct that working wormen percetve (0 be
sexuaily harasmng. Some of these studies, however. also show thas many of the acuons
women And offensive arw perceived by men 0 de lese and i This gap b
male and lemaie persepacns indicates a lack of social oa

of behavvor and reflects the smbiguity of exisang socal norms.™*

Examples of the differert pecspectives can be seen in the results of a study
reported in 1985, Wheress 57 pescent of men surveyed said they would be
complimented if they were propositioned by a at work, only

17 pescent of women said they would take such a proposiicn asa
compliment. [n addition, 84 p of the P C dered sexual

h to include sexual hing, buc only 59 percent of the men did.?

The different perspecuves of men and women have recendy been
recommdlnu\ccouns.EL lly, the dard used to d ine the

of a hosal has been what the “‘reasonable person”®
would find offensive. However, in a 1991 case, Ellison v. Brady, 924 F.2d

¢ mmcmmn.mmcw:mummrmmm
ck vnhnpllddybhudlowdamdc

penpecm‘nnComrdhd“ d on the “re b
suandard. Other courts have adopted the r bl dard.® [n
1963, the Supreme Courr, in Harris v. Fockift Sy Inc., 507 U.S.
(1993), held thaz an abusive or hostile work snviroament is one that a
mmnblcpemnwoujdﬂndhodkocabuﬂwmmchmﬂcdm

ely p to be abusive. It went on to hold whether an
environment is hostile or abusive can be determined oaly by looking az all
the circumstances, which may include the frequency of the discriminatory
conduct; ity severity; whether it is physically threaterung or hunulisdng, oc
a mere offensive utterance; and whether it unreasonably interferes with an

L '3 work pect

*Samusl Claisra of Mvasive Work Eavrenment Under Thbe YIL® 97 finsverd Low Reveew
(oad (1904)

o actern A Gutak, Sex and the Workpiase (San Prancuses: Jassey-Rass Peblishars, 105).

“Aobinsom v. Jacksewrille Inc., 750 P-Supp. 1408 (M0, N LOOLX, Schneisiar v. NBC News
mwmm:-—-umnmmm
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Dedning what acti ssxual has has been 2o less
probiemazic in the mulitary and ac the acaderes. A Navy scady (ound that
the extent of sexual har varied depending upon how the queson
was ph d For {ewer responded affir ly that chey
had been subj d to sexual h than responded affirmadvely to
questoas on specific (orms of h ing behavior, Similarly, after iemang
videotaped role plays as part of the Naval Academy’s sexual harassment
eradicarion program, midshipmen disagreed about whether a given
vignete did or did not consntute sexual harassment.

Effects of Sexual
Harassment

Socisl saence research over the past decade has documented that sexual
hasassmenc can have boch psycholomical and physical effects. According
10 the American Psychistnc Associanon, swess as a resuit of sexual
harassmene 13 recogruzed as a speafic, disgnosable problem. Among the
stress effects suffered is “emoaonal sress,” which covers a ange of
cesponses, including anger, fear of physical safety, anxiety, depression,
swic, h listion, and embar

[n 1962, the Wocking Women's Institute (ound that about 90 percent of

sexual h vichims experi d some form of psychologcal stress.
In a 1988 scudy of the harassment of women by their male peers on college
campuses, researchers found the (ollowing impact on women:

“The e 4 ' it rent
AN CMY MTOCT & WOMAN'S enarw sCAdMINC eTDENENCE. SoMme wOmAN Tho EXPerence the

more severe {ons of harassment may even nd it dIfBCU (o s or Aave Kiendsdips wth
e, When i comes Gom ol na Geld, some women
mymm«mm:mouormmum...mmm

oY ool elfects, peer Can Calwe phymeal sympioms such ae hesdaches,
xomachaches, saxd pavchrd vetves an tha neck: ., ..”"

Physical sress of harassment victims may manifesc itself as sleeping
problems, headaches, weight chang and other physical ail The
Woridng Waoinen's [nstitute survey found that 63 percent of questonaace
respoadents who experienced harassment also experienced physicai
sress problems, mos< (requently headaches, oc tiredn

‘Jann TGeormmn [hagreas and Becnion 2. Sanber, Propect 06 the e snd Caucaces of Women,
AmOCMDoa of Arnerea) Colega, 2ver Harneamers: Hamios (or Worea on Camous,
oy ST e Ty Ted on Camous,
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Responses to Sexual
Harassment {ncidents

Research has found that because of a long history of sience on the

bject. many feel fortabie. embarrassed, or ashamed when
they talk aboutp l incid ot sexual har In a 1978 survey
conducted by the Working Women's [nsaqute, the women who 0ok action
to stop the harassment found that noching was done, they were not taken
seriously, or they suffered repercussions.

As a consequence of these fears, women tend to respond to sexual
harassment with vanous coping behaviors. In tesimony during a 1991
sexual h case, Robinson v. Jacksonville Shipyards, Inc.. a
narional consuitant in the area of sexual harassment prevencon stated thac
typical coping methods include: (1) denying the impact of the event or
blocking 1t out. (2) avoiding the workplace or the harasser, (3) engaging in
joking or ocher banter o defuse the situanon. (4) teﬂing the hansser 7]
swp, and (3) threatening to make or 1} ga

According to a 1990 study on the use of sexual hu-:ssmem: grievance
procedures, most victms of harassment stated that they sumply wanted to
end the otfending behavior rather than purush the offender. The goal of
coping sategy would be to end the harassment rather than judge (and
punish, if appropriate) the offender.?

EEQC and DOD
Provisions Regarding
Sexual Harassment

EEOC provides policy guidance on preventing sexual harassmenc in the
worckplace. pop provisi on sexual h are largely based on this
guidance. ££0C Nodce N-915-060, “Policy Guidance on Current Issues of
Sexusl Harassment” (Mar. 19, 1990), states that management must

m.:ﬂwwwmmﬂh&r&n«nc&mmmu
Affirmadvely rusng the subject, X strong
mmhmqmp‘oymddﬂrnﬂwmuwhovwmnmbueo(
hacarsment undar Titte VI and d g ail

Doopmnnonsregnrdlngsemﬂ‘ are ined in various equal
opportunity d These d include the pop Hi Goals
Charter, first issued in August 1968: 000 Directive 1350.2, “The Deparun-nt
of Defense Military Bqull Opportunity Program,” dated December 23,

1988; 00p Instruction 1350.3, Affirmaave Action Planning and Assessment
Process,” dated Februssry 29, 1968; and a Secretacy of Defense
memorandum, “Department of Def Strategies to Eradi Sexual
Harsssment in the Military and Civilisn Envuonment. dazed July 12, 1961,

“xrohania Riger. “Gender DUisrnmas m Sl Policias sad Pro * Amencan
Prychotopet. May LOOL, pp. $OT-308
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The Human Goals Charter is the (oundanon of poo equal opportunity
programs. Since it was issued, it has been endorsed by each Secretary of
Defense. most recently by former Secretary of Defense Cheney on

Aptil 17, 1990. According to 2 00D equal opportunity official, the charter is
being revised and will be submitted for approval by the Secretary of
Delense and the secretanes of the military services once the secretaries’
nommunaticas have been coaditmed by the Senats. The charter states:

“Our Nanon was founded o the pel that the has indrute digruty and wortit
The Department of Deferwe. which exaxs keep the Naon secure and ac peace, mus
dnnoo:uldedbym:pnndph.[nauumndo,wcmnmahowmlocw
serviceman, the sacvicewoman, thae civilian 4 and famuly by

00D’s equal opportunity directive states thac it is 00D policy to “provide foc
an envicorunent that is free from sexual harassment by eliminating this
focm of discriminacon in the Department of Defenss.* The direcave
further staces thac it is 000 policy to support the rulitary equal opportunity
program and to use the chaln of command to promote. support, and
enforce the program. The directive contains adefinition of sexusl

har that is consi, with the EEOC guidelines.

00D’s affirmartve action instruction focuses on the 000 policy for the
military services to monitor and report on selected dimensions of their
personnel programs to enwuce equal opporturuty and fair treacment foc all
service members through affirmative acuons and other initiacives, The
Instruction also assigns responsibilities and escablistes minimum
repocing requirements.

In response to the findings of the 1988 Ment Systems Protaction Board
survey of federal employees and the 1959 survey of 00D employees chat
sexual harasstnent was a problem in the government and the military, the
Secretary of Delense, in aJuly {2, 1991, memorandum, directed each poo
componenc to impl asexual h eradicztot program that
would incorporate, at & minimum, the following seven elements:

(1) annual policy. srazemencs; (2) training prograres forall personnel;

(3) quality control meciwnisms to ensure that training is working;

(4) prompe, thorough invi ions and { of complaints;

(5) procedures to hold commanders, supervisors, and managers
accourtable for providing guid to pes d; (6) designation of sexual
harassment as & special interest item (or 000 (nspectoc General
inspections/visits: and (7) tlity for compli reflected in




annual performance ratings and fithess reports as weil 2s possible loss of
benefits and imposition of penaities. Annual repocts are required in

P to this dum. The reports are to include a record of
accomplishments as weil as plans for the future.

Summary of
Regulagons at the
Service Academies

Each academy has provisions in its disciplinary system prohibid.
harassment based on gender. rehdon. race. and ethnic osigin ‘I‘hese
prohibitions may be either explicit or implicit under standards of behavior.

* Punishments can vary from minor administranve sanctions (such as

demerits) to dismissal, depending upon the severity ol the behavior and a
saident’s prior record.

Naval Academy

Naval Academy reguladons distinguish aggravazed sexual harassment
from other focms of sexual h Aggrs d sexual h

includes requests for sexual favors to a member of a lower class when
submission to such a requext is made a cortiition to the receipt of some
privilege, right, or other benesit. Such acdons consitute quid pro quo
sexual harassmenc. Other sexual harassmenc compaises forms of
harsssment that are not specificaily stated, regardless of sericusness.

At the Military Academy, the reguistions of the U.S. Cotps of Cadets define
sexual h as (1) ing ing, offering to influence, or threatening
Lhepayor)obolamd\up!mnmexchangclormdhvonmd

(2) deliberate or rep or physical
conmot:ux\nlnm‘m:mk-ordu:y-cdmdemommn\e
regulations stace that harassment in any form oc {oc any resson is
unacceptable and will not de tolerated.

Air Force Academy

Air Foree Academy definitions regarding sexual harassment are contained
in (1) Air Force Regulation 30-2 (Sacial Actions Program) and (2) Air
Force Cadet Wing Reguiation 537-€ (P 1t and Professional Conduct)

Air Force Regulation 302 provides the (ollowing defnition of sexual -
harassment:

“Unwelcomed sexual sdvences, requests for sexual favors, and other verbal o physical
conduct of sexual namee when:




*(a) submusmon (0 of £ gection of wich conduct 1s made eder explicddy oc impticaady a term
of conaiton of a person's ob. pay, of career, or

'3:)mbmuionwocmmo«o{mchmndmbyamumaabml«m«oc
employment decmons alfecang that parson. of

*() such conduct r1e wih an Of Creaies an tnamadanng,
hosule, o offermve environment, oc

“(d) sny person in a superviaocy or comunand £03:000 uses or condones unplict o explcit
sexual behavioe 1o conaol, induence of afect the Caceer, Pay, ob of 2 rulitary member oc
cvillan employee. or

*(e) any aulitary cmember oc qvilian ployee Maxes b
nxbdmmocpﬁy‘aleomo{lmﬂm'

Air Force Cadec Wing Regulaton 537-6 contains a briefer. but similar
defirsaon The reguladon defines sexual harassment as

'wmmmmummmw«mmm.maa
sexual nature i (1) such b s made or atem of I ora
Pec3on’s fob, pay, or career, oc (2) sub ioa w of of such has the
purpose oc edect of with an 1ndiv s o * OF CTeAINg a0

hosole oc .

Sexual Harassment Under
the Uniform Code of
Military Justce

The acadermucs also can prosecute an individual chasged with sexual
harassment under the Uniform Code of Military Justice (uca). This code
applies L unuformed members of the military services, including cadets
and rudshipmen. A September 2, 1988, Secretary of Defense memorandum
0 the secretaries of the military depastments provides examples of
conduct which mght consutute both sexual harzssment and an offense
urvler UCKJ (see table L1).
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Table 1.1: Sexual Harsssmeat

Otfensas Undar the Unttorm Code of

Miitacy Justice

Thve sexusi harasser may 8o

i the saxtal harasser: be guilty of: Yioletion of:
1. Threatsns 10 nrLANCe Sxtoroon, irucie 127
e Career, SBIAY, O Assauit Asticls 128

1ob of another Q C: g & threst Achs 134~ .

Sexu tavors. -

2 Offers revarcs for sexus Bnbery ana grat. Amcle 134

{arvors,

3, Maxes saxusl comments 'ncecent. :sushg, o chscene amcle 134

a/oe gestures, ANQUAQE CrRUCICIE! 20 GO Arvcie 117
occer. Article #9
Provoung soeech of Gesuxes. Arncie 91
Oisresoect

4. Maxes saxual contact AT3aUL CONSUMMMEd Dy a Amcie 128
canery. Amcie 134
inCeCHR asamat Arcie 120
Raos,

3. EnGages t sexual Oecancion of auty. Asticie 92

arassment 0 e detnment of

100 owformance.

. I3 an officer. Conduct undecamg an officer,  Artcis 133

7.3 Croet 10 or mastraats any Cruerty anc mairsaynent, Artcie 93

POCION SUOCH to tvaAler Or0Rrs.

3. Uses v official position  Fasure (0 0Dey 8 lawfi general Aricle 92

(0 GaIn sexual tavors of orcad.

advantages.

Pmusiunenzunduuouusun.llyukuoneotbro {orms: a mal by court

officer’s judici h

rnzrmlor di
dicial punush is

¥y
1ahl

to any di

under arucle 15,
g officeras

disaplinary pumshment for minor offenses and may ::om\s: of such
punishments as restriction, confinement, forfeiture of PaYy, or extra duties,

Objectives, Scope,

and Methodology

RFST COPY AVAILABLE

The Chairman of tha Senaze Commitzee on Armed Services and the former
Chaixtan of its Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel asked us to
undertake & broad review of student issues at the military service
academies. We have issued separate repotts on academics, gender and
racial disparides, and haznng and the creazment of fourth class cadets and

rudshipmen. This repors

on sexual h

a the d

Specifizally, our cbjectives were to (1) determunae the extent to which
sexual harassment occurred ac the academies, the forms it took, and its
effects on those subjected to it and (2) evaluate the academies’ efforts to

Page I3
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cradicare sexual harassment. We tesafied in June 1992 on the prelirunary
results of our review.?

We reviewed the £E£GC quidance, DOo provisions, and Deparanent of
Educarion regulstions refaring to sexual har At the acad we
reviewed their rules and regulations on conduct in general and sexual
tarassment specaficaily, studies related to the treament of academy
women and sexual harassment. and files on disciplinary cases invelving
sexual harassment and sexual misconducs relatad ofenses. We
interviewed academy officials, faculty, and cadecs and midshipmen. We
also obtauned information on sexual harassment prevention programs ac
other insatutions to determune whether they had (earures that could be
effective at the academies.

We admurustered questionnatres at each of the three academues to samples
of cadecs, mudshipmen, and faculty and to aill members of the
commandant's stalf dunng late 1990 and enrly ‘991, A decailed discussion
of our survey and related methodological issue appeass in appendix [I.
We reviewed the results of more recent surveys conducted by the
academies 1o determine whecher our resuits were suil valid. At each
academy, we conducted several focus group discussions with student
representarives of various academy org 1008 that emph d
professional interescs, echnic i , athlene i and geader
interescs o clarify informaaon obtained from our quesd s,

We performed our review at the Naval Academy in Ancapolis, Maryland;
the Air Force Academy in Colorado Springs, Colorado; and the Military
Academy in West Point, New York.

We requested written comments from pop, and it genesally agreed with
our findings {usi and dations,

We performed our review from June 1990 to Septecuder (993 in
accordance with generally sccepted government auditing standards.

DO0 Sarvice Acsbarmver Racus 60 Raviews of Susdent Traavunt (GAO/T-NSIADRC 41,




Chapter 2
Many Academy Women Experience Sexual
Harassment on a Recurring Basis

More than half of the acad r iing to our survey indicaced
experiencing vanous forms of sexual lunument at least twice a month
The pnimary type of sexual huasment they experienced was verbal
Fewer reported p for dates or unwanted sexusl R
adv:ncu. Our data, as well as the results of subsequent surveys by the ~

indi thas the acad are 2 long way from achieving the
Secretary of Defense’s goal of “an environment that is free from sexual
harassment.* Furthermore, our review indicates that the number of sexual
harassment inczdencs chac are formally reported understates the extent of
the sexual harassment problem.

The per of femul, d d who reported experienang
g;;de;rggcse?%:;tsus one of more fotms of hanssment‘ on 2 recurring basis was as follows:
O

Forms of Hamssment + 50 percent at the Naval Academy,
» 76 percenc ac the Military Academy, and
39 percent at the Air Force Academy.?

Abous 90 p of the van p ived that the h they
expenenced was based on thesr gender, as oppoaed to cace, religion, or
ethmconm‘mamos&nucndynpomdfumolhmgbm
were verbal. Few women repocted o.xpenencms mc qund pro quo form of
harassment Foc example, femal p d very littie shout
unwanted pressure rordmsaad unw:nnduxmhdvanca The survey
results were cotrob by i idusl write-in ¢ and focus
Froup discusgions.

The majority of men reported never having expedenced harasament. The
per of male academy soud who d expe! one or
mmtomofhunmnmon;mmtgbmwuu[oﬂowt

11 percent at the Naval Academy,
24 percent & the Military Academy, and
20 percenc ac the Alr Force Academy.

'Cur survey uchubed 10 Sorms of My
mmmmnmmmmmu Mm 1967 and o LIOS
Brvey of acIve duty Culiacy parseapal candecsed by the Dulanse Manpe war Duta Conar, We maitored
e e anmww it 15 the Sadany envhrommPam.

e aaied incen haer m«uu—am—a—m
rebpenes caagene m"h—r"lw!h-nn.."An.ndh-n-r"Ambd
u--.m."Awwhdb-n-.w. i “Daly or almeck daady.* For prasercation purposa, we
have comiviaed U last cheve muﬂ.mm“mdh\-lmum“
which we e 1
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Of the men who reported exper ing recwrning h at the Naval v
Academy, 9 percent perceived that the harassment they expentenced was

based on their gender, as.compared to 12 percent at the Military Acxdemy

and 15 percent a the Air Force Acudemy.

Figure 2.1 shows the percentage of academy women who responded as
having experienced recurting sexusi harassment for each of the 10 forms
of harasament inciuded in our survey.,

nwnzi:muMWMwm‘ Sexvel He nA y Yoar 1390-91

e Porweni weiareing enag sepensnese
-

1] YOPN

r.—u Unwmprare Urrwornnd
Tt woman  poatars, m lu.nu preseurs ine  savem
ot pulgng  gRe, ey 0“1. n duton ¥y ¢ 2EVRAT
e, -ln.lh. \nbormad Mifnks WS apnber
T-alura, or SoPerngn, userd
planares o
Napvat Acagarry ~.
NSary Acacuerw
-M'-mle_w
Source: Aesooness B GAG Guetadrruare.
3
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Quaptarl
Many Acsdemy Worren Lxperionce Sexual
Narvesstent 00 & Rocwrring Basis

E les of the behaviors experienced included a full-page list of
reasons why beer is becter than women appeasing in an academy humor
maganne, the distribution of a former Secretary of the Navy's statement
cndcat of the role of women in the Navy through the nudshipmen’s mail
and display of the on dormitory bulletin boards, and the

preading of unfounded about (emale scudents’ daung
upperclassmen.’ One (ocus group chacacterized the types of harsssinent as
follows: 2 lot of little things, such as comments about woimen in their .
uniforms, prank phone cails, and comments from alumru, facuity, officers, »~
guests, and sponsors.! The group indicated that derogatory ~
about their gender occurred primanly in the dormutory buc also in
classrooms and social settings.

The following wnite-in comments by respondents to the quesaonnaire
show the extenc to which some male students resist the presence of
women at the acadeues and the cost of reporting harassment as seen by
some female students.

“Women don't beicng here! The majonty of the women here expect specal reamment
because they are women. They entar 2 world that has been domunatad (or a lorg tzne by
man and they expect us all to ge¢ along. [t dosnt work! .. . [ know a great fumber o
women CoMe hace Just 1o have a 10:1 manrwromen rano 30 they can have 3eX a3 oftan as
they’d like ... . The last thing we need i3 mote women olficers hace.*

*Twish | had deen boen with my paraiy’ genecation before (emales destroyed this place.
Tha Wex Point { atead i3 nothing e that [ read about that produced MEN like Lee,
Tlaenhower, and the many other breve SOLDERS. What makes them want 10 becomne
men? Even (though] { wouid never openly harsss woec. 1, 1 hope thay undersuand thay are
o0t welcome hare.”

“While the academy has done a §00d job of Beinging women Unto the scademy, [t seemas that
lstely all that they have been doing 8 pating thamsetves on the back, There 1 sall a kot of
resenawens of women being here and a lot ol b and sexiaal cases that
aevat get repociad b ifaqrt her male will resent her.”

“{am a (emale plebe and [ kmow foc 2 fact that ['d get teprisals foc tumang sccneons tn (or a
(m|mmmcmuummlw.mumwmmm
company about ry tesm lender. I had bren fesling very sexually harassed by hm, Sha 18
e ona who airned hirn in, and now, Abowt 2 moath and a half aftac she tumed him i, I'm

™ danng becween n sed A0 s o the

*Foomaes e ¢0re 3nd Crvilien fumiiien reskding naar the scadenuas Wik Whem Sudens can
Assocase inderradly,
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v
sall catctung ail kinds of heat about it. Very few people among the upperclass my
company will Speak (0 me. arkd My own clasamaies ess me lke & crybaby . .. My team
ieader hates me now apenly, and mycmo{mmmm(wmd:m{«unu
either. § (eel Uka Mm bem;nuunthWxn.Fh:.bymymludtmucondbey
Everyons wao inows, whuch is abous 40% of my company.’

Fewer Academy
Faculty Members and
Staff Perceive Sexual
Harassment as a
Problem

Compared with female students, fawer academy faculty and stasf
percelved chat sexual harassment was a problem, in response to our
questions on the extent of harassment scudents experienced in academuc
year 1989-90, the percentage of commandant’s staff who perceived thas the

average female student was exposed to some form of harassment on a
recurnng basis was as follows:

41 percenc ac the Naval Acadermy,
39 percent az the Military Academy, and
41 percent at the Air Force Academy.

The percentage of academy (aculty who perceived that the average woman

was exposed (o some form of harassment on a recurnng bans was as
{ollows:

40 percent at the Naval Academy,
35 percenc ac the Milltary Academy, and
32 percent a¢ the Air Force Academy.

Academies’ Own
Surveys Found Sexual
Harassment

[n additton o our survey, each academy has collected informaaon, to
varyung degrees, from its scud regarding sexual h t. The

results of those surveys conducted more cecently than ours indicats chat
sexual harassment contnues to exist at the acadermues. Because the

mecthodolomes of these studies were not ¢ i with our methodology,
we were not able to evalusce whether the level of sexual harassmenc had
changed.

The 1993 Naval Academy’s co d of the equal opporturuty
climace wndicated thaz about 53 percent of femals students totally oc
moderately agreed thaz sexual harsssment (subtie oc overt) wasa
problem, compared with abiouc 31 percent of male students.

The Military Academy’s survey of the senior class of 1963 indicated that
80p of the female respond either observed ot personally
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expenenced sexist comments being made at movies or sporting events. In
the laxt year, 52 percent of the women repocted that they had frequently
heard disparaging remarks about women at West Poing from other
saudents. Twenty percent of the women responded that they had
experienced the sicuadion at night, after lights out, where 2 cadec entered
their rooms and improperiy touched them.

Since our survey, the Air Force Academy sucrveyed cadets on the
Academy’s social climate in March 1992. In descnibing the results of this
survey to the De( Advisory C i on Women 1n the Services, the
Academy stated thas

“there were some incicadions of a chronic natare thak the cadet climata may be olfenmive,
nderedaantg, or thrvatarng 10 women, if Dot discruninatocy in some ways The common
amtitide that SeXIR O harnesenent exists 3 endent in the lower andorsement for women
munumhmpm-.umuummmlmw
lummmm {eed there is

lokes oc demeaning remacks are (airly pervamve, and the
between mals and femaie cadets ts more than occamonally compromised by U
Gratarnizanon.®

that sexist

Specific resuits from the survey indicated that 52 percent of male cadets
heudu:dszjokaocdemouﬁn;nmduabou:womenonadaﬂybm
Seventy-eight percens of the female cadets reported the same.

Additionally, In Septamber and D ber 1992, the Air Officers

C ding (the issioned oM in charge of student squadrons)
conducted focus groups mithin their squadrons to detarmine the excent of
sexual harassment among cadets and of b lan)

issues. During the firsc series of focus group discussions, cadets raised
several issues from these discussions, including the destructive nature of
the verbal harsssment throughout the cadet wing and the offensiveness (to
soma cadets) of adult reading maceris! (magarines and pictures) in.
dormitory rooms. The second series of focus group discussions found thas
(1) & minocity of cadets were unfamiliar with or unwuling to see the
impottance of hum.ag relations, (2) more education was neceasary,

@t lations programs needed more emphasis, (4) racial ay well 2
gender issues needed to be addressed, (5) clarificacon was needed on the
percerved issue of quocas, and (5) cadets wanted more feedback when
problems occurred to avoid rumors.
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The Air Force Academy’s Ad Hoc Commictee on Respect and Digruty
repocted to the Superintendent in May 1993 that

*dizourding numbers of famale cadets d to the S thas of
ux\uuﬂnh\mmmm" and dt had
wmunwmleuwhuda\y.omytunytmo(mmmmb«n
nponed.Pnfhnoc(orthummdoudmwmbcbﬂmamotmg\nmo(
“uch peodiems than the female cadecs were. For example. & cnuch larger peccentage of
rem:lcadcummmucudmmdmwmybwvladummb«nawmmo(
sexual ascault while 3t the Academy. In other words, 3omething thac was relagvely
common iowiedge among female cadets was far Less wall known by the tnales.”

Sexual Harassment
Appears to Be
Underreported

From 1988 to 1993, students at the three academies officially reported

107 sexuad musconduct incidenes, including incidents of sexual
harassment. Our survey results suggest that the repocted sexusl

har cases rep 2 smull fracton of the total that actually
occur. The wide gap in the number of actual and reported incidents s
und dshle given the tend of women ¢o deal with haersssment
informally and their hesi y €0 (¢ lly report an inadent. Specifically,
of the female respondents, 43 percent at the Military Academy, 37 percent
az the Naval Academy, and 53 peccent ac the Air Force Academy indicaced
2 hesatancy to repoct har for (ear of reprisal (Seech. 3fora

di sion of the negative assocised with reporang
harassment.) .

B sexual h may be pre d under various offense
caregories, we o d all available mi duct cases filed b

June 1968 and May 1993. The academies had idennfied some cases as
being within their definitions of sexual harassmene (discussed in ch 1). At
the Naval Acadetny, we reviewed cases charged under the two sexual
harassment conduct codes a3 well as sexual misconduct cases and cases
invoiving possible violations of UCW. Since the Military and Air Focce
tcademies did noc have specific cond e gories (or sexual
harassment, we reviewed all svailable misconduct cases, paying particular
actendon to cases charged under conduct unbecoming an offcer and erroc
in judgment with majoc effece. We applied the definitions in gxoc guidance
and academy cegulations and the examples used ih the Do and Gao

quest ires to the descrip in the cases to identify posable sexusi
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misconduct cases. Table 2.1 shows the distnbuaon, by academy, of the 107
sexual misconduct’ cases we identified.

Table 2.1: Academy incidents
lnwvotving Sexus! Misconduct,
Academic Yesrs 198543

Academic yesr Navat A
1968
1989

1992
1993
Totsl

|G|~

2

40

Cur survey results indicace that the number of formally reported cases
involving sexual harasstment significantly understazes the extenc of the
problem. According to our survey, between 93 and 97 percent of the
{415 women ac the academies experienced some form of sexual

b demic year 1991. However, we found only 26

har dunng
reported incadents of sexual mi duct during this petiod.

The incidencs that were formaily reported tended to be more gnevous

forms of sexual misconduct. Genesally, che forms o{ sexusl harsssment

included in the written resp to our quesd: e and di din

the {ocus groups were not the kind that mdcnn would report to & formal
Y For 1 repoctad to us that

it was commonglace for men to make remaris and tgnjoloes al meals ocin
classes;

unchecked comments and jokes would be made about a female
derindrill ¢

harassment wualoco(mﬂe things, such as commenty about women in

their uniforms, derogacocy name calling, prank phoae calls, offensive

p 3, and ¢ from al i, faculty, guests, and sponsors; and

they wers subjected tc uppercl ring their rooms during study

tme and bothering them.

On the other hand, e ples of sexual mi duct being formally
rzported moce frequentdy are the following:

_m-m—n

ot (A sepuricieon from the Acadesmy. mmwm hﬂm--nh-
mare gunarsl sanes 16 wabebe & rage of
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A male scudent entering a female student's room acter curfew and making

ted sexual advances (such a3 kissi hing, or fondling) toward
the sleeping scudent.
An upperciass male std ductng the training of an underci
female stadent in » sexually offensi For ple, an upperc
male stud rdered a fresh femal deat to stzy with him after he

dhmiseddnmolmesqudmdtosundnmhlmuuhmmmpted
to kiss her agminst her will,

A male ] king d sexual advances (physical
contact) toward & female student.
In addition, pies of sexual mi duct being formally reported at

least once are the following

A male student videotaping or watching a female scudent taking a shower,
A male stud uaily ing 2 female aud

A male student raping a female student.

A male scudent making unwanted sexual advances toward an underage
avilian female.

A male stud hibiting lly suggestive behavior toward another
male scudent.




Chapter 3
Women at the Academies Tend to Deal With
Sexual Harassment Informally

Academy students reparced that taking no acnon o avoiding the person
responsible were the leax efecuve sategies {or dealing with hacassinent,
while they repocted that confrontng the person or reporing the incident
to the chain of command were the most effecave sirazegies. Further, there
was general agreement that if an incident was reported, it would be
thoroughly investigazed and the ofender would be appropeiately
disciplined. However, there was also general consensus tha there would
be Negaqve consequences to reporang the harassment, such as being
wewed 23 & “crybaby,” being viewed less (avorably by the student and
officer chains of coramand, ot recewving lower mulitary performance
grades. Ce quendy, scud ded to desl with sexual harassment
informally if possible.

: All the academies have a policy of encouraging students to resolve
Academies Have problems at the lowest level possible, starting with corfronung the
Many Channels for individual with whom one has a problem. The student may also oy to
Surfacing Grievances resolve the problem informally by consulting with sn academy chaplain.

’ ¢ lot, oc others de the official chain of cormand, However, all
the academies have p dures {or formally reporung a grievance (o the
chain of command. In addition, the academies offer alternadve official

h Is. Finally, scudencs may make use of external channels, such as
repordng the incidents to the mediz or Members of Congresa.

Informal Channels Students ac the academies have access to a variecy of rmeans for vuoamally
seeking advice and counseling on personal problems, including sexual
h Fori they may It with chaplai 1
(including legal advisers), friends, doctors, nurses, mentors, Sponsocs, and
faculty advisers. If a student is itive about keeping any di ions of
problems confidenaal, the chaplains and legal advi
privileged relanionship, while ochers provide linuted conddenaalicy and
may report problems to academy authorities.

Forma! Channels If a student wishes to formally report a grievance, o if more informal
aitampts as resolving the problem have (ailed to be sadsfactory, he oc she
may repocs the problem to the student chain of d. 1f this spproach
was noc sarisfacsory, the matter could then be reported to the officer chain
of d. All the academies have procedures {or investigating and
resolving {ormal plaines of sexual h fag i, the

ol are hendled through the acad disciplinary

Y
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Alternative Channels

Naval Academy

Military Acaderny

3ir Force Academy

146

Because a vicum of sexual j may be rel to Gle a complai
with the chain of d, the acad: have blished alternanve
oificial channels for reporung sexual harassment, The alternaave channels
are unique to each academy.

The Acad C d blished an ombud program in
August 1990 to provide an alternative channel for reporang gnevances.
Such a program was recommended in an incernal study on the aswmilation
of women as the Academy. Two commissioned olficers outside the chain
of command serve a3 ombudsmen to assisz tn hearing any problems no¢
resoived within the chaun of command. According wo Academy officials,
the ombudsmen maincin no formal records of grievances brought befoce
them. The Academy also has six senior enlisted advi who can di
probl with midship and provide informaaon and advice.
Communicaaon with neither the ombudsten noc the seruo. enlisted
advisers is considered puivileged oc confidentat

Within the Oftice of the Inspector General of the Navy, there is a toll-(ree
fraud, waste, and abuse holine that may be used (or reporting grievances.
Thishodinei.!avadablewlumv:l'; L, including Academy
midshipmen.

The Military Academy offers three alternative channels to cadets, First,
cadets may send electronic mail ages ¢o the Cc dant Second,
W0 noncomsrussioned officers oucside the chan of command are specielly
trained to handle harassment issues. Third, a problem may be reported to
the [nspector General of the Military Academy, who has ducted
investiganons in response to allegations concerning human relanons
problems.

Cadets have several alternadives (cr repocting incidents of sexual
harassment. Firs, cadets may coneact the Cadet Counseling Cencer. As
part of the Academy’s Social Actions Program, the staff of the Cadet
Counseling Center provides professional counsaling and conduces
complaint clarifications and § igations of possible equal opportunity
and treaoment violatons. The Cencer has also employed other srategies
such 28 wnting leciers to students who have ged in ily h i
behavior and mediating on behalf of students.

Y s

Cadets 2130 may tum to the Way of Life Conumittee for assistance. The
WayotﬂfeComnummeszb!bhedabou;:ZOyeusqowaddm
sodnldhmunnd'qmutyotu.{c'imusmuhadadlmlmmonbom
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enroilment and arition ratas for minoaty cadets. Since then, the Way of
Life C. ittee has evolved inco & Ky focum chat provides 2
sociocultural support base foc these cadets who might otherwise find {t
difficult to acclimate to & predominately white seting.

Other al ive ch 1 ilahle to cadecs are talking to peer

lors called specialists (2 rauned second-class student 1 che cadec
chain of command who serves as an adviser (o {ourth-class cadets),
contacung the commandant directly through an eleconic mail system
sirnilar to that in use ar tho Mxl.\wy Academy, of iling 2 complaint with
the Academy’s Insp Academy otficials told us that student
suppors 1s also {ormally pmded by the newly established Center for
Character Development and by the Air Officers Commanding.
Additionally, any academy statf member who a cadet trusts may listen to
the problem and then report it to the appropnate agency.

Perceived
Effectiveness of
Various Strategies for
Dealing With
Harassment

Academy students cesponding to our survey generrlly conudered the
stracegy of confronang the harzsser as che mox effecuve, while the more
pasaive srateges, such as taking nc dction oc avoiding the person
responsble. wen secn as the least effectdve. (See d3% 3.1 and 3.2) At all

d were somewhat less likely than male
scudenuto indi e t.hltcon.&onung the person respoasible was likely to
make things becer.
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Figure 2.3: Percaived Effectiveness of
the Strategy; of Contronting the Person
Responsioie
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Students ceported that the informal channels were somewhat effective,
For instance, about haif oc more of the respondents believed that telling s
chaplain or counseloc would make things becter.

Stud il ived thac using the student and officer chains of
command o (omu!.[y repoct grievances was likely to make things better.
(See 8g.3.3.) Howtver, men indicated moce confidence thln women in the
chaun of pecially the student chain of
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Students were somewhaz less confident in using the aitermative official
channels. About haif or fewer of the respondents saw the alternacve
channels (such as reporting the harassment to the Comrnandant, the
Inspector Genenal, a ‘hodine”, or the Way of Life Committee) as making
things becter. The excepdons were che Naval Academy’s ombudsmen and
the Air Force Academy’s cadet specaalixs. At the Naval Academy,

78 percenc of the women percesved that reporting an incident to an
ombudsman would make things bester. At the Air Force Academy,
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70 percent of the women perceived that repordng an mncident to a cadet
spectalist would make things better.

The students indicated that the external channels were the least effective
option for surfacing grievances and were moce likely to make things
worse. At the Naval Academy, 94 percenc of the women believed that
repordng an incident of harassment to the media would either have no
edect or make things worse, ccmpared to 87 percenc ac the Military
Academy and S0 percenc acthe Air Force Academy. Similarly, 33 percent
of the women at the Naval Academy believed thet reporung an incident to
a Member of Congress would either have o effect or make things worse,
compared to 70 percenc at the Military Academy and 80 percenc at the Air
Force Academy. .

Student Perceptions
of Consequences of
Reporting Harassment

Students saw both positive and negaave consequences to reporang
hacassmenc. The majocity of students believed that if reported, harassment
incidents would be thoroughly investigated and the offender disaplined.
Bug saxdents also saw negative consequences of repordng, such ss
cecewving licle support trom the chawn of command and peers, being
viewad as a crybaby or shunned, and receiving lower mulitary performance
grades. Students saw as the leaxk likely negaave consequence of reporting
that the vicim would be given extra duges.

Students Perceived That
Incidents Would Be
Thoroughly Investigated
and the Offender
Disciplined

At each of the acad, the majonty of indicated that it was
likely or excremely likely that an incident of harassment reportad to the
chain of command would te thoroughly investigated and the offender
would be appropnacely disciphined (see dg. 3.4).
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However, a3 shown in the figure, less than haif the students (eit that the
victim would receive peer support. At the Naval Academy, 31 percent of
the women believed that it was likely oc extremely likeiy that the victim
would be supported by claswnates, compared to 33 percent at the Military
Academy and 44 percent at the Air Focce Academy. Similarly, at the Naval
and Air Force academies, 27 percent of the women believed that it was
likely or exxremely likely that the victim would be supportad by company
/squadron mates, pared to 34 p at the Military Academy.
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At the Air Force and Military academies, the men and women were
generally in agreeinent as to how likely the posidve consequences were. At
the Naval Academy, women were less opamstic than men about the
likeithood of posiave consequences &rom reporung harassment.

Many Students Associated
Negative Consequences
With Reporting
Harassment

Our quesdonnaire asked respondents o indicate how likely the following
10 : werei h were repocted: the victim
would be viewed as acrybaby, the victim would be shunned by others, the
wvicam would be viewed less favorably by the student chain of cormumand,
the vicam would be viewed less favorably by the officer chain of
comunand. the vicim would receive lower nulitary grades, the victim
would be subjected to more of the same reaanent, nothing would be
done, the incident would be swept under the rug, the icom would receive
exua dudes, and the victim would be zansferred. Generally, a higher
propocdon of women chan men saw the Reganve consequences as likely or
extremely likely. (See 6ig. 3.5.)
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The most likely consequence of reporting harassmenc was thac the victim
‘would be viewed as a crybaby. Cverall, stud reporung has

were believed to be more likely to experience neganve consequences from
their peers than from officers. For example, at each academy, fewer
respondents believed that it was likely or extremely likely thac the victim
would be viewed less favocably by the officer chain of command than by
the scudent chain of d
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Sexual Harassment Can Produce Stress

Our survey results indlicate that sexual harsssment can have detrimental
eifects on cadets and rmudshipmen. A correlation exists between a
student’s reported exposut= t sexual harassment and higher levels of
stress, and higher levels of stress were correiated with decreased interest
in staying ar the academy and making the military a career. However,
because many factors may contribute ¢o swass, we could not draw a direct
link becween harassment and decreased Interestin stanag at the academy
and making the mulitary a career.

Past studies by the Ment Systems Protecnon Board have suggested that
sexual har costs the federal government mullions of dotlars each
year. In surveys of federal employees in 1980 and 1988, the Board
estimazed the annual cost of sexual b ¢ €0 the gov at
$189 nullion and $267 million, respectively. The estimates were based on
costs related to job umover, | stress. reduced productivity, and
absenteetsm,

~

Victims of Sexual
Harassment,

Experienced Higher
Levels of Stress

Our quesdonnasre included {tems aimed at assessing how oten
respondents had expe: d various psychological and physical
Symptoms of siress. On the basis of social science research, we delineated
8 psychological stress symptoms—anger, fuszagon, isolation,
powerlesmesa, seif-doubt, nervousness, depression, and feeling that your
superiors are against you—and 15 physical stress sy couble
breaching, trouble sleeping, back pains, stomach problems, skin rash,
hesdaches, siffness or swelling of Joints, indigession, fatigue quickly,
trouble staying mleep, difficuity getting up in the moening, heart racing,
swaary hands, dirnness, and poor appedite. These items were summed to
provide scales of prycholosical and physical scress. Similarly, we summed
each respondent’s answers across all 10 harassment items to constructa
of the of experienced. We oansformed these
Sress and harasgment scales inco categories of nove, some, and high!

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 show the relstionship becween the amount of
harassment axperienced by academy scudents and the two measures of
stress.

" scures ware 20 ‘smen” i they full wihin one starniard dectancn siervs the
"an and Tgh” ¥ mery v oana The s ¥as “Weae” since mas.
mw“-un—uww—-mmw—n
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Figure 4.1: Relationship Satween Sexusi Hararament and Paychological Stress Among Academy Studenta

5

Pervent frequent o wrass

4 ¥ 58 ¥ 8 3 8 %

@

Hone Serw  High
Ameunt sl harssament e1persensed

Navel Acadenry Mittary Academy

Nane Seme Ngh

Alr Farce Acedemy

Source: Re5001341 0 GAO Quetaonnare.




Chapter 4
Sexual Harsscment Can Prodecs Stress

Figure 4.2 R, i Sexual b and Physical Strese Among Acsdemy Students

Prem indicating TIqUant FYMItems of pryscsl srves
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Source: Aes00ness 18 GAD quessonnane.

For the scudents az all three acaderues, greater exposure (o harassment
was assocated mth higher levels of psychelogical and physical stress. For
example, figure 4.1 shows thac about 40 percent of the students a¢ the
Naval Academy whose cesponses o the se¢ of harassment quesaons put
them in the high harassment cacegory were also in the high psychological
stress category, compared mith only abouc 12 percent of studencts in the
aone harassment category and 16 percencin the some harassment
category. in terms of individual psychological stress symptoms we found
a relanonstip becween those students who reported expenencing a high
degree of harassmenc and those who reported expenencing a high degree
of feelings of self-doubt. Regarding the individual physical stress
symptoms, there was 2 relatioaship between those students who reported
sxpenencing a high degree of harassment and those who reported
experiencing a high degree of tinng quickly.
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Non - Our survey included a quesaon aimed ac assessing how often students

Stre§§ :\Iay Increase thunk about leaving the academues. Figure 4.3 shows thac those students ac

Attrition each of the acadenues who reported expenencing a higher degree of
psychologcal stress tended o think more frequently about leaving the
academy For example, about 40 percent of the cadats at the Military
Acaasmy whose responses 0 the set of psychologcal soress symptoms put
them tn the tugh soess categocy were aiso those wno often oc exaemely
oiten thought of leaving the Academy.’

Figure 4.3: R Streas Expenenced ana Frequency of Thougnts About Leaving the
Academy

100 Percent wha (Nine <08t WawIng the ICAGIMY ONen OF SXITVMedy aNen
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Fouren’ Responses 1o GAD quesconnaire,

Academy students were asked how likely they were to make the military a
Stress May DEEEIT career. Figure 4.4 shows thae the greacer the amount of psi'chologicad
Some From Ma.lqng stress expenenced. the less likely the studencs at all three academies were

the Mlhtary a Career o express an wincent to make the mulitary a career.

1n,
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* The lower career mncent of those who expenenced greater stress 1s not
merely a redlection of lower caree. intent when they cnteced the academy.
When respondents were asked whether thetr motvanon to make the
mulitary a career had changed since they enceced the academy, those at all
three acadenues who experienced greater psycholoncal stress were more
likely to indicace that thewr moavanon to meie the qulitary a career had
decreased (see fig. 4.5).




Chapter 4
Sexual Sarsssment Can Produce Stress

R
Figure 4.5: Payenol i Stress Exp

100 Fercem wNe sy DAl MOHvRRIen tows S 4 MARATY COrTeY hag decreassd

Cow Aversqe Mign Avernge Migh Low Avernge High
Ameunt of peycnuisgrasl Hress 11peneneud
Milltsry Academy Navst Acadamy Alr Force Acsdenty

Sourcs: Reaponses 1o GAQ questonnaxe.

GAONSLAD-#4-8 DOD Fervice Acndemion




Chapter 5

Academy Actions to Eradicate Sexual
Harassment

The academies generally have complied wach the 000 mirumum cntena for
the mulitary services to use in developing programs to eradicace sexual
harassment In some areas, the acadenues have gote beyond these
mintmum cricena. However, the acad have not inely gachered
daz2 on the extent of sexual harassment over time. This has preciuded
them from evaluanng how well thewr policies and programs have worked.
The sexual harassment preventon progranis we reviewed a¢ other
orgaruzanons otfer different approaches chat may thelp the academues to
umprove their own programs.

Academies Have
Generally Vet DOD’s
Criteria for Effective
Sexual Harassment
Prevention Programs

In tus July 1991 memorandum, the Secretary of Defense directed each 0OD
component to impt a sexual har ¢t eradicanon program that
would incorporate, aca qunirum, the following seven elements:

+ annual policy statements that explain sexual harassment and reaffirm that

sexual hacassment will noc be tolerated: :
tequired trawning programs for ail personnel, with special emphasis on
how to idenaty and prevent sexual harassment
quality control mechamsms (for exarmple, unuc climace assessments) to
ensure thaz sexual harassment training is working:
prompt. thorough invesugagons and resolutions of every sexual
harassment complaing
procedures 1o hold commanders, supervisors, and managers accountable
for providing guidance to personnel on what constitutes sexual
harassment and how they can seek redress uf they belisve they are vicams;
designation of sexual har 2s a special interest jtem for review tn
appropnate [nspector General reviews: and

2bility for compli redected in annual performance raangs and
ficness reports as well as possible loss of benefits and impostion of
penalties.

Annual reports are required in response to this memorandum. The reports
are to include a record of plish 3 as well as plans for the future.

Academy Actions to
Comply With DOD Criteria

Annual Policy Statements

For the most part, the three academi plied wath the el of poD
guidance on sexual harassment prevenaon However, Inspector General
reviews have not included sexual har t as a special interest item.

The policy 3 of the acad are generally the same as chose
issued by their parenc services. Each academy erther makes reference to
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Training Programs

Quality Control Mechantsms

the service’s language in 1ts own stazements or issues the service policy
statement with an academy transruttal memorandurn. An examnation of

these policy s I led some cc 1 s but also
vananons i the 2mount of informanon provided. The common elements
were references o the definution of sexual h t, 2 statement that

sexual harassment will not be tolerated, a provision concernuing the
responsibility of commanders and supervisors i dealing with and

1i ang sexual har t, and some informanon about ways to deal
with sexual harassment

The policy statements varied in the information provided about formal and
informal avenues of dealing with sexual harassment, in references to the
possible consequences of sexually harassing someone, and in references
to education and training. For example, the Navy’s policy statement, which
was dissermnated throughout the Naval Academy, included a reference to
an annual training requirement for all Navy personnel The policy

- statement of the Military Academy also contained a reference to training,

but the Air Force Academy’s policy statement did not

Each academy provided sexual harassment prevention training to students
either as part of leadership orinh reiahons/equal
opportunity courses. Thus training covered such topics as values,
prejudices, stereotypes, and discrniminanon. In addition, the Naval
Academy conducted 1 day of trairung specifically on sexual harassment in
September 1992, The Naval and Military academies' tairung offered
expanded explananons of the types of behavior that consatute sexual
harassment. while the Air Force Academy’s traiung provided the limited
explanation contained in Air Force Regulanon 30-2, as well as language
refernng to quid pro quo and hostle environment stuanons.

Although the acadermues had each taken some steps to evaluate their equal
opportunity climate, 1t1s not clear that the results of the evaluanions were
linked to the effectiveness of ther- *raining programs. Since August 1990,
the Naval Academy has evaluated 1ts training program through annual
command assessment reviews that are part of its equal opportunity
program. .The reviews made general recommendations about the need to
continue sexual har education, emphasizing that information on
the definition, examples of behavior, and procedures w follow should be
included. In the fall of 1992, the Naval Academy conducted sexual
harassment training that included these elements.
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In February 1992, the Military Academy submitted a report on the
integranon and performance of women at West Point to the Defense
Adwisory Commutiee on Women in the Services. The report made
referencs to the results of several years of anntal surveys administered to
seniors that included questions on the integration of women, sexual
harassment, and other equal opportunity issues. The report 2iso provided
informanon on the extent of human relanons training cadets received.
However, tl> report did not link the survey results to the effectniveness of
trawneng. In addition, in the fall of 1993, the Military Academy's Inspector
General began conducting an equal oppormunity climate assessment at the
Academy. According to Academy officials, the assessnent has been
expanded w include students.

At the Air Force Academy, there have been two efforts involving a survey
orinterviews of cadets and a discussion of human relations taining. In
May 1952, the Academy submitted a report to the Defense Advisory
Comruttee on Women in the Services that referred to the March 1992
survey on cadet artitudes and behaviors, including sexual h (the
survey results ace discussed in ch, 2). The report noted thas the type and
magncude of problems revealed by the survey could be directly managed
with creative forms of educaon and proper role models. However, while
the report described the hurnan relahons core curriculum, it did not link
the survey results to the training progras

in carly 1993, at the Academy's req the Defi Equal Opporturuty
Mansgement Insutute assessed the equal opporturuty and
treatment/human relanons trainung programs at the Academy. The
Insutute assessed the “human relanons climate as good, even though
personal interviews (with cadets) revealed that sexist and raaist.
amitudes/behaviors and sexual harassment exist in the cadet
environment.” The Institute ratsed concerns about the development and
pr 10n of the h relations traning lessons. Specifically, it noted:

“All of the leasona contain biases and often focus sention on women and mindaties. This
constant focus oft runocities and women could create the percepaon that this oanung 1s
ifically for may 0 leam abowt munocity and wamen problems. ...
Additionally, cadets stated during personal internews that human relations prasentaions

Ar® not serfous and are conductad in a joking manone.”

In its report to the Academy, the Institute made several speaific
rece dations regarding education and training, including one to
establish a requirement tor periodic reviews of iessons o keep them
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Resoluaon

Accountability of Commanders
and Supervisors

current, accurace, and applicable. These recommendations were based on
incerviews with cadets and staf and a review of lesson plans. According to
Academy officials, the introductoty human relanons iesson and the
instructiona! approach used were sigruficantdly revised dunng the summer
of 1993. Through an experiennal approach, the exercise 1s aiced as
allowing cadets to feel the effects of either enjoying special favor or being
totally discegarded, both forms of discnmunadon. The tramning includes
viewing 2 ideo, followed by class discussion, and presents human
relanons wn a leadership context. [nsatute personnel have coaducted
traurung workshops on edual opporturuty policies and prowded facilitator
trawnung ac the Academy.

Each academy has a process for invesngating and resolving formal sexual
hacrassment compiaints, usually chrough the disciplinary system. In
addition to its discrplinary system, the Air Force Academy has a Socal
Acuons program to deal with equal opportunity issues. However, the
Defense Equal Oppormunity Management Insatute’s 1993 review at the Air
Force Academy {ound that the Social Actuons program was no< consistent
with Air Force-wide socal acuons programs. The Academy’s Soctal
Acuons Office is authonzed only to clarify the carcumstances swrounding
complaints and to make rec darions to cr ders as to whether
an inquiry or investigaton should be conducted. According to the
Insatute, ‘A majonty of the cadets interviewed perceived Social Acdons as
a threat and disciplinaty tool rather than a proacuve agency for helping
individuals. They said they wers very hesitant to use the prograat.” [n
response to the Insatute’s recommendanons. Academy officials told us
they plan to assign the responsibulity (or human relations to the newly
established Cencer for Character Development tn order o address the
student percepaon. The Center was created to address the internalizanon
of core values by cadets wath the goal of making human respect and
dignuty, moral and ettucal development, and h bl tandard
throughout the Academy.

The accountablity of commanders and supervisors 13 discussed in the
poiicy statements of all three acadenues. The policy statements make
reference to the role of commanders and supervisors and the procedures
for ensunng that sexual harassment is prevented and eliminated. The
Naval and Afr Force academies’ poticy include 1
prohibiting comunanders and supervisors from condorung sexual
harassment. They also refer to the responsibulity of commanders and
superisors to take action to ensure that the reapient of sexual

"

har is not subseq 1y the victim of repnsal or recaliation.

s
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Inspector General Reviews

Performnance Rarings and
Fitness Reports

AS of September 1993, no inspector general inspecnons chat included
sexual harassment preventon and educagon as a spectal interest item had
been condu ed at any of the three academues. The 000 [nspector General
has been conducdng inspectons thas included sexual har
preventon as a specizl interesz item since early 1992, However, since the
000 [nspector General generally conducts inspections of only pop-wide
agencies, it has not conducted an inspecaon of the acadermues. The
nulitary service inspectors general, which would be the appropriate
ies to insg the academies, have noc ducted inspecaons of the
d that included sexual hac as a special inceresc icem.

The Naval Inspector General, by reguladon, has designated sexual
harassment prevenaon and educanion as a special incerest icem for
command inspecuons, As parc of a 3-year cycle of inspecdng the three
major Navy educanonal insatutions,! the Inspector General has scheduled
an inspecoon of the Naval Academy for late 1994

The Army Inspector G l has d d sexual h asanitem
of interest and further described it as one of seven significant areas of
Army concerm According to an Inspector Genecal offical, the office has
not conducted an inspecgdon of the Milicary Academy within the last 3
years.

As of September 16, 1993, the Air Force Inspector General had desigriacsd
sexual harassment prevention and educanon as a special interest icem for
review during inspections. At this time, the Air Force Inspection Agency
has scheduled a management inspection of the Air Force Academy for
1996.

The militacy secvices hold their pecsonnct accountable (or compliance
with 00D sexual harassment policy in anpual performance racngs and
fitness cepors. The applicable category on the personnel evalusaon form
is support of equal opporturuty for the Navy and the Army and leadership
skills for the Afr Force. The acaderrues use the service personnel
evaluation forms in eval g personnel gned to the academies. Also,
the academies use a form simular to the service form to evaluace student
performance.

Whﬂnmm.munmwwmwuwWuCothntntlevytmf
sdecasonal Besnnona
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The Academies Have
Taken Additional
Steps to Deal With
Sexual Harassment,
but Program
Evaluation Efforts
Lack Systematic
Approach

The academues have taken a number of actons regarding therr sexual
harassment prevention and educanon programs that go beyond the seven
mnimum elements outlined in the 1991 000 memorandum. The addincnal
steps cover racking and morutoring sexval harassment tncaxdeats,

ablishing sexual har hotiines, providing counseling support
necworks. emrloying lessons learned from actual sexual harassment
inadents wn raiung siuanons, conducang studenc surveys and
discussions on sexual harassment and sexual misconduct, providing
gaung on fraternizanon, reaching students haw to write a lecter to a
harasser to stop che cifensive behavior, offering ratnung on cnull in the
classroom® and date-tape, and making vanious other institutional changes
tn deaiing with human relanons concems. However, none of the
academies has develcped usable trend data to assess the effecaveness of
its sexual harassment eradicanon program. The Military and Air Force
academmies, in parocular, have not conducted routine, systemanc program
evaluadons.

“Additional Steps
Academies Have Taken

The disciplinary system of each academy perrucs the racking and
reporung ot certain categonies of musconduct The Naval Academy’s
disciplinary system allows the racking speaifically of reported incidents
of sexual harassmenz, whereas the Military and Air Force academies’
systems allow tracking by general offense codes, such as conduct
unbecorung an oiticer and a gentleman‘gentlewoman or error tn
Jjudgmenc. The cases qacked wnchin each academy’s disaplinary system do
not include ail cases that onginace outside the system. such as cases
ininated by another invesaganve enaty.

Addidonaily. as part of the Command Managed Equal Opporcumty
program. the Navat Academy has begun mamntang a log of all informally
resolved. in-company complaints of harassment or deruat of equal
opportunuty. According to Académy officals, the logs w1l be used to
review the [req v and ser of L being made that
would net reach a level requunng formal conduc: acaon

Two of the acadenues have established advice/counseling hodines. In
December 1992. the Navy established a toll-free sexual harassment.
adwvice/zounseling hotline. The Naval Academy publicized the Navy hotine
in daily panted schedules of Academy events. In 1983, the Air Force

TThe Hllktary Acacemy deflrvesa * Sully” clemmroom as an atmosoiecs thas allenares zay sudent grout
rom the learmung proces. The AMOCnon of Amencan Colletes Gescribes & Cully Claxxoom dimate
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Academy sziablished a rape cnsis hodine, statfed by a comaussioned
officer. [n February 1993. the hodine was renamed the sexual assault
hodine. and it 1s now stailed by a nurse at the cademy hospual Unlike
the Navy hotline, the Air Force Academy hodine was esablished to deal
speciiically wath rape and sexual assault, buc no< to provide advice ot
counseling regarding sexual harassmenc The Military Academy does not
have a hodine for cadets.

A thurd step the acadenues have taken i secang up counseling suppore
necworks. Each academy provides counseling support through scudenc
counseling cencers and chaplans. The centers are stoffed by qawned
psychologists. G iy, students seeking such e ling are free (o
schedule an appoinament during 2 free penod in their sciredules.
Counselors are able to provide the student with limuted conddenaality.
Chaplains also provide counseling suppoct and are able to provide full
conddenaality.

Anodher acnon involves the pracnce of employnag lessons leamed from
actuai human relrxaons incidents in auning sizadons. n conducting coce
values crauung in fanuacy 1993 the Naval Academy modified the Navy
version of the aning and included some case les based on
Academy wncidents. The Air Force Academy recendy initisced a samular
app hwnt telations sducanon. Dring from an endier pracace
of using “Cadet X" letzars for honor educadon,? the Asademy developed
Cadec X letters for human relations problems. According wo the 1593
report by the Ad Hoc Comnuttee on Respect and Digruty, “this can be an
exTemely useful inechamusm for educanng cadecs abouc problem behavior
as well as increasing awareness of the actual dispokton of inadents.*

According to Naval Academy officials, in Augusc 1983, the Coramandanc of
Midshipmen met with more than 500 female scudents to conduct an
on-the-spot survey on sexual harassment and sexual rusconduct. He

tahulated the survey its and di d the resuits with the women.
The Commandant later met with male suidends w0 discuss the women's
survey results, solicit quesnoas. and encourage further discussion.
Anocher action taken by the Naval Academy was to conduct traurung for ail
students on fratemizadon in the {all of 1993.

ﬂhmmnmtmm&vlm“dhﬁnmmmh
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The Military Academy is providing trairung to second class (junioz) cadecs
on wriong a structured lecter to the harasser. Such letters are designed to
descnbe the incident, how the vicam felt about what happened, and what
the vicnm wants to happen to resolve the mamter. The Military Academy
also offers two additional programs, Chill in the Classroom and a
Date-Rape Psychodrama, which Academy officials characterized as
rendsacters in the feld of' gender integration. Academy otficials sad they
are continually being sought out by other insacutions of higher learnung for
adwice and counsel regarding gender integration issues.

air Force Academy otficials saud they have insaruted changes in how the
Academy addresses human relaions concems. These changes include
focus groups with nonasmbuaon thas allo v (or the {ree cross dow of
informadon becween students and stafl; informal chats becween Academy
seruor leadership and scudents: increased student involve ment in human
relanons educanon and the adjudication of human relanons concermns;
teams to deal wth issues idennfied in past surveys and focus groups; and
wncreased etforts to provide amely and mearungtul feedback to students
on human relanons 1ssues.’

Academies Have Not
Evaluated Their Sexual
Harassment Eradication
Programs in a Systematic
Manner

As discussed previously, the academies have, to varying degrees, evaluated
their sexual harassment eradicanon programs. However, their evaluatons
have not been systematic and have not ensured that data are comparable
from year to year. Without trend data, the academies have no way of
knowing whether the level of sexual harassment s decreasing.

Although a (ormal program evaluanon is not part of the 00D critena for
sexuz! harassment eradicadon programs, evaluagons provide (eedback
from the environment and are a basic tool for gauging progress.
Evaluations may be undertaken for a variecy of reasons: to judge the worth
of ongoing programs and to estimace the usefuiness of attempts to
improve them, to assess the unlity of innovanve programs and initiatives,
to increase the effecaveness of program g and administranion,
and to meet various accountability requirements.

Since 1990, the Naval Academy has conducted three annual command
assessments to evaluau its equal opportunity cl.unm (which mduda
idenofying and resolving equal oppor pr
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ACAOETONR. rOQIre thil ‘Tach FCKHNE sduCaOOn NWSHDON Rail, Mihin 60e resr of the eflecave

mumm . evalusta . nmnnmwmwmdmwm
+ . the crestman of stscents . .

Prge 62




Claptar 3
Acad sy Artiens o Eradicate Sexsal
Harassment

and concerns). According to Academy wisucaons, the assessment 1S ¢o
focus on the creamment and achievements of individuals. the overall
edecaveness of the equal opporturuty program, and follow-up acaons on
previously idennfied equal opporturuty issues. The assessments have
wvoived the collection of academic, mulitary, physical educadion, and
conduct data, including daca from surveys and incerviews of students. The
have concluded with reports  the Commandant, consisung
ofa y of the findings, conclusions. and ¢ daaons for
changes in the program. However. the Academy has had difficulty
compiiing the daza needed for these assessments. and the data developed
for ez:h assessment cannot be readily compared to analyze trends.
Companng the data 1s difficult in part because different teams have
cond d each and the team that conducted the most recent
assessment had difficulty decerruning the scurce and underscanding the
it of daca colt d from the previous two assessments.

Although the Military and Air Force 1 have eval del of
their equal oppocturuty programs, their efforts have been less focused and
systemadc than the approach caken by the Naval Academy. The effores of
the Military Academy to evaluate the elfecaveness of its equal oppocturuty
program have largely d of including several relanng o

q

the program in a survey admunistared lly wo Beqin in
1988, the survey included g on sexual b wncegratdon of
women and minondes, and other human relations topics. Since then,
however, some of the sexual hacassment questions wn the survey have been
reworded or dropped, hindenng the companson of responses across the
years. Also. by surveying only seuors. the Academy mussed the expenence
of three-quarters of the student body each year. The Academy official ac
the orfice responsible for ad; ing these surveys knew of no
documented actons taken as a result of the sucvey responses.

Since the spang of 1992, the Air Force Academy has takan several steps
toward evaluating its equal opportusuty program. in March 1992, the
Academy admi ed a cli survey on amtudes and behaviors toward
sexual harassment and racial discnmunanon © 3.900 of its studenca. In
February and March 1993, the Defense Equal Opportunity Management
Insatute evaluated the human relations program a¢ the Academy and made
recommendarions to improve it. in February 1983, prompted by a female
cadet’s allegarions that she had been sexually assaulted, the
Superincendent established the Ad Hoe Commuttee on Respect and
Dignity. Focus groups were held to discuss the human relstons climate at
the Academy, and data were collected through student and stall
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quesuonnatres, On May 20. 1993. the commuttee 1ssued a report explonng
numan relanons tssues at the Academy and recommending major
ireaaaves Lo correct the defiaencies it discovered. These recent steps
snow that the Academy 1s taiang a hard lcok 2¢ 1cs human relagons
climate. However, these acaons appear sporadic, rather than partof a
systemanc evaiuaaon of all elements of the Academy’s equal opportunsty
program,

As of November 1993, Air Force Ackdemy officials informed us that they
were considenng a proposal to establish an otfice for insatuaonal
assessment reporang direcdy to the Supenncendenc. If establisned, such
an office would combune mnsatuaonal quality wunaaves and assessment
efforts :nto a sngle office.

Other Options for
Sexual Harassment
Preventon Programs

The wincreased attenaon to che 1ssue of sexual harassmenct over the past
few years has generated addiaonal ideas trom a vanety of sources on how
to imorove programs aumed ac prevenong or dealing wath harassment.
Dunng our review, we idenofied approaches that mught prove etfecave at
the acaderues. Specifically, these approaches ace (1) expanding the
explananion of the range of behaviors that could be considered
appropniace, quesaonable, inappropnate. or sexual harassment

(2) publicinng sexual harassment policy and procedures thuough srudent
and staff handbooks and pamphiets; (J) suggesang vanous personal
suazefies (or informal resolutton, such as approaching the offender wath a
(nend, roommate. or adwviser; and (4) expenmenang with new approaches
and, topics (or sexual harassment oawung.

Manne Cormps acttons provide an example of how new trawning approaches
can be incorporazed. [n 1992, the Corps’ sexual harassment elirmunanon
tramning was revised to include an expanded explananon of potenaally
harassing or unacceptable behaviors. The course contained a discussion of
using a tratfic light to classiy behaviors. The green was unotfensive
behawvior, the red was offensive behavior In any arcumstance, and the
yellow was behavior that mosc people would find unacceptable and should
be avoided. Specific examples of behaviors n each color zone were
presented. This approach was includad in a January 1993 Secrecary of the
Navy insqucdon on Navy policy on sexual harassment.

The Amenican Counal on Education’s sexual harassment guidelines noced

that brochures descnbing what kinds of behavior consatute sexual
harassmenc 2nrd what the person who s harassed should do abouc it have

GAONSLAD-94-4 DOD Service Acndamien




Cheptars
Academy Acuisas o Erndicata Saxval
Harsssment

been used very successtully ona ber of college P . Although
the acadenues have no plans to publish such brochures. two services plan
t0 do so. The Navy plans to issue pamphlets expl g the compt
resoiuaon system and the investiganon and complaint procedures, The
Army has plans to publish a pampilet on sexual harassment.

Researchers on sexual harassmenc have oifered vanous personal
sracees for dealing with sexuai harassment? Among these opaons were
the wnang of a squctured lecter. descnbed eaclier as outlined in the
Military Academy sexual har t raineng course, Keeping a diary was
another opaon sirrular o wniang the soucoured letter in that both opaons
provided documentanion of the incident(s) and the vicam's {eelings abouc
1t They had the double benedit of allowing the vicam  puc the feelings
down on paper (an act that may provide some relief) and providing legal
evidence f needed Another opaon was a person a vicam could consult
wth 1n confidence withouc having to take any further acuon, f so desired.
Suchi a person could act as a third party 1n helping the vicam and the
harasser resolve the issue or 1n accompanying the vicam when taliang
with the harasser. This opdon 18 paracularly useiul because 1t heips people
of unequal rank to save face.

A 1992 assessment of the U.S, Coast Guard Academy recommended that
the Academy modify its approach 0 trzining abouc sexual herassment to
move away from large lectures about the topic. [nstead, the report
suggested the Academy train human relacons representanves to work in
small groups and use videotapes to explore case sicuanons. The report
recommended thar, as part of the small group @auning sessions, the
Academy employ both men and women in role-piaying siuanons designed
to dlustraze the types of inuanons that are off-limuts, ambiguous,
permussible under certain situanons, and perrussible at all tumes. In tarms
of the qauung content, the report ded thas the Academy p

the gaining in the context of understanding how sexual harassmenc or
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discruminanon affects working conditions, environuments, and the quality
of the leadership that future lead will provide.

According to Academy officials, as of the spring of 1991, the Aur Force
Academy has modified its human relations training in the direction of
smaller class sizes to increase classroom parucipanon. In the spring of
1993, cadet h relatons training included films, developed by the
Academy, depicang scenanos for use 1n discussions between students or
between students and faclitacors. Academy otficials also have told us that
they are binging in speakess as part of the leadership senes to address
human relanons and character development issues.

Conclusions

The data being collected by the academies is not adequate to judge the
progress chey are making in eradicadng saxuai harassment. For example,
the Military Academy s not gathering data from the tocal populagion (only
senior cadets) and is not asking similar quesaons trom year to year so that
compansons can be made. The Air Force Academy's recent steps focused
separately on Certain elements of its program, but did noc address all
aspects of Its program systemanically. The Naval Academy has conducted
three climate assessments, buc the data collected in these effores cannot
be readily compared across ame.

Without trend data, the academues cannot effectively evaluate their sexual
harassment programs, including those efforts to deter the harassment
from occurmng in the &rst place. The panap: ! objecuve of such
evaluanons should be to assess the extent to which specfic academy
efforts are contmbudng to the overall goa. of eliminanng sexual
harassment However, without knowing whecher sexual harassment has
been declining, the aczdemues vl noc be able to assess the effectiveness
of their programs or to decide whether to condinue exisung programs,
resqucture them, or insatute new ones. We believe that with litle
addibonal investment, the academues should be able to collect and analyze
relevant data, ~ -

Recommendations

To better achieve poD's goal of 2 sexual has free envir we
r d that the academy superi dencs take the {ollowng acdons:

Gather and analyze data, through routine reviews of case fles, student
surveys, and focus groups, on the extent of reporced and unceported
incadents of sexual harassment.
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Chapiar $
Acsdemy Actions s Eradicate Sexna)
Haressment

Evaluate, on a systemaric bass, the effeciveness of sexual harassment
eradicanon programs on the basis of such data.

f the eradicanon programs do not¢ prove to be effecave, instcute and
evaluaze new approaches (o work toward eradicsdng sexual har

These approsches may include ex ding the expl 1on of beh s
thae could consatute s2xual h g sexuai har

pamphiets or brochures, offesing lower risk confrontanon options, and
varying the methods and content of traning.

Agency Cormments O o e B O e ey waiea dhar oon
aware of conanung probl and s compr ty addressing these
problems at each of the academies. They also stated that the secvice
acadermues are leading institudons wn establishing gender and raczal
tolerant climates. On the bests of discussions mth agency officrals, we
have incorporated their commencs where appropaate,
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Appendix 1

Description of Questionnaire Methodology

The purpose of this appendix is to descnbe the methodology we used in
developing our quesa ire, our pling approach, the response rates,
the weightng of the dara. the procesang of completed questonnaires, the
sampling error, and other methodological issues.

Questionnaire
Development

Quesconnaire items were developed to address the full scope of our
review, whuch included other ssues besdes sexual harassment Qur wunal
quesnonpaire was developed. on the basis of interviews and a review of
previous intemal and external studies of the academues. for admunistracon
to Naval Academy nudshupmen. [n addinon, two separate questonnzires
were developed for adurustragon to academy faculty members and to the

hanl

s stadf, ¢ . and C 1

We pretested the Naval Academy quesdonnaire with a diverse group of
nudstupmen, represenang dufferent classes, genders, and race. The
quesaonnalres then went through extensive reviews, ncluding reviews by
(1) internal Naval Academy research personnel. (2) the research staff of
the Navy's study group on the treatment of women, (3) the Defense
Advisory Comsussion on Women tn the Secvices, and (4) our consultants
familiar with the d

The Naval Academy questionnaires were subsequently moditied to apply
to the Military Academy and the Aur Force Academy. Questonnatre items
were reviewed by the insatunonal r hand dant’s staffs ac
each academy to medify the terminology to apply o their academy,
elimwnate questons or response items that did not apply. and add
Quesnons OC responss items o address issues unique to thewr academy.
The modified quesnonnaures were precested ar the Military and Awr Force
acadenmues among groups of six to eight cadets, including women and
menonaes, and members trom all four classes. We used the same precest
procedures as ve had at the Naval Academy.

Sampling
Methodology

To ensure an adequate number of women and runonaes would be
wncluded, we used a straafied random sampie design that would aliow us
to oversamplie those two groups. Randomizanon was ac iished by
ustng the Last digit of the socal secunty number for selection.! We
selected one final digit for all cadecs and mudshipmen and an additional
final digit for women and munonty males, aimed at produang a sample of

The las four KIS Of JOCLL) JACUNTY MAMDETS Are eRentally 3 (andoo Gald dased on the orter
wrch uriividual 30CHI Secunty offices Proceas (W J0PUCADONS LY fRmTe, Selecnng one Ana At
Could b expecIad 0 Nexd A SA50H o wout 10 parcent,
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Descripden of Quescieanaire Hekor slogy

about 10 percent of white males, 20 percent of females, and 20 percent of
minoaty males.

For taculty members, we used a sumple random sample design, using the
last digit of the social secunty number w select 2 targe*. sample of about
20 percent at each academy.

Because of their limuted numbers, we targeted the encre population of the
commandant’s staff o(ficers oversaeing the student wrs, chaplans, and
lots at each demy rather than sampling.

Questonnaire
Response Rates and
Weighting of Data

The quesuc ires were adrunistered to Naval Academy mudshipmen in
December 1990 and to cadets at the Militacy and Asr Force academies in
March 1991. Those sclecced for the sample were noafied through academy
channels to report to cooms designated for the questionnaire
adminiszagon. The quesnonnaires were administered by our staf duning
what would otherwise be free ame for the respondents. Respondents ware
assured of anonymuty and aendance was not taken at the survey
adnunustrarion.

Completed questonnaires were received fom 527 Naval Academy
mudstupmen (a response rate ¢! :bou 4 percent), 469 Military Academy
cadets (a respoase race of about 86 parcent), and 493 Aic Force Academy
cadets (a response rate of wbout 91 percant).

Since we oversampled females and minorities, we needed to apply weights
to the cesponses w obtan populanon estimates, Raw weights were
computed by dividing the number of subgroup responses into the
subgroup populagon. However, appiynng raw weights would araficially
increase the number of cases and indats tests of stansacal sigruficance. To
avoid indated tests of significance. we used the aw weights to compuce
constrained weights, which when applied to the dasa make the number of
weighted cases equal the number of unweighted cases.’ Weights applied 1n
this manner yleld daca chac represent the total populagon without
distorung sigruficance tests,

For the (aculty, the questionnaires were administared In person by our
stadf at the Naval and Military academies and through the mayl at the Air
Force Academy. Questionnaires were completed by 122 faculty members
(19 percent of the populanon) at the Naval Academy, 132 (26 percent of
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the populadon) at the Military Academy, and 154 (27 percent of the
populanon) at the Air Force Academy.

For the Commandant's scaff, the quesaonnatres were adrnurustered in
person by our staff at the Naval and Military acaderues and through the
mad ac the Air Force Academy. Questonnatres were completed by 49 stad
memoers {94 percent of the populanon) at the Naval Academy,

61 (95 percent of the populanon) at the Military Academy, and 65

736 percent of the populanon) at the Aiwr Force Academy.

Processing of
Completed
Questionnaires

Ve reviewed and venfied each returned quesaonnare. Responses were
double-keyed. creanng two tles for eacn completed quesnonnair>. The
two dles were then compared for consistency and correctons made as

y. We then checked the overall accuracy of the keyed dara by
venfywng every tenwn record back to the responses in the completed
quesnonnaire. None of the mune sets of quesaonnaires reached an error
le=el o 1 percent.

Sarmpling Error

Since we surveyed ples of cadets, mudshup and faculty rather than
the entire populanons, the results we obtained are subject o some degree
of uncertaincy, or sampling error. Sampiing errors represenc the expectad
difference between our sample resulcs and the resuits we would have
obtaned had we surveyed the enare popuianons.

On the basis of our response rates, we esumate that our results can be
generalized to the cadet and mudshupman populanions at the 35-percenc
coruidence level wvith a maxamum samgpting error of plus or minus

1.3 percenc at the Air Force Academy, 4.4 percent at the Military Academy,
and 4.1 percenc at the Naval Academy.

For the academy (aculties, we esamate that the results can be generalized
to the faculty populanons at the 95-percent confidence level with a
maxamum sampling error of plus or munus 7 percent at the Aur Force
Academy, 7.3 percenc at the Military Academy, and 8.4 percent ac the Naval
Academy.

The sampling errors for various subgroups for which data ore cited in this
report appear in tab. s [L1. The decimal figures in the table show the
sampling errors that corespond to vanous percentages of respondencs
selecting a particular response ajternanve. For examgle, if we state that
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10 percent of Naval Academy fudshipmen responded in a given way, the
table shows a sampling ecror of 2.7 percent corresponding to *all
fudshipmen® and a 10 to 50 percent respoase splic. This means thar we can
be 95-percent confident that the percentage of rrudshipmen responding
that way tn the population would be mthin 10 percent plus or ounus

2.7 percent, or between 7.3 and 12.7 percent.

Taole IL1: Samoling Ecrors f0r Various Academy Sybgroups

Percentage solitin responses

Subgroup Pooulation  Samoie  GS¥S 1K 1v8S 2080 2978 3070 JWES w0

Navat / cacutny

Al Tugsniomen 4391

327 22 30 33 kK 33 39 10

Van 3.980

134 2.4 3.0 3.3 7 39 12 14 15

Women 41

93 39 .9 78 335 83 3.8 3.1 3.3

Facully 330

5.2 3. 53 73 78 78 3.1 33

Miktary Acagemy

Altcacets 1.296

2.3 2 3.5 3.8 40 22 43

Men

25 . 7 19 42 43 46 (%4

‘Women 454

7.0 . 9.1 9.9 103 0.6 10.5 03

Faculy

48 . 5. 8.7 71 7.2 T4 78

A Force Acacemy

All cacers

22 . 1 Jae 7 ‘1.9 41 42

25 .. 3.8 40 43 4.5 47 48

‘Noman

5.2 70 ] 30 3.3 33 3.5

512

4354

Men 3.804
350

555

40 58 5.0 G4 5.4 57 3.3

Methodological Issues

Scale Development

Our quesnonnaire included a set of 10 items aumed at deterruning the
extenc to which cadets and rrudshipmen personally expenienced various
types of harassment.-These items were developed based on a review of
Previous studies of harassment in other environments such as civil service
and the ruli’ary, as well as discussions with academy soudents and
officials. A scale measuring the exzent of harassment expenence was
creazed by summing cadet and midshipmen responses acroas all 10 forms
of rearment. This scals was bighly skawed since most males repocted .10
exposure to any of the 10 forms. The reliability of the scale was testad
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using Cronbach's coetfigent aipha. whuch ranged from 9.55 to 9.9 for the
thrae acadermues.

Our quesnonnaure also included items aumed at assessing how often
respondents expenericed vanous paysical and psychological sympeoms of
swess. These items were adapted from Sets of somanc compiaint and
suralar Kems used in vanous studies as indicarocs of stress and mental
health.? We constructed scales of physical and psychological stress by
sumnung, respecavely, the responses o 15 physical sympiom items and 8
psycholo@ical symptom 1tems. These summed stress scales had high
internal consistency (coe(ficienct alpha ranging from 0.83 to 0.85 for the
physical swess symptom scile and was 0.88 for the psychological stress
symptom scale at the three academmues). Both scales approxamated a
normal dismbugon.

We aansiormed these stress scale scores into categones of low. average,
and high. The transtormanon assigned respondents sconng berween one
sranaard deviagon above and below the mean to the category of "average.”
[n 2 normal dismbuton, this typically accounts {or slightly over two<hirds
of the cases. Scores more than one standard deviation beloa the mean
were assigned to the “low” category, and those more than one standard
devianion above the mean were assigned to the “high" cacegory.

10. Guni L Vercdt, and & Feid. Awncans View Thew Serval Heakth (Hew Yorks Bamc o, Inc.,
1960% T3, Langner, A Yrwarpcoe Raen 3 T Symeponn
MM‘MMMMNM&Mm.vu(lmnmsulmh.l&w.
. sorvmmon 2 solf CUNg GUPTEEBON UYVESOTY far Survey
, Yol 16 (1987) . 441447 ILD. Caglan, 5. Cod, JLP. Premch
r, Job Damance and Workrer Heaithe Maun £fTucts sl
U3 echien, st Weitars, 1STE).
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Senator SHELBY. I would ask you gentlemex: to summarize any
opening statements you want to make before we get into questions.

STATEMENT OF MARK E. GEBICKE, DIRECTOR OF MILITARY
OPERATIONS AND CAPABILITY ISSUES OF TAdE GENERAL AC-
COUNTING OFFICE

Mr. GEBICKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would be glad to do

that.
I would like to introduce Ms. Marti Dey, right behind Mr.
Beusse, here. She was the principal evaluator for GAO on this par-
ticular assignment and deserves a lot of the credit for the findings
that we are going to present today.

As you mentioned in your opening remarks, we did review sexual
harassment at the U.S. Military, Naval, and Air Force Academies
and we undertook this review at the request of Senator Nunn an
Senator Glenn. Also, we have addressed the report to this particu-
lar subcommittee, as you are well aware.

I am going to be presenting information, and I am going to do
this in just about 5 minutes for you, on the extent to which sexual
harassment occurred at the academies, the forms that it took, and
its effects on those who were subjected to it, as well as the acad-
emies’ efforts to eradicate sexual harassment. Our report issued
this week provides the detailed results of our review.

Sexual harassment can be very broadly defined as words, ges-
tures, or actions with sexual connotations which are unwelcome
and tend to intimidate, alarm, or abuse another person. It has been
reported as a problem throughout American society, including the
private sector, the Federal Civil Service, the military, and the aca-
demic world. Accordingly, sexual harassment reflects a societal
problem. A number of studies have found that more than half of
the female college students surveyed reported experiencing some
form of sexual harassment.:

DOD has a formal policy to, “provide an environment free from
sexual harassment.” In July of 1991, the Secretary of Defense di-
rected each DOD component to implement a program to eradicate
sexual harassment and established seven minimum requirements
fcr such a program.

The bottom line of our study is that the academies are not free
from sexual harassment. Although relatively few cases of sexual
harassment are formally reported, responses to our survey indi-
cated that nearly all academy women experienced at least one form
of sexual harassment in the 1991 academic year. We found that be-
tween half and three-quarters of academy women experienced one
or more forms of harassment at least twice a month. Women said
that the basis for the harassment was most often gender rather
than race, religion, or ethnic origin. Now, the most common forms
of harassment were verbal comments. Relatively few women re-
ported unwanted pressure for dates or unwanted sexual advances.

We also questioned the academy faculty and the staff, and the
findings were somewhat similar to what the students told us. For
instance, between 41 and 59 percent of the Commandant’s staff at
each academy, and between 32 and 40 percent of the faculty, per-
ceived that the average female academy student was exposed to
some form of sexual harassment on a recurring basis.
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Our survey took place in 1990 and 1991. Since then, the acad-
emies individually have done some of their own work, and their
studies corroborate the information that I have J'ust presented to
you. For instance, a Naval Academy study found that 53 percent
of female students wnd 31 percent of male students indicated sex-
ual harassment, whether it be subtle or overt, was a problem at the
Academy. !

A Military Academy survey of last year’s senior class indicated
80 percent of female cadets either observed or personally experi-
enced sexist comments in the last year. In a March 1992 Air Force
Academy survey, 78 percent of the female students and 52 percent
of the males said that they had heard sexist or demeaning remarks
about women on a daily basis.

Now, because the methodologies of the studies conducted by the
academies were dissimilar from the methodology that we used, we
really cannot tell whether there is an upward trend, a downward
trend, or if the situation is staying basically the same.

Senator SHELBY. How is the methodology different?

Mr. GEBICKE. Well, Mr. Chairman, the methodology that we used
was one of a random sample of all students in the academies at
that point in time, which was late 1990 and 1991. In an area like
this, to really look for trend data and to be able to analyze it, you
really want to ask the same questions the same way year after
year.

Senator SHELBY. Where you can follow the trend?

Mr. GEBICKE. Where you can follow the trend, exactly. The ques-
tions were posed a little bit differently.

Senator SHELBY. Why?

Mr. GEBICKE. I cannot answer that. I guess just different design,
different methodolo%:'es. There is no right way or wrong way to do
this. We are just talking about consistency, I think, and that is one
of the points I am going to make in just a minute, the area where
I think the academies could help themselves. Because if they had
a little better data and if it was a little more consistent, they could
then note the trends in the frequency of sexual harassment.

Senator SHELBY. All right. Go ahead.

Mr. GEBICKE. I mentioned to you at the beginning of my presen-
tation that the DOD had set forth seven minimum requirements
for a sexual harassment program. The academies have imple-
mented those seven steps, and they have even gone beyond those
steps in their attempt to eliminate or eradicate sexual harassment
at the academies. They published statements on the issue, they
have conducted prompt and thorough investigations of all reported
incidents, and they have put into place an extensive tracking mon-
itorin of incidents. So what has been done on the part of the acad-
emies’

One area where there was a falling short of the seven minimum
requirements is in the area of the Inspectors’ General review. One
of the seven requirements is that the IGs include sexual harass-
ment prevention and education as an item of special interest. That
has not been done. It is planned for two of the academies, but has
not been done in any of the three completely.

Moreover, and this is the point that you just made, Mr. Chair-
man, none of the academies has developed useable trend data to
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assess the effectiveness of its sexual harassment eradication pro-
gram. The Military and Air Force Academies have not conducted
routine, systematic program evaluations, and we believe that a dis-
ciplined evaluation approach is critical to determine whether cur-
rent efforts to eradicate harassment are working or new efforts
should be tried.

So in summary, academy officials have recognized the serious-
ness of sexual harassment problems. They have taken significant
steps aimed at meeting DOD’s goal of eradicating sexual harass-
ment. However, the data being céllected by the academies is not
adequate to judge their progress. Without trend data to determine
whether sexual harassment is declining, the academies will not be
able to assess the effectiveness of their programs or to decide
whether to continue the existing programs, restructure those pro-
grams, or institute new ones. In our report, we make several rec-
ommendations to the superintendents to help fill the gaps in the
academies’ sexual harassment programs,

Mr. Chairman, that is a very brief summary of our report, and
my longer statement, I assume, you will enter into the record.

Senator SHELBY. We have entered it into the record in its total-
ity.

Mr. GEBICKE. I appreciate that, and Mr. Beusse and I will be
glad to respond to any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gebicke foliows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY MARK E. GEBICKE, DIRECTOR, MILITARY OPERATIONS AND
CAPA.L.LITIES ISSUES, NATIONAL SECURITY AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS DIVISION

FURTHER EFFORTS NEEDED TO ERADICATE SEXUAL HARASSMENT

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcomm:ittee: I am pleased to be here today
to discuss our review of sexual harassment at the U.S. Miﬁtary Academy, the U.S.
Naval Academy, and the U.S. Air Force Academy. We wndertook this review at the
request of Scnators Nunn and Glenn, following severai highly publicized incidents
that occurred at the Naval Academy in 1989 and 1990.

I will be presenting information on the extent to which sexual harassment oc-
curred at the academies, the forms it took, and its effects on those subjected to it,
as well as the academies’ efforts to eradicate sexual harassment. Our report, DOD
Service Academies: More Actions Needed to Eliminate Sexual Harassment (GAO/
NSIAD-94-6, Jan. 31, 1994), provides the detailed results of our review. Some pre-
liminary results were first presented at a hearing before the Subcommittee on Man-
power and PPersonnel on June 2, 1992.

In conducting this review, we used a variety of data sources. We reviewed acad-
emy files on sexual misconduct cases, internal and external studies, and other indi-
cators (such as student publications and posters hung on bulletin koards). We ad-
ministered questionnaires to academy students, faculty members, and the Com-
mandant’s stafl at each of the academies during late 1990 and ecarly 1991. We re-
viewed the results of more recent surveys conducted by the academies to determine
whether our results were still valid. Also, we conducted focus group meetings and
informally met with other students to validate information from other sources. The
data we collected from the acadenies covered 1988 to 1993.

BACKGROUND

Sexual harassment can be broadly defined as words, gestures, or actions with sex-
ual connotations which are unwelcome and tend to intimidate, alarm, or abuse an-
other person. It has been reported as a problem throughout Arnerican society, in-
cluding the private sector, the Federal civil service, the military, and the academic
world. Accordingly, sexual harassment reflects a socictal problem. A number of stud-
ies have found that more than half of the female college students surveyed reported
experiencing some form of harassment In addition, a 1993 Harris Poll of public
school students in grades 8 through 11, commissioned by the American Association
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of University Women, showed that four of every five students have experienced
some form of sexual harassment in school.

The Department of Defense (DOD) established a Human Goals Charter in 1969
that calls for respect for the serviceman, servicewoman, civilian employee, and their
family members. The charter is the foundation of DOD's equal opportunity pro-

ms. DOD also has a formal policy to provide “an environment free from sexual

arassment.” In July 1991, the Secretary of Defense directed each DOD component

to implement a program to eradicate sexual harassment and established seven mini-
mum requirements for such a program.

RESULTS IN BRIEF

The academies have not met the goals of DOD’s Human Goals Charter or its pol-
icy of providing an environment that is free from sexual harassment. Although rel-
afively few cases of scxual harassment were formally reported, responses to our sur-
vey indicated that necarly all academy women neforted experiencing at least one
form of sexual harassment during academic year 1991. The most common forms of
harassment were verbal comments. Our survey also showed a relationshix between
students experiencing a high degree of sexual harassment and those feeling stress.

The academies generally have met and gone beyond the minimum requirements
DOD has established for sexual harassment eradication programs. For example, the
academies have published policy statements on the issue and have conducted
prompt and thorough investigations of reported incidents. Among the additional ac-
tions taken by the academies arc more extensive tracking and monitoring of inci-
dents and providing more options for reporting and dealing with harassment.

However, the inspectors general have not conducted reviews at the academies that
included sexual harassment prevention and education as an item of special interest.
Moreover, none of the academies has developed usable trend data to assess the ef-
fectiveness of its sexual harsssment ecradication program. The Military and Air
Force academies have not conducted routine, systematic program evaluations. A dis-
ciplined evaluation approach is critical to determining whether current efforts to
eradicate harassment are working or new efforts should be tried.

In reviewing the efforts of other organizations, we also identified several ap-
proaches to sexual harassment prevention that may prove effective at the acas-
emies.

SEXUAL [HARASSMENT CONTINUES AT THE ACADEMIES

The vast majority of men reported never having experienced sexual harassment.
We found that between half to about three quarters of academy women experienced
one or more of the following forrs of harassment at least twice a month:!

crogatory comments, Jokes, nicknames, or stories;

—comments that standards have been lowered for women;

—comments that women don't belong;

—offensive posters, signs, grafliti, T-shirts, or pictures;

—mocking gestures (whistles, catcalls, mock accents, slang expressions, etc.);

—derogatory letters or messages;

—exclusion from social activities, informal gatherings, or excursions;

—target of unwantied horseplay or hijinks; -

—unwanted pressure for dates by a more senior student; and

—unwanted sexual advances.

The harassment women experienced usually was verbal in nature. Few reported
unwanted pressure for dates or unwanted scxual advances. Women said the basis
for the harassment was most often gender, rather than race, religion, or ethnic ori-

n.

Academy faculty and stafl also perceived that sexual harassment of women was
a problem. For instance, between 41 and 59 percent of the commandant's staff at
each academy and between 32 and 40 percent of the faculty perceived that the aver-
age female academy student was exposcd to some form of sexual harassment on a
recurring basis.

Academy studies conducted in 1992 and 1993 confirmed that sexual harassment
remains a problem at the academies. In a 1993 Naval Academy climate assessment,
63 percent of the female students and 31 percent of the male students indicated sex-
ual harassment (subtle or overt) was a problem at the Academy. A Military Acad-

1The 10 forms of harassment that were included in our survey were derived from previous
surveys of harassment conducted amon‘[; Federal workers by the Merit Systems Protection Board
in 1980 and 1987 and a 1988 survey of active duty military onnel conducted by the Defense
Manpower Data Center. We tailored the itcms somewhat to the academy environments.
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emy survey of the senior class of 1993 indicated 80 percent of female cadets either
observed or personally experienced sexist comments in the last year. In a March
1992 Air Force Academy survey, 78 percent of the female students and 52 percent
of the males said that they had heard sexist or demeaning remarks about women
on a daily basis. Because the methodologies of these studies were not consistent
with our methodology, we were not able to evaluate whether the level of sexual har-
assment had changed.

WOMEN AT THE ACADEMIES TEND TO DEAL WITH SEXUAL HARASSMENT INFORMALLY

Research has found that because of a long history of silence on the subject, many
women fee! uncomfortable, embarrassed, or ashamed when they talk about personal
incidents of sexual harassment. Women tend to deal with harassment in ormally
through various coping behaviors, such as approaching the harasser, avoiding the
harasser, denyin tﬁc incident occurred, or making a joke of the situation.

Consistent with this rescarch, we found that only ‘a small fraction of sexual har-
assment complaints were formally reported. For example, our survey showed that
between 93 and 97 percent of academy women reported experiencing at least one
form of sexual harassment during academic year 1991. However, only 26 incidents
were formally reported, and most of these involved more grievous forms of sexual
misconduct. For instance, the most common type of reported behavior involved a
male student entering a female student’s room after hours and making unwanted
sexual advances (such as kissing, touching, fondling) toward the sleeping student.

The academics have many channels for surfacing grievances, Students perceived
that confronting the harasser was the most effective strategy. They also generally
felt that reporting an incident of sexual harassment through the chain of command
would make things better, the incident would be thoroughly investigated, and the
offender would be_discipfined. However, most students also saw negative con-
sequences of reporting an incident, such as receiving little support from peers, being
vie»;ed as a crybaby, being shunned, and recciving lower military performance
grades. ,

SEXUAL HARASSMENT CAN PRODUCE STRESS

Our survey results indicate that sexual harassment can have detrimental effects
on cadets and Midshipmen. We found a correlation between a student’s reported ex-
posure to sexual harassment and higher levels of stress. For exam le, we l}())und that
students who reported experiencing a high degree of harassment also reported expe-
riencing frequent feelings of self-doubt. Also, levels of stress were correlated with
decreased interest in staying at the academy and making the military a carcer.
However, because many factors may contribute to stress, we could not draw a direct
link between harassment and decreased interest in staying at the academy and
making the military a career.

ACADEMY PROGRAMS GENERALLY MET DOD STANDARDS

Sexual harassment eradication l§>r01§1-ams at cach of the academics generally met
\4

the minimum criteria estabiished OD. For example, each academy

—issued a policy statement on sexual harassment, though the content varied as
to the extent of information on ways to deal with sexual harassment and on the con.
sequiences of harassing someone;

—offered training as part of leadership courses or human relations/equal oppor-
tunity training courses; and

—took some steps to evaluate its cqual opportunity climate, although there was
not always a clear link between the evaluation results and changes in training or
other programs.

One areca where the academies had not met the DOD criteria was inspector gen-
eral reviews that included sexual harassment as a focus of pecial interest. The
Navy Inspector General intends to examine sexual harassment uring an inspection
scheduled for late 1994. The Air Force Inspection A ency has scheduled such a re.
view at the Air Force Academy for 1995. V\Fhi]c the irmy Inspector General has no
plans to conduct a review, the Militury Academy ‘nspector General recently con-
ducted an equal opportunity climate assessment that included Academy students,

ADDITIONAL STEPS TAKEN BY THE ACADEMIES

DOD has stated that it is aware of continuing problems and is comprehensively
addressing these problems at cach of the academies. It also stated that the service
aca&cmics are leading institutions in establishing gender and racial tolerant cli.
mates.
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The academies have taken a number of actions regarding their sexual harassment

revention and education programs that go beyond the minimum elements outlined
in the 1991 DOD memorandum. The additional steps include tracking and monitor-
ing sexual harassment incidents, establishing sexual harassment hotlines, ‘smviding
counscling support nctworks, employing lessons learned from actual sexual harass.
ment incigenta in training situations, conducting student surveys and discussions on
sexual harassment and sexual misconduct, providing training on fraternization,
teaching students how to write a letter to a harasser to stop the offensive behavior,
offering training on chill in the classroom? and prevention of date-rape, and making
various other institutional changes in dealing with human relations concerns.

ACADEMIES HAVE NOT EVALUATED THEIR SEXUAL HARASSMENT ERADICATION
PROGRAMS IN A ROUTINE, SYSTEMATIC MANNER

The academies have evaluated their sexual harassment eradication pro to
varying degrees. The Naval Academy has conducted three assessments of its equal
opportunity climate since 1990 by surveying and intewicwir:g students and collect-
ing other types of data. The assessments have focused on i ntifyinﬁlequal oppoi'-
tunit; lsexuafeharassmcnt ‘problems and recommending solutions. However, the
Naval Academy had difficulty cosapiling the data needed for these assessments, and
the data developed for each assessiment cannot be readil compared to analyze
trends. The Military and Air Force Academics have also evaluated elements of their
equal opportunity programs, but these efforts were less focused and systematic than
the evaluation approach taken by the Naval Academy.

OTHER OPTIONS FOR SEXUAL HARASSMENT PREVENTION PROGRAMS

As part of their sexual harassment eradication programs, other institutions (such
as the Coast Guard Academy and the American Council on Education) have under-
taken efforts that may have applicability at the DOD academies. Examples of these
actions include preparing and Jaistributin%)gamphlcts or brochures on the issue; ex-

anding the eig‘planation of the range of behaviors that can be regarded as sexual

arassment; offering a variety of personal strategies for dealing with sexual harass-
ment; and varying the methods used in, and the content of, sexual harassment pre-
vention training, For example, additional personal strategies could include seeking
advice in confidence or using a third party for help in resolving the issue or in ac.
companying the victim when talking with the harasser.

CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we believe academy officials have recognized the seriousness of sex-
ual harassment problems at their institutions and have taken significant steps
aimed at meeting DOD’s goal of eradicating sexual harassment. However, the data
being collected by the academies is not adequate to judge their rogress. Without
trend data to determine whether sexual harassment is declining, the academies will
not be able to assess the effectiveness of their programs or to decide whether to con-
tinue existing programs, restructure them, or institute new ones. In our report we
make recommendations to the academy supcrintendents to help fill the gaps in the
academies’ scxual haras:ment programs.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I will be happy to respond
to any questions from you or members oFthc subcommittee.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Beusse, do you have a separate report, or
do you go with this?

Mr. BEUSSE. No, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Your report addresses the issue of
underreporting of sexual harassment and the role that fear of re-
&r;isa] plays in discouraging the reporting of sexual harassment.

ould you elaborate on this issue for the subcommittee?

Mr. GEBICKE. Sure. There was a significant under-reporting. At
the time that we conducted our questionnaire—

Senator SHELBY. Is this at the Naval Academy?

AThe Military Academy defines a “chilly® classroom as an atmosphere that alienates any stu-
dent group from the learning process. The Association of American Colleges describes a chilly
clasaroom climate as a Icarning climate that subtly or overtly communicates different expoecta.
tions for women than for men.
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Mr. GEBICKE. All academies.

Senator SHELBY. All academies?

Mr. GEBICKE. All academies.

Senator SHELBY. All academies.

Mr. GEBICKE. Yes.

At the time we conducted our survey, there were 1,415 women
at the academies. They told us, through the questionnaire; that 93
to 97 percent had been sexually harassed at least once during that
year, 1991, So you are talking about roughly 1,350 women who in-
dicated they had been harassed. Yet during that same year, there
were only 26 cases reported.

Now, there is a big difference, as I mentioned earlier, in the
forms that harassment can take. When the women responded to
the questionnaire, of course, a verbal comment is considered a form
of harassment. On the other extreme, unwanted sexual advances
are also a form of sexual harassment.

What we find in analyzing the cases for a 6-year period, and we
started in 1988 and went up through last year, 1993, is there were
only 107 formally reported cases, 26 of which I mentioned occurred
in 1991, but the cases reported for the most part are the more sig-
nificant and the more serious cases of sexual garassment.

They include, for instance, incidents such as a cadet or Mid-
shipman jumping into bed with a female student while she is
asleep, sexual advances that take place during training or subse-
quent to training, and unwanted sexual physical contact. So these
are the types of cases we are dealing with that are reported.

We would not expect that all 1350 cases would have been re-
ported, and the women basically told us that they preferred to han-
dle those types of sexual harassment, those forms of sexual harass-
ment, on tmir own. They believe that was the most effective way

for them to deal with the person who had harassed them—to -

confront the individual.

Senator SHELBY. Sir, your report also mentions instances in
which male cadets or Midshipmen have entered the dormitory
rooms of sleeping female cadets or Midshipmen and touching and
fondling the sleeping females. Would you elaborate on that?

Mr. GEBICKE. Yes, that was troubling to us. There were, of 107
cases, I mentioned——

Senator SHELBY. How many?

Mr. GEBICKE. Well, there are 107 formally reported cases.

Senator SHELBY. One hundred and seven.

Mr. GEBICKE. Between 1988 and 1993. Sixteen of those involved
the case that you just described.

Senator SHELBY. Sixteen.

Mr. GEBICKE, Sixteen.

Senator CoaTs. Over a 5-year time period?

Mr. GEBICKE. A 6-year time period.

Senator CoaTs. Six years.

Mr. GEBICKE. Most of those are at the Air Force Academy.

Senator SHELBY. And what happened to these people?

Mr. GEBICKE. There is a whole range of things. Without yetting
into individual cases, some were expelled, some were given jproba-
tié){] and were disciplined. So there is a range of punishments avail-
able.

14
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Senator SHELBY. Based on your investigation and your state-
ments here, do you believe that this is rather prevalent conduct at
some of the academies or all of the academies?

Mr. GEBICKE. Jumping-into-bed-type situations?

Senator SHELBY. [Nods affirmatively.] )

Mr. GEBICKE. I would not say that it is prevalent. I would like
to believe, and we have no way of knowing this, that most of those
situations are formally reported, although I have to tell you, Mr.
Chairman, that there were two instances that were not reported
that were alleged to us during individual conversations we had
with female students, and, also, one acknowledged in a letter by
the mother of a female student. We have no way of knowing if
those actually occurred, but these are two situations that are not
included in the formally reported cases. Only two that we are
aware of.

Senator SHELBY. Sir, your report includes three recommenda-
tions, three, to assist the academies in achieving the DOD goal of
creating sexual harassment-free environments, which is what we
all want. Could you elaborate on these recommendations for the
subcommittee, especially the third recommendation which address-
es alternative approaches to be used in the event that the current
eradication program are not working? Mention all three first.

Mr. GEBICKE. Okay. The recommendation that is the most sig-
nificant one, I believe, that we made is the one that you talked
about earlier, and that is this: We have a program in place, and
we are making some efforts to eliminate sexual harassment in the
academies, but we do not know how well we are doing. We do not
know how effective the programs that we currently have in place
are because we do not have consistent data year in, year out.

The first thing we need to do is get consistent data so we can
determine what the trend is; then, to determine how effective the
various programs that we have in place are. The academies need
to stay abreast of any breakthrough techniques that might be effec-
tive in other locations that might have application in the acad-
emies,

There, we are talking about different alternatives that women
can use to confront an individual who she perceives has harassed
her. If you think about that for a minute, Mr. Chairman, that is
a difficult thing for an 18-year-old to do—an 18-year-old woman to
do—particularly if the harasser might be an upperclassman, in the
Academy environment,

Some of the suggestions that we made that were not rec-
ommendations, just some suggestions based on some things that
have worked well in other environments, included having the indi-
vidual confront the individual who harassed her with a peer or a
colleague or a friend. It might make it a little bit easier.

There are some other things that we mention in the report as
well that might be helpful. We are not saying that they are the
end-all and the be-all. We are just suggesting that these are some
other alternatives, as you askei

Senator SHELEY. Your report also indicates that the Department
of Defense generally—generally—agrees with the findings, conclu-
sions, and recommendations of the GAO report. Would you share
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with the subcommittee those areas in which the Department of De-
fense does not agree with the report, if there are any?

Mr. GEBICKE. I think there was pretty much full agreement, yes.
What we do not have at this point in time, because you know the
subcommittee is going to release the report today, they did formally
comment on our report, and indicated they concurred. And by law,
they are obligated within 60 days to respond on what actions they
are going to take with regard to our recommendations. So at that
point in time we will know a lot more, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Okay. Senator Coats?

Senator CoAaTs. Mr. Gebicke,; you said that nearly all of the acad-
emy women experienced at least one form of harassment, and 1 be-
lieve you indicated most of those, the most common form of harass-
ment, were verbal comments. Did you elicit what those comments
were? Did you survey the comments, as well as ask the question?

Mr. GEBICKE. No, we did not.

Senator CoaTs. Well, how could you tell if it was sexual harass-
ment if you did not ask for a verbal comment?

Mr. GEBICKE. It is the perception of the individual who believes
he or she was harassed.

Senator COATS. So you just asked the question, have you been
ha}r('a(slged? Or I should ask you, what was the question that you
asked?

Mr. GEBICKE. Let me tell you exactly how we did that. One of
the things we did in our design, and as Mr. Shelby mentioned, the
questionnaire that we used in late 1990 and 1991 included a Iot of
different topics in it. It was just not a sexual harassment question-
naire. It asked questions concerning hazing, disparate treatment,
along with sexual harassment.

When we got to the information that we -wanted to elicit on sex-
ual harassment, we did not label it as sexual harassment. Basi-
cally, here is what we said: Have you experienced any of the follow-
ing at the Academy since July of 1990? And, if any of these things
happer 2d, what do you believe was the primary basis for the way
you warc treated?

Then we listed about a dozen different situations. The first was
“derogatory comments, jokes, nicknames, or stories about your gen-
der, race, ethnic, or religious subgroup.” Then, “derogatory letters.”

Senator CoATs. And that is the category that you say most?

Mr. GEBIicKE. That is one of the categories. Most of them fall into
that category.

Senator COATS. By most, roughly what are we talking about?

Mr. BEussk. Really, the preponderance of the comments.

Senator Coats. So really, 50 percent?

Mr. Brussk. Yes, the comments

Mr. GEBICKE. Absolutely.

Mr. Brusse. There are comments such as, “Standards have been
lowered for women to allow the women to enter the Academy.”

Senator CoATs. Is that a typical comment?

Mr. Brussk. That would be one, yes.

Serfl)ator Coars. And that is considered a form of sexual harass-
ment!

Mr. Breusst. Yes, sir.

1y,

-
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Senator CoATS. For a male to say to a female the‘;' have lowered
the standards here for women to enter the Academy?

Mr. BEUSSE. Yes, sir.

Senator COATS. And that is clas:ified as sexual harassment?

Mr. BEUSSE. There is really a range, and this is one of the dif-
ficulties of trying to define this kind of an issue; you get at one ex-
treme incident such as Tailhook where the primary type of behav-
ior was very physical in nature.

Senator CoaTs. Right, and I think the testimony there was that
there were 26 reports over a 6-year period.

Mr. BEUSSE. Right.

1S(iendator CoAaTs. Which is about two a year, for all academies in-
cluded.

Mr. GEBICKE. It was 107 over a 6-year period. It was 26 in 1991.

Senator CoATs. Well, I am sorry. I misunderstood that. 26 in
1991 and 107 over a 6-year period.

Mr. GEBICKE. Yes.

Senator COATS. And those would involve some kind of physical
advance?

Mr. BEUSSE. Most of them, yes, sir.

Mr. GEBICKE. Much more grievous types.

Senator CoAaTs. I do not excuse this behavior in any way. I will
not do that. But it is important to get a handle on this, If eve
female at the Academy has said they have been sexually harasselg:
do we have an accurate measurement? How do we distinguish be-
tween a statement by a cadet or a Midshipman which they believe
to be true—whether they are right or not—that standards have
been lowered and they made that comment as a truthful statement,
but then have that statement be classified as sexual harassment?
How do we make the jump to someone &.serting what they believe
to be a truthful statement being charged with sexual harassment?

Mr. GEBICKE. I guess one of the things that could be suggested
would be if tha! :omment would even be appropriate. I mean, why
would that comment be necessary?

Senator COATS. One of the major requirements of the military is
that people perform certain physical duties. It is the nature of
training.

Mr. GEBICKE. I see. ‘

Senator CoaTs. I have not attended the academies, but I have
been through basic training and I know some of the things that are
required of even basic training. My understanding is that during
the plebe year, cadets and Midshipmen are required to go through
some fairly vigorous training. Some of that training, I assume, has
been adjusted for the inclusion of women in the academies.

There are certain physiological differences between men and
women, and I would guess that some of those standards had been
modified, or at least are different than they used to be. It would
seem to me a logical conclusion would be that the standards have
been changed because we now have women in the academies. It
does not necessarily mean, though some people would mean it to
be a sexual harassment, that a remark should be classified as sex-
ual harassment, but it is necessarily clear that somebody making
a statement, just a true statement, intends harassment? Senator
Shelby and I can visit the Academy or go through the summer
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training and make the statement that the standards are different
than when I went through basic training in 1966.

Now, if that statement is reported as sexual harassment, that
may skew the results. That is the point I am trying to get at. How
do we know, when the survey is so open-ended? It seems like a sur-
vey would ask about the category and then identify the remark, in
order for us to get a true assessment.

Mr. BEUSSE. There are a number of ways going about trying to
measure this. The Naval Personnel Research and Development
Center has basically approached it in two ways, one very similar
to ours, where they would ask how often this particular act or be-
havior occurred to you. The other way of asking it is, “Have you
been sexually harassed?” and when they ask it ‘in that way—*Have
?'ou been the victim of sexual harassment?’—they find a much

ower rate of incidence.

When you ask about specific activities—“Have these things hap-
pened to you?"—you find that more people say, “Yes, that has oc-
curred to me.” And as far as what is totally covered, it really be-
comes a question of people’s values and judgment on what they
want to include in that arena.

Many of these comments are, as we said, really more gender har-
assment than sexual harassment. They are kind of sexist com-
ments which, on the scale of things, do not appear quite as damag-
ing as the physical acts.

enator COATs. If I am in physical training and I do not do the
required »umber of ushups, and a female officer says, “You had
better toughen up, so?dier,’ am I sexually harassed? I would be cat-
egorized as such if I were answering the survey. I could say—what
is that first cate'%ory again?

Mr. BEUSSE. The category is, “The standards have been lowered
for women to enter the Academy.”

Senator CoAaTs. No.

Mr. GEBICKE. First, “derogatory comments, jokes, nicknames, or
stories about your gender, race, ethnic, or religious subgroup.”

Senator CoaTs. Well, I could consider that a derogatory comment
about my gender, could I not?

Mr. GEBICKE. Oh, you could perceive it any way. That is the
thing with sexual harassment.

Senator COATS. My point is on the survey, I could check that,
and it would be classified as a sexual harassment incident. But I
might not have interpreted it as such, The survey would not clearly
have identified what took place and whether or not it even re-
flected the respondent’s own conclusion of sexnal harassment. Yet,
the result of the survey is that every female at the Academy has
reported at least one incident of sexual harassment. That may not
be a valid statement, because of the structure of the survey.

Mr. BEUsSE. Based on someone else’s assessment—their assess-
ment—they may have felt that it was.

Senator CoATS. It is a subjective assessment.

Mr. GEBICKE. It is subjective.

Senator COATS. Ai.d there may well be some very blatant sexual
harassing activities, verbal comments that clearly ought, to be iden-
tified. But you did not identify them, so we have no way of assess-
ing them.
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Mr. GeBICKE. Well, I think if you look at the totality of the evi-
dence that we presented, and if you look at the questionnaires that
were completec? by the Commandant’s staff and by the faculty indi-
cating recurring sexual harassment—-

Senator COATS. I am not questioning whether there is sexual
harassment. I do not condone sexual harassment, I am asking if we
have measuread it correctly. Based on what you have told me, I do
ot see how it has been measured.

I am sure the superintendents will all acknowledge there is sex-
ual harassment. Unfortunately, there is sexual arassment in
every aspect of life, whether it is the U.S. Congress or the Acad-
emies or the IBM office down the street. 1 do not question that or
condone that at all. I am questioning how we measure it, what con-
clusions we are going to come to, and what recommendations
should be made based on those conclusions. And because sexual
harassment is serious I want to make sure we make the right rec-
ommendations, based on the best information.

I want to be sure we take the right steps. If my example of the
female officer saying},‘ “Soldier, you had better toughen up,” can be
classified as sexual harassment, then we are painting a confusing
picture. That is my point.

I have one othe~ question. Did I hear you correctly when you said
that a significant percentage of males also reported harassment?

Mr. GEBICKE. Not a significant percentage. A much smaller per-
centage of males.

Senator COATS. What was the nature of that harassment, to be
classified as sexual harassment? Was that female to male, male to
male, or both?

Mr. BEUSSE. Female to male. For example, we did have one case
of a female upperclassman sitting on the lap of a male underciass-
man as a physical form of sexual harassment.

Senator COATS. And was that a reported case?

Mr. BEUSSE. Yes, sir.

Senator COATS. And by significantly less percentage, do we have
any numbers or rough idea?

ir. BEUSSE. Not really, because as we noted there is a signifi-
cant amount of underreporting. So we have really no idea.

Senator COATs. Underreporting?

Mr. BEUssE. Of the cases we found, there were very few that
were women as the harasser and men as the victim.

Senator COATS. Is it conceivable that males and females could
have different definitions of what constitutes sexual harassment?

Mr. GEBICKE. They absolutely do. Yes, they do.

Senator COATS. So if that is true, then if the same standard were
used and it was identified, would the percentage of males reporting
sexual harassment be much higher?

Mr. BEUSSE. The sﬁecu]ation is quite possibly yes.

Senator COATs. I think my time has expired.

Senator SHELBY. Let me follow up on a question he just asked.
What about male-to-male sexual harassment? Did you find any
cases at any of the academies of that reported?

Mr. BEUSSE. Yes, sir. We did find some cases. We were not nec-
essarily classifying them as sexual harassment. One of the prob-
lems with dealing with this—-
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Senator SHELBY. But they could be, could they not?

Mr. GEBICKE. Yes. ‘

Mr. BEUSSE. The definitions—not all of the academies have a cat-
egory of events labeled sexual harassment.

Senator SHELBY. What about female-to-female, any of that?

Mr. BEUSSE. [Nods affirmatively.]

Senator SHELBY. The answer is ves. Is this listed in your report?

Mr. BrUSSE. I do not think we went into detail on the individual
cases.

Senator SHELBY. Well, did you speak of it? Is it mentioned?

Mr. BEUSSE. No, sir.

Senator SHELBY. It is not. Why not?

Mr. BEUSSE. The incidence rafe was very low.

Senator SHELBY. Okay. Do you have any other questions for this
panel, Senator?

Senator CoATs. No, but there are some questions here that I
want to pursue with the third panel.

Senator SHELBY. Okay. Gentlemen, thank you for your report
and thank you for appearing here today.

Mr. GEBICKE. Thank you. :

Mr. BEUSSE. Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Our third panel will be Lt. Gen. Howard D.
Graves, U.S. Army, Superintendent, U.S. Military Academ ; Lt.
Gen. Bradley C. Hosmer, U.S. Air Force, Superintendent, U.S. Air
Force Academy; and Rear Adm. Thomas C, Lynch, U.S. Navy, Su-
perintendent, U.S. Naval Academy.

Gentlemen, if you three would take your seats, I want to thank
the three of you for joining us here today to discuss these impor-
tant topics and issues, As you have seen, the Academy honor sys-
tem and the need to eliminate sexual harassment at the academies
are issues the subcommittee and indeed the full Armed Services
Committee deem very, very important.

I would like to begin by hearing an opening statements you
have regarding these issues, and if you %ave prepared statements,
they will be made part of the record in their totality. I would like
to begin here with General Graves and General Hosmer, then Ad-
miral Lynch. General Graves.

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. HOWARD D. GRAVES, U.S. ARMY,
SUPERINTENDENT, U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY AT WEST POINT

General Graves. Sir, thank you very much for the opportunity
to be here to discuss what really is the essence of the ofgcer corps,
and that is trust. We at West Point, as Ambassador Armitage said,
believe our sole purpose for existence is to develop leaders of char-
acter for the common defense. And we members of the leadership
of the Academy and the faculty and the cadet leadership see them-
selves as character developers. It is very important for us to look
at that as the foundai:iona{J reason for the academies, and I believe
we must strive to continue to do well all along.

This hearing is addressing two values that are critical to char-
acter development, in our opinion. We, as well as the Ariny leader-
ship who carefully monitor our progress in this area, andyprovide
us tremendous support, I might add, address two bedrock values.
The first one is honor; the second one is consideration of others. As
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a matter of fact, we use the short-cut. Bedrock one to a cadet is
honor. Bedrock two is consideration of others.

A leader of character is one that knows the difference between
right or wrong and then has the courage to do it. So as we develop
leaders of character, we are looking for leaders who are honest and
who treat each other with dignity and respect.

Looking at the first bedrock value, honor, it is important that we
at West Point consider our honor code in all we do. A cadet will
not lie, cheat or steal, nor tolerate those who do.

Senator SHELBY. Repeat that again.

General GraVES. A cadet will not lie, cheat or steal, nor tolerate
those who do. That is the minimum acceptable standard for a
cadet. Our goal is that we will rise above that minimum level.

We speak of the spirit of the code which is to go beyond the mini-
mum standard. The spirit of the code is that we revere honesty, we
revere fairness, we revere respect for each other’s person and prop-
erty. So we do not lie, not because lying is wrong, but because we
are committed to honesty. We do not steal, because we are commit-
ted to respecting others’ property. We do not cheat, because we re-
vere fairness. So what we are trying to do is build in the cadet, and
the future officer, a commitment to these higher values. Those val-
ues should be held in such high regard that they transcend per-
sonal relationships. A true friend would not call upon his or her
friend to lie, cheat, or steal on their behalf. So the very keystone
of the honor code is the non-toleration clause.

A very important part of our approach is that the cadets are the
stewar?; of the honor code. We do not speak of them as owning the
code, because the honor code belongs to the Corps of Cadets, West
Point, the Long Gray Line, the Army, and in fact, the Nation. But,
the current cadets are stewards of the code and perceive them-
selves in that role. In fact, they do run the honor system at West
Point. The chain of command of the Corps «f Cadets and the Cadet
Honor Committee are both very active in running the system which
is overseen by the Academy leadership. We work to assist the ca-
dets in adopting and appropriating the principles of integrity which
are inherent in the code.

We also provide continuous education and training. We provide
45 hours of instruction to the cadets on honor. We begin with the
plebes: What is a lie? Why is lying bad? th' do we base our pro-
fession on trust? We continue with upperclass cadets; we teach
them about the . rmy ethic and explain that we expect them to con-
tinue to be honorable as Army officers.

The staff ana faculty and the leadership of the Academy are in-
volved in the training. Over 180 members of our staff and faculty
are members of the Company Honor Education Teams that present
this 45 hours of instruction to the cadets. Then, informally of
course, these values are modeled by the staff and faculty, as well.
So, the total purpose of the Academy and the first priority is in de-
veloping leaders of character. For example, in an English literature
class, if an issue of honor or an issue of character comes up, the
instructor is expected to address that issue, and I believe they do.

Sir, bedrock two is consideration of others. We have found that
we accomplish more by discussing relationships between each other
in that generic collective term than by trying to identify tensions
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of sexual harassment, racial discrimination or ethnic discrimina-
tion. If we can deal with the fact that we should all treat each
other with respect and dignity, then we believe we car make more
progress. And, we have found that cadets are much more open to
discuss the issue in a positive sense.

Obviously, bedrock two receives a lot of command emphasis.
When I give a talk to a group of cadets or the staff and faculty,
I talk about bedrock two, consideration of others, treating each
other with dignity and respect, the golden rule, be kind, or similar
words. Command emphasis is very important.

We also have the Human Relations Council chaired by the Com-
mandant of Cadets, a general officer. The Council looks at issues
dealing with human relations, whether they are racial or gender is-
sues or what have you.

We teach 36 hours of education to the cadets in consideration of
others issues. Topics include discrimination; gender sensitivity, for
example, “chill in the classroom”, unintentional sexist comments
that might well chill a classroom environment; or more direct phys-
ical violations of consideration of others.

Then finally, we have the Cadet Consideration of Others Council,
committed to advising the leadership on issues involving consider-
ation of others. Let me stop right there, Mr. Chairman, and say
that I would be happy to answer any questions about our code,
about the system, and about the way that we are attempting very
hard to deal with these issues.

Obviously, any situation or any incident of sexual harassment is

something that we want to avoid. What we are trying to do is to
figure out the best way possible to do that.
[The prepared statement of General Graves follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY L. GEN. HOWARD D. GRAVES, SUPERINTENDENT, UNITED
STATES MILITARY ACADEMY, U.S. ARMY

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity
to discuss with you the two most important aspects of cadet leader development at
the United States Military Academy, %nor and consideration of others.

West Point exists for onc purpose: to provide the Nation with leaders of character
who serve the common defense. This purpose guides our programs today just as it
has since the Acadcmg was cstablished in 1802. Today’s hearing addresses the two
values that we regard as central to the complex process of developing the future
leaders of our Nation. So fundamental do we regard these values that we refer to
them as the bedrock values of cadet character development, At West Point, we refer
to Honor as Bedrock I; Consideration of Others is Bedrock I1.

A leader of character is onc who knows the difference between right and wrong
and has the moral courage to choose the harder right instead of the easier wrong.
A leader of character is also onc who treats others with respect and dignity, just
as he or she would like to be treated.

The first bedrock value is Honor. As you know, the Cadet Honor Code says, “A
cadet will not lic, cheat, or steal, nor tolerate those who do.” That code and the Mili-
tary Academy’s system of honor cd.cation and enforcement arc designed to foster
a commitment to moral-cthical excellence. We regard this code as the minimum cth-
ical standard to which cadets are expected to adhere.

It is important to note that the objective of our Honor Code and system is not
to stop at adherence to the code. We want leaders of character who will go beyond
the minimum to be men and women who arc honest, fair, and who respect the per-
son and property of others. This is the “Spirit of the Honor Code,” to go beyond the
minimum standard.

An important factor in the success of our Honor Code and System is that they
are run by the Corps of Cadets. We do not say that the cadets “own” the Honor
Code and System. }i)'hc Honor Code and System really belong to the cadets, the
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Academy, the Long Gray Line, the Army, and the Nation. However, the current
Corps of Cadets has “stewardship” over the Code and System.
¢ Academy leadership and the cadet leadership work together to assist the ca-
dets in adopting and appropriating the principles of integrity inherent in the Code.
The cadets, through the Honor Committee, supervise and administer the System.
The Academy leadership provides careful oversight and guidance to ensure fairness
and to provide continuous honor education and training. Company Honor Education
Teams, consisting of both cadet honor representatives and members of the staff and
faculty, provide ﬁ)rma] instruction, emphasizing the development of an honor ethic
and the spirit of the code. The Company Honor Education Team is led by the cadet
company commander. Cadet members of these Honor Education Teams focus on the
Honor Code at the Military Academy while faculty members on the teams focus on
rofessional and personal cthics in the Army. Over 180.members of the staff and
aculty are involved in the Cadet Honor Education program, which currently pro-
vides 45 hours of honor instruction to the cadets.

Honor is emphasized formallly in the classroom, but it is also modeled informally
by the stafl and faculty. Each faculty member knows that his or her principal dut{
is character development. Each cadel has an officer or a senior noncommissioned of-
ficer mentor who serves as a role model for that cadet. As the cadets observe these
mentors in their homes or elsewhere at West Point, they see leaders who dem-
onstrate honor and integrity as a way of life.

Mr. Chairman, 6 years ago, before I was appointed Superintendent, I served on
the Special Commission to review the Honor Code and Honor System at the Miiitary
Academy. I felt then, and I believe now, that the Honor Code represente a standard
of ethical behavior that functions effectively for the Corps of Cadets and which our
citizens should appreciate as a national asset. Furthermore, I feel that this standard
of conduct is one to which all American professionals should aspire. The Honor Code
and Honor System work, and in spite of various pressures to compromise, we cannot
and will not relax our standards and expectations of cadets at “vest Point. That
would be unthinkable and unconscionable. )

My second point deals with what we call Bedrock II, Consideration for Others.
The importance of inculcating in cach cadet positive attitudes in human relations
is readily manifest in our Cadet Leader Development System. We insist that cadets
treat all men and women with whom they come in contact with respect. Unless a
particular situation requires it, we do not isolate racial, gender, ethnic, or. religious
issues. They are all part of how we treat cach other, and that must be with dignity.

Consideration of Others is a national challenge, one which must receive our atten-
tion and a high priority. Within our Cadet Leaﬁcr Development System, we attempt
to develop in our cadets a commitment to 15 principles of leader-subordinate rela-
tions. Leaders are challenged, for example, to make clear to their subordinates their
commitment to the highest values of tﬁc military profession; to take the initiative
in open, two-way communications; and to promote self-esteem in subordinates.
Leaders arc also reminded that they must make corrections in a manner that re-
spects the dignity of the individ:aal. We teach cadets these principles in formal in-
struction, an& we attempt to model them daily to impress upon them the importance
of treating others with understanding. Our company tactical officers also provide
each cadet formal feedback at least once each semester on the cadet’s performance
in these leader principles.

Just as there are ways to educate and train cadets about honor, the Academy em-
ploys various mechanisms to enhance consideration of others. First, of course, is a
command emphasis. Ensuring proper treatment of all members of the organization
is a command responsibility. Although I certainly am not the first Superintendent
to emphasize this, when I assumed command of the Military Academy in July 1991,
one of the first principles I enunciated was, “Be kind.” That principle is Bedrock I1.
Last week I spoke with the entire West 1oint community in my semi-annual com-
mand interest briefing and reiterated the importance of mutual respect for onc an-
other. No matter how successful we are in this arca, we can never be satisfied with
our accomplishments. We must constantly evaluate our performance, reflect on our
purpose, and take action when appropriate. If violations should occur, we must and
we do take firm und decisive action against perpetrators.

Our Human Resources Council, chaired by a General Officer, the Commandant of
Cadets, is charged with oversight of training and education on issues such as preju-
dice, sexual harassment, and equal opportunity. Two recent initiatives by the Coun-
cil will illustrate the emphasis we place on positive regard for others. Last June,
we invited a training team from the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Insti-
tute to come to West oint to train cadets from cach company as Human Resource
representatives. More recently, we established the Consideration of Others Advisory
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Committee within the Corps of Cadets, a committee foermed to advise the chain of
command on Bedrock II concerns.

Our Human Resources Council also monitors all actions pertaining to Equal Qp-
portunity training and cducation. Last year, we conducted a comprehensive review
and revision of cadet human relations instruction. Now, each cadet receives 36
hours of sequential, integrated instruction on topics such as prejudice, sexual har-

" assment, discrimiiation, date-rape, and substance abuse. This instruction not only

strengthens the understanding and commitment of our cadets to Bedrock II, but it
also prepares them to carry out their leadership responsibilities in a muiti-cultural,
mixed-gender Army.

I continue to believe that the most important mechanism for ensuring proper con-
sideration for others is relentless chain of command interest and involvement. Is-
sues relating to equal opportunity and sexual harassment are monitored on a regu-
lar basis. We have just completed post-wide Inspector General focus group discus-
sions with members of the staffl anzix}aculty looking at how we are treating one an-
other and where adjustments may nced to be made. Now we are in the process of
conducting similar discussions among cadet groups.

We also provide annual training for all our instructors regarding their actions in
the classroom. They are shown how their words or conduct could inadvertently
“chill” the learning environment in their classroom through insensitivity to issues
of diversity. Everyone at the Military Academy is involved in this effort, and we
must keep working at it.

We at the Military Academy will continue to invest ourselves and our time and
effert to ensure that the future leaders that America has come to expect from West
Point, men and women whom this nation nceds, are leaders of character who re-
spect others and treat them with dignity. We will continue to do everything possible
to ensure that they are men and women of integrity who have internalizeg the val-
ues we have discussed here today. You expect tiis kind of leader from West Point,
the people of our country deserve no less, and we commit ourselves to continue to
provide such leaders of character for our Nation. Thank you.

Serfl)ator SHELBY. Senator Coats, do you want to maxc a state-
ment?

Senator CoATs. Mr. Chairman, I hate to interrupt you and Gen-
eral Graves. I apologize for interrupting your presentation. I made
a commitment last evening to Senator Mitchell, the Senate Major-
ity Leader, that I would be offering my amendment to the Goals
2000 bill at 1:00, and I need to honor that commitment. So I regret
I cannot be here to hear the other testimony and to ask questions,

I would like, Mr. Chairman, if it is permissible, to ask the three
panelists if they would either verbally, if there is time, or if it is
more appropriate to submit written answers responding to the
issue raised hy Ambassador Armitage. That is that the fin ing that

oung persons entering the academies come with a high sense of
Konor but that it is chipped away in the process of education at the
academies, that there are inconsistencies between underclassmen
and upperclassmen, that they see inconsistencies in the conduct of
administrators, faculty, et cetera. I would like your response to
that, number one.

And number two, I would like your response to the question that
I raised with the last panel relative to the surveys and the nature
of the question of the definition of sexual harassment, what your
experience is in your own surveys, in your own institutions, rel-
ative to that issue.

I apologize that I cannot be here to ask the question or to hear
the answer, but I promise you that I will look forward to reading
the answer, and I apologize for having to leave.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Lt. Gen. Bradley C. Hosmer, Superintendent of
the Air Force Academy.

Q00




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

197

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. BRADLEY C. HOSMER, USAF,
SUPERINTENDENT, U.S. AIR FORCE ACADEMY

General HosMER. Mr. Chairman, Senator Coats, I, too, would
like to thank you for the opportunity to testify today. And I should
open by saying that I agree with almost all of General Graves’
statement: everything significant which describes the role of the
honor system; the role of honor in the officer corps of the Army ap-
plies also to the Air Force; the role of character evelopment which
is absolutely to the development of officers, which is of course, our
mission; and the role of the cadet wing in our case as stewards of
that code for the Air Force as a whole.

Now, we are here to discuss the honor code and honor system
principally, as I understand it. This is a part of the Academy, Mr.
Chairman, which we believe is absolutely central to the mission of
developing tomorrow’s air and space leaders. We believe personal
honor or integrity is so important that we reflect it as the first
among three core values in our institution.

To underscore this point, Mr. Chairman, I offer a brief extract
from an article written by Mr. Jody Powell in 1984. Mr. Powell ran
afoul of the honor code at the Air Force Academy as a cadet. He
was dismissed, and later rose to deserve prominence in other work,
including as a White House Press Secretary. I offer his complete
article for the record.

Ser&ator SHELBY. Without objection, it will be made a part of the
record.

[The information follows:]

HonoRING THE HONOR CODE

(By Jony POWELL)

Almost 20 years a%o I left the U.S. Air Force Academy in, to put it bluntly, dis-
grace. Since the ecarliest days of childhood, an appointment to one of the service
academies had been my only i;oa]. I got the appointment, but 3% years later, in
the middle of my senior year, I cheated on a history examination, was caught and,
as the Cadet Honor Code required, expelled.

I returned home—neither with my shield or on it—on Christmas Eve, 1964, to be
greeted by deeply disappointed but loving and sympathetic family and friends. It
was the worst, and peculiarly, the best thing that ever happened to me. In a lifetime
with at least its share of transgressions, it remains the one mistake that I most re-
gret—and the one incident which taught me most about myself and about life.

For the 20 years since, | had wanted to go back, to visit the scenes and places
that marked the passage into a larger world of a young boy fresh from the farm.
But the time and circumstances never seemed quite right. Then came an invitation
to speak to a symposium on media and politics at the U.S. Air Force Academy.
There was no hesitation; I'd go. )

I arrived to find an institution that had changed a great deal, but with a feel as
familiar as if I had left yesterday. And an institution in the midst of the best and
worst of times. The antipathy toward everything military that characterized much
of our society in the late 1960s and carly 1970s had passed. The number and quality
of applicants have risen steadily for the past § years. Women make up 10 percent
of the cadets who march through the portal that says “Bring Me Men” across the

top.

lE!ut. the heart and soul of the institution, the principle I failed to live up to, is
in trouble. The Cadet Honor Code—"We will not lie, cheat, steal, nor tolerate among
us those who do”—is under critical scrutiny. A cheating scandal last spring con-
vinced cadets and officers that the system was not working, and the superintendent,
in a gutsy decision that he casily could have ducked, decided to acknowledge and
try to deal with the problem. He took charge of the administration of the honor sys-
tem and announced a full-scale review to determine what had gone wrong and what
changes might be needed to set things right again.
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My purpose is not to offer advice to those involved in that review, but to offer
encouragement and support and to urge understanding from the public at large.

One of the more disturbing discoveries that I made 20 years ago was that many
people were sympathetic to me because of their inherent unapoken distaste for the
virtues of military life. To them it seemed so zrbitrary, so harsh, so foreign to the
life that they knew, that there was a degree of satisfaction in seeing it fail. The idca
of an Honor Code that worked was beyond their comprehension, 8o there was a
tendency to look kindly on the living proof that it did not—at least not always for
everyone.

As news of the latest problems has appeared in the press, I hear similar responses
from friends in politics and journalism. And they are wrong.

Whatever the results of the Superintendent’s review, the Academy and its Honor
Code will continue to be different, more rigorous, more arbitrary, more harsh. And
that is as it should be. We ask those who make the military a career something
vastly different from any other group in society. Quite simply, their part of the bar-

ain is the willingness to forfeit life at our direction. “Go tell the partans,” says
the inscription at Thermopylae, “that here, obedient to their laws, we lie.” thus has
it ever been, and thus it will always be.

The teaching of a higher standard, a different a proach to life itself, is essential
to ensuring that this harsh, lopsided bargain will be kept. The problem now facing
the Superintendent is not new. To what extent must any institution accommodate
the mores of society as a whole? :

Those of us “on the outside™ have a stake in his wuccess. There is not much that
we can do to help, except to understand that, whatever he decides, there will still
be dproblems and “scandals” down the road (a standard that all can meet is no stand-
ard at all) and to appreciate the importance of the difference that he is struggling
‘t:xo ddeﬁne and preserve. If it is lost, society will be an even bigger loser than the

cademy.

For me, there is also a ﬁcrsonal reason for wishing the Academy well. The years
there meant more to me than any other period of my life, and the part that meant
most was the Honar Code I violated. Though I fell short, thousand}; did not. Their

example is a reminder that human bcinis are capable of much finer and better

things than we generally suppose. As suc , it is a challenge and an inspiration to
do bgfter—-in a \gorld tooyoflol:r)\p:hort of both. 8 P

Senator SHELBY. Go ahead.

General HOSMER. But an extract follows: “The Honor Code will
continue teo be different, more rigorous, more arbitrary, more harsh,
and that is as it should be. We ask of those who make the military
a career something vastly different from any other group in society.
Quite_simply, their part of the bargain is a willingness to forfeit
their life at our direction. A higher standard, a higher and different
a%proach to life itself, is essential to assuring that this harsh lop-
sided bargain will be kept. Though I fell short, thousands did not.
Their example is a reminder that human beings are capable of
much finer and better things than we generally suppose. As such,
itis a challenge and an inspiration tc do better in a world too often
short of both.” I find that statement very comforting to many par-
ents involved and young people who have themselves run af¥>ul of
the Honor Code.

The central role of honor in the military profession is fixed, I
would hold, but the world continues to change. Therefore, the sys-
tem that we have for developing a high sense of personal honor and
integrity in cadets has had to evolve as well. Like the Naval Acad-
emy and West Point, the Air Force Academy has also had episodes
involving an unusual number of honor violations. Most recently, it
happened to us in 1984. We have used these events as a call to re-
view our system. Since the last episode we have watched certain
indicators, trying to anticipate the need for change without the
need for a wake-up call like we had in 1984.

For example, in 1991 we saw signs that the cadet wing did not
have as strong a sense of ownership of the Honor Code as it could.
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We concluded this may be related to the extra steps taken in 1984
to protect due process, steps which stretched out the time a case
took to reach a final conclusion and which created many key steps
that were out of the hands of cadets. A commission chaired by ,tﬁe
General Counsel of the Air Force reviewed the due process require-
ments established in relevant case law, and recommended changes
which streamlined the process and increased cadet sense of owner-
ship. The recommendations were accepted by the Secretary of the
Air Force and implemented in 1992.

Those changes were helpful, but more seemed needed. We, there-
fore, established an internal review early in 1993, and imple-
mented their recommendations over the summer. These changes
had to do principally with the basis for deciding when to invoke
sanctions less than d)i,senrollment. We are pleased with the way the
cadet wing has reacted to those changes. For example, of the cadets
who have been found guilty of honor violations since the latest
changes, over three-quarters have admitted to the violation before
the case was heard by a wing honor board.

The task of developing officers with a high sense of personal
honor will continue to become more difficult if recent trends con-
tinue. Talented young people enter our Academy each year. Unfor-
tunately, some, not a majority, but some, have an extremely fragile
sense of, and little experience with, some important classic virtues,
and personal integrity is among those. We believe we must stay
tuned very closely to the prevailing attitude of cadets toward their
Honor Code and its supporting honor system to make the refine-
ments needed so that a high sense of honor continues to be part
of the makeup of every cadet.

Our Honor Code, sir, also includes the end clause, “will not toler-
ate those who do.” We believe it is also essential to the functioning
of the code and translating it to the regard an officer has for the
integrity of his unit and the importance of his mission. There is a
collective responsibility there.

And I will end my comments there, sir, and await your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Hosmer follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LT. GEN. BRADLEY C. HOSMER, SUPERINTENDENT, U.S. AIR
Fonck ACADEMY, USAF

Mr Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to dis-
cuss with you the Air Force Academy Honor Code and honor system—a part of the
Academy which we believe is central to our mission of developing tomorrow's air
and space leaders. We believe personal honor, or integrity, is so important that we
reflect it as the first among the three core values of our institution.

Mr Chairman, to underscore this point, I offer a brief extract from an article writ-
ten by Mr. Jody Powell in 1984. Mr. Powell ran afoul of the Honor Code as a cadet,
was dismissed, and later rose to deserved prominence in other work, including as
White House Press Secretary. 1 offer his complete article for the record. In part, Mr.
Powell wrote:

“This Honor Code will continue to be different—more rigorous, more arbitra
more harsh. And that is as it should be. We ask (of) those who make the mih-
lary a career somcthing vastly different from eny other group in society. Quite
simply, tHeir part of the bargain is the willingness to forfeit their life at our
direction. . . A higher standard, a different approach to life itself, i essential
to ensuring that that this harsh lopsided bargain will be kept. . . ’I’hough I fell
short, thousands did not. Their example is a reminder that human beings are
capable of much finer and better things than we generally suppose. As such,
{)t ]fl a challenge and an inspiration to do better—in a world too often short of

oth.”
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The central role of honor in the military profession is fixed. But the world contin-
ues to change. And therefore, the system we have for developing a high sense of
&flzrsonal integrity in cadets has had te evolve as well. Like the Naval Academy and

est Point, the Air Force Academy has also had episodes involving an unusual
number of honor violations, most recently in 1984. We have viewed these events as
a call to review our system. Since the last episode, we have watched certain indica-

tors, trying to anticipate need for change without the need for a “wake up call” like
we received in 1984.

For example, in 1991 we saw signs that the Cadet Wing did not have as strong
a sense of ownership of the Honor Code as it could. We concluded this may be relat-
ed to the extra steps taken in 1984 to protect due process—steps which stretched
out the time a case took to reach a final conclusion, and which created many key
steps that were out of the hands of cadets. A commission, chaired by the General
Counsel of the Air Force, reviewed the due process requirements established in rel-
evant case law and rccommended change:. which streamlined the process and in-
creased cadet sense of ownership. The recommendations were accepted by the Sec-
retary of the Air Force and implemented in 1992.

Those changes were helpful, but more seemed needed. We therefore established
an internal review early in 1993 and implemented their recommendations over the
summer. These changes had to do principally with the basis for deciding when to
invoke sanctions less than disenrollment. We are pleased with the way the Cadet
Wing has reacted to these changes. For example, ofp the cadets who have been found
guilty of honor violations. since the latest changes, over two-thirds have admitted
to the violation before the case was heard by a Wing Honor Board.

The task of developing officers with a high sense of personal honor will continue
to become more difficult if recent trends continue. Talented young people enter our
Academy cach year. Unlortunately, some have an extremely fragile sense of, and lit-
tle experience with, some important classic virtues, personal integrity among them.
We believe we must stay tuned very closely to the prevailing attitude of cadets to-
ward their honor code and its supporting honor system—to make the refinements
needed so that a high sense of honor continues to be a part of the makeup of every
cadet and graduate.

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you. Qur nextdpanelist is Rear Adm.
’llx‘ho(rlnas C. Lynch, U.S. Navy, Superintendent of the U.S. Naval
cademy.

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. THOMAS C. LYNCH, USN,
SUPERINTENDENT, U.S. NAVAL ACADEMY

Admiral LyNcH. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. I, too, appreciate
this or,portunity to appear before you today. I would like to read
my statement.

Over the years, the Naval Academy has taken considerable pride
in the ri%or and caliber of the education and professional develop-
ment of future naval officers. It is a leadership institution which
enjoy : a reputation for scholarship and high standards of profes-
siona. performance and conduct.

Today’s hearing addresses several areas fundamental to our mis-
sion of developing the future leaders of our Navy and our Nation.
Mr. Chairman, I recognize that one of the reasons we are here
today is to discuss the compromise of the electrical engineering ex-
amination at the U.S. Naval Academy. As Superintendent, I accept
full responsibility for that occurring under my command. I also ac-
cept full responsibility for taking the action required to correct
problems that may exist and to improve the effectiveness of our
character development program.

Today, I would like to review with the committee the electrical
engineering issue, present information on our ethics and honor pro-

am, and discuss the changes we are making to address the find-
ings of the Inspector General, the Board of Visitors review chaired
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by Ambassador Armitage, and our own internal review. I will also
discuss actions we have taken relative to the GAO report on sexual
harassment.

First, I would like to review our mission, the importance of char-
acter development, our honor concept, and provide the committee
with information on our ethics and honor development program.

The mission of the Naval Academy is clear and has been fun-
damentally unchanged since its founding nearly 150 years ago: To
develop Midshipmen morally, mentally, and physically, and to
imbue them with the highest ideals of duty, honor, and loyalty in
order to provide graduates who are dedicated to a career of naval
service.

This mission is the cornerstone of our strategic plan which was
developed in 1991. Honesty, integrity, and respect for the dignity
of each individual are central to the core values of the Navy, and
are the focus of the Naval Academy’s strategic plan.

A leader of character knows the difference between. right and
wrong. A leader of character has the moral courage to do that
which is right because it is right, despite any pressure to take an
easier, more expedient path. A leader of churacter treats others
with respect and dignity and ensures that every person is given the
opportunity to fulfill his ¢r her complete potential.

The honor concept at the Naval Academy has been at the core
of our training and professional development since its inception in
1951. Midshipmen are persons of integrity. They do not lie, cheat,
or steal. This simple statement sets for.h three essential elements
of personal integrity. These elements are . ot sufficient to define in-
tegrity for a young person who is about t.. enter a world full of
challenges and constant change.

Integrity cannot be defined by a detailed set of rules and proto-
cols of what to say and what to do, of what to avoid and what to
overlook. It must become a part of each individual’s personal ethic
and behaior. To develop the future leaders of our Nation, we must
develop persons of the highest moral integrity and character who
have made a personal commitment t¢ know what is right and to
do what is right at all times.

To prepare Midshipmen to meet this standard, a comprehensive
indoctrination, training and education program must be integral to
each Midshipman’s experience. Honor training and education is
conducted by the Commandant and his staff, the Professional De-
velopment Division, and the Academic Dean. And I will tell you
that I will skip this part of my statement just to say that in each
of those areas, the Commandant, his battalion officers, the 36 com-
pany officers, are working daily with each and every Midshipman
to instill in them those values that we hold so dear and to hold
them accountable and responsible.

With the Academic Dean, we have an ethics curriculum that pro-
vides required courses within the curriculum for each Midshipman.
In our professional development we have a continuum of leadership
where we talk ahbout the principal center of leadership, the tenants
of Dr. Covey, TQL, ethics, morality, and personal integrity.

When new Midshipmen arrive for plebe summer, they are placed
in a realistic military environment, the focus of wiﬁch is the prac-
tical application of?’eadership. During this summer they receive
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lectures on the honor concept, participate in honor workshops, and
evaluate ethical case studies. They are also introduced to the Navy
and Marine Corps’ core values of honor, courage, and ‘commitment.
They also receive instruction in the Navy’s rights and responsibil-
ities to reinforce the concepts of honor and trust. In addition, Mid-
shipmen squad leaders and officers in the plebée’s chain of com-
ma:;dl provide training and serve as visible positive leadership role
models.

During the academic year, all Midshipmen of all classes are eval-
uated continuously in leadership performance. They receive, and
are counseled on, at least one fitness report each semester and for
each summer cruise. Among the counseling areas and in each per-
formance evaluation the focus is on the character development.

While honor is emphasized formally in the classroom, we also
rely upon the faculty and staff. Members of the faculty and staff
are expected to be the role models for Midshipman character devel-
opment. We must continue to bring quality officers to the Naval
Academy who bring with them real life experiences to amplify the
need for integrity in the daily lives of military officers.

Mr. Chairman, despite the programs and efforts I have just de-
scribed, the fact 1s honor violations do occur, and a significant com-
promise occurred in the electrical engineering examination. The IG
reported that Midshipmen may have either cheated or lied to cover
up their involvement or the invclvement of others taking the EE
311 exam. This is a very unsettling and disturbing report, despite
the ultimate resolution of each case. It is evident to me that we
have failed to recognize the changes in our society and that we
have failed, with some Midshipmen, in our effort to inculcate our
concept of honor.

It is clear from the report of the Board of Visitors’ Honor Review
Committee, the Inspector General’s report, and our own internal
honor review, that honor and development of personal integrity
must be put in the forefront of Midshipman training, and I intend
to do just that. ,

In his report of the exam compromise, the Inspector General pro-
vides his assessment of my-own standard of personal integrity. Ad-
miral Bennett spoke of my personal commitment to the Honor Con-
cept as a way of life, and of the dilemma he believes I could face
in accepting the fact that some Midshipmen may not hold that
same standard.

First, I appreciate these comments about my integrity in my
daily actions. And yes, it is true that I found it a{most unbelievable
that any Midshipman would knowingly and repeatedly lie to inves-
tigators. It is the antithesis of all that we teach and all that we
believe. Personal integrity is the heart of leadership, the very core
of our profession, and is what the service academies are all about.

Nevertheless, that is the finding of the Inspector General. Fur-
ther, the IG, the Board of Visitors, and even many Midshipmen
lacked confidence that the EE 311 cheating cases were resolved
fairly and impartiallfr. Although the IG found no indication of any
wrongdoing or actual conflict of interest in the review of the cases
previously handled by the Honor Boards, we cannot ignore the
communication shortcomings that contributed to that perception.
That is why we have removed the Naval Academy honor systern
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from further consideration of the EE 311 cases. For my part, I re-
gret any actions or statements I may have made that could have
contributed to this perception within the Brigade.

The process now in place to resolve the cases identified by the
IG was done to ensure all who have a direct interest in the out-
come—alumni, parents, individual Midshipmen—will have the ut-
most confidence in the process. This is an essential element of re-
building Brigade confidence in the honor concept as a way of life,
not simply a pitfall to be avoided. This will also allow all of us at.
the Academy—Midshipmen, faculty, coaches, staff, and myself—to
focus totally on the changes that need to be made to improve the
climate of honor. ;

The December 1993 Board of Visitors Review chaired by Ambas-
sador Armitage, the IG report, as well as our own internal review
and experience, identify areas where change is needed. The Board
of Visitors has submitted nine recommendations to improve the
substance of the honor concept and 14 to improve its process. I
strongly endorse the recommendations of the Board of Visitors com-
mittee and have directed that those recommendations within my
authority be implemented. -

I have established a character development program. This will be
headed by a senior Navy captain or Marine colonel who will report
directly to me. This officer will be responsible for coordinating and
implementin% a Naval Academy-wide character development plan
to ensure all academic, professional, military, athletic, religious,
and extracurricular activities are properly integrated. Training and
education needs to be coupled with living, breathing, and reinforc-
ing the concepts of honor and character day in and day out, in Ban-
croft Hall, in the classroom, on the playing fields, in every activity.
Reinforcement must be by every Midshipman, every officer, every
faculty member, and every employee. Success will be achieved only
when we reach each Midshipman as a person, and they adopt as
their standard the highest principles of honor and integrity.

I will ensure that the unfortunate incident regarding the EE
exam provides a baseline assessment from which required change
is made. I will establish and evaluate quantifiable measurement to
determine the effectiveness of our efforts. I am fully committed to
ensuring that the Academy provides a proper atmosphere and that
every graduate has the personal honor and integrity required to
lead the fine men and women of America’s Armed Forces. We must
ensure our high standards are met, and we must not waiver from
our commitment when they are not.

We must instill in every Midshipman the fundamental precepts
of human dignity and respect for each individual. OQur Midshipmen
bring to us a diversity that is a key to our strength and future suc-
cess. But this diversity also brings with it a challenge to address
the cultural and societal influences that are part of each Mid-
shipman’s background before he or she entered the Naval Acad-
emy.

Ensuring respect for every individual is a national agenda, and
one that we are addressing as a top priority. We stress the need
for an unyielding commitment to principles that support the full
empowerment of each individual. It is at its core a leadership issue.
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In December of 1989, an incident involving a woman Mid-
shipman occurred ac the Naval Academy that received national at-
tention. This incidant served as a catalyst for a series of assess-
ments concerning the treatment of all Midshipmen, with a particu-
lar emphasis on women, by a number of groups both internal and
external to the Academy. Following this incident, the first signifi-
cant action taken to address the treatment of Midshipmen was the
issuance of a general order which prohibited unwanted physical
contact between Midshipmen.

“The thrust of all the some 100 recommendations that we had,
and we have implemented since then, was to emphasize that mu-
tual respect and consideration of others are fundamental to our
core values. All these recommendations were implemented and
verified by a board of visitors and the Secretary of the Navy.
Among the changes was a complete restructuring of the forth class
development program, which now emphasizes positive leadership,
team building, and respect for the worth and di%nity of others. Par-
ticular attention is placed on breaking down barriers relating to
the ethnic, gender, and racial diversity of the Brigade which may
have accompanied an incoming class.

Since my arrival, the Naval Academy has developed a strategic
plan and focused additional attention on the Command Manage-
ment Equal Opportunity Program. These initiatives have proven
effective in addressing issues that have arisen. We have identified
areas of concern that undermine Midshipmen attaining their full
potential. In respon=e to these concerns, action has been taken to
eliminate behavior and attitudes that detract from our goal of mu-
tual respect and full empowerment.

The Naval Academy continues to concentrate our leadership, our
time, and our effort to ensure that our graduates embody the high
standards that cur Nation has come to expect. We will ensure that
our graduates are persons of integrity who can answer the chal-
lenge of our mission to produce leaders who have the potential for
future development in mind and character to assume the highest
responsibilities of command, citizenship, and government.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Lynch follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY REAR ADMIRAL THOMAS C. LYNCH, SUPERINTENDENT,
UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY

Mister Chairman and members of the committee: Over the years, the Naval Acad-
emy has taken considerable pride in the rigor and caliber of the education and pro-
fessional development of future naval officers. It is a leadership institution which
enjoys a_reputation for scholarship and high standards of professional performance
and conduct.

Today’s hearing addresses several arcas fundamental to our mission of developin
the future leaders of our Navy and our Nation. Mr. Chairman, I recognize one o
the reasons we ar here today is to discuss the compromise of the Electrical Engi-
neering exam at we United States Naval Acudemy. As Superintendent I accept full
responsibility for that occurring under my command. I also accept full responsibility
for taking the action required to correct problems that may exist and improving the
effectiveness of our character development program.

Today I will review with the committee: the Electrical Engineering issue, present
information on our ethics and honor program and discuss the changes we are mak-
in%to address the findings of the Inspector General (IG), the Board of Visitors
(BOV) review chaired by Ambassader Armitage and our own internal review. I will
also discuss actions we have taken relative to the GAO Report on sexual harass-
ment.
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First, I would like to review our mission, the importance of character develop-
ment, our honor concept and provide the committee information on our cthics and
honor development program.

The mission of the Naval Academy is clear and has remained fundamentally un-
changed since its founding ncarly 150 years ago: “To develop Midshipmen morally,
mentally and physically and to imbue them with the highest ideals of duty, honor
and loyaity in order to provide graduates who are dedicated to a career of naval
service and have potential for future development in mind and character to assume
the highest responsibilities of command, citizenship and government.”

This mission is the cornerstone of our Strategic Plan which was developed in
1991. Honesty, integrity and respect for the dignity of cach individual are central
to the core values of the Navy and arc a focus of the Naval Academy’s Strategic
Plan.

A leader of cni racter knows the difference between right and wrong. A leader of
character has the moral courage to do that which is right because it is right, despite
any pressure to take an casier, more expedient path.

A leader of character treats others with respect and dignity and ensures that
every person is given the opportunity to fulfill his or her complete potential.

The Honor Concept at the Naval Academy has been at the core of our training
and professional development since its inception in 1951. Simply stated, it affirms
that R‘Iidshipmcn arc persons of integrity. They do not lie, cheat or steal.

While this simple statement sets &)rth three essential elements of personal integ-
rity, these clements are not suflicient to define integrity for a young person who is
about to enter a world full of chailenges and constant change. Integrity cannot be
defined by a detailed set of rules and protocols; of what to say and what to do; of
what to avoid and what to overlook. It must become a part of cach individual’s per-
sonal cthic and behavior. To develop the future leaders of our Nation, we must de-
velop persons of the highest moral integrity and character who have made a per-
sonal commitment to know what is right and to do what is right.

To prepare Midshipmen to meet this standard, & comprchensive indoctrination,
training and education program must be a~ integral part of each Midshipman’s ex-
perience. Honor training and education i, conducted by the Commandant of Mid-
shipmen and his staff, the Professional Development Bivision, and the Academic

ean.

The Commandant of Midshipmen, through his staff of 6 battalion officers and 36
company oflicers, provides primary oversight for the military and professional devel-
opment programs of Midshipmen with an emphasis on leadership. The focus is to
develop in Midshipmen the highest sense of personal honor, integrity, accountabil-
ity, and unqualified personal responsibility.

Qver a 4 year period the Commandant and his battalion and company officers ac-
complish this requirement through close contact with the Midshipmen they lead on
a daily basis inside Bancroft Hall, which houses all Midshipmen, and throughout
the Naval Academy complex.

When new Midshipmen arrive for Plebe Summer, they are placed in a realistic
military environmen!; the focus of which is the practical application of lecadership.
During Plebe Summer, Plebes receive lectvres on the Honor Concept and participate
in Honor Workshops, which evaluate cthical case studies. They are also introduced
to the Navy and Marine Corps’ Corc Values—Honor, Commitment, Courage. In-
structicn in the Navy's Right,s and responsibilities reinforces the concepts of honor
and trust. In addition, Midshipmen squad leaders and officers in the Plebe’s chain
of command provide training and scrve as visible positive leadership role models.

During acagcmic year (August-May) Midshipmen of all classes are evaluated con-
tinuously in leadership performance. They reccive, ﬂ& are counseled on, at lecast
one fitness report cach semester and for each summer cruise. Among the counseling
areas and in cach performance evaluation the focus is on the character development
of ecach Midshipman.

Within the Division of Professional Development, Midshipmen attend courses in
all 4 years addressing cthics, Principle-Centered leadership and character develop-
ment. These courses have been expanded in the last 2 years. The first clasa to com-
plete the 4 year continuum will be the class of 1996. 'f‘hc leadership theory taught
i-? ]t.lhc Professional Development c¢lassroom is applied by Midshipmen inr{lancroft

all.

This practical and theoretical training is rcinforced with required and elective
course work offered by the Academic Dean. All Midshipmen are required to take a
two-course sequence in the humanities which provides background in cthics by ex-
ploring the origin und development of Western values. In thesc courses Midshipmen
study Western thinking on ecthical bchavior, as well as the philosophical
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underpinnings of the Constitution. Many Midshipmen also select ethics-oriented
courses for their humanities electives.

While honor is emphasized formally in the classroom, we also rely upon the staff
and faculty. Members of the faculty and stafl are expected to be the role models for
Midshipman character development. We must continue to bring quality officers to
the Naval Academy who bring with them real life experiences to amplify the need
for integrity in the daily lives of military officers.

Despite the programs and efforts I have just described, the fact is honor violations
do occur and a significant compromise occurred in the Electrical Engineering exam.
The IG reported that Midshipmen may have either cheated or lied to cover up their
involvement or the involvement of others in taking the EE 311 exam. This is a very
unsettling and disturbing report, despite the final resclution of each case. It is evi-
dent to me that we have failed to recognize the changes in our society and that we
have failed, with some Midshipmen, in our effort to inculcate our concept of honor.

It is clear from the report of the Board of Visitors’ Honor Review Commitize, the
Inspector Gene-els roport on the EE 311 examination and our own Commandant’s
Working Group on Honor that honor and the development of personal integrity
must be put in the forefront of Midshipmen training, and I intend to do just that.

In his report on the compromise of the EE 311 examination, the Naval Inspector
General provides his assessment of my own standard of personal integrity. Admiral
Bennett spoke of my personal commitment to the Honor Concept as a way of life,
and of the dilemma he believes I could face in accepting the fact that some Mid-
shipmen may noi hold that same standard.

First, I appreciate these comments about my integrity in my daily actions. And
yes, it’s true that I found it almost unbelievable that any Midshipman would know-
ingly and repeatedly lie to investigators. It is the antithesis of all that we teach and
alfthat we believe. Personal integrity is the very core of our profession and is what
the Naval Academy is all about.

Nevertheless, that is the finding of the Inspector General. Further, the IG, the
Board of Visitc¢ss and even many Midshipmen lacked confidence that the EE 311
cheating cases were resolved fairly and impartially. Although the IG found no indi-
cation of any actual conflict of interest in the review of the cases previously handled
by the Honor Boards, we cannot ignore the communication shortcomings that con-
tributed to this perception. That is why we have removed the Naval Academy Honor
System from further consideration of these 133 cases. For my part, I regret any ac-
tions or statements I may have made that could have contributed to this perception
within the Brigade.

The process now in place to resolve the cases identified by the IG was done to
ensure all who have a direct interest in the outcome, Alumni, parents, individual
Midshipmen, will have the utmost confidence in the process. This is an essential cle-
ment of rebui]din% Brigade conlidence in the Honor Concept as a way of life, not
simply a pitfall to be avoided.

Tﬁis will also allow all of us at the Naval Academy—Midshipmen, faculty, stafl
and myself—to focus totally on the changes that need to be made to improve the
climate of honor.

The December 1993 Board of Visitors Review chaired by .Armbassador Armitage,
the recent IG Report on the Electrical Engineering Exam as wetl as cur own recent
review and experience identify areas where change is needed. The Board of Visitors
has submitted 9 recommendations to improve the substance of the Honor Concept
and 14 to improve its process. I strongly endorse the recommendations of the Board
of Visitors committee and have directed that those recommendations, within my au-
thority, be implemented.

I have established a character development rrogram. This will be headed by a
senior navy captain or marine colonel who will report directly to me. This officer
will be responsible for coordinating and implementing a Naval Academy-wide char-
acter development plan to ensure all academic, professional, military, athletic, reli-
gious and extracurricular activities are properly integrated. .

Training and education needs to be coupled with living, breathing and reinforcin
the concepts of honor and character . . . day in and day'out . . . in Bancroft Hall,
in the classroom, during athletic programs . . . in every activity. Reinforcement
must be by every Midshipman, every officer, every faculty member and every em-
ployee. Success will be achieved only when we reach cach Midshipman as a person,
and they adopt as their standard the highest principles of honor and integrity.

I wil ensure that the unfortunate incident regarding the Electrical El-l neerin
exam provides the baseline assessment from which required change is maﬁle. I wil
estab}}sh and evaluate quantifinble measurements to determine the effectiveness of
our efforts.
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I am fully committed to ensuring that the Academy provides the proper atmos-
phere and that every graduate has the personal honor and integrity required to lead
the fine men and women of America’s Armed Forces. We must ensure our high
standards are met, and we must not waiver from our commitment when they are
not,

We must also instill in every Midshipman the fundamental precepts of human
dignity and respect for every individual. Our Midshipmen bring to us a diversit,
that is key to our strength and future success. But tﬁis diversity also brings wit|
it a challenge to address the cultural and societal influences that are part of each
Midshipman’s background before he or she entered the Naval Academy.

Ensuring respect for every individual is a national agenda, and one that we are
addressing as a top priority. We stress the need for an unyicldingI commitment to
principles that support the full empowerment of every individual. 1t is, at its core,
a leadership issue.

In December 1989, an incident involving a woman Midshipman occurred at the
Naval Academy that received national attention. This incident scrved as a catalyst
for a series of assessments concerning the treatment of all Midshipmen, with a par-
ticular emphasis on women, by a number of groups both internal and external to
the Naval Academy.

Following this incident, the first significant action taken to address the treatment
of Midshipmen was the issuance of a general order which prohibited unwanted
physical contact between Midshipmen outside the athletic arena. The purpose of
this general order was to serve as a near-term preventive measure while long term
initiatives werc being identified by the ongoing assessments. At the conclusion of
these initial assessments, a composite list of more than 100 recommendations was
compiled, briefed to our Board of Visitors, and approved by the Secretary of the

avy.

The thrust of these recommendations emphasizes that mutual respect and consid-
eration of others are fundamental to our core values. All of these recommendations
were implemented and verified by our Board of Visitors and the Secretary of the

avy,

Xrynong the changes was a complete restructuring of the Fourth Class Develop-
ment Program which emphasizes positive leadership, team-building, and respect for
the worth and dignity of others. Particular attention is placed on breaking down
barriers relating to tgc cthnic, gender, and racial diversity of the Brigade which
may have accompanied our incoming classes.

Since my arrival, the Naval Academy has developed a Strategic Plan and focused
adaitional attention on the Cornmand {danagcd Equal Opportunity Program. These
initiaiives have proven cffective in addressing issuecs tﬁat have arisen. We have
identified areas of concern that undermine Midshipmen attaining their full poten-
tial. In response to these concerns, action has been taken to eliminate behavior and
attitudes that detract from our goal of mutual respect and full empowerment.

The Naval Academy continues to concentrate our leadership, our time, and our
effort to ensure that our graduates embody the high standards that our Nation has
come to expect. We strive to produce young men and women who are leaders of
character and who treat all others with dignity and respect. We will ensure that
our graduates arc persons of intc¥ﬁt who can answer the challenge of the mission
of the Naval Academy to produce lcaders who have the “potential for future develop-
ment in mind and character to assume the highest responsibilities of command, citi-
zenship, and government.” )

Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Admiral Lynch, would you describe for the sub-
committee, if you can, what you believe to be the underlying causes
of this problem, this scandal? What event or events happened or
did not happen over time to create an environment in which such
a large number of Midshipmen would think it acceptable to violate
the honor concept?

Admiral LyncH. That is a very good question, Mr. Chairman,
and it is one that racked my brain since this thing first came to
my attention. I look back, and it touches on what Senator Coats
mentioned earlier. I look back and I believe that 30 years ago this
could not have happened at the Naval Academy when I was a Mid-
shipman. I tried to assess what has happened.
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Ambassador Armitage says there has been a chipping away of
the values of the Midshipmen while they are there as Midshipmen.
I think it is a little more significant than that. I think that when
you look "at our society as a whole—and when I arrived at the
Naval Academy in the summer of 1960 and was taught the honor
concept: The I\/Fidshipmen will not lie, cheat, or steal—that was the
same concept that I learned from my home from my parents, rein-
forced by my coaches and my teachers, reinforced by my music, my
literature, my radio, my TV),, my culture. So it was not that big a
deal for me to subscribe and sign up to the honor concept at the
Nl?va] Academy and understand what personal integrity is all
about.

Over 30 years, I look at our society today and I see there are
many factors influencing young people today. They are still good,
wonderful, young men and women that come to us, I 1t I think that
we must understand that our definitions may not be their defini-
tions. We found that out in Tailhook because we had a stand-down
and talked about our core values of honor, courage, and commit-
ment. It took time to look into each individual person and talk
about what we mean by honor, courage, and commitment. What is
it all about? What is personal integrity? Why is it so important?

As I told the Brigade at that time, there is not a member of the
Brigade that does not understand that to use a false ID card is an
hcnor violation, and you risk separation from the Naval Academy.
Bu: I was not sure, and what we needed to do, and we need that
perscnal time, is to discuss with each and every member that it is
not something that you do just when you are in uniform or only
while you are on duty at the Naval Academy. It is the heart and
the essence of our personal integrity. It is what we are all about.
And that is why it is an honor offense to use a false ID card. And
it makes no difference that all of society may be doing it of your
age group. Those things take time and they take a personal assess-
ment.

Over the years, I look back and say that we have trained the
same way as when I was a Midshipman. We have not done it any
differently. Today, I say what needs to be done is not only training,
but education, feedback, constant feedback, constant reinforcement,
and total participation by everyone at the Naval Academy. And
that is what we learned from this event, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. What do you believe are the responsibilities of
a superintendent regarding the honor concept? You have alread
mengioned some of them, so go ahead. What are your responsibil-
ities?

Admiral LYNCH. Weli, I think it has been said before that I think
each of us, as superintendents of the Naval Academy, we consider
our primary duty at a service academy to be character development
of our young pzople. Obviously, they are going to come to the Naval
Academy, ang we will develop them morally, mentally, and phys-
ically. They are going to receive a good education. They are going
to participate in all types of athletics and be physical{y fit when
they graduate. They are going to be well trained to go out in the
Navy and the Marine Corps, in my particular service academy.

But it goes much beyond that. What makes us different from any
other school in the country is the character development, the per-
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sonal development, the personal integrity that we develop in each
and every one of our Midshipmen. That is what is my responsibilivy
as Superintendent of the Naval Academy, and I take full respon-
sibility for that. I said in my statement I accept that responsibility.
I hold myself accountable for what has occurred, and I believe I
know what we need to do to solve the problem in the future to see
that this does not reoccur, sir.

Senator SHELBY. What about the Commandant? The same thing?
Responsibility?

Admiral LYNCH. The -Commandant works directly for me. He is
in my chain of command. He is like the dean of students at a civil-
ian school, so he and I are obviously hand in glove, and we work
very closely together. He also understands that everybody in the
chain of command must understand that that is our primary re-
sponsibility.

Senator SHELBY. There are several recogizable milestone deci-
sions in the evolution of this scandal: (1), your decision to ask
NCIS to pursue a criminal investigation; (2), your decision to use
honor board systems to adjudicate cases developed by NCIS in
their criminal investigation; (3), the decision or lack of a decision
to use a second investigation to go beyond the criminal investiga-
tion to determine the extent of the cheating; (4), your decisions and
those of the Commandant and Midshipmen regarding the original
11 cases forwarded to the Commandant; (5), your decision to appeal
to the Brigade to come forward with information regarding the
compromise; and (3), the tasking of the Inspector General to con-
duct an investigaticn.

[The information .5llows:]

(1). I selected NCIS because of their professional investigative expertise and be-
cause the scope of the compromise may have included criminal conduct by faculty,
#nd civilian stafl as well as Midshipmen. I considered an NCIS investigation the
most effective way to investigate and to hold individuals accountable. NCIS was not
called in just to investigate who compromised the exam and how it was done. Cer-
tainly I wanted to know that but I also made it clear to NCIS that I wanted to know
the extent of the compromise.

On December 16, F992 1 requested that NCIS undertake a comprehensive inves-
tigation of the compromise of the Electrical Engincering Exam 311. I wanted to get
my arms around the problem. In the military, chcatinghis a criminal offense, that
is, conduct unbccominf: an officer or Midshipman by cheating. NCIS investigated
this and other criminal conduct such as buying, selling, and concealing government
property (the exam) along with the conspiracies and attempts to commit such mis-
conduct. This criminal conduct is well within NCIS competence to investigate. NCIS
investigation identificd 39 Midshipmen suspected of cheating. After 7 weeks I re-
ceived the NCIS investigation report and believed then that the investigation was
thorough and exhaustiy .

(2). Honor Boards composed of Midshipmen were the obvious choice for dealing
with cheating on an examination that involved only Midshipmen. There was a clear
need to ensure that the Brigade solved its own problem; to foster its own credibility
and to address the fact that it was Midshipmen who initially reported the com-

romise.

(3). When NCIS briefed me on the results of their investigation, they indicated
that the investigation was complete and there were no additional leads to follow.
There was no indication other than unconfirmed rumors that the full extent of the
compromisce had not been determined. Nevertheless, 1 asked NCIS not to close the
investigation until the lust case had been decided, should there be a need to provide
for follow-up investigation of new information that might develop after honor boards
were held and the {inal cases were reviewed by the Commandant and me. It would
not have been appropriate to start a second investigation since it was felt that a
NCIS investigation remained the best mechanism to follow up on any new informa-
tion.
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(4). Eleven cases were forwarded to the Commandant. Of those cases the Com-
mandant supported the finding of violation in seven cases. He found there was a
lack of a preponderance of evidence to support violations in four cases. Of the seven
cases forwarded to me, six were found in violation and forwarded, to the Secretary
of the Navy recommending separation. I did not find a preponderance of the evi-
dence to support a violation in one case. The Commandant and I conducted com-
pletely new and independent reviews of the evidence in each case as we are required
to do in accordance with USNA Instruction 1610.3E of December 19, 1990, “Honor
Concept of the Brigade of Midshipman.” Termination of a case based upon these
independent reviews of the Honor Board results is not only well within the author-
ity of the Commandant and me, it is our duty to terminate a case wh:n we deter-
mine that a violation is not established by a preponderance of the evidence. The
purpose for the Commandant and me to review each honor case is not to rubber
stamp the finding of the honor board, but to ensure a mature, independent, impar-
tial review occurs at each reviewing level.

(56). On numerous occasions before, during and after NCIS completed its investiga-
tion the Commandant and I encouraged Midshipmen with information regarding the
EE compromise to come forward. Four and one-half months after the compromise
one Midshipman, who did not incriminate himself, came forward with information
about specific individuals.

(6). In resgonse to the May 28 letter from Senator Shelby, the Chief of Naval Op-
erations made the decision to request the Naval Inspector General to conduct an in-
vestigation into application of the honor system and the integrity of the examination
process with respect to allegations of honor violations arising from the EE 311 fall
semester, final examination. The Inspector General was to examine any disparities
found in the resolution of individual cases, review and comment on consistencies or
inconsistencies in the evidence available and upon which individual case disposi-
tions were made and make appropriate recommendations. All NCIS information and
leads were provided to the Inspector General as well as all pertinent Academy docu-
ments. At tﬁat time we decided to take a new approach to our investigation in order
to obtain more information since it became apparent Midshipmen were not going
to incriminate themselves. Immunity was granted to two Midshipmen and a state-
ment with significant new informa.ion was obtained just prior to the NIG taking
control of the investigation.

Senator SHELBY. Admiral Lynch, did you, the Commandant, or
your staff Judge Advocate, confer with officials, military or civilian,
in the Department of the Navy other than those assigned to the
Naval Academy in making those decisions? If yes, with whom did
you confer, and, what, if any, advice or approval did they offer re-
garding these decisions? Go ahead. '

Admiral LYNCH. Well, that is an awful lot to cover.

Senator SHELBY. It is. It covers a lot of ground.

Admiral LYNCH. I will say that maybe, for your benefit, it is best
if I just tell you from day one everything that transpired, all that
has been reported in the press, what I believe the facts are in this
situation, what occurred, and where I believe we have failed. I will
be happy to go through that if you like, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Just go through it chronologically.

Admiral LyNcH. Chronologically, the exam was administered on
the 14th of December, 1992. The academic dean and the depart-
ment chair came to my office the afternoon of the 15th of Decem-
ber. They told me they believed we might have a compromise of the
examination.

What makes you think there is a compromise? We had a Mid-
shi(i)man who was talking to his professor and another Midshipman
had come forth-—in fact, there were about three or four Mid-
shipmen, if I remember correctly—that had come forth in one way
or another and said we think the exam has been circulating. We
think the authorities should take a look at this. How could this
possibly be? Well, we have got to tell you also, Admiral, that in
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sending the exam over to the copying center the exam was lost in
the yard mail at the Naval Academy.

So I said okay, that could be. First of all, give me the names. We
will get the information, we will go to the Commandant, have the
Commandant check it out—and I think he had four or five Mid-
shipmen to find out what was transpiring.

I will say that this was the week of final examinations. When
Midshipmen complete their last final examination and last military
duty they are permitted to commence their Christmas leave at that
point in time. This was a Tuesday. The Commandant came back
on a Wednesday, or maybe Tuesday night or Wednesday mornin
and said I have talked to all Midshipmen that have come forwarcf
All Midshipmen went to a single- Midshipman. That Midshipman
cannot confirm or deny anything. That Midshipman is saying that
I was on the battalion telephone on a Sunday night. I heard some
guys, other Midshipmen walk by, that said the football team has
got the exam, and that is all I heard. That Midshipman told two
or three others. That is what we thought we had on the 16th.

On the 17th, we had another Midshipman that came forward and
said another Midshipman walked in my room with a copy of the
EE 311 exam that I took on Monday, and he walked in my room
Sunday night with that exam and gave it to my roommate. Imme-
diately at that point in time, there were also rumors—abundant,
wild and furious—that the football team bought the exam, sold the
exam, and was distributing the exam. And there were a lot of ru-
}rlnolxl's going around that the exam had been floating around in the

all.

So I immediately said to myself and my SJA that we have got
a severe problem here. We need to handle this. I need to bring in
professional investigators. The Naval Criminal Investigative Serv-
ice was what I decided to do, to bring them in to do a very thor-
ough—what I believe to be a very thorough—exhaustive investiga-
{,liog of what the facts were. And we gave them everything that we

ad.

At the same time, I told the Academic Dean and Provost, that
I wanted to know the class average. I wanted to know if there has
been any spikes in the examination—in other words, unusual
grades by Midshipmen-—and I wanted to see a copy of the examina-
tion. So the NCIS, the NIS, commenced their investigation on the
17th of December.

I received information within about a week—Iless than a week
later, I would say, within a few days I think—from the Dean with
a list of those spikes that we saw on the grades from the profes-
sors, and there were, like, 13 or 14 Midshipmen that had spiked,
which was, we presumed, would be—663 Midshipmen took the
exam, unusual high grades for 13 or 14 of them, that is reasonable
in my view and his view, as well. The class average was 64.8,
which was consistent w.th the previous year’s class average on that
same final examination. .

I looked at the examination. The first question was a multiple
choice. The rest were schematics of electrical-type diagrams and
where the Midshipman was given some information angr then had
to work out the problem itself. So I looked at that. At that point
in time when I looked at the exam, I came to the conclusion my-
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self—without saying anything to anybody else-—but I came to the
conclusion that we probably cannot analyze the results of that ex-
amination because if the first part is multiple choice, it is pre-
sumed that you and I might get the same answer or get them all
right, but you can never say whether we were right or wrong or
we might have the same ones wrong, but how are you going to
prove that? And to do the rest of them, you have to work the prob-
lem right there on the paper so that the professors will be able to
tell whether I was working above my ability, based on the facts
that I had there, so we could be able to detect cheating that way.
So, that would be the way we would analyze it if any analysis was
going to be done.

The NIS completed a 7 week investigation, which I thought at
the time was a very exhaustive, thorough investigation. They inter-
viewed over 85 Midshipmen, about 15 or 20 faculty, and about 15
or 20 staff members. They came to me with the results of that in-
vestigation, and I was getting periodic updates as they proceeded,
and they said we have run out of leads. There is nothing more that
we know to do. We have—and I cannot remember the exact num-
ber—but about 35 Midshipmen were then suspected of an honor
violation. ‘

I took that information and proceeded as we do for an honor vio-
lation. First of all, they had about 5 or 6 that actually bought and
sold examinations, and then everything ranged from that to any-
thing in between, from persons saying somebody told me they had
worked this type of problem, and I had no idea that that is what
it was or anything like that. That went to the Brigade Honor
Chairman. Within his purview, he conducts his own investigation,
deciding which of those will go to the Brigade Honor Boards. Twen-
ty-four went to Brigade Honor Boards—13 were found not in viola-
tion; 11 were found in violation.

In our system we now have an officer review. This is all Mid-
shipmen majority vote to find a guilty finding. Then we have an
officer review. My Commandant of Midshipmen, 25, 26 years oper-
ational experience, reviews the entire transcript—every word that
is said, any piece of evidence, anything, in any way, that is associ-
ated with it—and makes an independent determination based on
preponderance of the evidence. He has the rhoral responsibility to
do that. He reviewed ail 11 cases. He dismissed four for lack of evi-
dence, submitted seven to me with a recommendation for separa-
tion from the Naval Academy.

On April 22, after reviewing all the cases and going through ev-
erything, I brought each Midshipman, and most of them had their
parents with them, into my office. We went through everything we
had. In the case of one Midshipman based on the evidence that was
before me, I could not in my mind believe that there was a prepon-
derance of the evidence that that Midshipman had actually cheat-
ed, and I terminated that case and I forwarded six Midshipmen to
the Secretary of the Navy for dismissal. ‘

Only one of those Midshipmen admitted that they had cheated.
They all had said that—most that they were saying is—that we
might have committed an error in judgment, but they told me that
others had cheated, and that they had lied. And I asked them at
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the time to give me the information that they had. If you have in-
formation that others have cheated, this investigation is still open.

We have since then provided that—and then, much was written
in the press about unfair treatment, and then you, based on your
recommendation that we bring in the IG, at the time I felt that it
was not needed. I thought it was a limited case. I now thank you
for the fact that you brought the IG in too, and we discovered what
we have today. I will tell you that had I known at the time, I obvi-
ously—I thought we were based on rumors, I could not determine
any fact, I did not believe that the IG was necessary. The NIS also
told me the exam arrived in Bancroft Hall at 2100 on Sunday
night, so it is inconceivable to me that it could be that widespread
in such a short period of time before the next morning, and so that
is gretty much where we were and where we are.

enator SHELBY. That is fine.

Admiral LYNCH. Durin? this period of time—you asked about
keeping my superiors informed—I did keep the Vice Chief and
CNO informad of the progress on things that were happening—also
the Board of Visitors. I met with the Board of Visitors a couple of
times in the process.

Senator SHELBY. In other words, you preferred to talk with the
Board of Visitors during this time, is that what you are saying?

Admiral LYNCH. Yes; sir.

Senator SHELBY. And you conferred with who else? .

Admiral LYNCH. The Vice Chief and the CNO at various times
in different ways.

Senator SHELBY. About what was going on?

Admiral LYNCH. About what we have, about this is what I be-
lieve to be the situation.

Senator SHELBY. You were the only one who talked with outside
people?

Admiral LyncH. To my knowledge, yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. I will get back to some other questions. We
have been joined by Senator Byrd. Senator Byrd?

Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this important and timely
hearing to discuss problems with the honor system at the military
service academies. Over the years, congressional oversight of the
academies has pro.ed to be difficult and does not endear you to the
very powerful constituencies of former academy services and grad-
uates. But this issue is of the utmost importance to our military
services and to our country.

In the 1980s, this Nation endured the Iran-Contra scandal. Dur-
ing that time, graduates of the Naval Academy, such as Adm. John
Poindexter serving as National Security Advisor to the President,
and Col. Oliver North as a staffer on the National Security Council,
knowingly participated in actions and made statements they knew
to be in violation of the law. Beyond that, these individuals made
statements to the Congress that they knew at the time to be un-
true. Such behavior, of course, flies in the face of the oath of office
that these officers took, when commissioned as cfficers from the
Naval Academy, to uphold the Constitution and the laws of the
land, so help me God.

QLY
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In addition to this disturbing situation, the issue of education at
the Naval Academy and the attitude of the Midshipmen in attend-
ance there became an issue in the 1980s, when a Midshipman sur-
vey highlighted a serious attitude problem. In response to the
statement that, “the attitude you rate what you skate” or, “ it is
only wrong if you get caught”, exists at the academy, 90 percent
of the Midshipmen surveyed said, yes, that was the prevailing atti-
tude there.

As a result of the obvious attitude problems toward honor and
ethics at the Naval Academy, I initiated a proposal to put in to the
curricula at the service academies instruction intended to address,
“ethical situations that are, or could be faced by, military officers
in the course of their professional careers are addressed in the cur-
ricula of the service academies.” Was that instruction included in
the curricula of your academy, Admiral?

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, it was, sir.

Senator BYRD. Was it included in yours, General Hosmer?

General HOosMER. So far as I know, it was, sir.

Sen?at,or ByYrDn. Well, now, so far as you know, what does that

mean? :

" General HOSMER, Sir, that means I know that we have it. I do
not know if it happened as a result of your legislation or was be-
forehand.

Senator BYRD. And how about you, General Graves?

General Gravis. Yes, sir. We already had one semester in ap-
plied ethics, and our honor instruction has now grown to 45 hours
of primarily dilemma-assessments case studies.

Senator BYrRD. Now, we are told, in the report chaired by Ambas-
sador Armitage, that honor and ethics are still being treated cyni-
cally, and that, to a large extent, “honor is on the back burner.” De-
spite the clear guidance that this committee provided to the Acad-
emy to get its act straié;ht on the issue of the importance of honor

and integrity, the Academy has still not come to grips with this
mission, which should be second to none.

Now, we hear that in the face of creating a course to address eth-
ical situations which arose as a result of the behavior and testi-
mony of Colonel North during the Iran-Contra hearings, that Colo-
nel North, 2 months ago, was held up as seme kind of a role model
for Midshipmen to emulate. We hear that all Midshipmen, officers,
and faculty at the Academy, were invited by electronic message to
attend a book-signing ceremony for Mr. North, and in addition,
that the wider community in Annapolis was also invited to such an
event on November 20, 1993, a little over 2 months ago.

What about that, Admiral?

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir. I made that decision at the request of
Mr. North to come to the Naval Academy to sign his book. His book
did not deal with ethics. His book dealt with his experiences in
Vietnam. We had Admiral Crowe there a month or so before that.
We do have all of our graduates who write books that wish to come
to the Naval Academy and sign their books——

Senator Byrn. I am not talking about Admiral Crowe.

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir. I am talking about—

Senator BYRD. I am not talking about the other graduates.

Admiral LyNcH. I am talking about Mr. North, sir.
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Senator BYRD. Let us stay with Mr. North.

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir. I agree with you. He made that request
for his new book, One More Mission, that explores his personal as-
sessment of America’s Vietnam era and to assure some spark de-
bate among its readers,

At the Academy, I believe we have a dutK to educate Midshipmen
about moral and ethical questions that they will face in contem-
porary society. Mr. North’s actions and subsequent trial have been
considered and evaluated by the Midshipmen as they discuss com-
plex and controversial issues. In fact, we have a course that talks
j;st about his performance when he was a special advisor to the

resident.

Mr. North’s visit to the Academy in no way negates the value of
frank discussions, in my view, of a real world leadership challenge
or to the concept of honor in which this institution is rooted. if’n
fact, we find value in stimulating such frank discussions that may
result from Mr. North’s appearance, and that was the position that
I took at the time, and I personally made the decision to permit
him to come to the Academy, sir.

Senator ByrD. A little while ago, you asked the question, per-
haps rhetorically, what has happened that has caused situations to
arise such as we have been reading about: cheating. Did it ever
occur to you that just what you approved can be one of the things
that has happened to cause cheating? Did that ever occur to you?

Admiral LYNCH. It occurred to me, but in a different context, Mr.
Chairman. I looked at it to have—if, in fact, a Midshipinan looks
at Mr. North with his book on Vietnam and his experience in Viet-
nam above and beyond or some type of a role model or hero, he
gets that in class, the other side of the picture. So, it will stimulate
conversation. I would much rather have Midshipmen discussion ¢n
that issue openly and frankly and candidly among one another
about the actions that Mr. North took that were unethical and that
caused embarrassment to this country. I would like to have them
. discussing that than not discussing it at all and never faced with
that situation, and then to react as some have done in this elec-
trical engineering scandal. So, I looked at it as a positive. I under-
stand your viewpoint, sir, and I respect that.

Senator BYRD. It is not just my viewpoint, Admiral,

When you stray from the answer, you stray from the question.
I mean, you think it is good for the Midshipmen to discuss 1it. There
is nothing wrong with that. I am asking you why you approved of
this book-signing,

Now, here is an electronic message that went out on 16 Novem-
ber 1993: “Oliver North at Naval Academy gift shop. One More
Mission, authored by Oliver North, class of 1968, and David Roth,
will be featured at a book-signing Saturday, November 20, from
19:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. Come and meet Mr. North. Come and
meet Oliver North, and have him personalize your copy of One
More Mission.

One More Mission is more than just another war story, it ig also
a testament to bravery and faith. I:lor those who fought there, wait-
ed at home for loved ones, or opposed this horrible conflict, Oliver
North offers an intensely personal perspective on how we can fi-
nally bring the long, sad, chapter of America’s Vietnam experience
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to an end. The bock is to be released to the public on November

Admiral LYNCH. I did not see that language before it went out,
but yes, sir, I will take responsibility for that because that is stand-
ard for any member that we have that will come to sign their
books. Yes, sir. _

Senator ByrD. Suppose the Grand Kleagle of the Ku Klux Klan
comes up there and wants to have a book-signing. Are you going
to recommend that they come and get him to personally autograph
their books for them?

Admiral LYNCH. It would be something I would have to discuss
at the time. If he were a Naval Academy graduate and this book.
had nothing to do with the Ku Klux Klan or promoting his views
in any way, I might do so. I might not.

Senator BYRD. Go ahead.

Admiral LYNCH. I was going to say, that is kind of my point, sir.
Obviously, we do not condone the Ku Klux Klan. We do not do any-
thing to promote the Ku Klux Klan. But if it is something totally
irrelevant to the Klan itself, then that would be a discussion item.
And that is sort of the reasoning I went through with the Oliver
North situation.

Senator BYRD. You would say come on out_boys, meet this grand
guy? “For those who fought there, or waited at home for loved ones,
or opposed this horrible conflict, Oliver North offers an intensel
personal perspective on how we can finally bring the long, sad,
chapter of America’s Vietnam experience to an end. it is also a tes-
tament to bravery and faith.” This is a recommerdation of this
book. I have not read it. .

Admiral LYNCH. I have not read it either, sir, so I am not sure
if they are talking, when they talk about testimony te bravery and
faith, about QOliver North himself or the American people.

Senator BYrRD. Well, I am talking about this kind of message that
goes out honoring an individual, having him at a book-signing,
sending out the electronic message, and sending it out to the news-
papers. I see here in the press, in an Annapolis paper, “North to
sign books at the Naval Academy. A controversial figure in the
Iran-Contra scandal, retired Marine Corps Lt. Col. Oliver North,
will sign copies of his new book, One More Mission, at the Naval
Academy visitor’s center from 10:00 to 11:00 a.m. tomorrow.” This
was apparently February 1, 1994.

Admiral LYNCH. No, sir, I believe it was back in November.

Senator BYRD. When?

Admiral LYNCH. Last November is when he came, sir.

Senator BYRD. 1993.

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir.

Senator BYRD. “Lieutenant Colonel North held the Nation en-
thralled in 1986 as he answered questions about his involvement
with the illegal sale of arms to Iran. The former White House Na-
tional Securily Aide was accused of diverting the funds from the
sale of arms to Iran to Swiss bank accounts, where money was
being used to help support anticommunist forces in Nicaragua. He
was cleared of criminal charges and is now running for a Senate
seat in Virginia.
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The 1968 Naval Academy graduate was last in the Midshipmen’s
store in late 1991 signing copies of his first book. Some faculty
members said Lieutenant Colonel North, who admitted lying to
Congress about his involvement, in the scandal, should not be al-
lowed to sign books at the Academy store.” Do you agree with that?

Admiral LYNCH. Obviously, I do not because I allowed him to
come and do that, sir. I agree with the statement that some people
believe that. I discussed that with faculty about that issue at the
time. It was not an easy decision, but I made that decision.

Senator BYRD. Well, you made the wrong decision, in a lot of the
people’s opinions.

Admiral LyncH. Yes, sir.

Senator BYRD. And mine included.

Admiral LyNcH. Yes, sir.

Senator BYrD. “ ‘I think it is outrageous, said the humanities
professor who asked not to be named.” And I think it is outrageous.
And 1 do not ask that I not be named.

“Oliver North lied to and misled Congress.” This is the human-
ities professor speaking. “Oliver North lied to and misled Congress.
This sends the wrong message to Midshipmen.” Now, what do you
think about that?

Admiral LyNcH. I think I stated earlier, sir, that I considered
that. But I believed that he was not there promoting his ethics. He
was there promoting his personal experiences in Vietnam. He is a
Naval Academy graduate. We have permitted other Naval Academy

aduates to do the same. And that I saw as a benefit. He would

e a controversial figure on campus. I was not promoting him or
his book, but we made it available to anybody within the Academy
family or outside in Annapolis to come and do this that we do for
anybody, any Naval Academy graduate who would have a book.
And to my way of thinking, to have Midshipmen discussing what
they have learned in class about the issues involved in his lying to
Congress, to me again reinforces what we are trying to promote at
the Naval Academy.

Senator BYRD. Yes. We went over that once or twice, and I said
I agreed. If we have Midshipmen discussing it in class, that is one
thing, and that is good. But this electronic message that went out
did more than that. It was recomnmending this book. “It is wore
than just another war story. It is also a testament to bravery and
faith.” The name of Loretta Walsh is on this electronic message.
Who is she?

Admiral LYNcH. I have no idea, sir. My presumption is she is
probably a civilian employee at our gift shop.

Senator BYRD. And you say you did not see this message?

Admiral LYNCH. No, sir, I did not.

Senator BYRD. Had you seen it, would you have approved it or
disapproved it?

Admiral LyncH. Well, I would have to, in the context of your con-
cern, I may have disapproved that message as written, and would
have probably, uh—but if I had not made the decision based on the
other factors that I have mentioned to you on why I would have
permitted Oliver North to visit the Naval Academy, I probably
would not have said that and said he is there.
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Senator BYRD. What kind of message does this send to the Mid-
shipmen? Can you understand their being confused?

Admiral LyNcH. Yes, sir, I can.

Senator BYrD. Then why do you take the position that it is all
right for him to come? Let him come, and let us send out an elec-
tronic message. That was okay. You probably would have approved
it, or you may not have. Had I known how you feel about it, Sen-
ator Byrd, in the light of what you say, I probably would have dis-
approved 1it.

Admiral LyncH. That message, the way it was written, would not
be promoting him. If you feel in any way that is promoting him as
an individual, I think it is more promoting the book itself.

Senator BYRD. You are splitting hairs, Admiral. We are talking
about conduct at the Naval Academy, we are talking about setting
the right example, we are talking about cheating, and we are talk-
ing about what may contribute to cheating. We are talking about
what has happened that has caused this. That is the question you
were asking yourself a moment ago: “What has happened that has
caused this? Many of the Midshipmen, faculty, and staff thought it
inappropriate.”

Admiral LyNcH. I will tell you, Senator——

Senator BYRD. Let me finish.

Admiral LYNcH. Yes, sir.

Senator BYRD. You will not tell me anything.

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir. .

Senator BYRD. “Many of the Midshipmen, faculty, and staff
thought it inappropriate to use government computer services to
promote North’s book. North was invited by the Superintendent
while Morton Halperin was rejected as being too controversial to be
invited to speak to Midshipmen. The faculty was required to attend
a seminar on ethics the very same week that the administration in-
vited North.” That insensitivity increases the cynicism about eth-
ics, something to be talked about, spread around a little bit, and
nothing more,

Mr. Chairman, I want to put into the record the language that
was in the committee report, an excerpt from page 167, Senate re-
port 101-384, to accompany S. 2884, the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 1991.

Senator SHELBY. Without objection, it is so ordered.

[The information follows:]

[Excerpt from page 167, Senate Report 101-384, to accompany S, 2884, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991}

ETincs INSTRUCTION AT THE MILITARY SERVICE ACADEMIES

In its report on the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1990 and
1991 (S. Rept. 101-81), the committee requested the Secretary of Defense to review
and report on “the degree to which cthical situations that are or could be faced by
military officers in the course of their professional carcers are addressed in the cur-
ricula of the service academics.”

The committee remains concerned that course work focuses inadequate attention
on specific real life cthical situations that military officers will face. Topics associ-
ated with such situations include, but are not limited to, the constitutional limits
on military authority, civilian/military rclations in policy making, the proper re.
sponsc to illegal orders, and the temptation to misuse power to further personal

goals.
2.




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

219

The committee understands that the Naval Academy is instituting a required
course on U.S. Government and Constitutional Development. Such a course would
rovide an excellent forum for the discussion of many of those issues. The committee
gelieves that the Naval Academy should devote an appropriate amount of classroom
hotirs in that course to address such cthical situations. The Military Academy and
the Air Force Academy should also ensure that these topics are included in the ap-
propriate courses.
e committee directs >~ Szcretary of Defense to report to the committee by Feb-
ruagy 1, 1991 on the progress «: the military service academies in implementing this
guidance. .

Senator BYRD. That is the language which requests the Secretary
of Defense to review and report on the degree to which ethical situ-

ations that are or could be faced by military officers in the course
of their professional careers are addressed in the curricula of the

~ service academies, and it directed the Secretary of Defense to re-

port to the committee by February 1, 1991 on the progress of the
military service academies in implementing this guidance.

I also ask that there be inserted in the record an article from the
Washington Post dated July 24, 1990, titled Panel Wants Military
to Study Ethics. Senators seek to counter, “it is only wrong if you
get caught”, attitude. I ask unanimous consent that that be in-
serted in the record.

Senator SHELBY. Without objection, it is so ordered. It will be a
part of the record.

[The information follows:]

(Excerpt from The Washington Post, July 24, 1990.]
By Lisa LefT, Washington Post Staff Writer
PANEL WANTS MILITARY TO STUDY ETHICS

Senators Seek to Counter ‘It’s Only Wrong if You Get Caught’ Attitude

The Scnate Armed Services Committee is pushing the Pentagon to make military
ethics a required course at cach of the Nation's service academices, an idea that grew
oAut. dof the Iran-conura affair and recent allegations of hazing at the U.S. Naval

cademy.

In its report accompanying the defense authorization bill sent to the Senate Fri-
day, the commitice said cadets at West Point and the Air Force Academy and Mid-
shipmen at Navy arc not receiving enough training in “specific real life ethical situ-
ations that military officers will face.”

To address the problem, the committee recommends that the academics incor-
porate into their curricula topics such as constitutional limits on military authority,
civilian/military relations, the proper response to illegal orders, and the misuse of
power to further personal goals.

Senator Robert C. Byrd (D-W.Va.), a committee member, said lawmaker. became
concerned about the need for more cthics-based course work last year following the
Iran-contra affair. Three of the principal r]aycrs convicted in the arms-for-hostages
scandal—former National Sccurity Council aide Oliver L. North and former national
security advisers Johr M. Poindexter and Robert C. McFarlane—were graduates of
the Naval Academy.

“When_ these f'oun people sece their heroes, how they responded to orders that
were probably illegal and used shredders to destroy evidence, something is ciearly
wrong. We should not be turning out these kind of officers,” Byrd said.

At the committec’s request, the Pentagon carlier this year prepared a report de-
tailing what cach of the academies is doing to teach professional ethics. The report
concluded that the rigid honor and conduct codes to which students are held and
& serics of required leadership courses provide a strong moral framework for future
officers and are the "tircatcst strength” of the academics.

But Byrd said the Pentagon's study did not sway the committec from its opinion

that more nceds fo be donc.dparticu]ar]y in ]ith of the controversy over academic

improprictics and the alleged mistreatment o

individual Midshipmen that rocked
the Naval Academy this spring.
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That report “fell far short of what we expected by way of a thorough study, which
indicated to me that therc isn't a great deal of interest over there in pursuing
this. . . . We don't get a feeling of real sensitivity to the need,” Byrd said.

A recent survey by a Marine officer at the Naval Academy found that 90 percent
of Midshipmen hold the attitude that “something is only wrong if you get caught,”
and a new study by the Navy’s inspector general that concluded that more than half
of the Midshipmen think that the honor system is applied inconsistently, has fur-
ther convinced the committee that its demand is reasonable, Byrd said.

“In my book, it scems that something basic is missing, which goes to the core of
this whole thing,” Byrd said.

“These young pcople who graduate from the service academies should have a fun-
damental understanding of what is right and what is wrong . . . and if we are turn-
ing over into officers a lot of men and women who think it’s only wrong if you get
caught, we are not doing our jobs when a lot of lives hang in the balance,” he said.

The committee has asked Defense Secretary Richard B. Cheney to report back by
February 1 on how the schools are implementing its recommendation. A source said
that date was sclected to ensure the academies have something in place by the
spring semester of the next academic year, although Cheney would not be required
to folFow the committee’s suggestion since it is not part of the defense spending bill.

Naval Academy officials said yesterday they could not comment on the commit-
tee's recommendation because they had not scen it. Byrd said he expects it to meet
with some resistance from the Pentagon based on the “halfhearted” response the
committee received to its request last year for a preliminary report.

In a related matter, the committee has also asked the Secretary of the Navy to
give the Naval Academy’s civilian faculty a “consulting role” in sclecting and
reappointing the school’s academic dean. Some of Navy's faculty members have been
at odds with the current academic dean, Robert Shapiro, since last spring, when
Shapiro removed the chairman of the electrical engincering department after the
chairman refused to raise grades in two courses.

Senator BYRD. Now, let me quote a bit from that Post story. I
will quote excerpts, but it is all going in the record.

“Senator Robert C. Byrd (D) West Virginia, a committee member,
said lawmakers became concerned about the need for more ethics-
based course work last year following the Iran- Contra affair. Three
of the principal players convicted in the arms for hostages, former
National Security Council aide Oliver L. North, former National
Security Advisors John M. Poindexter, and Robert C. McFarlane,
were graduates of the Naval Academy.

“ ‘When these young people see their heros, how they responded
to orders that were probably illegal, and used shredders to destroy
evidence, something is clearly wrong. We should not be turning out
these kinds of officers,’ ” Byrd said.

“At the committee’s request, the Pentagon earlier this year’—
meaning 1990—“prepared a report detailing what each of the acad-
emies is doing to teach professional ethics. The report concluded
that the rigid honor and conduct codes to which students are held
and a series of required leadership courses provide a strong moral
framework for future officers and are the greatest strength of the
academies.

“But Byrd said the Pentagon study did not sway the committee
from its opinion that more needs to be done, particularly in light
of the controversy over academic improprieties and the alleged mis-
treatment of individual Midshipmen that rocked the Naval Acad-
emy this spring”—meaning 1990. “That report, ‘fell far short of
what we expected by way of a thorough study, which indicated to
me that there is not a great deal of interest over there in pursuin
thifi. We do not get a feeling of real sensitivity to the need,’ Byrg
said.”
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I say that again today. I do not get a feeling of real sensitivity,
from what you said and from what has happened, to the need.

“A recent survey by a Marine officer at the Naval Academy found
that 90 percent of Midshipmen hold the attitude that something is
only wrong if you get caught.”

Now I will insert in the record, Mr. Chairman, a New York
Times story of January 13, 1994 titled “An Inquiry Finds 125
Cheated on Naval Academy Exam.”

Senator SHELBY. Without objection, so ordered.

{The information follows:]

(Excerpt from The New York Times, January 13, 1944.]
By Eric Schmitt, Special to The New York Times

AN INQUIRY FINDS 125 CHEATED ON A NAVAL ACADEMY EXaM

WASHINGTON, Jan. 12—An invcsti%ation into one of the largest cheating scan-
dals ever at the United States Naval Academy will implicate about 125 Mid-
sh(iipmen, or about 15 percent of this years graduating class, Navy officials said
today.

The inquiry, by the Naval Inspector General, Vice Adm. David M. Bennett, com-

iled individual files on Midshipmen who have been identified as havin%advance

nowledge about a final engincering exam given to third-year students in December
1952. Those students are in the class that will graduate from the Academy, in An-
napolis, Md., this spring.

ACADEMY IS CRITICIZED

Some students simply received a computer message ur{;ing them to study a par-
ticular question on a previous ycars test. They may be cleared or receive only rep-
rimands. But in the most serious cases, involving the theft of a full copy of the test,
Midshipmen could face expulsion and even criminal charges.

Admiral Bennett’s report, which will go to Navy Secretary John H. Dalton as
early as Friday, will also criticize the Academy’s earlier investigation into the scan-
dal. That inquiry implicated 28 Midshipmen. The report will also challenge the com-
mitment to ethical teachings at an institution whose honor code prohibits Mid-
shipmen from lying, cheating or stealing, Navy officials said.

o blunt the report’s damaging findings, senior Navy officials here and in Annap-
olis today described how they would deal with offenders and outlined a series of
changes to the Academy's tattered honor code. But they did not publicly give details -
about the re{)ort.

The Naval Academy’s Superintendent, Rear Adm. Thomas C. Lynch, said at a
news conference that a panel of three retired admirals would review the Inspector
General’s report and the Midshipmen’s files and rccommend to the student-run
honor board appropriate action on cach Midshipman. The honor board will have dis-
cretion over what action to take except in any suspected criminal wrongdoing, which
will be referred directly to Admiral Lynch. a

The rectired officers are Adm. Leon Edney, Vice Adm. Bill Lawrence and Vice
Adm. Charles Minter. All arc former superintendents or commandants of the Acad-

emy.
’ﬁ’xe cheating scandal is the latest blow to the Academy, which suffered a sexual

harassment scandal in 1990 after cight male Midshipmen chained a female class-
mate to a urinal.

TIME OF TROUBLES

Navy officials said the Inspector General's report would reveal the worst cheating
scandal since the Academy adopted its honor code in 1951. In 1974, 61 Midshipmen
were implicated in the use of crib sheets while taking an examination in a naviga-
tion course. Seven were expelled.

Overall, the Navy has suflered one black eye after another in recent ycars, from
its bungled investigation into the explosion on the battleship Iowa in 1989 that
killed 47 sailors to its inaction after scores of woman were assaulted by naval avi-
ators at a convention of the Tailhaok Association, a civilian group, in 1991,

The Academy’s current tioubles started after officials learned that some Mid-
shipmen had obtained in advance a master copy of the final exam in December 1992
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for Electrical Engincering 311. The course is notoriously difficult and required for
all third-year students who are not engincering majors.

The Academy began its own inquiry days after the test was given, using agents
from the Naval Criminal Invcsti%ativc Scrvice. Admiral Lynch announced last April
that of the 28 Midshipmen implicated in that inquiry, six who were convicted by
atudent honor boards would be expelled.

But new information provided by the expelled students and other Midshipmen, as
well as pressure from lawmakers, prompted Adm. Frank B. Kelso II, the Chief of
Naval Operations, to order the Inspector General to review the Academy's findings.

In addition, the Board of Visitors, the Academy’s 15-member civilian oversight
beard, last July appointed several members to begin & comprehensive review of the
honor system for Midshipmen.

That panel, headed by Richard L. Armitage, a former senior Defense Department
official who graduated from Annapolis in 1967, made several recommendations to
strenFthcn the Academy’s commitment to the honor code and to improve the polic-
ing of it.

e Navy made public the pancl’s findings today, and Mr. Dalton ordered that
several recommendations be adopted immediately, including those that clarify the
rights of accused Midshipmen. Mr. Dalton also accepted the panel’s recommenda-
tions to prohibit Academy instructors from giving the same test more than once and
to require the writing of a new cxam if Academy officials suspect that an exam has
bemost, misplaced or stolen.

Mr. Dalton, a 1964 Annapolis graduate, also accepted the recommendation to cre-
ate a new Academy administrative position of Honor Officer, to be held by a Navy

captain.

ﬁ(r. Armitage said in an interview today that the Nation’s military academies dis-
tinguish themselves from civilian institutions by stressing character development
and that the cheating scandal signaled that the Academy was drifting away from
that fundamental goa?.

e committee found that character development and honor were relatively on
the backburner in the Navy’s mind and at the Academy for a long period,” Mr.
Armitage said.

The other service academies have also had scandals over cheating. In 1984, 19
cadets were suspended from the Air Force Academy for a year for cheating on a
physics test, and Academy officials said they were certain that many others had also
cheated on the exam. At the United States Military Academy at West Point, N.Y,,
152 cadets resigned or were expelled in 1976 as a result of a cheating scandal in-
volving an exam for a third-year electrical engineering course.

But now, with the Defense Department spending from $155,000 to $230,000 for
each service academy graduate, according to the Congressional Budget Office, insti-
tutions like Annapolis face sharp budget cutbacks if they cannot justify their exist-
ence said the Board of Visitors’ report.

Indeed, many of the recommendations the review panel made to strengthen the
Academy’s commitment to the honor system were made by high-level Navy review
board in August 1990. But that panel’s findings were only superficially addressed
by the Academy's officials, Navy olTicials said today.

Senator BYRD. By Eric Schmitt, a similar story in the January
5, 1994 edition of the Washington Post titled “Probe Finds Exten-
sive Coverup of Cheating at Naval Academy.”

Senator SHELBY. Without objection, it is so ordered.

[The information follows:]

[(Excerpt from The Washington Post, January 25, 1994.]
By Fern Shen, Washington Post Stafl Writer

PROBE FINDS EXTENSIVE COVERUP OF CHEATING AT NAVAL ACADEMY

ANNAPOLIS, Jan. 24—A report released by the Navy today concluded that most
of the 133 Mit{shipmcn who cheated on a 1992 engineering exam later lied and
schemed to cover up the scandal and that Naval Academy officials scriously mis-
handled their investigation of the incident.

The decision on whether to expel any of the accused students—about 14 percent
of the academy’s senior class—will be made in the next few montha by an outside
panel of naval officers appointed by Secretary of the Navy John Dalton. Dalton has
ended the academy’s involvement in the investigation.
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The Navy inspector general’s office concluded that 133 students, then juniors, ob-
tained advance copies of the December 1992 electrical engineering exam adminis-
tered to 663 Midshipmen. Some 81 students eventually admitted that they had
cheatedabut most “repeatedly lied” during the initial academy investigation, the re-

rt said.

PQThe 30-page report, which capped a 7-month investigation, said the academy did
not respond quickly enough last spring to Midshipmen’s allegations of a coverup.
The report also faulted the academy for not giving the investigating honor boar:
all the information they needed during the initial probe. .

“Decisions made by academy officials to unduly restrict information available to
Midshipmen investigators and honor boards constituted mismanagement and hin-
dered the boards’ ability to efTectively consider the honor cases brought,” the report
said.

Some observers said they were troubled by whet the findings say akout the school
where the Navy trains future leaders.

is report says to me that the tradition of honor at the academy has been on
the back burner,” said Richard L. Armitage, a former U.S. ambassador and member
of the academy’s civilian Board of Visitors. Armitage chaired a board subcommittee
that_recently reviewed the academy’s honor code, which says that Midshipmen “do
not lie, cheat or steal.”

Although the report criticized the academy’s initial investigation, Navy officials
defended Academy Superintendent Thomas C. Lynch.

“T have full confidence in Admiral Lynch. His leadership will be vital to addresas-
ing the problems” identified in the report, Dalton said in a statement released
today.

The report answers some, but not all, of the questions about how students cheated
on the notoriously difficult electrical engineering exam. Still unclear is how copies
of the test were obtained. The report quoted one student as saying that a football

layer obtained a copy from his brother, an officer who was a professor in another

epartment.

g’he report does spell out the scope of the alleged cheatir:g: “All types of Mid-
shipmen were involved . . . Midshipmen on the Superintendent’s list, as well as
Midshipmen who were flunking (and members], of the football, soccer, wrestling, la-
crosse, waterpolo, heavyweight crew, bascball, tennis and basketball teams.”

The Inspector General's inquiry was triggered when complaints about the acad-
emy’s initial investigation reached the news media and Members of Congress. Crit-
ics complained to Members of Congress that Midshipmen who told the truth about
their involvement in the cheating had been recommended for expulsion, while those
who lied went unpunished.

At first, 28 Midshipmen were implicated in the cheating scandal after an inves-
tigation by the Naval Criminal Investigative Service. Of that group, 11 were rec-
ommended for expulsion by Midshipmen-run “honor boards” last spring. Academy
o}f\ﬁcia]s reduced that number to six, saying they had insufficient evidence to expel
the rest.

That so few students were convicted and all five football players implicated were
cleared caused many Midshipmen and faculty members to question the fairness of
the proceedings.

Some Midshipmen accused Lynch of giving preferential treatment to members of
the football tcam and to a Midshipman who visited the admiral’s house the night
before the student’s case was heard by John B. Padgett IlI, Commandant of Mid-
shipmen, according to the report.

e report noted that the Midshipman in question “is the son of a friend” of
Lynch’s and that the men have known each other “since the two were teammates
on the Academy football team in 1963.”

The report found that Lynch had no conflict of interest, but it noted that Mid-
shipmen nevertheless perceived a conflict of interest and believed that Lynch, a
strong football team booster, gave “preferential treatment” to football players.

The report further sugg%zstcd that many Midshipmen conspired to cover up the
scandal by coordinating their testimony the night before they faced Midshipmen
honor boards. The report singled out a group of 14 Midshipmen, 11 of whom are
athletes, and said they “presented a united wall of silence by invoking the Fifth
Amendment,”

In determining which Midshipmen should be expelled, “favorable consideration”
should be given to those who cooperated with investigators and told the truth, the
report recommended.

A Board of Review, consisting of naval officers and chaired by Rear Adm, Richard
C. Allen, will review the 133 cases to determine punishment, taking the final deci-
sions out of the hands of both Lynch and the student-run honor boards.
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Senator BYRD. Now comes the story of Sunday, January 30, in
the Baltimore Sun titled “When Honor, Itself, Failed the Academy
Test”, . subheadline, “Midshipmen Lied and Stonewalled; Brass
Acted Slowly, Withheld Facts”. I will read this into the record.

“It was John Paul Jones who said that a naval officer must have
the ‘nicest sense of personal honor.’ During the past year, at the
U.S. Naval Academy, where the Naval hero is entombed, his words
have seemed hollow. An exhaustive 7 month investigation by the
Navy’s Inspector General concluded that the cherished principles
had been contorted and subverted by Midshipmen and high officers
alike.” That is a sad commentary.

Continuing to read: “Midshipmen did more than cheat on an elec-
trical engineering exam. They lied and schemed and stonewalled
investigators and their own honor boards. When the NCIS agents
told Admiral Lynch that they were interviewing football players, he
an‘grily labeled the probe a witch hunt.

Later, after the Inspector General took over in June, the Super-
intendent urged its investigators to take their time and do a thor-
ough job because the- Army-Navy football game was December 5,
implying that he did not want the report issued before that date.

“While many Midshipmen dismissed the principles that Mid-
shipmen do not lie, cheat, or steal as impractical in a modern
world, a small corps reported the wrongdoing and pushed for all
the guilty to be punished. They were disturbed by the actions of
their superior officers.

“The Superintendent, Adm. Thomas C. Lynch, re eatedly urged
students who had cheated to come forward. Yet when the Chair-
man of the Honhor Committee brought new allegations of a cover-
up, he was silenced.”

I will not read the entire story. I will ask that it be included in
the record.

Ser:lator SHELBY. Without objection, it will be included in the
record.

[The information follows:]

[Excerpt from The Baltimore Sun, January 30, 1994.]
By Tom Bowman and JoAnna Daemmrich, Staff Writers
WHEN HONOR ITSELF FAILED ACADEMY TEST

Midshipmen Lied and Stonewalled; Brass Acted Slowly, Withheld Facts

It was John Paul Jones who said that a naval officer must have the “nicest sense
of personal honor.” During the past year at the U.S. Naval Academy, where the
naval hero is entombed, his words have seemed hollow.

An exhaustive, 7-month investi%ation by the Navy’s Inspector General concluded
that the cherished principles had been contorted and subverted by Midshipmen and
high officers alike.

idshipmen did more than cheat on an electrical en incering exam. They lied and
schemed and stonewalled investigators and their own ﬁ“onor boards. And tge officers
charged with instilling the idea of absolute personal honor apparently were more
eager to wrap up their investigation than to learn the truth.

30-page report released by the Navy last week for  d that 133 Midshipmen had
cheated on the exam. Yet the majority never would i:.ive been caught because the
commanders delayed taking action and seemed intent on protecting members of the
football team.

Key findings of the investigation into the largest cheating scandal in the 149-year
history of the academy include:
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o Capt. John B. Padgett 111, Commandant of Midshipmen, discounted the initial
reports of cheating.

e The Superintendent, Rear Adm. Thomas C. Lynch, repeatedly urged students
who had cheated to come forward. Yet, when the chairman of the honor committee
brought new allegations of a cover-up, he was “silenced.”

« High-ranking officers delayed acting on the new information for more than 2
weeks, mistakenly believing that their subordinates were handling it. Meanwhile,
investigators in the initial probe by the Naval Criminal Investigative Service
thought the case was closed.

. qn its initial investigation, the Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS) fo-
cused solely on determining who stole the test and who sold it. Because cheating
is not a felony, NCIS limited its probe to those two issues. Once the NCIS investiga-
tion was complete, the Superi~tendent did not mount a separate investigation
aimed at identifying all the cheaters.
bo. Academy officials withheld critical information from the Midshipmen honor

ards.

. en the NCIS agents told Admiral Lynch that they were interviewing football
players, he angrily labeled the probe a “witch hunt.”

o Later, after the Inspector General took over in June, the Superintendent urged
its investigators to “take their time and do a thorough job because the Army-Navy
football game was December 5,” implying that he did not want the report issued be-
fore that date.

o While many Midshipmen dismissed the principles that Midshipmen “do not lie,
cheat or steal” as impractical in a modern world, a small core reported the wrong-
doing and pushed for all the guilty to be punished. They were disturbed by the ac-
tions of their superior officers.

e Admiral Lynch is so deeply committed to the ideals of honor and self-imposed
discipline that he found it difficult to believe that many Midshipmen had cheated.

Academy leaders declined to be interviewed or answer written questions last
week. The school issued a l-page response stating that “the ob{'ective of the Naval
Academy leadership from the outset has been to fully and fairly resolve questions
about the compromise of the EE 311 final examination.

When the report was released Monday, Admiral Lynch denied that it called into
question his leadership.

“] feel badly that this happened on my watch,” he said.

The exam in question was for Electrical Engincering 311, a mandatory two-semes-

- ter course legendary for its toughness and considered by many juniors to be the last

real hurdle before graduation.

On the eve of the final exam in December 1992, copies of the test circulated in
Bancroft Hall, the massive stone dormitory.

They were shared by roommates, friends and teammates. Some thought it was
only a practice version. But others knew better. They stayed up all night trying to
solve the problems.

At least some questions found their way to 29 of the 36 companies. Despite the

honor code, no one stepped forward to tell officials that the test had been com-
promised.

TIHE FIRST WARNING

At 7:45 a.m. Deéember 14, the test was given to 663 juniors. A few hours later,
a professor received a computer message from a Midshipman warning of cheating.
) imgar messages came later from other Midshipmen, the Inspector General
earned.

According to Midshipmen interviewed, a Baltimore-area Midshipman, whose
roomrInatc] offered him a copy of the test, guve the roommate a choice: g‘um yourself
in or I will.

The roommate told others who were involved that he was about to edmit his guilt
and suggested they do the sane.

Two ?s later, Captain Pad%ctt told the Superintendent that the reports of
cheating did not scem to be credible, investigators said. However, more students re-
ported cheating the next day. The Superintendent, aware that the master copy of
the test had vanished, indicating it was stolen, called in NCIS.

When Midshipmen returned irom their winter break in the first week of Janvary,
Admiral Lynch urged those who had cheated to come forward. Few did.

One who did was Rodney Walker, 24, of Atlanta, Ga. He gave a complete state-
uient, confessing that he had sold copies as a favor to a friend and naming 23 peo-
ple.
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Many were football players or friends from the Naval Academy Preparatory
School in Newport, R.I.

The NCIS was focused on finding the source of the copies of the exam.

Its agents, following standard procedures, read Midahigmen their rights against
self-incrimination. As a result, many of those questioned remained silent, Others
lied and schemed to cover up.

Within days of his confession, Mr. Walker- said, classmates realized that he had
named names. They pressured him to keep quiet and even offered him a $15,000
bribe to take the blame and resign, he said.

He is one of the 133 Midshipmen whose actions are now under review.

By mid-January, NCIS a%:mts had interviewed 39 students suspected cf having
obtained the exam and 45 other Midshipmen and faculty.

The probe stalled because investigators couldn’t prove their theory of how the
exam had been obtained without cooperation from Mr. Walkers supplier, who
wouldn't talk.

Capt. Nicholas P. DeCarlo, the legal adviser to the Su rintendent, pointed out
that one or two of the Midshipmen could be court-martial for peddling stolen gov-
ernmt;al{lt property. The Superintendent decided against that because the evidence
was thin.

“Other than to make additional pleas for Midshipmen having knowledge of the
compromise to come forward, the.academy took no action to identify additional
cheaters,” the inspector gencral’s report says.

Midshipmen, professors and others say the lack of action shows that the adminis-
tration wanted the scandal to end there.

In February, the Brigade Honor Committee began examining the cases against
the 28 implicated by the initial NCIS investigation.

Midshipmen sought counseling from professors and chaplains. Parents called their
children and urged them to lie, Midshipmen said.

The academy disciplined Dr. Raymond Wasta, the course coordinator, and Dr.
Richard L. Martin, chairman of the electrical engincering department, for “careless
performance of duties.” While Dr. Wasta hired a lawyer, professors took up collec-
tions to make up his lost pay. Dr. Wasta was exonerated after an appeal. Dr. Martin
did not contest the finding.

‘THE PLACE REALLY BLEW UP’

Another professor remembers Midshipmen wanting to talk about the scandal in
class. “The &}ace really blew u

Capt. J. William Hines, a cg.ap]ain, wrote a letter to the Commandant on behalf

of one of the Midshipmen recommended for exgu]sion at the end of March.

He had learned, he wrote, that “there has
bers of the brigade.”

e roommate of one of the Midshipmen who cheated received threatening phone
calls from that Midshipman’s parents.

And both sets of parents “advised their sons to lie,” the chaplain wrote, arguing
that the “honorable action throughout this entire mess has been done by those who
admitted their guilt.”

Yet those who confess turned out to be the only ones who could be found guilty
by the honor boards. .

Lt. Thomas D. Cann, the cthics adviser to the commander, deléted large portions
of Mr. Walker’s statement to the NCIS, the linchpin of the investi ation, on orders
from the Superintendent, Admiral Lynch said each case before the honor boards
must be kept separate to be fair to the students.

Lieutenant Cann blacked out scctions that detailed how the Midshipmen had
shared exam questions and a flow chart detailing how the test had been distributed.,

As a result, the honor boards could not piece together the chain of events and be.
came confused.

Meanwhile, Mr. Walker, acting on advice he said he received from a Navy lawyer,
clammed up before all the honor boards. Academy officials did nothing to try to get
Mr. Walker to talk.

Honor board members were stymied by silence and changing stories and had little
choice but to acquit the majority. They found 11 guiltK{.

Two of the four who had bought the exam from Mr. Walker were found guilty;
t;vo r:gm cleared. Even the Midshipman implicated as the supplier of the exam was
cleared.

The Commandant and Superintendent later exonerated five more, saying there
was insufficient evidence against them. The remaining six were to be expem

“Scapegoats. That’s the prime word,” one of the six said in an interview last week.

een extensive lying by several mem-
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Officials conceded that they suspected more were involved, the Midshipman said,
but chose not to pursue it because “there’s no clear evidence on them.”

The night before Captain Padgett exonerated two Midshipmen, they went to Ad.
miral Lynch’s heme to visit his son. One was a lacrosse player, the other a football
player and the son of a close friend of Admiral Lynch.

Although the admiral said he simply greeted the football player and asked if he
had been to his hearing, the visit created “a definite perception of a conflict or lack
of impartiality among the Midshipmen,” the report said.

How widespread the perception was became evident when the Superintendent an-
nounced the final results of the honor board hearings—six found guilty—April 22
before all 4,100 Midshipmen in Alumni Hall.

Midshipmen asked if more had cheated. Mr. Walker challenged the admiral about
the visit from the two Midshipmen.

The Superintendent tried to shrug off the question, but Mr. Walker persisted, stu-
dents told investigators. At one point, the admiral also said he was “glad to report
that no football players were involved,” according to some Midshipmen.

His remarks apparently spurred a lapse in military bearing. Students openly
snickered and chanted the nickname of the football player. Others booed Mr. Walk-
er.

THE STRAIGHT ARROW

Admiral Lynch insisted that the investigation was still open. A week later, he told
reporters that rumors of the scandal had “taken on a life of their own that’s not
fact.” He insisted that the entire Class of 1994 would have been expelled had there
been proof that all had cheated.

About that time, a Midshipman approached Cory Culver, then the honor commit-
tee chairman, according to tge report. Mr. Culver, known as a particularly straight
arrow, was taken aback when the MidshiPman described watching a classmate cop:
the exam questions in a football player's room. Other football players, the Mid-
shipman alleged, later coordinated alibis by computer.

r. Culver went to Captain Padgett ang told him there was new information that
the school’s cherished honor system had been subverted.

But the Commandant told Mr. Culver he would not investigate without a written
statement. éﬂr. Culver obtained a statement. Then the commandant asked him to
get it signed. .

Mr. Culver insisted that the allegations were serious, but academy officials told
him that he was taking the cheating scandal too personally, the report said.

Mr, Culver and Captain Padgilett told investigators that they recalled the com-
mandant telling at least one of his subordinates to look into the matter. However,
none could remember being given any direction.

A week later, Captain Degz]arlo, the Superintendent’s legal adviser, called Lieuten-
ant Cann, the ethics adviser, and informed him that an allegation in the letter ap-
peared to be incorrect. All other information in the statement was ignored.

Opn May 26, The Sun reported that a Midshipman had implicated students in a
scheme to coordinate alibis before their honor boards.

Two days later, Senator Richard C. Shelby, an Alabama Democrat and chairman
of an Ai\rmed Services subcommittee, requested the investigation by the inspector
general.

Over the next 7 months, investigators interrogated all the Midshipmen who took
the test. Eighty-one admitted the %md cheated, according to the report.

Midshipmen call the months after they return to Annapolis from winter break the
“Dark Ages,” when the gun’s arc is low in the sky and raw breezes blow off the Sev-
ern River. With the Navy report, that dreary term has taken on a new meaning.

“Everyone’s pretty much nervous about what's going to happen,” said one Mid-
shipman. “We're all assuming the worst.”

verybody’s getting a lawyer,” another senior remarked.

Captain DeCarlo declined to discuss his role or the report. “No, we know what
we di’(’i," he said. “That’s the way it goes. Do your job and somebody gets to comment
on it.

Integrity, honcr and self-imposed discipline are considered so sacred to Navy offi-
cers that the cheating has caused soul-scarching among graduates as well. The val-
ues are at the core of training officers who will one day make life or death decisions.

Retired Vice, Adm. William P. Lawrence, a 1951 academy graduate who spent
more than 6 years in a North Vietnamese prison camp, spoke of “lessons learned”
from the report.
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One of three admirals who will determine how the cases should be handled, Admi-
ral Lawrence said the academy must remain “totally dedicated to maintaining the
lﬁ%:t sgible standards.”

aval Academy and the cther two military colleges need officers of “intﬁg'rity,
of the highest sense of honor,” agreed, Lt. Gen. Charles C. Krulak, a top Marine
commander and a 1964 academy graduate.

The country and America’s parents demand it, he said. “We're taking thei: sons
and daughters into harm’s way.”

Senator BYRD. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to add that there are
certain pages from the Iran-Contra investigation that I will ask be
included in the record.

Senator SHELBY. Without objection, it is so ordered.

[The information follows:]
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Mz: NmELns. That was going to be-my very nexi-question; Colonel.

.. North Isn't it true that you shredded. them? -

Mr: NorTE. | beiieve I did.

Mr: NrErns. And that would include the copies with a check.
mari where the line says “aporove™?

Mr. NorTs. That would have included all covpies. I tried, as [ was
departing the NSC, a process which began as eariy as October, to
destroy ail rererences to these covert operations. I willingiy admit
that. .

Counsei, would you repeat that question again, plesse. :

Mr. NIELDS. My queszion was, I take it that ineiudes the memo-
randd with the check mari opposite the line “approve.”

Mr. NORTE. Again I do not testify here, nor do [ balieve I did so
eeriier, thac I recail any specific check maris or initiais,

Admirai Poindexter’s habit was to initial che “aporove/disap-
prove” box. Occasionally I suppose there would have been a check
mari, bue [ do not recail a specific docwment coming back with a
vP or a check mari or an RCM on this particular issue, nor—again
[ wanc to receac—por did I ever see any with the President’s ini-
dzis on it. And that is noc easirely unusual, Mr. Nields. On a
aumber of ocher activides I would simply be told over the tale-
pnore, proceed. Ot in some cases I wouid sang Up messages, either
i the PROF system or written. unless ocherwise directed I wiil
proceed as follows..

Mr. NELps. That is the whole reason fo- shredding documents,
isn't it, Colonel North. so that 7ou czn lare ' say you don't remem-
ber whecher you had them, and you don’t remember what is in
them? ) .

" Mr. Norts. No, Mr. Nields. The reason for shredding documents
and. the- reason the Government of the United Stares gave me a
soredder—! mean, I didn't buy it myseif—was to destroy de-
ments that.were no longer relevant, that did not apoly or thaw
snouid not be divulged_

Again [ want to go back to the whole: intent of a covert oper-
aton. Part of a covert operaron is to offer piausible deniabiiity of
the association of the Government of the United States with the ac-
Ovity. Part of it is to decsive our adversaries. Part of it is to insure
that. those peovle who are at great veril carrying our those acdvi-
ties are not further endangered. All chose are good and sufficient
Te2s0ms to destroy documents, and thar is why the Guvernment
Juys shredders by the tens and dozens and gives them :0 peovie
running covert operations; not so thac they can have convenient
memories. Ce s

I came here to tell you. the truch; to tell you. and this committee
2nd the American pegole the truth, and I am trying to do that, Mr.
Nields, and. I don't lika the insinuation: thar. I'mx up here having a
couvenient memory lapse like perhauvs some others have had_

Mr. Nreuns, Colonel North, you shredded these documents on the-
21st of November-1986 isn't-that true? .. . -
Mr;Noa.m'I&-rmeagaimomth'é.dam.; T T
= NIELDe: Friday-the-21stof Novemberz1986. - . 4. -
= NorTe [ started. shredding;documents:as early-as. my returm:,
:Eliropes in= October—I”haves absolutely~ no. recollection: when-
those: docmugnmnwerea'umdded,.nope_-wb.amoevez:-

o e e v———— o SRR Ay
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Mr: Nrerps. There has been testimony before the comumittee you
engaged in shredding of documents on November 21, 1986. Do you:
deny thar? ‘

Mr. NorTe_I do not deny that I engaged in.shredding on Novem:-:
ter 21_ I will also tell this committee thac I engaged in shredding:
almost every day that I had a shredder and that I puc. things in:
burn bags wnen [ didn't. =

So every single day I was on Nadonal Securify Council stasf:
some documents were destroyed, and [ don't want you to have the.
impression that those documents that [ referred to seeking approv-;
al disappeared on the 21st. Because [ can't say that. In fact, lam
quite sure, by virtue of the conversations I remember about :the
J1st, that chose documents were aiready gone. ’

They were gone by virtue of the fact that we saw thesa oper-,
adions unraveling as eariy as the mid parc of October: with the loss.
of the Hasenrus airplane, and the discussion that the Direczor ot
Cancral Intelligence had had with a. private citizen about what he-
Lnew of a Contra diversion, as you put it. And at that point [
began to, ome, recognize I would be ieaving the NSC, because that
was a purpose for my deparwure. {0 ofer the scapegoat, it you witl..
and. second of all, recognizing it was ccming dowm, I didn't want.
some pew person waiking in there opening files that wouid possibly.
axpase people at risk A

30 I do mot want vou to leave with the idea that those documents:
were shredded just on the 21st. They mighr have been shredded on_
the 19th or the 1ith of November wnen L came back from a series
of trips w Eurcpe.
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Mr. NTELDS. Youere present, [ ke it, ot a meering on the 20th .
of Novempber in Admiral Poindexter's offics?

Mr. NORTE. Let me oy o recail.

Mr. N=zos. Thursday, sarly aftermoon. ke day Lerfore Director
Cesey was 15 t2stify berore the Fouse and Serars inzeiligance Cor-
Tursees.

Mr. NORTE. Yes. I was.

Mr. Nzxos. And the durpose of thar meeting—I! take it present
at :ne meedng were. among ocher veopie, Director Casay, Admiral
Poindexter, you. Mr. Coover from :he Aitorney Gerneral's Ofes,
the Atiorzey General, Paul Thompson?

Mr. NorTE. I recall—juite nouestly, I didn't recall Mr. Cooper
Seing present, but [ do recall thar the others were present_ [ aiso
beiieve that Direcror Casey had one of his scarf present with himr

Mr. NmErns. Was it Mr. Gates?

Mr: Norte. I don't think Mr. Gates was there for thar m
thinic maybe it was Mr. Cave. : nope [ kave
came I shouidn't have. said.

Y. Nreros. No. That name is publiic. [t has been reieased in the
lower Reporw.

Mr.
can

L mesting. [
not just given away a

NorTs. His name ought 0 be public. He is a gresr Amer:-

Mr. Nr=ros. My question. is, [ take it the pUrvose of thar meeting
Was 0 g0 over the testumony thac Lasey was to give the next day?
Mr. NORTE. Yes. Among cther things, ves. [ mean, one of the
tungs we were talking about, I thinic in a. more. closed meeting-
Tore this broader meeting, it was before. was how we would pro--
¢eed with next steps on the hostages, and the sacond channel. And

[ think char is %oy Mr: Cave was. there..
 Mr_NrErns. And [ tzke it that a subjecz of the Novermnher HAWE.
Sninment and what he would. testify- anour it was discusseq?
Mr. NORTE. As | recail, thar was a. subject of discussion: and—~1°
worked, . . [ recail. on: varjous issues with-CIA officers_.. T
Director Casey had beerr aways and. a< I recail’. had.been brought.

gi{:'t early from:a. triprand. [ had.beerr working: with: a: number-of= -

-STafT on.various. testimony preparacon-and. ac the: tmesting-orr.
the- 20th_ [_ recall it a_loc. differently- than: perfaps: some:. others .
People have.. T S o gy
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My principal objective in.thac session was to create some closure:
berweerr a CIA version, whick showed this to be an “NEC oper-
adon,” and make it more visiple as a U.S. Government oreradon.

The CIA version of their chronology had said this is the NSC
this, the NSC thae, the NSC e¢ cerera. My erffort was to vy and
make closure berween their version ana one that would say :his
was the U.S. Govermment that did A. B. and C. Nonetheiess, tke
pordon that deait with the Novermbper HAWK shipments was in
part in error.

Now, ! understand there is a lot of herges wailding around :hac

* have ciaimed credit for exposing the fraud. 2c¢ cacera. Lac me just
malke note as to wdac I recail and what [ recorded ar che time.

And vou nave my notes. Affer we lert thar meering, T do noc

¢ recail, incidencaily, a greac ceaa‘:z. ovar whetner the U.S. Goverxz.
merntc inew or wnether the ClA tmew what was zpoard the air-
piane.

[ very cleariy :.new whnat was on that zirpiane. S0 did Direczor
Ca..ey know thar [ inmew what was on :hat airpiane. The issue. as
far as [ was ‘.onc,._ec.. was weat cid she CIA irnow? I had toid ke
CLA after my a;scu..smns—- -his is going back 10 1885—afier my dis-
cussions with tne Istaelis. wiich occurred tke nighe Nr. \/Ic~'='-‘=ﬂe
cailed. [ telieve [ Jew up 0 New Yorz, and 72 can g0 through izt
wnoie 1983 caronoiogy if you +isi.

There were supsequent discussions o: the Israeiis. General Secord
went over and we eventuaily gor a CLA oroorecary zo ily -,_.-\.W—:{s
from Isrzel (o [ran.

[ knew if, 2nd by then the CLA tmew thar tney were fying some-
tbing for me. ! pever toid—I dom't beiieve—'he CLA what was

'*ee.le on those airpianes. [ don't believe. | kmew. And so, in work-
the c:u'onmog'y, it was importanc thac the CIA te able @0 say
chan chey did not know what was on :he airpianes ac the time, and
I don't "e.leve they did. They certainly found out shortly thereatter
because of :ze same sensitive mcei.ligenc° I refarred to eariier.

There was no doubt that shortiy thereatier, averybody %o bad
access to that very sepsi itive .nr,edlgﬂnce snew what was going on..
There was a discussion. as [ recail. reiacively brief, in Admirai
Poindexter's office which nciuded Admural Poindexter. Director
Casey, myself, Mr. Thompson. I be“eve Mzr. Cave, ard the Attorney
General, and i oe says he was there. Mr. Cooper.

I just don't rememper him. May Dave been the {irst time I sver

- met the man. I then wert back o Direcror Casey’s office over in
the Old Execurive Office Buiiding, :he one that was just down the
hail from. my basemenc.

And in that room, Director Casey and [ dxed thac testimony and
removed. the- offensive portions. And, we fixed it by omission.. We
left out—it wasn't made accurate, it wasn't made fulsome, it. was
fixed. by omission..

I dmow-cthere are a-lotof other herves wio nave exposed all of
chis, tut [ wiil teil you. that it was done within minutes of finlishing:
thar meering; and it was done-in his Old Execudve Office Buiiding:
ofizce,. right dowwm the tail from my basement..

Mr: Nmros. When. you say the-testimony was fixed;. [ take i and.
fixed: by omission
Mr= NorTE- Yes..

n
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Mr. NIELDS. —you are saying.thar you and Direczor Casey agreed
that he would say thac they were told to pick:up bulky cargo and
that the crew on. the. airline- was. told_it.was oil-drilling equipment:
and HAWEK missiles would never-be mentioned?

Mr: Norr=. That is right. My recollection of that agreement, by
the way, goes all the way back to a yesr eariier in wnich the dis-
cussions. I had with the Israeli officials we agreed that the stary
line would be thac they were shipping oil-driiling equipmexnt, and
so when I contacted the CIA in November of 1985 and asked them
w0 provide the name of an air carrier that was discreet in Eurove, I
told them that it was oii-drilling equipment. I Lied to the CIA be-
cause thac was the convention that we nad workad out with the [s-
raeiis, that no one eise was to know.

Mr. NEzpd. You have heard. I take it you listened or are famii-
iar #ith the testimony of Mr. Coover.

Mr. Nowrr=. | don't recail watching—1 am reminded that [ have
szen the tape of some of it, yes.

Mr. Nrps. Weil, T #1iil teil you. if your recoilecdon needs Te-
ireshing, that Mr. Cooper said that he was at the meeting in Adrau-
rzi Poindexter’s Office on the 20th with Direcror Casey and others,
and that you were arguing in favor of changing Director Casey’s
testimony so that instead of saying the CTA didn't kniow there were
HAWK missiles, thac the testmony wouid read “No one in the
U2, Government would know, koew thar HAWK missiles were im.
voived.”

Mr. Suizzvan. Is thac the stacement, counsel, chat Mr. Coorer
said was written in by Coionel North on the document?

Mr. NErzs. I am abourt to ask him the question conceraning the
writing. ’

Mr. Surrzvan. [s this che same Mr. Cooper that said he would
aot believe Colonel North under oath? :

Chairman INOUYE.. believe the queston shouid be asked by the
#itness. Please advise your witness.

Mr. Surrrvan. Excuse me Mr. Chairman. If there is a document
that counsel is referring to, we would like to have our attention di-
rectad to if please.

Mr. Nr=xos. Exhibit 31. But before wa g2t to the document, I am
asiing you the question: Did you at that meacing argue in favor of
cianging the testimony so it would read “No one in the U.S. Gov-
eromenc knew''?

Mr. Norta. My recolleczion, and I appreciate your showing me
this one page of this docnment.. [ think what aiso is important, if
¥ou pave if, the rest of that document is irmportant 00 because it
¥as a multipage document. .

My recollection of the mesting is that this was indeed a multi-
page document. It was part of the Director’s preparation for his ap-
pearance pefore the House and Senate Iatelligence Committees,
and I had worked with. his staff for-several. days prior to that o
develop that: testimony; because- many of them: didn't know what.
W33 going. on'in these-activities:

- IOy concermr. was. that the-documents. reflect-as. much. as oft-
as posvidble thar.this was 2. U.S. Government activity; much. of—this
2. 3. C[A~prepared. piece: of paper; by~ the. way: Muca. of; the: CTA.
Pavershowed. that this was: a-“NSC activity,” and so Lhad urged: in:
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this meeting:. “Look, you got to stop-calling this a NSC acdvity;. thes

NSC is not 2 governmment unio itseif, despite of what some of you
may believe—che NSC was an organ of the U.S. Government—
and would you therefore get ciosure, lec’s take our NSC and. CiA
and put U.S. Government everywhere we can in the document.”
That is my recollection of what | was trying to do during thac ses-
sion. ¢

Now, there were many otber people there. The important thing
is that, first of all, on this document, that's not my writing. Second
of ail, sitting in the room are other people who have intimare
knowledge of what had transpired in Novemper of 1985. I am not
the oniy one in the room that snows what is going on. Perbaps Mr.
Cooper didn't. but sureiy, with the gossible excepcion of Mr.
Thompson. sverytedy eise did. So I am not the only one siwting in
the room naving a comsiruction propiem here, and [ do not recail
amphasizing the U.S. Govermmexnt aspect of it.

And when we weat back to Director Casey’s Office, my recollec-
dion is we simply deleted the whole line and went back to the ver-

sion that sz2id the CIA was told thar it was oil-drilling squipment.
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Mr. NOrRTH. [t was on instrucdons of the Nationai Security Ad-
“wiser. [ was instructed to mest with Chairman MHarmiiton and I be-
lieve many of the membpers of the commitzas.
Y. Nios. And they wers interestad in dnding out the answers
ta ike guescions raised by the resolution of inquiry.
. NOrRT=. Exactly.
. Mrzzos. Your fundraising aczivities?
. NORTE. Precisaly.
. Nizros. Military supgore for the Contras?
Mr. Nort=. Thart's righe.
Mr. Nzmos. Questions about Mr. Owern, Generai Singiaub ard
. Jong ruil?
(Witness confers with his attorney.]
Mr. NorTH. Yes.
¥r. Nzzos. The beginning of this memorandum thar 3poears to
be a description of what you said during that meerting. It says trom
.Boland Amendment on, North explained sericoures to Concras.
Is chat crue, did you explain the strictures o the Contras?
-Mr. NorT=. I explaineq to them that there was no US. Govern--
ment money undi more was aporovriated, ves..
Mr. NmELDs. And it says never ‘iolated scricture, gave advice on
buman righrs, civic acdon program.
Mr. NorT=. I did do thac.
. Yr. Noxos. Bue [ taka it you did considerably more which you
did not teil the committee abour?
.. Mr. NogrT=. [ have admitted that here befors you today, knowing
_fall well what [ toid the commitiee then. [ thinkt—and [ thinis we
- €20 abbreviate this in hopes we can move on so chac [ can Anish
week. I will tell you right now, counsel, and ail the mempers
ere gathered, that [ misled the Congress. I misied——
- NELDs. At that meeting? .
Mr. NorT=. At that meesing.
. Mr. Nmxos. Face o face?
Mr.NorTE. Face to face. :
- Mr. NrErns. You made falsé statements to them. abour. your ac-
- lvities in support of the Contras?
Mr: Norre I did-. :
¢ Murthermore, I'did so with:a purpose, and I did_so with.a purpose-
.ot hoverully avoiding. the. very kind of thing that we. have berore us.
-A0*7 and avoiding: a shur-offof help for-the Nicaraguan- Resistancs,
:and. avoiding- an: elimination. of the- Resistance-facilities in: chree-
«-2atral American countries wherein_ we. had. promised. those-heads
10T state on-my-specific orders;..on: specific orders to me—IL had. gone-
there and assured_them of our ahsolute: and toral discretion:-.
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Mr. Nierps. We do—— _ . .
Mr. NorTEE And [ anr admitting to you. that.T participated..if-
preparadion of documents for the Congress that were erroneous,
_ misleading, evasive, and wrong;.and I did it again .k.xere when I ap-
peared before that committee convened in the White House Situa-
tion Room, and I maise no excuses for whnat I did. '
I will tell you now that [ arn under oath and I was_not then.

* * * * * * ) "

Senator BYRD. The reason I do this is to reveal the laxness and
the seeming indifference that have been displayed by the actions
of you and any others who are responsible for this communication,
this electronic message that went out concerning the book-signin
and the invitation .to Midshipmen to come te the book-signing an
telling them that Colonel North’s book—and I know nothing about
the book; I have not read it; I do not intend to read it—is more
than just another war story. I am quoting again: “It is also a testa-
ment to bravery and faith. For those who fought there, waited at
home for loved ones, or who opposed this horrible conﬁict, Oliver
North offers an intensel ﬁersona] perspective on how we can fi-
nally bring the long, sad chapter of America’s Vietnam experience
2;% an end. The book is to be released to the public on November

Well, on page 15—no, page 16—there is testimony by Oliver
North admitting to shredding documents. I did not say he did it,
it is his admission. Mr. North—I will read the excerpt and I will
put the whole page in the record.

[See above insert.]

Senator BYRD. “Mr. Neals”—I believe that was the committee
counsel’s name, and that would include the copies with a check-
mark where the line says approved—Mr. North. That would have
included all copies.

“I tried, as I was departini; the NSC, a process which began as
early as October to destroy all references to these covert errations.
I willingly admit that.”

As to the reasons for shreddin? the documents, Mr. North said
this to Mr. Neals: “The reasons for shredding the documents and
the reason the U.S. Government gave me a shredder—I mean, I did
not buy it myself—was to destroy documents that were no longer
relevant, that did not apply, or that should not be divulged.”

Mr. North is being quoted again on page 16: “I do not deny that
I engaged in shredding on November 21. I will also tell this com-
mittee that I engagiged in shredding almost every day, that I had a
shredder and that I put things in burn bags when I did not.”

On page 37, Mr. North testified as to the falsification of testi-
mony prepared for Congress for Director Casey of Central Intel-
ligence. Mr. North said, in part: “In that room, %irector Casey and
I fixed that testimony and removed the offensive portions, and we
fixed it by omission. We left out—it was not made accurate. It was
not made fulsome. It was fixed by omission.”

2
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Another quote: “When we went back to Director Casey’s office,
my recollection is we simply deleted the whole line and went back
to the version that said tﬁe CIA was told it was oil drilling equip-
ment.”

On page 132, this has to do with creating false documents to
cover up a home security system not paid for. Mr. North, in part:
“As I told you yesterday, I was going to tell you the truth, the good,
the bad, and the ugly, and this is the truth. I did, probably, the
grossest misjudgment that I made in my life. I then tried to paper
over that whole thing by sending two phoney documents back to
Mr. Robinette. It was not an exercise in good judgment.” Mr.
Pobinette was the contractor who installed the security equipment.

On page 180, Mr. North: “And I am admitting to you that I par-
ticipated in preparation of documents for the ongress that were
erroneous, misleading, evasive, and wrong. And I did it again here
when I appeared before that committee convened in the White
House situation room. And I make no excuses for what I did.”

Well, there is a man who makes no excuses for what he did. He
shredded documents, he participated in preparation of documents
that were erroneous, misleading, evasive, and wrong. He makes no
excuses for what he did.

That is the type of person that—the electronic message went out
inviting Midshipmen to come to his book-signing. Can anybody
blame a Midshipman for being confused? Is it not possible that a
Midshipman might think that indeed it is really true that it is only
wrong if you get caught, and develop a confused and cynical atti-
tude about the reality of living one’s personal life based on honor,

based on takinig one’s honor code seriously and taking one’s oath
Yy

of office seriously?

Montesquieu said that Romans were the most religious people in
the world when it came to taking an oath. There was a Roman con-
sul named Regulus. He was captured by the Carthaginians in the
first Punic War. The Carthaginians sent him and a delegation back
to Rome to urge that their be a cessation of hostilities, on favorable
terms, of course, terms favorable to the Carthaginians. The
Carthaginians thought that by sending Regulus, this consul, that
the Roman Senate surely would be persuaded.

They exacted from Regulus an oath that he would return to
Carthage. Regulus and the delegation appeared before the Roman
Senate, and the Romar Senate inquired of Regulus, “What is your
opinion?” He said, “I am but a chattel. I am a prisoner of the

arthaginians. But at heart, I am a Roman. And I would advise
you that I see nothing in this proposal that would be of any benefit
to Rome.” He said, “I realize that this news will be taken back to
Carthage, and that they will know what I have said, and I realize
that it will mean my life.”

Some of the Roman Senators urged Regulus to stay and not go
back. He said, “I have given my oath, and whether give it to a
friend or an enemy, I keep my oath.” And when the delegation
be%an to return—started to return—he heard the tearful pleadings
of his wife and children begging him not to go. But he went, know-
ing that he would pay with his life.

he Carthaginians put him into an enclosure that was covered
with spikes and into which the sunlight poured, so he could not
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rest. They cut off his eyelids so that he could not keep the sun out
of his eyes, and forced him to lie on those spikes. He died, rather
keeping his oath than keeping his life. We need a few more Ro-
mans around, in the Senate as well as at .he academies.

Plutarch tells us that one day Themi:tecles happened to see
Aristides. These were Athenian statesmen and generals who lived
in the 6th and 5th centuries B.C. Themistocles said that it was his
view that the most excellent thing about a good general was that
he could design and foresee the plans of the enemy. Aristides re-
sponded by saying, “I agree. That is a necessary requirement. But
it is equa ly an excellent requirement that a general have clean
hands.’ )

That is what we ought to be telling these naval Midshipmen, and
that is what the top officers ought to be living and showing the
kind of example. You have clean hands or you do not pass this, and
you do not have three times and you are out. One time and you
are out.

So that goes to the question that is fundamental: the life and fu-
ture of the academies. It should be the single most important issue
that the leaders of the academies should be promoting and foster-
ing, especially in the light of the developments that came to light
in 1990 and again this year.

Mr. Chairman, this subcommittee needs to be developing ideas
about how we can begin turning this attitude around. I have to
question what we are really accomplishing at Annapolis.

Now, Admiral, I think you ought to have a chance to respond. I
do not want to take advantage of you, but I would also ask you,
what would you think of reporting to this committee every 4
months as to the actions that are being taken to eliminate these
disgraceful happenings and eliminate cheating, and to install a real
honor code that is kept by the Midshipmen and insisted upon by
the officers as well? What would you think about supplying this
committee every 4 months with a progress report on how your new
plans, which you have stated before this committee, how they are
worki?ng out, what actions you are taking, how it is working, and
so on?

I think we ought to insist on that, Mr. Chairman? How about it?

Admiral LyncH. Well, Mr. Chairman, first of all I would like to
respond to the first part of your question.

Senator ByrDp. Very well. Yes.

Admiral LyncH. I very much apologize if I left with you any im-
pression that I was insensitive in any way on this Ollie North
book-signing. What I was tryin% to convey, what I mean to convey
is that when somebody signs a book at the Naval Academy, it does
not normally come to my level for attention. In this case, it did
come to my level of attention, and I, coming from the same thing
with the views that you expressed, I was looking at this as an op-
portunity to bring in a person—he is controversial, but he is con-
troversial about ethical issues—and have the Midshipmen talking
about ethical issues.

They understand and read the Iran-Contra affair in their class-
rooms as a result of your legislation. We give that in the classroom.
If they have not had it, they will have it in the coming years. So
just to have him on the campus, to me, and to have controversy
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and have discussion going back and forth, I felt, and I weighed
both sides of it. I was not trying to glorify Ollie North in anyway,
and I regret that I came down on that side of it and that view. I
‘regret that it offended you or anybody else that it may have. Like
I say, you and I are in complete agreement in all that you have
Just said.

I will say that on the appalling situation that we have right now,
no one has taken this more deeply than [. I was appalled. I did not
believe that we would have over 100 Midshipmen involved with an
EE cheating compromise that we had. There are all levels of in-
volvement. We all understand that. But I also feel very badly for -
the 4,000-some Midshipmen—and many Midshipmen have taken to
heart all the things that you just discussed, Chairman Byrd. No,
I do not want any part of that, I wili not do that and turn down
information. But the 4,000 of the entire Naval Academy and all of
us are deeply wounded by this, and we feel very badly.

I do believe that I will have a plan, and I do believe that I know
what needs to be done with the education, the training, the char-
acter development, the total participation of everyone at the Naval
Academy, and over the years we have allowed various groups to opt
out for whatever reason, and I believe that we can turn that
around, and I would be pleased to repurt to this committee, or any-
one else at an{ point in time, because, as I mentioned to this com-
mittee, I would have quantifiable measurements that we will be
using from this point forward. So I have no problem with that, Sen-
ator Byrd, and I would be pleased to do so.

Senator BYRD. Mr. Chairman, you have been very gracious to me,
allowing me so much time. I just want to make one more comment.

Admireal, you say you are sorry you offended me. You can forget
me. I think I represent the attitudes of millions of people in this
country and a lot of your Midshipmen who. were appalled. Do not
be sorry about offen in%me because I am here. I can take up for
myself. But it is the offense to the Academy, the offense to the
young men who come there looking for role models, it is the offense
to the taxpayers who find that they are being cheated.

And as to controversy, Admiral, you have missed the point if you
think that I have objected to controversy, having someone around
who is controversial. Almost any of us is controversial. If you had
me up there, that could lead to controversg.

But I have said enough, and I think the record is clear enough
as to what we are talking about. So all I can say is as far as I am
concerned I am very disappointed, chagrined, and I think it is an
ou;rage. And I hope the Midshipmen will read your testimony here
today.

Let me ask you two questions. If you as an officer are given an
illegal order, for example, to lie to Congress, shred evidence, or im-
properly spend money, what do you do?

Admiral LYNCH. T]Zere is no question, Mr. Chairman, you do not

obey that order. That is an illegal order, and we do not obey that.
Senator BYrb. What do you do if you see somebody else violating
the law? '
Admiral LYNCH. You report that. You report that to the proper

authorities, take immediate action yourself or report it to the prop-
er authorities.
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Senator BYrD. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

Admiral Lynch, I want to go back to the last question. Did you
want to say something else, Admiral?

Admiral LYNCH. I would like to, if I have this opportunity before
Senator Byrd leaves. You quoted a couple of things that were in
the newspapers, and I understand those quotes in the newspapers,
and I cannot say that I did not say those things. But I would like
to say taken in context, the Nava{ Investigative Service was con-
ducting its investigation about a year ago, and I was getting peri-
odic updates. The agent in charge, Ron Benefield, and assistant
agent, Ms. Debora Reese, and my staff Judge Advocate were meet-
ing fordan upds.te. Those are the only ones I kept as this thing pro-

essed.
ngn the course, and at that same time, there were rumors abun-
dant throughout the Academy that the football team had bought,
sold, and distribu/tedz‘?he exam. At the same time, the director of
athletics had reported to me that there is a feeling, the football
team is getting this persecution complex because they say they did
not do that, and yet everyone is accusing them of that, and it was
in the press, widely reported in the media.

During this update I asked the agent in charge what progress
had been made. He said we have no evidence that the football team
bought, sold, and distributed this examination. I told him what do
you base that on? He said we have interviewed every member of
the football team. I said well, why did you do that? That singles
out that particular group. You did not do that for any other group,
and if you had done that for a company or any other particular .
group, %ut no wonder we have all of these rumors abundant and
running about. If he or she took that to be irate or upset about
that, and he explained to me right after that, because of all these
rumors, he felt it was his obligation to do that, and I said okay,
I understand that, and we went on to the next subject. That con-
versation was among the four of us, and to my knowledge, that was
it

The other conversation that was taken out of context and re-
ported by the Navy Inspector General was when the Navy Inspec-
tor General and his staff came to the Naval Academy the first week
in June. On August 3 was the first time I met with—and I cannot
remember today, but I believe it was three—either two or three of
the Navy Inspector General’s staff, on August 3 in my office—they,
and me. And I called them and asked them to meet with me be-
cause we had the Brigade coming back on August 15. I wanted first
of all to make sure that they were getting all the information they
needed, everything was progressing, if they had any problems. And
I opened the meeting, maybe—I cannot remember that much at
this point in time—but I hope that you complete this investigation
by the 15th of August. I have got the Brigade coming back by Au-
gust 15, we have a convocation schedule for the Superintendent
and the Commandant with the entire Brigade, and I would like to
be able to say this is what we found out in the NIS investigation,
this is now what the IG has discovered, and these are the actions
that were taken and what we need to do.
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They said, * Admiral, we do not believe that we are going to be
completed by August 15. In fact, this may even be into September
or October.” I said, “Oh, my goodness. This is a burden on the Mid-
shipmen, it is a morale factor, but I understand and, I understand
your charter, and we want to get to the bottom of this, whatever.”
And we had mry nessage we had sent to two Midshipmen, had
granted immun.t’ Jn one, and that information was coming back,
so they had some leads they were now developing that we did not
have before. .

I asked them. I said, “What do you know about the football
team?” To me, that was a logical question because the rumors were
abundant. The football team has the most visible athletes at the
Academy. We were getting ready for that football season. They told
me at that time that they do not have that much, either, on the
football team, although one Midshipman, they think now was a
football' player, brought in the exam to another Midshipman’s
room, or something to that effect.

[The information follows:]

We want every Midshipman to strive for excellence and achieve their individual
potential whether it is as a Trident Scholar doing a research pruject, a Midshipman
competing in national dcbate competition, or a student-athlete. To allow this higher
level effort in one arca can require some accommodations; for example, class sched-
uling, tutors, or time away from the Academy.

This is not preferential treatment but reasonable accommodations so individual
men and women Midshipmen can excel in onc area and also meet all Academ)’ aca-

demic and professional requirements. Student-athletes meet the same academic re-
quirements of all other students.

Football players were never given any preferential treatment in the investigation
or resolution of honor cases relating to the EE 311 exam compromise.

Admiral LYNCH. We talked about a couple of other things, and
before the conversation was all over with, it was this—and really,
when you look at all of the possibilities here, we may be here until
December or January. To me, that was devastating because I
thought, as I told you before, when we first met early on, I thought
this was a limited thing. I had no idea that we were talking over
100 Midshipmen. I thought they could come in, review everything
that was done, and I really thought they would be done by August
15. Now, we were talking the entire semester. So, like I say, it was
a devastating thing.

But then I said well, if, in fact, my football team turns out to be
involved, the Army-Navy game is on December 5, and we will get
the football season out of the way. And that is the context that I
said that. If you read the IG report, and I have never had an oppor-
tunity to discuss that with the IG, but if you read the IG report,
it is as if I called them in and asked them to stretch this out be-
yond the football season, which I had no intent, desire, to do so.
In fact, I was hoping to get them out as soon as possible.

Sgnator BYRD. You do not place football above honor then, do
you?

Acmiral LYyNcH. Absolutely not, Senator.

Senator BYrD. Where does it rank?

Admiral LyncH. It ranks with all other——

Senator ByrD. As between the two.

Admiral LYNCH. Sports at the Naval Academy—ws have said
earlier here, there is no greater responsibility tgan I, as Super-
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intendent, or any member of the Superintendent’s office, or the
other Superintendents that were here at the Academy, than the
character development. The personal integrity is the heart of lead-
ership. It is the core of our profession. It is what our Naval Acad-
emy is all about.

I believe that sincerely, and I feel very badly that this has hap-
pened, that we have 100 and some Midgﬁpmen that could not live
up to that, do not believe that for whatever reason. That is my
problem. I accept that responsibility. I am accountable for that.

I believe that I know how we can turn that around and fix that
at the Naval Academy, and I will agree with you. Inviting Ollie
North is not the way to fix it,

Senator BYRD. And you will see that the committee gets a report
within 4 months as to how the plan is working?

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir. I will be happy to. I will be hapoy to
personally brief you or any other members as well, sir.

Senator BYRD. Very well. Thank you.

Senator SHELBY. Mr. Chairman, we will ask for the report at
your suggestion.

Admiral Lynch, again, I would like to go back to a question that
I was asking you earlier. With whom did you confer, and what ad-
vice or approval did they offer? You mentioned the Chief of Naval
Operations. Did you get advice or approval from him as to the on-
going problems at the Naval Academy? Do you recall?

Admiral LYNCH. Senator, Mr. Chairman, it was not a weekly up-
date to the Chief of Naval Operations and the Vice Chief as things
developed. In fact, the Chief of Naval Operations—the Secretary of
the Navy was at one of our home football games. The Chief of
Naval Operations was there for several of our home football games
this year. I did call the Vice Chief. It was my normal—

Senator SHELBY. Did you give the Chief of Naval Operations an

update as to what was going on with the cheating scandal at the
Academy?

Admiral LYNCH. Absolutely, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Did you get any advice from him regarding
what to do or not to do?

Admiral LyncH. No, sir.

Senator SHiLBY. Did you confer with the Secretary of the Navy
about what was going on at the Naval Academy, as far as the ongo-
ing investigation of the cheating scandal?

Admiral LYNCH. You must remember, sir, that the Secretary of
the Navy Dalton—

Senator SHELBY. That is right.

Admiral LYNCH. I am not sure when he was confirmed, but it
was after the IG came in and took over the investigation. The Navy
Inspector General has a responsibility to report directly to the Sec-
retary of the Navy and the CNO on a weekly basis and I was not
involved in that.

Senator SHELBY. Admiral, did you talk to the Secretary of the
Navy at Annapolis at a ballgame?

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Or anywhere else, about the ongoing investiga-
tion of the scandal?

Admiral LYNCH. I am sure I did, sir.
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Senator SHELBY. But you do not have a transcript or anything?

Admiral LYNcH. I did not say I want to brief you on the honor
concept investigation.

Senator SHELBY. Did you have any advice from the Secretary of
the Navy?

Admiral LYNCH. No, sir.

Senator SHELBY. Did you have any advice from the Chief of
Naval Operations regarding this?

Admiral LyncH. Not that I can say was, “Take this particular ac-
tion.” I mean, I told him what I believed had happened, what was
ongoing at the time. I did discuss with him, when your letter to
Secretary Perry—— ’

Senator SHELBY. After I had asked for an Inspector General in-.
vestigation, is that right?

Admiral LyNcH. Yes, sir. We had a discussion about that.

Senator SHELBY. This was when, back last year?

Admiral LYNCH. Late May, early June, of 1993.

Senator SHELBY. What was your initial reaction to my request on
behalf of the committee for an Inspertor General’s investigation of
the incident?

Admiral LynNcH. My initial reaction was, to be quite candid and
honest with you, was that I believed that——

Admiral LYNCH. We did not need it?

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir. I did not believe that I needed it.

Senator SHELBY. Do you still believe that we did not need it?

Admiral LYNCH. No, sir. I thank you for it. But like I say, at the
time I thought it was rumors and innuendo. Because I had done
what I thought was an exhaustive investigation. I had no reason
to know, to even believe that it was beyond—in fact, I made the
statement I will eat my hat if there are more than another dozen.
I did not believe we had them all, because I never closed the inves-
tigation, but I made the statement I will eat my hat if there are
more than another dozen Midshipmen involved.

. Senator SHELBY. Admiral, let me run through several questions
ere.

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. The IG report indicates that you decided early
on to ask the Naval Criminal Investigative Service to conduct a
criminal investigation because of the possibility of criminal conduct
in the theft of the exam. You alluded to this earlier. The IG report
indicates that you could have initiated a noncriminal investigation
to discover the full extent of the cheating. However, the Academy
took no action to identify additional cheaters after the NCIS inves-
tigation was completed.

How did you intend to address the ncneriminal aspects of the in-
cident? That is, how did you intend to determine the extent of the
compromise? Can you provide any information to the committee
today that might help us to understand why this aspect of the
problem, the full extent of the cheating, was not pursued?

Admiral LYNCH. I think it was a failure on my part, Mr. Chair-
man, in that I had no belief—first of all, I did not believe that—
I believed there was some cheating, but I did not believe that Mid-
shipmen would lie and then cons»ire to cover up that cheating. I
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did not believe that it extended beyond more than the 30 or 35 that
the NIS had initially investigated.

Repeatedly, I went to the Midshipmen as a group to come for-
ward with any names or information they had. And I think the rea-
sons for all of this, as I have said before, is that we had no infor-
mation that there was more than just the normal spiking. The
class average was very low, the NIS came, that the exam came in
the hall 2100 the night before. So I had a lot of reason to tell them
it was not as widespread as we now know that it was.

And then I looked at what other alternatives I had at the time.
I felt that having the Naval I,nvestigative Service, which are profes-
sional investigators, come in, as I have said before, they inter-
viewed over 85 Midshipmen and 15 or 20 staff and 15 or 20 profes-
sors, not all criminal. They did both criminal and noncriminal.

Senator SHELBY. Just general investigation?

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir. And based on all of that, I did not be-
lieve that it was as widespread as it was. And that was a failure
on my part.

Senator SHELBY. The IG report also indicates that even though
exam answers were eventually read and graded, it appears that no
one at the Naval Academy ever compared the answers of different
Midshipmen for evidence of collaboration. Did you, Admiral Lynch,
ever consider the need to determine the full extent of the com-
promise and that a comparison of test answers might have been
useful in that regard.

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. You mentioned test answers earlier.

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir, and I would like to say there.are a cou-
ple of factors here that have come to light since the IG report, be-
cause I was surprised when the IG did their out-call with me and
did my interview the week before Christmas. They presented to me
2 memo that showed that there were more spikes than the 13 or
14 we had before. That was news to me, and that had come from
the faculty.

Senator SHELBY. What was the time interval between the first
news and the second news as to the spikes in the grades?

Admiral LyNcH. I have now got all the facts here, so I will tell
you what happened. On about December 16 or 17, when I called
in the IG—excuse me, NIS—December 16, 1992, I asked NIS to do
an investigation to find out what we have. I also went to the Aca-
demic Dean of Provost and told him to find out, I want to see a
copy of the examination, I want to see—I want to know what the
class average was for the examination and I want to know if there
have been any unusual spikes.

Senator SHELBY. Movements in grades?

Admiral LyNcH. Yes. He came back to me with a copy of the ex-
amination which I looked at, and from my layman’s eye I thought
it would be difficult to try to analyze that examination. As I men-
tioned before, except for the multiple choice for the first one, you
have got to write it out and show how you did the problems and
the rest of it.

Segator SHELBY. Well, did you have any advice on that from any-

Admiral LyNcH. No, sir. No, sir.
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Senator SHELBY. From any of the faculty members?

Admiral LyncH. No, sir.

Senator SHELBY. No advice at all from the professor who was
teaching the course that gave the exam?

Admiral LyNcH. No, sir, and I will tell you why. When I asked
for the class average, it was 64.8, I think, which was with the class
average before. It shows—in my mind, the exam was not that wide-
spread because if they had had the exam and had been able to
work it out the class average should have been higher than that.
And then the spikes, I received the information on December 21—
maybe earlier than that—but there were 13 or 14 spikes.

The 1G now says that the faculty had more information. I went
back to the faculty since the IG report to find out why that infor-
mation never got to the Dean or to myself.

[The information follows:]

In presenting evidence to the Honor Boards for their consideration, the Academy
followed the administrative process created by the Honor Corcept to resolve honor
violations. This process requires that each Honor Board decision be based on its own
merits. To ensure this is accomplished, the Honor Concept provides that a board’s
decision be based only on relevant evidence. Bringing in other information would
focus the board away Trom the individual case at hand creating trials within a trial.
This could confuse board members and result in (indings based on “guilt by associa-
tion.” The Honor Concept also requires that consideration be given to protecting the
privacy rights of Midshipmen not before the board. Therefore, case presentations in-
cluded all relevant statements of the principal witness(e) including cover sheet with
rights advisement and witness signatures, ri’ive testimony of those witnesses, NCIS
agents who testified as to the interview process, the full statement of the accused

idshipman and any other relevant information developed by Midshipmen inves-
tigating officers. Eleven of the 24 Midshipmen who were processed before Honor

Boards were found in violation. This figure is consistent with roughly a 50 percent
rate for findings of violation by Honor Boards in non-EE 311 cases.

Senator SHELBY. Was it withheld from you or was it just not fol-
lowed up? If the IG says the faculty had more information than
they initially gave you—is that correct?

Admiral LYNcH. Yes, sir. And what happened was right hand,
left hand. The NIS came in on December 17, went to the faculty,
and said we want a copy of every examination. We also want to see
the 6 week, 12 week, and final exam grades for all Midshipmen.

The faculty said we cannot just give that to you because we need
to use that as a teaching tool, so the officer faculty, I am told, spent
the niext week xeroxing all that information, giving that to NIS.

NIS had told them that they were going to send it to the Chief
of Naval Education and Training in Pensacola for an analysis of
the examination itself. So the faculty then said NIS is going to get
it analyzed. I have not talked to NIS to find out why they either
did not get.it analyzed, or if they did get it analyzed, that informa-
tion was never forthcoming to me. But—-so that is—so it is kind of
like a right hand, left hand, and I was just going on the assump-
tion that you cannot analyze it, it is not enough information to ana-
lyze there.

Senator SHELBY. Admiral, do ycu have any reason now, or did
{Iou have before, any reason to ge]ieve that the leadership of the

aval Academy, or any other official, engaged in any attempt to
limit improperly the scope of the various investigations?

Admiral LYNCH. Absolutely not, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SHELBY. Yours or the later?
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Admiral LyNcH. It would have had to be—no one would have
done anything at the Naval Academy without me knowing about it,
as far as I am concerned, and from what I know about this inves-
tigation, I can tell you there was no attempt to limit this investiga-
tion in any way. In fact, quite the contrary. I did everything that
I knew to do, although 20-20 hindsight I would have gone to the
Chief of Naval Operations and said bring in a team of Naval Inves-
tigative—Inspector General—20 or 30 investigators. Like I say, I
failed in that I did not believe that the magnitude of this thing
could be as great as it is.

Senator SHELBY. Admiral, do you believe that there was, among
the leadership of the Academy or anywhere else, other than among
the Midshipmen that were accused, a conspiracy to cover up part
of the problem?

Admiral LYNCH. Absolutely not, sir.

Senator SHELBY. But you do know that there was—do you be-
lieve that there was a conspiracy to cover up part of the problem
by some of the accused, or indications of that?

Admiral LYNcH. The only indication I have, and I have talked to
Admiral Edney who was on our Flag Officer Review Panel and re-
viewed all 133 cases, and he said there was a group in a particular
company with 10 Midshipmen in company that basically said we
are going to stick together in this, and then once one said this is
all we said then we all had it and they all went down at the same
time. And you would see one or two or three Midshipmen that
would say, you know, this is their story. But no, there were no—
I mean, I was led to believe, and I thought that there might be,
large conspiratorial groups. To my knowledge that is not the case.
I have not seen the individual cases.

Senator SHELBY. I want to get back to the other panelists, Gen-
eral Graves and General Hosmer. We have heard today reports of
the Naval Academy drifting off course from the importance of
honor. It occurred over time, obviously without attracting attention
until it was too late, and a major cheating scandal rockeg the Acad-
emy. What mechanisms do you have in place at your academies,
the U.S. Military Academy at West Point and the U.S. Air Force
Academy at Colorado Springs, to provide early warning if, despite
everyone’s best intentions, your academy should begin to drift off
course from the importance of honor?

General GRAVES. Sir, we have several standing mechanisms, and
then we have also taken some special steps. As you recall, in 1976,
we had an honor scandal in which 151 cadets were dismissed. So
we did a major reassessment as a result of that.

Then, in 1989, my predecessor and the Chief of Staff of the Army
called a panel together, not as a result of duress or of crisis, but
due to a feeling that it was time to look at the Honor Code again.
I sat on that panel to look at the Honor Code and Honor System
at West Point at a time of noncrises. So that was a major event.

From day to day I have several means from which I monitor the
health of the Code and the health of the Sv-tem. I have a standing
Superintendent’s Honor Review Committ ¢ which is made up of
permanent and rotating faculty, tactical officers, and cadets. At the
beginning of each year I give them a list of topics I would like them
to assess through sensing groups, through surveys, or through
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their own interchange, informal interchange, and get back to me on
how we need to deal with any issues: Is it a problem? Is it not a
problem? Do we need to get with the cadets and see if we need to
alter something?

We also have the Honor Education Working Group which is
made up of officers on the faculty, civilian faculty, tactical officers,
and cadets. They look at the honor education program, those 45
hours that we teach on honor. Should the program be changed?
And, it has been changed over time.

For example, the cadets wanted to make sure that the Cadet
Company Commander was in charge of his or her honor education
program within the companry. And so we made the Cadet Company
Commander the chairman of the Honor Education Committee, even
th()ﬁlgh we had permanent and rotating faculty members on it, as
well. -

I regularly attend honor classes, and the chain of command does,
as well, the Commandant and the regimental tactical officers. Com-
pany Tactical Officers attend every one. We talk to the chaplains.
We get feedback from the staff and faculty about the atmosphere
within the classrooms. And then the Cddet Honor Committee chair-
man at the end of each year sends me his assessment of the state
of health of the Honor Code and the Honor System and any rec-
ommended changes.

Any changes that we attempt to make we take back to the ca-
dets. This is, in fact, a system that is run by the cadets. So any
changes are in fact assessed by the cadets. Even minor changes, for
example, on how they would recommend to me the disposition of
a case in which a cadet was found guilty, we will take back to the
cadets and get their concurrence before we make any change. So
there is a very dynamic interchange over the honor system, and
there are periodic changes. Year after year we will make minor
cha(rlzges, but we have not found any major changes that need to be
made.

Senator SHELBY. General Hosmer.

General HosMER. Mr. Chairman, we try to stay abreast of these
events a number of ways. After the last honor incident we had in
1984, we established a practice of an honor survey which takes
place every three years. The trends in that survey are watched
very carefully and noted, and that is baseline data that are used
of a demographic and opinion type.

We also watch the data that come out of the honor process itself,
the number of allegations, the number of boards, the ratios in-
volved with convictions and acquittals. Those data are not straight-
forward. It takes some interpretation and is, in some cases, ambig-
uous, but can constitute a red flag.

A close engagement is the best simple answer, and in this re-
spect, our practices parallel many of those at West Point. We have
a number of standing committees that have responsibility for dif-
ferent parts of the process and the education invo]ved)./ Cadets
themselves are involved in those committees.

We can speculate, and speculations in this area, of course, often
lead to actions early. One does not wait for proof. It was because
of this kind of close engagement with the process that I asked for
the review Bpne] chaired by the General Counsel of the Air Force
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that I mentioned in my formal remarks, and for the same kind of
- reasons established an internal review commission earlier this
year. Both led to what appear on the face of it to be successful and
effective changes in the system.

It is this close eneggement, and watching the data, which I think
help us stay very close to—close enough, I hope, to the evolving
tenor of both the system and the cadets that we bring in with
them.

Senator SHELBY. General Graves, General Hosmer, I will ask you
about West Point first. How does your Honor Code differ from the
U.S. Naval Academy’s? _

General GRAVES. Sir, as I mentioned earlier on, we do have the
non-toleration clause that cadets do not lie, cheat, or steal, nor tol-
erate those who do. Our feeling at West Point is that that is the
keystone of a successful cede, that the Honor Code itself is a gal-
vanizing code of behavior for the Corps of Cadets and for the Army,
that the code transcends personal loyalty for higher values of hon-
esty, fairness, and respect for others, and that that keystone, then,
requires one to rise above personal loyalties.

My own feeling is that cadets adhere to the non-toleration clause
for three reasons. One, those who are mature and have, in fact, in-
ternalized the values of the code adhere to it simply for that rea-
son. They have internalized the non-toleration clause. Others who
are not quite so mature, I believe comply with it, because they be-
lieve the code belongs to the Corps of Cadets, and they do not want
to be the ones that cause it to be sullied.

There are some, quite honestly, who behave consistently with the
non-toleration clause because they know if they violate it, they wiil
be guilty of violating the Honor Code and might well be caught. I
believe that is a small number, and we hope that as these cadets
mature, they will be-part of one of those other two groups, hope-
fully those who have internalized the values.

Mr. Elmer Statts who was a member of the 1989 Honor Commis-
sion, said any code that does not have an exclusionary clause is not
a code. We really believe that the cadets must appropriate the val-
ues of the code, and they will only appropriate those if there is an
exclusionary provision. The cadets do invest in it and, sir, I do not
believe that it should be withdrawn. '

Senator SHELBY. Well, they have to invest in it, do they not?

General GRAVES. Yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. General Hosmer? .

General HOSMER. Sir, while agreeing with General Graves, I
would like to approach the question from a slightly different per-
spective and comment on a different aspect. We also have a non-
tﬁleraigon clause. It is integral to a profoundly fundamental part of
the code.

Senator SHELBY. And this is where you differ from the Naval
Academy.

General HOSMER. This is where we differ. Qur Code applies to
a cadet as long as he is a cadet anywhere at any time, full time.
As a young person is brought into the military and goes through
a boot camp experience, if you will, new values are taken on in full
measure. This is common across militaries probably for the last 3

253




250

millennia. And they are very open to new values as they go
through this rigorous experience.

Probably the more fundamental of those is loyalty to one’s team,
cross-dependence among the members of a team, and the critical
nature of your reliance on each other—trust, at a very high level,
if you will. As the summer experience is over and the cadet enters
the broader aspects of the Academy, we try to ask him to raise his
values and concepts to a level which is a little more sophisticated,
a little more difficult to understand. And this, now, is the concept
General Graves referred to in which those loyalties to each other
are subordinate to yet higher purposes. They are subordinate to the
purpose or the mission of the unit; they are subordinate to issues
of personal integrity and honor.

The non-toleration clause, we believe, is the cement that rep-
resents that loyalty not just to each other but to the institution it-
self, and protecting the values of the institution. That is a transi-
tion that is harder for young people to make. It does not happen
so reliably. It does cross and rub against the purely personal loyal-
ties, and this is why it is a difficult concept. It is why it takes a
lot of education, takes patience, but nonetheless is the core of what
we do.

Senator SHELBY. Thank you.

General Graves, the GAO report on sexual harassment provides
an indication that a greater percentage of West Point women re-
ported incidents of sexual harassment than did women at the other
academies. This can be viewed, of course, several ways. There are
more incidents, and, therefore, more women responded to GAO as
having experienced sexual harassment, or that there are an equal
or lesser number.of incidents at West Point but the climate there
is more conducive to the women making such a response to GAO.
How do you view this aspect of the GAO report?

General Graves. Sir, when we saw the first draft of that report
2 years ago that stood right out to us. We began to address it with
the GAO with the request that we be allowed to see the data bases
of the three surveys of the three academies to try to find out why
our incident rates appeared higher. We have not been allowed to
see those data bases; so I do not know why our percentage is high-
er. I can only surmise. I surmise that the reason why a large per-
centage of women at West Point indicated that they had been sexu-
ally harassed in one way or another was because we had raised
their sensitivity by a very vigorous sexual harassment education
program. The CgAg complimented us on this program which is con-
tinuing to be improved. :

We are not sitting still with this, Mr. Chairman. We are working
very hard to deal with it. And a lot of what we are working on is
what Senator Coats mentioned: how do we really, in fact, define
sexual harassment? There is a whole spectrum. Obviously, if some-
one seeks sexual gratification by exploiting someone else, that is
heinous and would probably result in separation.

Sayingl something with the intent to hurt someone is also rep-
rehensible, but on the other hand, unintentional insensitivity may
well but be perceived as harassment, but is something different
than intentionally saying something to hurt someone. That is the
reason we have tried to deal with this as consideration of others,
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because even those who see themselves as harassed may need to
understand the culture from which sexist comments come. I would
not want them to be tolerant of harmful behavior, whether it be
verbal or physical. But we do need to understand each other and
deal with that. We may well find that, as was mentioned, a firm
comment back from the one who is being harassed may terminate
the phenomenon.

Sen?ator SHELBY. A lot of it comes from respect for others, does
it not?

General GRrRAVES. Exactly, and that is what we are trying to do,
is to deal with each other with respect and understanding, yes, sir.

Senator SHELBY. I want to ask all three of you, General Graves,
General Hosmer, and Admiral Lynch, a climate that, while actively
attempting to eradicate sexual harassment, does not proactively en-
courage the victims of sexual harassment to report this harass-
ment, cannot achieve an harassment-free environment that is so
important to developing the full potential of each individual.. What
are you doing at your academy to ensure a climate in which victims
will not be afraid to report harassment and in which victims will
believe that their reporting harassment will actually have a posi-
tive effect on the system? General Hosmer?

General HosMER. Mr. Chairman, this is indeed a difficult ques-
tion. We have taken a number of steps, one administrative, in the
sense that we have established anonymous or identification-free
channels for dealing with sexual harassment for victims who be-
lieve they need first to air their difficulties. We stipulate that pro-
tecting t});e victim is a first consideration in all these matters. We
have trained, and retrained in some cases, a number of individuals
and placed them throughout the cadet wing in a role which is to
deal constructively with sexual and other kinds of harassment.

We have refocused our education, which we found about a year
and a half ago we were not as current as we could be in dealing
with it. We have refocused our education on the positive aspects of
leadership responsibility for dealing with this issue, and cast it as
a leadership issue to deal with and take care of. We charge the
leadership 1n the cadet wing directly with that responsibility as a
matter of taking care of the people with dignity and respect.

We have, in addition, emphasized the results when young ladies
" have come forward, as [ asked them to, to deal with these matters
on the table so we can respond officially and formally. The instance
may be egregious, or even if it is not, we have been very vigorous
in prosecuting those cases and making public the results.

Senator SHELBY. Admiral Lynch?

Admiral LYNCH. Yes, sir. We have done pretty much the same at
the Naval Academy. We have developed and implemented a strate-
gic plan which has character development and associated issue of
mutual respect as its cornerstone. We conduct a routine quality of
life and equal opportunity climate surveys to measure the pulse of
the Brigade, and restructure the formal leadership training to in-
crease time spent on character development issues. We established
an OMBUDSMAN Program within the Brigade, as well as a hot-
line service to provide alternative channels to the chain of com-
mand for reporting inappropriate behavior of Midshipmen. We
have established a Standing Committee on Women Midshipmen
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study group and a Minority Midshipman Study Group, and we in-
creased the visibility and activity of the Command Management
Equal Opportunity Program.

I have also just recently hired a consultant of leadership, female
leadership in the work place, and this woman is spending time
with our Midshipmen on a one-on-one basis, and we are getting a
lot of information and feedback there. I will say I think the Senate
itself and the Congress, in approving the—or doing away with—the
combat exclusion clause in the last law will do more for us than
probably anything else.

On January 29 we had our first genderless service selection day
at the Naval Academy, arid for the first time women went into
aviation billets, Marine billets, surface warfare billets, nuclear
power—not that that is the first time they have ever been in there,
but the first time that they now see that they have the same career
opportunities as a man. So I think that will be a great step forward
also, in this area.

Senator SHELBY. General Graves?

General GRrAVES. Sir, the Army emphasizes very heavily the re-
sponsibility of the chain of command to produce the proper climate
and to accomplish the mission. So we have been very strongly em-
phasizing the responsibility of the chain of command to provide the
proper climate within the unit, and we are seeing some positive re-
sults of that.

We also have some alternative channels, as the other two Super-
intendents have mentioned. We have had the DOD Equal Oppor-
tunity School send instructors to West Point, and we have cadets
detailed as human resource officers in each company. These cadets
are available, but they in fact are on the staff of the Cadet Com-
pany Commander. The Cadet Company Commander is responsible
for his or her company and its environment.

We do see some changes in behavior. We are seeing a reduced
number of cases. We saw in the past where women would report
to an upper class woman if something happened. Now, in more
cases, we find women ready to go to the company commander or
the company chain of command regardless of gender, if somethin
happens. There are few cases, but in fact, they are being reportes
in that way.

We are continuing surveys. We have just had a postwide series
of sensing sessions conducted by the Inspector General to look at
human relations in general. And interestingly, the IG reported to
me in a one-on-one session that we are not really discriminatory
in our behavior. We need to be nicer to each other all the way
across the board. Treating each other with dignity and respect is
the biggest challenge, and she did not see any major schisms
among any groups. It is just that as a society, and as an Academy,
we need to be more considerate of each other.

Senator SHELBY. I just want, before concluding the hearing, to
remind you, and you probably do not need reminding, that Senator
Coats would like for his questions te be answered for the record,
and we will leave the record open for any other Senators.

This concludes the hearing. Thank you.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DAN COATS
PERCEPTION OF ERODING CADET/MIDSHIPMEN VALUES

Senator CoATs. For cach Superintendent: Ambassador Armitage just testified that
his review committee found that young men and women enter the Naval Academy
with a good value system. During their tenure at the Naval Academy these values
are “chipped away” until they leave the academy with their value system eroded
and 2 cynical outlook on honor. Do you agree with Ambassador Armitage? Are Am-
bassador Armitage’s observations consistent with your experience?

Admiral LyNcH. To begin with, I have the utmost personal respect for Ambas-
sador Armitage. Ambassador Armitage’s testimony reflects that some Midshipmen'’s
commitment to the standards of honor and integrity has eroded by the time they
graduate, While I would not dispute that this occurs in some Midshipmen, I am not
convinced that this is as common as implied by Ambassador Armitage. Midshipmen
entering the Naval Academy bring with them social values reflective of the society
from wh'ch they come. These values encompass a wide spectrum of beliefs and rep-
resent no common set of standards. The young men and women who a%ply to a serv-
ice academy, in general, are sccking a place where standards are h&g er than soci-
ety as & whole and expect the service academy environment to provide such a place.
Many of these young people are not, however, prepared to maintain these same
standards when confrontecr by temptation and necgative peer pressure while still at-
tempting to function proactively in a stressful and demanding 4-year course of in-
struction. In addition to the effects on Midshipmen of the changing values of society,
Midshipmen like other college-age young people are going through a significant ma-
turing process and part of the maturing process is the realization that the world
arcund them is far more complex and impure than their view as adolescents. This
realization leads many young people Lo become cynical including Midshipmen. As
I stated in my opening remarks, the Naval Academy’s failure in the character devel-
opment of al{our Midshipmen was to not totally recognize the changing values of
society and its impact on the Brigade of Midshipmen. Now that this failure has been
recognized, appropriate action is cin% taken to continually assess the chanlging val-
ues of socicty and adjust the Naval Academy program to compensate for these
changes. I would be remiss at this time if I did not Yoint out that despite the recent
events, the vast majority of Midshipmen are people of character and possess the
highest values of honor and integrity we demand of all our graduates. They have
not only maintained these standards while at the Academy, but have rurtured them
through a myriad of community and religious programs and projects. Success, how-
ever, will only be achieved when we reach every Midshipman as a person and they
adopt as their standard the principles of character and personal honor.

Gencral HosMER. Not quite. We believe Ambassador Armitage’s statement omits
some important qualifiers. People in close contact with today’s teenage culture de-
scribe most entering cadets as having good values. Most are certainly well above av-
erage in this respect. However, people whose knowledge of the tecnage culture dates
from one or two gencrations ago tend o find today’s teenagers thin in their under-
standing and practice of classic values, as applied to themselves: dedication to serv-
ice, integrity, work ecthic, ctc. Most of our cagcts have these values well enough es-
tablished that we can build on those values and develop good character. A few—
and we believe the number is growing—are so little acquainted with such values
when they enter that we believe explicit instruction and value building is necessary
to achieve sufficient character for commissioning.

No. Again, we believe Ambassador Armitage’s description overlooks an important
gart of what occurs. In common with most of their peers, our entering cadets are

ighly idealistic in their expectations of others. On the other hand, they tend to be
highly flexible and forgiving in regards to their own personal conduct. The process

-of building character in the Academy involves learning on the part of cadets that,

the idealistic values they expect to see in others must also be applied to themselves.
This can be a difficult and occasionally traumatic experience for today's cadet. Their
idealistic values are not eroded; they are tempered by reality as they learn to apply
them in their own everyday lives. Even honor, which through the honor code is pre-
served in a very ideal form, still has gray arcas. This development of character
broadens ideals to self-applicd reality and commonly takes a cadet through a period
of cynicism. Nearly 10 years of surveys conducted at the Air Force Academy dem-
onstrate that cynicism begins at the cnd of the fourth class (freshman) year and con-
tinues during much of third clacs (sophomore) year. It then dissipates in the second
and first class (junior and senior) years as cadets mature and take on responsibility
in the Cadet Wing.
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]We see some of the same signs but believe the descriptions above are more com-
ete. '

P CGeneral GRAVES. No, we do not agree with the observation that cadet values are
eroded during their time at West Point; nor do we believe that cadets develop a cyn-
ical outlook on honor. We do agree that cadets enter USMA with a very good value
system. There is much evidence to support this view.

Cadets generally come to West Point for good reasons. The most frequently cited
motivators are the desire to be an Army officer, the quality of the academic pro-
gram, the opportunity for personal development, the reputation and the gencral
quality of the institution, and the challenge provided by leadership traininﬁ

Our arriving candidates are an impressive group of young Americans. efr have
excelled academically: most graduated in the upper fifth of their high school class,
and their work cthic was aflirmed by their teachers, guidance counsclors, and coach-
es. They also carned high scores on college entrance exams. In addition, they con-
tributed to many worthy cxtracurricular activities: scouting (40 percent), religious
clubs (50 percent), student government (20 percent), and musical or theater %mu 8
(20 percent). Almost all carned a varsity letter, evidence of self-discipline an wif]-
ingness to submit oncself to a team cffort. They also demonstrated commitment to
West Point as they persevered througheut the admissions process. A review of their
records reveals no cvidence of serious illegal or immoral bchavior Jduring their
youth. Additional positive information is gained from admissions intervicws, letters
of recommendation, candidate essays, and cadet surveys. All indicators suggest that
our cadcts arc among the best of American youth. They come from diverse geo-
g;aphic and demographic sectors and they bring great leader potential to the U.S.

ilitary Academy.

Shortly afler tgcy arrive at USMA, cadets begin formal training and education re-
lated to honor and the professional cthic of the Officer Corps. Cadets learn the te-
nets of the Honor Code: “A cadet will not lie, cheat or steal, nor tolerate those who
do.” Cadets are introduced to the cthos of the profession of arms as expressed in
our motto: “Duty, Honor, Country.” Cadets are expected to live according to the
highest standards of moral-cthical and social behavior and to demonstrate consider-
ation for others in all endeavors—personal and professionsal. Honor and consider-
ation for others arc the bedrock institutional values which serve as the foundation |
for developmert of leaders of character.

We conduct various assessments of our success in developing cadets who embrace
honesty, integrity, fairness, justice, and consideration for others. These include lon-
gitudinal studies, surveys, performance and retention analyses, and evaluation of in-
cidents of indiscipline. None of these studies reveal a cadet tendency toward cyni-
cism; quite the opposite. At graduation, the vast majority of cadets exsress pride
in_their accomplishment, confidence in their ability to successfully lead American
soldiers, & willingness to recommend the West Point experience to other promising
high school students, and the view that their moral-cthical development has been
of importance and that their commitment to the Honor Code has increased or re-
mained high. In a recent honor study, cadets perceived that living by the Honor
Code was valuable preparation for service as commissioned officers in our Army.

After graduation, we follow the progress of USMA graduates in their service to
the Nation. The findings scem to confirm the quality of the developmental experi-
ence and show cvidence that good values were nurtured and adopted during 4 yeers
at West Point. These findings are not consistent with the view that graduates have
become jaded or cynical in matiers of integrity or honor. We belicve that cadets
have matured and developed their abilities as critical thinkers. They are able to see
the complexity of various moral-cthical issues. They understand that “right” is aot
always clearly defined. This healthy recognition of the difference between theory
and reality does not imply cynicism. Neither docs it imply that cadets have aban-
doned principles. Rather, it is education and experience tempering youthful ideal-
ism.

In summary, we believe cadets leave USMA with strengthened values and a firm
commitment to contribute selflese, loyal service ur.der the Constitution. As a group,
First Class Cadets may be less idealistic but they ure not cynical. They believe that
“Duty, Honor, Country” are thrce words which cxpress the professional ethic appli-
cable to all cadets and officers. They aspire to this ideal.

CAO’S STUDY ON SEXUAL HARASSMENT

Senator COATS. For cach Superintendent: The General Accounting Office report
on Sexual Harassment at the service academice finds that about 86 percent of the
females at the acadermies responded to the CAQ survey that they have been a victim
of sexual harassment. Mr. Gebicke, the GAO witneus, read one of the survey ques-
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tions upon which the results are based. The question broadly defines sexual harass-
ment. you agree with the GAO findings: In your opinion, were the GAO survey
questions sufficiently defined to clicit appropriate responses? How do your reviews
of the sexval harassment at your respective academics compare to the GAO results?

Admiral LyNcH. The significant portion of the data on which the GAQO assessment
is based is 3 ycars old and does not reflect the current environment at the Naval
Academy. Little data has been collected by the GAO since early 1991 and that
which has been collected has been provided by the Naval Academy. While the GAO
contends that this additional data is not sufficient to demonstrate an overall reduc-
tion in sexual harassment at the Naval Academy, this view is not shared by the
Naval Academy or its Board of Visitors who have monitored the progress. In addi-
tion, the frequency of sexual harassment at the Naval Academy is difficult to assess
due to differences between the GAO and the Naval Academy interpretation of what
constitutes sexual harassment. The Naval Academy separates sexual misconduct
and sexual assault from sexual harassment, while the GAO appears to group them
all together under the title of sexual harassment.

General HOSMER. In the very broad definition of sexual harassment ued by the
General Accounting Office, the findings of the General Aceounting Office Report on
Sexual Harassment appear to be consistent with our data. -

We are satisfied that the General Accounting Office survey questiofis were ade-
quate for the purposc of collecting data on this 1ssuc. We also feel, as Senator Coats
pointed out during the hearing, that the questions, as posed by the General Ac-
counting Office, define a very low threshold of pmbicm behavior. At the Air Force
Academy, we also define and measure sexual harassment as problem behavior using
a low threshold. We do not object to the General Accounting Office’s definition or
findings. However, the sense with which the General Accounting Office or the serv-
ice academics approach the problem of sexual harassment is not the same sense
used by the media. Therefore, General Accounting Officc’s use of some terms invites
inflammatory public discussion which is highly misleading.

We do have continuing problems in gender relations at the Air Force Academy,
but they occur in the context of an institution which has higher standards expecteci
of its getwlc than comparable public institutions. We concur with the findings as
defined. We do not agree with the findings of the &ress, invited by language used
by the General Accounting Office in their report. We are also satisfied the report
provided solid recommendations, and have already begun implementation of several
1nitiatives consistent with the recommendations. .

General GRAVES. The stated purpose of the GAO report was to determine the ex-
tent to which sexual harassment occurs at the Academy, the forms it takes, its ef-
fects on victims, and the effectiveness of cfforts to eradicatc it. In our opinion, the
GAO report signiﬁcant]y overstates the magnitude of the sexual harassment prob-
lem at the U.S. Military Academy. It also completely fails to recognize the success
of efforts to qroducc a climate which affords men and women the opportunity to re-
alize their full potential o develop as leaders of character.

Our own asscssment reveals that explicit sexual harassment is rare. However, we
know that inappropriate behavior by men toward women in the form of derogatory
comments, sexist f'okcs, mocking gestures, or similar inconsiderate actions do occur
more frequently. In all of these instances, the institutional position in the area of
human relations is clear—cveryone must be treated with respeet and dignity. Con-
trary behavior is not tolerated.

e GAO recommends continued data collection and analysis in order to betler
understand the nature and extent of sexual harassment, systematic evaluation of
efforts to eliminate sexual harassment, and adoption of innovative methods to edu-
cate cadets concerning the nature of sexual harassment and options available to re-

ress it.

We support these recommendations. In fact, we believe we have been operating
consistently with these recommendations all along. We will continue to do so.

The principal findings reported by the GAO were: sexual harassment continues
at the Academy, programs Jesigned to climinate sexual harassment have generally
met DOD standards, and the Academy has not evaluated the cffectivencss of sexual
harassment cradication measures in a systematic manner.

We agree that incidents of sexual harassment can and do occur at USMA. Such
incidents may occur in any mixed gender organization. Realistically, the Academy
cannot completely climinatle inappropriate behavior. However, this does not mean
that essentially every waman has been subjected to sexual harassment. The figure.
(96 percent) mentioned in the basic question above is based on survey data gathered
in 1991 which indicated that women perceived at least onc example of geader-based
inappropriate behavior during the academic year. The incidents which were cited
most often included: derogatory personal comments; references to lowered standards

257




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

+ ~ 956

for women; comments that women did not belong at the Academy; exposure to offen-
sive posters, signs, gralTiti, or T-shirts; and mocking gestures, catcalls, accents, or
slang. Few women surveyed indicated exposure to unwanted pressure for dates or
unwanted sexual advances.

All forms of immature and inappropriate behaviors, by cadets of staffl and faculty,
which offend members of the community, are contrary to the bedrock principle
which we call “Consideration of Others.” For this reason, sexual harassment is
wrong and it is not tolerated. However, our insights and the GAO survey data agree
that deliberate abusive acts of sexual harassment are rare. When these incidents
occur they arc usually discovered, and when discovered they are investigated and
acted upon—with SB'OCd and justice.

We believe our efforts to educate cadets and the stafl and faculty, in combination
with command emphasis on the importance of treating all people with dignity, foster
an environment that minimizes sexual harassment and gender-based inappropriate
behavior. We believe our policies and a-tivities designed to climinate sucg acts are
well beyond “the minimum” established by DOD. In fact, the guality of our policies
and programs designed to promote “Consideration of Others” is competitive with
that of any organization in the country. Our proactive and positive approach will
continue, and we will remain vigilant concerning the potential for incidents of sex-
ual haragsment at West Point.

Finally, we make a concerted effort to assess the cffectiveness of our policies and
programs pertaining to sexual harassment. We continuc to refine these efforts as
time goes on. We do not agree that our assessment process has been less than sys-
tematic. In fact, the assessment process has depth and breadth, it is sophisticated,
and it includes a variety of objective and subjective indicators.

We have no major objections to the questions in the GAO survey. The questions
pertain to incidents or behaviors which are unacceptable. Therefore, it is uscful for
the institution to know the frequency and the nature of such gender-based mistreat-
ment of cadets by anyone in the West Point communitg'.

Our objection is to GAO's interpretation of the findings. As the GAO recognizes,
sexual harassment is difTicult to define. The GAO report cites a Supreme Court rul-
ing that identifies sexual harassment as hostile or abusive behavior that must be
examined in context (c.g., the environment, the frequency, the severity, the effect
on the victim are factors which determine whether an act may be classified as sex-
ual harassment). This definition of sexual harassment describes acts that are far
more serious than many of the behaviors cited in the GAO survey, and the cadet
respondents may not have interpreted the behaviors cited in the questionnaire as
being cxamPlcs of sexual harassment. Yet, the GAO classifies selected survey re-
sults as: “Percentage of Academy Women Reporting Having Experienced Sexual
Harassment in Academic Year 1990-1991.”

In this light, we believe the findings of the GAO report do not support the claim
that almost all women at the Academy are victims of sexual harassment. Rather,
the data suggest that we must continue efforts to educate cadets and staff and fac-
ultg concerning proper social behavior and consideration for others.

ur reviews do not support the statement that many academy women experience
sexual harassment on a recurring basis. In fact, we believe that actual incidents of
gexual harassment are rare. We gclicvc that women do encounter some resentment
from men; much of this is based on altitudes which they bring to West Point. Ve
agree with the GAO that most forms of inappropriate gender-based behavior are in
the form of derogatory comments; much of this derives from insensitivity, not from
intentional malice. Our studies show that acceptance of women is growing. The data
are clear. Women are carning their appointments to USMA. Women are performing
to standards in all developmental programs (Academic, Military, and Physical).
They are carnin%{ their diplomas and their commissions. USMA graduates, men and
women, arc performing with distinction as commissioned officers. On the basis of
these observations, the integration of women at West Point has been successful.
Most importantly, we believe the climate for women in the Corps of Cadets is im-
proving. This belief is reinforced by better retention rates for women and positive
trends on questions from surveys administered to the graduating class.

[Whereupun, at 2:57 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.}
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