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ABSTRACT

This thesis exam nes the equity of punishnent awarded
by the Naval Acadeny’s Administrative Conduct System
utilizing 7,704 conduct cases from the graduating classes
of 1998 to 2001. Based on equity theory, the consistency
of punishment is analyzed in terns of denerits awarded to
athletes, mnorities, wonen, and different mdshipnen
cl asses. A multiple linear regression nodel is wused to
identify statistically significant subgr oups, whi |l e
controlling for Ilevel of offense and whether or not a
secondary offense was included with the primary offense.
Statistically significant subgroups in order of precedence
are all classes, wonen, and mnorities. Furthernore, the
regression results are conpared to survey questions
regardi ng m dshi pnmen’s perceptions of the Conduct Systemto
determne if congruency exists between the perceptions and
the statistics. Results of this study are used to create
awareness to disparities in the awardi ng of punishnent and

to nmake recommendati ons for further studies.



THI'S PAGE | NTENTI ONALLY LEFT BLANK

Vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTT ON. . . oo e e e e e e e e e e e e 1
A. BACKGROUND. . . . . e e e e e e 1
B. OBIECTIVES. . . . e e e 2
C. RESEARCH QUESTIONS. .. . ... . e i 2
D. SCOPE, LIM TATIONS, ASSUMPTIONS................... 3
E. ORGANI ZATION OF STUDY . . ... e e e e 5
LI TERATURE REVI EW AND THEORETI CAL FRAMEVWORK. . ... ....... 7
A. INTRODUCTI ON. . ..o e e e e e e 7
B. THE NAVAL ACADEMY ADM NI STRATI VE CONDUCT SYSTEM... 7
1. ACS Design and Execution .................... 8
2. Conduct Standing.............. ... ... ....... 10
C. CONSI STENCY | N THE GONDUCT SYSTEM PUNI SHVENT AND
REWARDS, AND ORGANI ZATIONAL CULTURE. ............. 11
D. ATHLETICS VS. ACADEM A . . . . . e 15
E. THE FOUR CLASS SYSTEM. . .. ... ... i 17
F. GENDER AND MNORITIES . ... ... e 19
G CHAPTER SUMMARY . . . . . e e e e e 23
DATA AND METHODOLOGY . . v vt e e e e e e e e e e e e 25
A. INTRODUCTT ON. . ..ot e e e e e e e 25
B. DESCRI PTION OF DATA. . .. e e e i 25
1. Dependent Variable ........... ... ... ... ..... 26
2. | ndependent Variables ...................... 28
3. USNA Val ues Survey .......... ... .. .. ..., 33
C. RESEARCH DESI GN. . . ... .. e e e 33
D. INITIAL EXPECTATIONS . . . . . e 35
E. CHAPTER SUMMARY . . . . o e e e e 36
DATA ANALYSI S. .. 37
A. I NTRODUCTI ON. . . .o e e e e e e e e e 37
B. STATI STICAL RESULTS. .. ... . e 37
1. Descriptive and Crosstab Analysis........... 37
2. Regression Analysis ........ ... . ........... 45
C. PRESENTATI ON OF USNA VALUES SURVEY RESULTS....... 49
D. DATA I NTERPRETATION. . ... . e 53
1 ATHLETE. . . . . e e 54
2 MNORITY. .. 54
3 GENDER. . . . .. 56
4. CLASS. . 57
E. CORRELATI ON OF SURVEYED PERCEPTI ONS VS
STATI STICAL ANALYSI S .. ... . e e 58
1 ATHLETE. . .. . . e e e 59



2. MNORITY. .. 59

3. GENDER. . . .. . 60

4. THE CONDUCT SYSTEM. ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. 61

F. CHAPTER SUMVARY . . . . . e e e e 63

V. DI SCUSSI ON, CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS. . ......... 65
A DI SCUSSI ON. . . . 65

B. CONCLUSI ONS. . . . . e e 66

C. RECOMVENDATI ONS. . . . .. e 68

D. | SSUES FOR FURTHER RESEARCH . . ................... 70
APPENDI X A.  CORRELATION OF ALL VARIABLES. . ................ 73
APPENDI X B. REGRESSION OF MNORITY GROUPS. . . .............. 75
APPENDI X C. REGRESSI ON W TH GENDER/ M NORI TY | NTEGRATIONS .. 77
APPENDI X D. LEVOFF & SCNDOFF REGRESSIONS. . ................ 79
APPENDI X E:  REGRESSION WTH M NOR CASES ONLY. ............. 83
APPENDI X F: | NTERPRETATI ON CROSSTABULATI ONS/ CHI - SQUARES . . . 85
APPENDI X G REGRESSI ON W TH PCSI TI VE DEMERI T CASES. . ... ... 99
LI ST OF REFERENCES. . . . . . . . . . e 101
INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST .. ... . e 103

Viii



FI GURE 1.

LI ST OF FlI GURES

GRAPH OF CLASS CONDUCT CASES



THI'S PAGE | NTENTI ONALLY LEFT BLANK



Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e

Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e
Tabl e

RREoeo~NoOrwN R

LI ST OF TABLES

Frequency of PUNISH....... ... ... . ... ... ... ... ..... 27
Frequency of Mnority Goups .................... 29
Frequency of M NORI TY-ATHLETE ................... 29
Frequency of CGENDER Integrations................. 30
Frequency of CLASS. ... ... . .. . . .. .. 31
Frequency of LEVOFF.. ... ... . .. . ... .. 31
Frequency of CAT1 OFF through CAT4 OFF........... 32
Frequency of SCNDOFF . .......... ..., 32
Summary of Variables ....... ... ... ... .. ... ... .. ... 34
Expected Signs of |ndependent Variables.......... 35
Graduating Cass and Conduct Statistics by

Athlete, Female, and Mnority Status............. 38
Descriptives of Variables ....................... 39
Crosst abul ati on of CLASS by G aduation Class..... 42
Initial Multiple Linear Regression Results....... 46
Per ception of Conpany-to- Conpany Consistency..... 49
Perception of Disciplinary Action (Punishment) ... 50
Perceptions of Bias................. ... . ....... 52

Xi



THI'S PAGE | NTENTI ONALLY LEFT BLANK

Xi i



ACKNOW.EDGEMENTS

|l wish to extend ny sincere appreciation to the
i ndi vidual s who contributed to this thesis. First I would
like to acknow edge the insight and patience of ny
advi sors, Professor Eric Fredland, U S. Naval Acadeny, and
Prof essor Erik Jansen, Naval Postgraduate School. Thei r
assi stance greatly contributed to the professionalism and
quality of this endeavor. Second, the professionalism of
nmy fellow students, faculty, and staff of the U S. Naval
Acadeny’s Leadership Education and Devel opnent Program
(LEAD) was invaluable to ny experiences and this process.
Third, the openness by the U S. Naval Acadeny Institutional
Research Center (IRC) and the support of their staff was
vital to this study. Most inportantly, | would like to
thank my wfe Mssy, and ny famly. This thesis would not
have been possible wthout their steadfast encouragenent,

under st andi ng, patience, and | ove.

Xiii



THI'S PAGE | NTENTI ONALLY LEFT BLANK



| . | NTRODUCTI ON

It is when equals have or are assigned unequal
shares, or people who are not equal, equal shares
t hat quarrel s and conpl aints br eak out .
(Aristotle)

A BACKGROUND

In 1990 a board, chaired by Admral J. M Boorda,
investigated the Honor and Conduct systens of the Naval
Acadeny. Anong its noteworthy findings, the board cited
existing Acadeny surveys indicating that m dshi pnen
perceived that wonen, ethnic mnorities, varsity athletes,
and different <classes received disparate treatnent and
i nconsi st ent puni shnent under t he Naval Acadeny’ s
Admi ni strative Conduct System (Conduct System or ACS).

Al t hough the board s research did not support this in
their own investigation, nmnenbers believed that even the
smal | est perception of inequity on this issue could
seriously degrade the equal opportunity climate within the
Bri gade (Boorda, 1990, P.21). This m sperception was
exacerbated by the fact that there was no fornal
di ssem nation of the Conduct System adjudication results to
the Brigade to dispel msconceptions. In order to confront
the reality behind mdshipnmen perspectives, the board
recommended formalizing a requirement to analyze the
results of actions taken wunder the Conduct System for
possi bl e disparate treatnent and suggested that results be
wi dely dissem nated to the Brigade (Boorda, 1990, p. 22).



El even years later the Naval Acadeny’s Values Survey
still echoes the perceptions of those mdshipnmen Admral
Boorda encountered. Additionally, headlines in prom nent
| ocal newspapers read, “Plebe retention high, but survey
finds discontent with punishnment systens”(Sullivan, 2000).
Are the perceptions of the mdshipnmen about the ACS
m sperceptions, or are they synptomatic of a flawed systenf
Though this thesis is notivated by the perceptions of the
m dshi pnmen toward the Conduct System it primarily seeks to
statistically address conduct offense cases in terns of the
consi stency of punishnents awarded.

B. OBJECTI VES

This thesis does not critique the Conduct System in
whol e. The purpose of this study is narrower; it serves to
anal yze  whet her t here is stati sti cal evi dence of
i nconsi stent punishments admnistered wunder the Naval
Acadeny Adm ni strative Conduct System and whet her
m dshi pnmen perceptions of adm nistration of the system are
inline with statistical evidence.

C. RESEARCH QUESTI ONS

This research paper statistically exam nes case data
to determ ne whether they support the null hypotheses that
there is no inconsistency of punishnment across tine or

anong subgroups. The specific questions addressed are:

1. Are the punishnents adm nistered through the Nava
Acadeny’ s Conduct System consistently related to
the intensity of the charged offense (a) across
time and (b) independent of athletic status,

mnority status, gender, and class?



2. Are mdshi pmen perceptions of the Conduct System
congruent wth the statistical analysis?
D. SCOPE, LI M TATI ONS, ASSUWPTI ONS

The construct of consistency is central and critical
for this study. Consistency is here defined in terns of
equity theory. Equity theory states that consistency with
regard to punishnent does not always inply that the sane
offense will receive the sanme punishnment every tine, but
rather that the punishnent is in line wth expectations.
If the punishnent deviates from expectations, either by
seeni ng excessive (harsh) or insufficient (lenient), a
perception of inequity is likely to occur. Therefore,

consi stency is fundanental to the perception of fairness.

This study cannot exanmine data relating to all
possi ble reasons that may contribute to mdshipnen
perceptions of the Conduct System However, this study
does speak toward the perceptions fornmed by m dshi pnen who
may observe how many denerits are awarded relative to the
sub-groups identified in the first research question

(athletes, mnorities, females, and all four classes).

This thesis statistically analyzes the case data for
evi dence of inconsistency. Additionally, the statistical
results will be related to mdshi pmen surveyed perceptions
of the Conduct System

Data are drawn for Naval Academnmy m dshipnen from the
cl asses of 1998 through 2001. To date, this represents all
t he classes that have conpleted all four years coupled with
conduct case data that have been archived in the USNA
M dshi pnen Information System (M DS). This database is



unique in that it spans a tinme period in which the Conduct
Syst em underwent a transformtion. Prior to 1998 offenses
were categorized by a level series (1000 to 6000) system
which went from |east to nost serious. After 1998 offense
| evels were sinmplified to either Mnor or Mjor.

The 1998 transformation of the Conduct System
presented in Chapter 1V, is the only contextual factor
considered in this study. O her contextual factors, for
i nstance, the turnover of |eadership within the faculty and
Bri gade may or nmay not |ead to philosophical differences in
how conduct is enforced and punishnment is awarded. Sone
di scussion of contextual factors is offered in the

Di scussion section after the results are presented.

A primary limtation of this thesis is the exclusive
use of denerits as the nmeasure of punishnent by the Conduct
Syst em Denerits were chosen because they are the sole

puni shnment neasure wused in calculating a mdshipman’s

Conduct Grade. Furthernore, using a single neasure of
puni shnent avoi ded i ssues of wei ghti ng and ot her
statistical and data problens. Addi tional forns of

puni shment include Restriction, Tours, Extra Duty, Loss of

Privil eges, Loss of Leave, and Conduct Probation.

The focus on denmerits is a limtation because these
addi ti onal punishnents are used together, often in addition
to denmerits. Therefore, it is sensible to assune that they
too affect the perceptions of punishment adm nistered by
t he Conduct System How nmuch each form of punishnent
wei ghs into mdshipmen perceptions is not exam ned by this
study and is an obvious direction for further research.

However , It seens |likely that consistency in the

4



adm ni stration of demerits would support an assunption and
perception of consistency across other fornms of punishnent.
Conversely, if this thesis indicates inconsistencies in the
awarding of denerits, it serves as a warning in that the
other forns of punishment will also be suspected of the

sane.

Secondary limtations include the fact that there is
no analysis of what mdshipnen consider “lenient” or
“harsh” relative to the definition of consistency used in
this study. Additionally, there is not a variable for
repeat of fenders. Repeat offenders, although present in
the data, are not included as a specific variable in the
statistical nodel. Both limtations are discussed in the
interpretation of results.

E. ORGANI ZATI ON OF STUDY

This study is divided into five chapters. Chapter 11
begins with a brief overview of the ACS then concludes by
di scussing applicable theories and related studies of the
primary variables of the research question. Chapter 111
presents the data sets and nethodology used for the
statistical analysis. Chapter |V reviews the findings of
the data anal ysis. Finally, Chapter V provides a research
di scussion, conclusions, recomendations, and it nakes

suggestions for further research.



THI'S PAGE | NTENTI ONALLY LEFT BLANK



1. LITERATURE REVI EW AND THEORETI CAL FRAMEWORK

A | NTRODUCTI ON

This chapter contains five primary parts. The first
provides a basic overview of the Admnistrative Conduct
System (ACS). The second discusses the theoretica
concepts of consistency and how they relate to the Conduct
System puni shment and rewards, and the organization. The
third discusses the relationship between athletes and
academ a, and the fourth defines the class structure at the
Acadeny. The fifth section discusses the theoretical
concepts of the organizational treatnent of wonen and
mnorities in organizational disciplinary systens, and
organi zati onal culture. The final section summarizes the
chapter.

B. THE NAVAL ACADEMY ADM NI STRATI VE CONDUCT SYSTEM

The primary instruction that pronulgates the Nava
Acadeny's regulations on conduct is the Administrative
Conduct Manual , Conmandant  of M dshi pnmen Instruction
1610.2B. This instruction states that the nature of the:

Adm ni strative Conduct System is to provide
di sciplinary neasures nore serious than the non-
punitive adm ni strative corrective nmeasur es
(oral/witten counseling or reprimnds, etc.), but
| ess serious than trial by court martial. (Comrandant
of M dshi pnen, 2000, p. 1)



This is a mdshipmen oriented disciplinary system
which has sone simlarity to the Uniform Code of Mlitary
Justice, and is in place to develop |eadership skills of
m dshi pmen, while concurrently maintaining good order and
di sci pline at the Acadeny.

1. ACS Desi gn and Executi on

When it is reported that an offense against the ACS is
suspected, the adm nistrative process involves two possible
st eps. The first step is an inquiry into the alleged
m sconduct, which, after an investigation, may include a
hearing conducted by an Adjudicating Authority. Thi s
Adjudicating Authority determnes whether and to what
extent a mdshipman should be punished (Commandant of
M dshi pnen, 2000, p. 1). Adjudicating Authorities, who are
designated by the Comuandant of M dshipnen, exercise
personal discretion in evaluating each case. During the
investigation and deliberations they are to consider the
nature of the offense, the record of the mdshipman, the

need for good order and discipline, and the effect of the

Conduct System on the m dshipman. The effect on the
m dshi pman can vary from rehabilitation to consequences
affecting hi s or her over al | conduct st andi ng.
Additionally, if the cases of two or nore mdshipnmen

involved in the sanme incident are heard by different
Adj udicating Authorities, the Adjudicating Authorities
should attenpt to maintain the |evel of consistency of
puni shrent that is also in keeping wth good order and
di sci pline anong nenbers of the Brigade (Comandant of
M dshi pnen, 2000, p. 2-11).



The second step occurs in those cases in which the
Adj udi cating Authority has determ ned that a major offense
has occurred and recommends that the Commandant  of
M dshi pnen review the case (Commandant of M dshipnen, 2000,
p. 1). The Commandant has a broad range of options that
extend from di snissal of the case to recommendi ng di scharge
from the Acadeny. The latter requires the approval of the

Superintendent and ultimately the Secretary of the Navy.

O ficers, nonconm ssioned officers, mdshipnmen, and
civilians may report m dshi pnmen whom t hey suspect comm tted
any offense covered in the ACS nanual (Commandant of
M dshi pmen, 2000, p. 2-3). Wen a mdshipman is accused of
commtting an offense, it is first assigned a nuneric
del i nquency code, which defines a specific conduct offense.
Descriptions of offenses and the maxi num puni shnent that
may be awarded for such are delineated in the ACS nanual
For exanple, a mdshi pmen who is msbehaving while in a
formati on may be charged under section 09, “Standards and
Behavi ors” subsection 16: “I nproper conduct in ranks.”
This conduct offense would be witten up as 0916
Additionally, the offense would be categorized by the
seriousness of the offense, ranging from the |[east
consequential (Mnor O fense) to the npbst serious (Mjor
O fense). The exanple provided woul d be considered a M nor
O fense per the ACS manual with a maxi mum puni shnment of 5

10 denerits.
Wil e charging an offense the follow ng applies:

| f nore than one offense has all egedly been
committed by the sane m dshi pman, where such as
to formone course of m sconduct, such offenses

9



will normally be considered as one event, from

whi ch one punishnent will be awarded. The nost

serious charge will be used as the primary

of fense; all others will be listed as secondary.

Puni shnents awarded for nultiple offense cases

may not exceed the maxi mum all owed for the

primary of fense. (Commandant of M dshi pnen, 2000,

p. 2- 3)

The conduct case then enters one of the two steps of
inquiry previously discussed. Overall, cases are handled
at the Jlowest Ilevel deened appropriate by both the
m dshipmen and staff chain of commands via the Commandant’s
del egati ons. M nor O fenses are to be used as tools for
the Conpany Oficers to train mdshipnmen, primarily First
Class, in conduct standards and procedures they wll
encounter in a career of mlitary service (Conmmandant of
M dshi pnren, 2000, p. 1-2). | f upon the conpletion of the
adj udi cation process a punishnent is deened necessary,
specific allowable punishnents for each offense are also
delineated in the ACS manual, chapter 2.

2. Conduct St andi ng

In addition to a conduct case having a possible
puni shment attached, a farther-reaching consequence is its
effect on the mdshipman’s overall conduct standing. The
conduct standing is based solely on Denerits. A grade is
assigned, which accounts for the accumulation of all
conduct adjudications during a specific senester. Denerits
are nuneri cal poi nts awar ded (puni shnment) by an
Adjudicating Authority when the mdshi pman was found to
have comm tted the offense.

10



Thi s conduct standing and grade, which has a senester,
annual, and career cunulative nmeasure, has two primry
consequences. The first is that it is weighted in the
i ndi vi dual mdshipman’s class standing, which is Oder of
Merit. Order of Merit is significant in determning
m dshi pman’s service assignment options upon graduation.
The second is that the cunulative effect can lead to an
unsati sfactory conduct status. For exanple, although a
m nor offense by itself nay not have serious consequences,
the summation  of demerits accunulated by nultiple
i ndependent incidents nay have major consequences, which
ultimately could include discharge fromthe Acadeny.

C. CONSI STENCY |IN THE CONDUCT SYSTEM PUN SHMVENT AND
REWARDS, AND ORGANI ZATI ONAL CULTURE

In Admiral Boorda’ s 1990 review of the Conduct System
he cited |l ack of feedback and dissem nation of information
on the disposition of conduct cases as one cause for
cynical attitudes and perceptions of the Conduct System

Boor da st at ed:

When m dshi pmen are charged with a serious
conduct of fense, nenbers of the Brigade follow
the processing of the offense very closely, using
results that are tough but fair as validation of
t heir own conduct as well as that of the Conduct
System Conversely, when they perceive that
anot her m dshi pnmen has unjustly escaped
puni shment or has been puni shed unfairly, they
guestion the entire Conduct Systemas well as
their own val ues. (Boorda, 1990, p. 20)

11



According to surveys conducted with Boorda’s study and even
nore recently, this notion is conpounded if the case in
guestion involves one or any conbination of the follow ng
m dshi pren denographics: female, mnority (non-Caucasian),
athl ete, and graduating cl ass.

Consi stency with regard to punishment does not al ways
inply that the same offense wll receive the sane
puni shnent every time, but if the punishnment deviates from
expectations, either Dby seemng excessive (harsh) or
insufficient (lenient), a perception of inequity nay occur.
Therefore consistency of punishnment is fundanental to a
rational system and to the perception of fairness. A
review of nunerous theories of consistency (Kerr, 1979;
Kerr, 1997; Kerr, 1995; Folger, Sheppard, & Buttram and
Young, 1994) in relation to organizational cultures and
perceptions reveals that equity is the comon thread. In
the context of a justice system I|like the Acadeny’s
Adm ni strative Conduct System equity has alnobst an
entirely subjective elenent based on an interpretation of

experienced reality.

Equity is interpreted in terms of cultural and intra-
organi zati onal nornms and values (Kerr, 1997, p. viii). The
preponderance of the facts and circunmstances that surround
conduct cases at the Naval Acadeny vary, but an equitable
outcone is nost likely to be perceived only if it conforns
to those norms and val ues. For exanple, it my be
perceived as equitable, or fair, for a Plebe and 1/C
m dshi pman to receive a different nmeasure of punishnent for
the sane of fense. Steven Kerr (1997) reiterates this idea

in his conclusions about equity, which states, “W shal

12



consider equity to nean that a person’s rewards are at
| east related to his or her performance" (p. vii). If the
expectation of a 4/C Plebe's performance is |ow due to his
or her inexperience, the punishnment may be mninal. I n
contrast, the 1/C mdshipman is expected to perform at a
higher level and therefore is punished nore severely
because he or she should have known better than to conmt
such an offense in the first place. O course, depending
on the true nornms and values at the Naval Acadeny the
reverse or totally different scenario is al so possible.

In a system of discipline and justice, infornation
sharing is crucial and can be equated to visibility. In
the absence of information, people share inaccurate data
that reveal inequities that really don’t exist (Kerr, 1997,
p. xiii). The phrase, “One's perception is one’'s reality,”
rings true when applied to several thousand m dshi pnen and
their ability to spread information. Admral Boorda (1990)
referred to this phenonenon as the “Runmor MII.” Steven
Kerr (1997) says equitable and efficient rewards nust, at a
m nimum be visible to those who receive them and to those
affected by the consequences. Applied to the Acadeny’s
Conduct System the "reward" Kerr speaks of is punishnment
for an offense, which nmust be visible to the offender and

the entire Brigade.

Efficiency, as related to the Conduct System is
conceptualized not in ternms of past performance, but in
terns of future performance: how it pays forward. If the
primary goal of the Acadeny’ s Conduct Systemis to instill
in mdshipnmen the self-discipline necessary to neet the

challenges they wll encounter in a career of mlitary

13



service, then efficiency should be defined by the Conduct
Systenmis ability to deter future aberrant behavior. There
are specific indicators that are contrary to this concept.
To highlight just one exanple, there are mdshipnmen who
wear black Ns on their letter sweaters |ike a badge of
honor, a sort of counter-culture. These m dshi prmen are
openly held in esteem by the Brigade, folk heroes, not for
their prowess on athletic fields or in the classroons, but
for surviving the nost punishnents dealt out by the Conduct
System often barely evading being discharged. Accor di ng
to Kerr (1975), this behavior is indicative of a system or
culture, that is dysfunctional in that behaviors that are
rewarded are those the rewarder is trying to discourage;
conversely, the behavior he desires is not being rewarded

at all.

The culture of an organization, particularly a
mlitary one, is an amal gam of values, custons, traditions,
and philosophical underpinnings that, over tinme, has
created a shared institutional ethos (U ner, Collins, &
Jacobs, 2000, p. XVill). Closely linked to mlitary
cul ture, and nmuch easier to assess directly, i's
organi zational climate, which is essentially how nmenbers of
an organi zation feel about the organization. The
perceptions about the system of rewards and punishnents,
along wth ot her I mport ant factors, i nfluence an
organi zation’s clinate. Climate ultimtely determ nes how
i ndividuals feel about the quality of the institution as a
whole (U nmer, Collins, & Jacobs, 2000, p. XViIil). It may
be this fact that explains the cynical attitude of sone

m dshi pnen toward the ACS.
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D. ATHLETI CS VS. ACADEM A

When equity is framed in the context of a justice
system the notion of equality is comonly included with
it. In Folger, Sheppard, and Buttrams (1995) essay,
“Equity, Equality, and Need,; Three Faces of Soci al

Justice,” they state that relative equality of distribution
val i dates people’s feelings of full-fledged nenbership in a
cohesive unit, whereas 1inequality can fractionate the
or gani zati on. In this study, the cohesive unit is the
entire Brigade of mdshipnen. In the context of the
Conduct System *“equality of distribution” inplies equality
of punishnent across the entire Brigade wthin the cul tural
norns and val ues. To go a step further, if there is a
perception of inequality (i.e., inconsistency of punishnent
in the context of cultural norns and values) wth respect
to how subgroups are treated, then attributions of
privilege or prejudice may be attributed as reasons to
perceived disparities in treatnents. In essence, this is
what is neant by, “fractionate the organization,” and
athletes are just one sub-group on which to focus during

this study.

The relationship between athletes and academ a has
beconme a utilitarian one for many universities, both public
and private. Bailey and Littleton (1991) state that even
the few institutions whose academ ¢ enphases either predate
the dramatic evolution of college sports, as does the Naval
Acadeny’s, or in sone other way have avoided an overt
relationship, feel the pressure of those forces that can
lead to an academ c-athletic inbalance and thus to abuses.

There is, of course, a range of ethical and illegal abuses.
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In this study the concern is only wth the abuse of
preferential ACS treatnment of athletes relative to non-
at hl et es.

O the many forces that are in reality or perception
apt to favor preferential treatnent for athletes, the
primary one is economncs. Bailey and Littleton (1991)
state that there is an undeni able appeal and entertai nnment
power of sports. This power is used to strengthen the
institution's ties wth nunmerous constituencies and to
affect directly or indirectly its base of financial
support. But to some extent this type of justification,
economc and soci al rather than academic, tends to
enphasi ze further the tenuous and separatist relationship
that athletics in large-scale operations seemto have with
the institution’s central mssion (Bailey & Littleton,
1991, p. 36).

Al t hough the Naval Acadeny has not historically seen
the extreme abuses its civilian counterparts have, it has
not escaped the ethical disruption that lies latent in the
separated athletic subculture. During the time period
covered by this study there have been nunerous conduct
cases, at both mnor and major |evels, that have involved
key athletes in key sports, including the football teanis
starting quarterback. The visibility of such a case is
magni fied by the visibility of the athletic program thus
making it one of those cases that Admral Boorda (1990)
says will be followed closely by the Brigade of m dshi pnen.
The consequences of such a case influence the perceptions
about the Naval Acadeny, both internally and externally.

Bailey and Littleton (1991) remark that the managenment of
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t hese stresses, which are often conpeting, nust be bal anced
to protect the viability of the program and the climte of
the institution.

E. THE FOUR CLASS SYSTEM

This section explains the Naval Acadeny’'s four-class
system and briefly discusses how it relates to the Conduct
System  There is no literature regarding the relationship
between class and the Conduct System The perspectives
generated for this review were obtained by nultiple
di scussions with Naval Acadeny personnel that work directly
or closely with the Conduct System

The Naval Acadeny’s class system not to be m staken
for graduating class, is a rank and developnment system
associated with the year mdshipnen are in relative to the
four-year system that regular civilian universities use.
M dshipnen in their first year, equivalent to Freshnen, are
called Plebes or Fourth-Cass (4/C) Mdshipnen, Sophonores
are Third-Cass (3/C) Mdshipnmen, Juniors are Second-d ass
(2/ © M dshi pren, and Seniors are First-Cass (1/0
M dshi pnen.

This distinction of class is not just a marker for
whi ch year the m dshipnen are currently in, but is a system
of rank and professional devel opnent. According to
Waypoints (2001), the four-year system is designed to
prepare mdshipnen to accept the Ilifelong challenge of
| eadership, both mlitary and civilian. The system
incrementally provides skills and experiences that build
upon each other and take mdshipnen from the role of

follower to the role of | eader.
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In relation to the Conduct System the four-class
system enphasi zes accountability for the highest standards
of conduct at every |evel. This enphasis starts wth
i ndi vidual behavior at the 4/C year and natures into
accountability for, and developnment of, the conduct of
one’s juniors by the 1/C year. From this class system
standpoint there are many potential perspectives for
achieving equity. Three possible sets of perspectives that
coul d be derived as possible Conduct System associations to
cl ass are discussed.

The first per spective for appl yi ng equity
differentiates punishnent according to the inputs of
experience, maturity, and |evel of indoctrination. Thus,
when a 4/ C m dshi pman commts a conduct offense, he or she
is given the benefit of the doubt due to inexperience and
either is not reported at all, but just counseled, or, if
reported, is possibly given a lighter punishnent. However,
bei ng an upper-class mdshi pnran cones with the expectation
that one should know better and is not setting a good
exanple for the |ower classes. Under this perspective it
is probable that the higher the mdshipman’s class, the
greater the likelihood of being reported and being nore
harshly puni shed.

The second perspective is just the opposite of the
first. Pl ebes, and 3/C m dshi pnmen, would be reported and
punished to the nmaximum limts of possible denerits the
offense warrants in an effort to teach the I|esson of
accountability for their actions early. Upper - cl ass

m dshi pnren would be less likely to be reported by their
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peers, but when they are, they are punished at a | ower end

of the range of possible denerits.

The third perspective is that the Conduct System would
treat al | conduct of f enses equal |y in ternms of
consequences, and there wuld be no distinctions wth
regard to a mdshi pnman’s rank. In the purest sense, this
means that the punishnent for m sconduct would be purely
obj ective, and based solely on the nerits of the offense.

F. GENDER AND M NORI TI ES

This section examnes the theoretical concepts that
account for the current treatnent of women and mnorities
in organizations in ternms of the cultural issues in the

context of integration.

According to John Bodnar (1999), just as the mlitary
is a mcrocosmof Anerican society, so the Naval Acadeny is
a mcrocosmof mlitary society. And just as society, both
American and mlitary, has struggled with integration al ong
gender and racial lines, so has the Naval Acadeny. It has
only been three generations since virtually all naval
officers were wupper mddle-class white Christian nmales;
today’s Navy is an aggregation of diverse races, colors,
creeds, and gender (Bodnar, 1999, p. 289). Along with the
denogr aphi ¢ changes that have occurred in the naval officer
corps, there has been a change in the mlitary culture.
This change, or the evolution of integration by stages, is
at a slow but continuous pace, hindered by the constant

coexi stence of two generations at the Naval Acadeny.

The two specific generations at the Naval Acadeny are

the current mdshipnmen and the senior |eadership, which
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represents up to twenty-five years of separation (Bodnar,
1999, p. 290). Addi tionally, Bodnar (1999) states that
different values and political beliefs of young people
formed during youth stay with them for the remainder of
their I|ives. | thedded in these values and beliefs are the
ideas of gender roles and mnority integration. In a
related quote, Albert Einstein said, “Conmpbn sense is the
collection of prejudices acquired by the age of 18.”
Bodnar is not inplying that the differences in values
between generations are opposed, just that they are
different to varying degrees based on the experiences and
perceptions of each generation. This difference may | ead
to a propensity for a clash of values and an exceedingly
slow change in any real outlook toward any gender or
mnority related issue (Bodnar, 1999). This study exani nes
the current treatnent of gender and mnority status as
mani fested in the Naval Acadeny’s Conduct System as just

one neasure of integration.

Qut of the nost noteworthy and applicabl e papers found
to support this study’s premse was that of Jana L
Pershing (2001), “Gender Disparities In Enforcing The Honor
Concept At The U.S. Naval Acadeny.” Al t hough her study
primarily focuses on gender, she also includes mnority and
athletic status to support her findings. Despite the fact
that the Naval Acadeny’s Honor System is separate fromthe
Conduct System their peer oriented disciplinary principles
and adm nistrations are not poles apart from each other.
On the whole, the mdshi pnmen do have nore control over the
Honor System than the Conduct System Adm ral Boorda
(1990) tied them together by citing them both as exanples

of mechani sns essential to the successful acconplishnment of
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the Acadeny’s mission to instill values and behavi or of the

hi ghest i deal s.

Like other literature that focuses on gender and
mnority treatnent within organizations, Pershing too uses
the lens of integration to set the context of her study.
Al though there are also parallels to how wonen and
mnorities are treated in statistically white nmale
dom nated institutions, Pershing highlights the fact that
there is still a difference in treatnent of wonen and
treatment of mnorities because of their different role
identities. For exanple a wonan’s role in society is nuch
different than a male mnority’'s role, and although sone
issues related to integration are shared, there also are
differences. There are still differences in the |eadership
positions available to wonen (e.g. conbat positions) that
not only fail to create a climate in which nen and wonen
are seen as equals but actually nmay exacerbate conflicts
(Pershing, 2001, p. 420). Conbat related position is just
one exanple of a role a mnority nale would not share with

a fenunl e.

Regarding the presence of wonmen and ninorities as a
relatively small group, Pershing (2001) cites Rosabeth
Kanter’s |andmark study on integration into |arge nale-
dom nated corporations to provide insight into the unique
status of women and minorities in the mlitary given their

presence, as Kanter would describe it, as a token
popul ation” (p. 420). Li kewi se, Durning (1978) concl uded
that the “nunerical rarity” of wonmen at the Naval Acadeny
was a contributing factor to the high-ranking problens d

over-visibility and negative nmale attitudes.
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To sunmarize Pershing’s study, she found that
pol ari zati on affects the enforcenent of the Honor Systemto
the disfavor of wonmen and to a |esser extent, mnorities.
In addition, Pershing (2001) also draws parallels between
gender, mnority, and athletic status using the notion of
enhanced visibility and peer loyalty to elucidate disparate
over-representative treatnment and the perceptions of these
bei ng sub- perform ng gr oups. Thus, conpar ed to
representation in ternms of percentage of graduating class
makeup, their representation in honor offenses is higher,
or over-representative, than that of white nmales. These
findings are not unique to the mlitary either; a recent
report issued by the Anerican Bar Association (2001) found
that girls are punished nore harshly than boys for m nor
crimnal behavior. The irony of Pershing’s findings is
that, according to the Naval Acadeny’s Val ues Survey, there
is a perception anong the mgjority of mdshipnen that all
subgroups discussed in this thesis are treated fairly or

with a favorabl e bias.

Literatures on mnority gr oups in mlitary
organi zations are substantial. Fromliterature as far back
as 1973 by Charles Mskos to a GAO report of 1993 the
findings are simlar. Wiile researchers find a greater

degree of racial equality in the mlitary than any other
areas of Anerican life, nevertheless there still exists
inequity and disparity for mnorities (Mskos, 1973). In
fact, Moskos (1973) states that the nore mlitary the
envi ronnment, the nore egalitarian the racial relations. O
the many conditions that Mskos concludes w il override
racial differences, the one germane to the Naval Acadeny is

the simlarities in socio-educational backgrounds.
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Twenty vyears after the report by Mskos, the GAO
(1993) report on gender and racial disparities at the Naval
Acadeny echoed his thoughts. The GAO used statistical
significance tests and a rule of thunb test based on
conpari sons  of subgroup percentages to assess the
signi ficance of gender and racial disparities. The report
showed that both wonen and mnorities did not fare as well
as nen with regard to class standing, academ c, physical
education, mlitary performance, and attrition rates (GAQ
1993, p. 2). Specific to conduct, the report found that
both female and minority 4/C mdshi pmen were convicted of
conduct offenses at a higher rate than white 4/ C m dshi pnen
(GAO, 1993, pp. 26 & 46).

G CHAPTER SUMVARY

This chapter has provided a basic understandi ng of the
Naval Acadeny’ s Adm ni strative Conduct System
Additionally, the variables identified by the research
guesti on have been examned in the context of the Conduct
System or related disciplinary systens. Athletes espouse a
value to an academc institution that my transcend
acadenm a; because of this their conduct becones highly
visible and scrutinized. The four-class system at the
Naval Acadeny, though it is the scheme by which m dshipnen
are grooned into officers, it is also a neasure of
expectations of behavior over tine. Gender and mnority
i ssues, though wth their differences, enconpass the
chal  enges of integration that are evident in predom nantly

and historically white male dom nated institutions.

The intention of this literature review was to provide

insight into areas that have already been exam ned on the
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often interrelated topics discussed above. These insights
were specifically chosen to be wuseful in providing sone
additional insight in this analysis. The follow ng chapter
(Chapter 111) extends the previous discussion by relating
the data collected for this study to the variables

discussed in this literature review.
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[11. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

A | NTRODUCTI ON

This chapter explains the principal data sources,
vari abl es, and statistical nethods used in this study.
B. DESCRI PTI ON OF DATA

Data for this thesis were obtained through the United
States Naval Acadeny (USNA) Institutional Research Center
(IRC). The primary database was the USNA M dshipnen
Information System also known as M DS. MDS is an
admnistrative software system that faculty, staff, and
m dshi pmen use to enter and retrieve information from the
USNA corporate database. M DS was inplenmented at the
Acadeny in 1999 and all prior data were nerged into it.
Multiple Ad Hoc Queries were perforned to draw from M DS
al | conduct associated information producing recorded
conduct offenses from the classes of 1998-2005, which
covers acadenmic years 1995-2002. This initially produced

17, 216 i ndi vi dual conduct offense cases.

Speci fic denographic data on gender, ethnicity, and
athletic status also were drawn from M DS. In order to
conplete mssing denographic data created by MDS, the
Adm ssi ons dat abase, also accessible by IRC, was used for
gender and ethnicity data. The M DS and Adm ssions data
were nerged using mdshipnen MDS identification nunbers

and social security nunbers as the nerge criteria.

From the initial sanple of 17,216 cases, 7,704 were
anal yzed. The 9,512 cases were excluded for four reasons

according to the follow ng sequence of operations. First,
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for case data to be used in conduct calculations they had
to be affirmatively validated in the VALIDATE conduct
attribute of MDS by the Conduct Oficer. Cases that were
not validated were excluded. Second, cases that were still
under investigation or had mssing data in the STATUS
attribute were excluded. The first and second criteria
account for 533 of the excluded cases. Third, the
graduati ng classes 2002-2005 did not have conplete data for
al | four mdshipnmen years, and therefore they were
excl uded. This accounted for 7,681 excluded cases. The
remai ni ng graduating classes of 1998-2001 were honobgeneous
in that each had conplete data for all four mdshipnen
classes. Finally, cases that were dism ssed and therefore
were not subjected to an Adjudicating Authority’s awardi ng
of puni shment were excluded, accounting for the last 1,298

cases.

The survey results from the USNA Values Survey were
obtai ned through IRC. This survey polls 1/C, 2/C, and 3/C
m dshi pnen on nunerous issues of which those regarding the
Conduct System were selected for this study.

1. Dependent Vari abl e

PUNISH is the dependent variable for the regression
nodel. PUNISH is neasured in terns of the denmerits awarded
by an Adjudicating Authority as punishnent for a given
of f ense. Denerits were chosen as the single neasure of
puni shrent for this study because they affect the conduct
status of m dshi pnen. A mdshi pman’s senester conduct
grade is based solely upon his/her denerit level for a
particul ar senester (Commandant of M dshipnen, 2000, p. 4
3). The distribution of PUNISH is shown in Table 1.
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cases when ot her

i nstead of demerits,

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid 0 876 11.4 11.4
5 1887 245 35.9
10 1708 22.2 58.0
15 260 34 61.4
20 998 13.0 74.4
25 109 14 75.8
30 49 6 76.4
35 561 7.3 83.7
45 1 0 83.7
50 748 9.7 934
55 1 0 934
60 47 6 94.0
65 17 2 94.3
70 4 A 94.3
75 167 2.2 96.5
80 6 1 96.6
90 16 2 96.8
95 7 1 96.9
100 242 3.1 100.0
Total 7704 100.0
of the cases for

which zero denerits

forns

or

of

puni shrment

no puni shrent



2. | ndependent Vari abl es

The | ndependent Variables were chosen and limted by
areas of interest identified in previous studies, as

di scussed in Chapter 2, and the USNA Val ues Survey.
a. Athletic Status

Athletic Status (ATHLETE) is characterized by the
Naval Acadeny as a mdshi pran who has participated in a
varsity sport and was a varsity letter wnner in that
sport. The variable ATHLETE was coded as O for Non-Athlete

and 1 for Athlete.
b. M nority Status

Mnority Status was determned by ethnic codes

entered into the adm ssions database. Two sets of
vari abl es were coded. First, due to the relatively snall

representation of i ndi vi dual mnority gr oups, al |
individuals that did not fall into the mmjority group

(Caucasian or Non-Mnority) were conbined into a single
group (Non-Caucasian or Mnority). This variable is called
M NORI TY and was coded by 0 for Caucasian and 1 for Non-
Caucasi an. O the 1,909 mnorities in this data

popul ati on, 297 were al so fenal e.

After prelimnary regression analysis Mnority
Status was further broken down into mmnority groups and
recoded into separate variables; Caucasian (CA=1), African-
American (AF=1), Hspanic and Puerto Rican (H _PU=1),
Native Hawaiian/ Amrerican and Pacific Islander (NH NA=1l),
Asi an-Anerican and Filipino (AS_Fl=1) and O her or M ssing
(OT_M=1). In each recoded variable all others were coded
with a 0 (Ohers =0). Table 2 shows the distribution of
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the aforenmentioned variables, wth 0.1 percent |ost
roundi ng.
Table 2. Frequency of Mnority G oups
FREQUENCY | PERCENT | CUMULATIVE
PERCENT
African-American 772 10.0 10.0
Hispanic & Puerto 700 9.1 19.1
Rican
Asian-American & 312 4.0 23.1
Filipino
Native 91 1.2 24.3
American/Hawaiian &
Pacific Islander
Others & Missing 34 0.4 24.7
Caucasian 5795 75.2 99.9

An additi onal

anal ysis of

M NCORITY required the

recoding of MNORITY to reflect possible integration with
ATHLETE. The Frequency of M NORITY-ATHLETE (M NATH)
presented in Table 3 represents this recoding.
Table 3. Frequency of M NORI TY- ATHLETE
Minority-Athlete
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid  All Others 7352 95.4 95.4
Minority Athlete 352 4.6 100.0
Total 7704 100.0
C. Gender
CGENDER was created to separate nmales from
f emal es. This variable also was drawn from adm ssions
data. CENDER was coded as O for male and 1 for female.
Post Hoc anal ysis of GENDER required the recoding
of GENDER to reflect possible integration wth other
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vari ables, specifically MNOR TY and ATHLETE.
Tabl e 4,

i ndependent

The Frequenci es, represents this recoding.

Tabl e 4. Frequency of GENDER I ntegrations
Female-Athlete
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid  All Others 7417 96.3 96.3
Female Athlete 287 37 100.0
Total 7704 100.0
Female-Minority-Athlete
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid  All Others 7665 99.5 99.5
Female Minority Athlete 39 5 100.0
Total 7704 100.0
Female-Minority
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid  All Others 7407 96.1 96.1
Female Minority 297 39 100.0
Total 7704 100.0
d. Cl ass

i n accordance

The variable CLASS was categorized

with the four-class system and coded as follows: CLASSL
(1=1/C M dshi pnen, 0=All Ohers), CLASS2 (1=2/C M dshi pren,
0=All O hers), CLASS3 (1=3/C M dshipnen, 0=All Ohers), and
CLASS4 (1=4/C M dshipnen, 0=All O hers). Table 5 shows a

Frequency distribution of CLASS1-4.
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of f ense,
M nor
four-digit

Tabl e 5. Frequency of CLASS
Class
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid  1/C Midshipmen 3305 42.9 42.9
2/C Midshipmen 2113 27.4 70.3
3/C Midshipmen 1411 18.3 88.6
4/C Midshipmen 875 11.4 100.0
Total 7704 100.0
e. Level of O fense
Level of O fense (LEVOFF) divides the seriousness

t he offense
and Mj or,

given a

four-digit

of f ense.
code

into two categories:
coded with 1.
code
which carries a |abel
Denerits are administered based on
“Tabl e of

usi ng

t he

of

M nor,

specific
being a Major

Maxi rum Denerits.”

coded with O,
When an offense is reported it
( OFFECODE)
ei t her

Tabl e 6 shows the Frequency of LEVCFF.

denerits that

new vari abl e

can be awarded totally to that

is code with a 1
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Tabl e 6. Frequency of LEVOFF
Level of Offense
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid  Minor 6353 82.5 82.5
Major 1351 175 100.0
Total 7704 100.0
To further break down LEVOFF, OFFECODE
variable that I|ists each specific offense code in each
case, was recoded into four different variables (CAT1 _OFF
t hrough CAT4 _OFF) according to the naximum nunber

of fenses within

code.



dermerit range of that category and with a 0 for all others.

Tabl e 7 shows a frequency distribution of this recode.

Table 7. Frequency of CAT1_OFF through CAT4_OFF
Frequency | Percent | Cumulative Percent
Cat1 Demerits 1702 22.1 22.1
00-10
Cat 2 Demerits 1173 15.2 37.3
10-20
Cat 3 Demerits 3183 41.3 78.6
20-35
Cat 4 Demerits 1646 21.4 100.0
35-100
f. Nunber of Secondary O fenses Considered with

Primary Case

The

considered wth

nunber
t he

anal ysis due to the increased |ikelihood that

secondary offenses may yield a higher

of

pri mary

secondary

case

range applicable to the offense.

is

SCNDOFF

when no secondary offense is included with the primary case

of f enses

essential to

puni shrrent

and 1 if one or nore secondary offenses are
Tabl e 8 shows a Frequency check of SCNDOFF.
Tabl e 8. Frequency of SCNDOFF
Number of Secondary Offenses Considered with
Primary Case
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Vald 0 6597 85.6 85.6
1 868 11.3 96.9
2 169 2.2 99.1
3 55 7 99.8
4 14 2 100.0
7 1 0 100.0
Total 7704 100.0
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g. Summary of Vari abl es

Table 9 lists each variable and its description.
Each dichotonmous variable’s coding is included in the
description. Each variable’ s nean for the 7,704 cases used
for the analysis also is |isted.
3. USNA Val ues Survey

The USNA Values Survey is given to 3/C, 2/C, and 1/C
m dshi pmren at the beginning of each year to gain their
perspective and insight on a wde variety of mdshipnen
i Ssues. It is not given to 4/C mdshi pnen because at the
begi nning of the year they only have their Plebe Summer
experiences to draw from which is insufficient to conplete
the survey. This survey includes a section on the Conduct
Syst em where questions regardi ng consi stency and bi ases are
asked. The results of this survey are conpared with the
statistical analysis to determ ne whether or not they are

congr uent .
C. RESEARCH DESI GN

This thesis analyzes the consistency of punishnment as
measured by denerits awarded (PUNISH) to determine the
likelihood that one or nore groups represented by the
i ndependent variables are punished disparately. The
specification for the initial regression nodel is:

PUNI SH = bO + bl ATHLETE + b2 M NORI TY + b3 GENDER +

b4 CLASS2 + b5 CLASS3 + b6 CLASS4 + b7 LEVOFF + b8 SCNDOFF
CLASS1 was excl uded.

Follow ng the analysis of the initial nodel, revised
nodels were  devel oped based on the statistically

significant variables of the initial nodel.
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Table 9. Sunmmary of Vari abl es

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION MEAN
PUNISH Dependent Variable: 0-100 Demerits awarded by increments | 20.15
of 5
ATHLETE 1=Athlete (Varsity Letter Winner), 0=Non-Athlete .24
MINORITY | 1=Minority (Non-Caucasian), 0=Non-Minority (Caucasian) .25
MINATH 1=Minority-Athlete, 0=All Others .04
CA 1=Caucasian, 0=All Others .75
AF 1=African-American, 0=All Others .10
HI_PU 1=Hispanic & Puerto Rican, 0=All Others .09
NH_NA 1=Native American/Hawaiian & Pacific Islander, 0=All Others .01
AS_FI 1=Asian American & Filipino, 0=All Others .04
OT M 1=0ther & Missing, 0=All Others .004
- There was no missing attributes
GENDER 1=Female, 0=Male A3
FEMATH 1=Female-Athlete, 0=All Others .037
FMMINATH | 1=Female-Minority-Athlete, 0=All Others .005
FEMMIN 1=Female-Minority, O=All Others .038
CLASS1 1=1/C Midshipmen, 0=All Others 43
CLASS2 1=2/C Midshipmen, 0=All Others .27
CLASS3 1=3/C Midshipmen, 0=All Others .18
CLASS4 1=4/C Midshipmen, 0=All Others A1
LEVOFF 1=Major Level Offense, 0=Minor Level Offense .18
CAT 1=Category | Level Offense (00-10 Demerits) .22
|_OFF 0=All Others
CAT Il_OFF | 1=Category Il Level Offense (10-20 Demerits) .15
0=All Others
CAT llI_OFF | 1=Category lll Level Offense (20-35 Demerits) 41
0=All Others
CAT 1=Category IV Level Offense (35-100 Demerits) 21
IV_OFF 0=All Others
SCNDOFF | 1= One or more Secondary Offenses included with primary 14

offense case, 0=No Secondary Offenses
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D. | NI TI AL EXPECTATI ONS

The goal of this analysis was to test the follow ng

nul | hypot hesi s:

There is no inconsistency of punishnent across
time or between subgroups.

The testing of this null hypothesis was based on the
statistical significance for each independent variable in
t he nodel evaluated at the 0.05 level. Due to the large
sanpl e size the statistical power of the analysis is high

and very snmall differences m ght prove significant.

The expected signs of the coefficient are |isted bel ow
in Table 10. A positive sign (+) indicates the predicted
value for the nunber of denmerits awarded (PUNISH) is
hypot hesi zed to increase when the value of the independent
variabl e increases. A negative sign (-) neans that the
predi cted value of PUN SH decreases when the value of the
i ndependent variable increases. A question mark (?) means
there is no clear expectation.

Tabl e 10. Expected Signs of |ndependent Vari abl es

| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLE [EXPECTED SI GN
ATHLETE -
M NORI TY +
HGENDER +
HCLASSZ ?
CLASS3 ?
CLASS4 ?
LEVOFF +
SCNDOFF +
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Expected signs were derived logically from insights
gained in the Literature Review (Chapter 11). First, the
di scussion of athletes and their relationship with academ a
leads to an expectation of leniency, which would be
represented by a negative coefficient, or fewer denerits
For mnorities and wonen, all things being equal, a
positive coefficient is expected, to represent that they
are likely to be punished with nore denerits than Caucasi an
men. In regards to class, there are nultiple perspectives
that could explain how different classes are punished, and
therefore no clear expectation exists. Finally, though it
does not require a regression to show that |Ievel of
offenses and secondary offenses wll have positive
coefficients, they are denonstrating relative weight within
t he entire nodel conpar ed to t he denogr aphi cs.
Additionally, correlations run on all the variables are
used in examning zero order relationships (refer to

Appendi x A).
E. CHAPTER SUMVARY

The final data file used for this analysis contains
7,704 mdshi pnen conduct cases from the classes 1998
t hrough 2001 that were subjectively awarded punishment by
an Adjudicating Authority. There are no mssing data. The
vari ables are analyzed using a multiple linear regression
nodel in which statistical significance coupled wth
coefficient sign is the basis for analysis, discussion and

concl usi ons.
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| V. DATA ANALYSI S

A | NTRODUCTI ON

This chapter presents the results of the multiple
linear regression analysis and the results of the USNA
Val ues  Survey. The statistical analysis also is
interpreted and conpared with the surveyed perceptions.
Overall, by answering the research questions this analysis
reveal s which sub-groups, represented by the independent
vari abl es, are punished inconsistently with denerits.

B. STATI STI CAL RESULTS

Thi s section begi ns by presenting uni vari ate
descriptive statistics that support sone of the ideas
di scussed in Chapter 11. However, wunivariate results can
be deceptive; therefore, a series of multiple linear
regressions are presented.

1. Descriptive and Crosstab Anal ysis

Per shi ng (2001) assumes a specific group’s
representation by violation cases reported under the Honor
System should not exceed their representation in the

Bri gade of M dshipnen. If it does, this may indicate

i nconsi stent or, as she declares, “disparate” treatnent of
the particular group in question. For exanple, in her
study, in 1993 wonen conprised 8.4 percent of the Brigade
but accounted for 18.2 percent of the Honor Violation
cases. According to Pershing (1990) this indicates the
presence of possible inconsistent treatnent.
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By taking the nunbers and percentages of athletes,
femal es, and mnorities conduct cases and conparing themto
Bri gade nunbers and percentages, this study connects the
Pershing study logic with the Conduct System For the
purpose of establishing a benchmark for determining a
Bri gade average, the graduate denographics for t he
graduating classes of 1998-2001 were provided by the USNA
| RC. This information is represented in Table 11, which
conpares athlete, female, and mnority graduate totals

(wth percent of associated class) wth conduct case totals
(with t hat
Additionally, Table 12 presents the Descriptive Statistics
vari abl es discussed in this thesis and Appendix F

and

per cent of conduct cases for cl ass).

on all

presents Crosstabul ati ons all four

subgroups in relation to LEVOFF and SECNDOFF.
Tabl e 11: Graduating C ass and Conduct Statistics by

Chi - Squares of

At hlete, Female, and Mnority Status

Grad | #Athl etes/ | #Athl ete | #Fenal es/ #Female |#Mnorities/ |#Mnnority
v %O G ad Cases/% | % O G ad Cases/ % % O G ad Cases/ %

Yr of all Yr of all yr of all

Cases Cases Cases
1998 360/39.0 241/ 22.5 139/15.1 136/12.7 172/ 18.6 317/ 29.6
1999 315/35.5 331/ 24.8 134/15.1 149/11.2 165/ 18. 6 358/ 26.9
2000 233/ 24.6 664/ 26. 6 133/14.0 402/ 16. 1 159/ 16. 8 478/ 19.1
2001 204/ 22.1 589/ 21.0 153/ 16. 6 345/12. 3 176/ 19.1 756/ 27.0
Tot al 1112/30.2 | 1825/23.7 | 559/15.2 | 1032/13. 4 672/ 18. 3 1909/ 24. 8
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Tabl e 12. Descriptives of Variables

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation
Z\f\;ﬂi&o‘t Demerits 20.15 23.00
Athletic Status .24 43
Minority Status .25 43
African-American .10 .30
Hispanic & Puerto Rican 9.09E-02 .29
Asian-American & Filipino 4.05E-02 .20
Native American/Hawaiin
& Pacific Islander 1.188-02 11
Caucasian .75 43
Other & Missing 4.41E-03 6.63E-02
Minority-Athlete 4.57E-02 21
Gender .13 .34
Female-Athlete 3.73E-02 19
Female-Minority-Athlete 5.06E-03 7.10E-02
Female-Minority 3.86E-02 19
1/C Midshipmen 43 49
2/C Midshipmen 27 45
3/C Midshipmen .18 .39
4/C Midshipmen A1 .32
Level of Offense .18 .38
Category 1 O_ffenses_: 22 a1
00-10 Demerits Maximum )
Category 2 Offenseg: 15 36
10-20 Demerits Maximum : '
Category 3 Oﬁense;: a1 49
20-35 Demerits Maximum ’
Category 4 Offenses:
35-100 Demerits .21 41
Maximum
Secondary Offense .14 .35
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a. ATHLETE

According to IRC, athletes, as defined by this
study, averaged 30.2 percent of the graduating classes
bet ween 1998 and 2001. During the same period of tine
athletes accounted for 23.7 percent of the conduct cases
used for this study. The result of a Chi-Square test (Chi-
Square = 155.163; d.f. = 1; critical value = 12.706) using
athlete’s Brigade graduate representation (30.2% to
determine the expected frequency of cases is significant.
This suggests that there is a relationship between athletes
and the frequency of offenses, with respect to LEVOFF, that
may be inconsistent and may contribute to a bias that
favors athletes.

b. MNORITY

| RC data indicate that mnorities nmade up 18.3
percent of the graduating classes between 1998 and 2001
Mnorities as a whole have represented 24.8 percent of the
conduct cases used for this study for the same cl ass years.
This exceeds their representation by 6.5 percent and nmay be

i ndicati ve of inconsistent treatnent.

Further study would be required to definitively
determne whether or not this initial sign of inconsistency
is due to the propensity for mnorities to actually conmt
of fenses at higher rates. Bias exists if they are being
reported/targeted at higher rates, possibly because of
their visibility, conpared to non-minorities but in fact
commt no nore offenses. The result of a Chi-Square
conput at i on usi ng mnority’s Bri gade graduat e

representation (18.3% to determ ne the expected frequency
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of cases is significant with a value of 217.145 (d.f. = 1;
critical value = 12.706). This suggests that there is a
relationship between mnorities and the frequency of
of fenses that nmay be inconsistent and may contribute to a
bias that is against mnorities.

C. GENDER

According to IRC, females averaged 15.2 percent
of the graduating classes between 1998 and 2001. Duri ng
the sane period of tine fenales accounted for 13.4 percent
of the conduct cases used in this study. The result of a
Chi - Square conputation wusing female's Brigade graduate

representation (15.2% to determne the expected frequency

of cases is significant with a value of 26.610 (d.f. = 1;
critical value = 12.706). Though not as significant as the
athlete subgroup, this suggests that there is a

rel ati onship between femal es and the frequency of offenses
that may be inconsistent and may contribute to a bias that
favors femal es. In the results of both gender and athlete
it my in fact be that they commt fewer offenses.

d. CLASS

The Descriptive Statistics for class reveals two
possi bl e scenari os. First, as a mdshi pman progresses up
the ranks (4/C to 1/), he or she commts nore conduct
of fenses. Second, as a mdshi pman progresses up the ranks
he or she is nore likely to be reported. Which scenario is
nost accurate is not indicated by the descriptive results.
To gain insight as to how conduct cases are distributed
across the four-class system in relation to their

graduating class, refer to Table 13.
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Tabl e 13. Crosstabul ati on of CLASS by G aduation C ass

Class * Graduation Class Crosstabulation

Count
Graduation Class
1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

Class 1/C Midshipmen 382 542 1352 1029 3305

2/C Midshipmen 182 356 620 955 2113

3/C Midshipmen 257 210 363 581 1411

4/C Midshipmen 251 224 163 237 875

Total 1072 1332 2498 2802 7704
There are two distinct and inportant factors to
understand and recognize by Table 13. The first is to

understand that the Academ c Year 1998 is the only year in
this study that includes all graduating classes during the
sanme year. In 1998 the 1/C mdshi pnen were the graduating
class, and the 4/ C were that of graduating class of 2001.
During this tinme it is evident that 4/C m dshi pnen account
for a substantially fewer nunber of cases than 3/C through
1/ C m dshi pren. The 1/ C m dshi pmen account for the nost
cases during 1998, and in fact for all years they are

represented in this study.

The second factor to be noted is a |arge change
in the nunber of cases from year to year starting wth

Academ c Year 1998, wth the |argest being between the

years of 1999 and 2000. Nunerous inquiries were nmade to
the USNA IRC and the Conduct Ofice to explain this growth
in adj udi cat ed cases. Thr ee specul ati ons wer e

prof essional |l y surm sed.

First, with the creation and inplenentation of
M DS, conplete nerging of prior conduct data nmay be

deficient. Second, the Conduct System underwent sone
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transformation starting in 1998. A significant change to
the Conduct System was in the way conduct offenses are
coded. Prior to 1998 offenses were categorized by a |eve

series (1000 to 6000) system which went from|least to nost
serious. After 1998 offense levels were sinplified to
either Mnor or Major. The consequence of this change was
a nmore wuser-friendly system which nmay have increased

reporting of offenses.

Third, during the inplenentation of MDS and the
Conduct System transformation, the ability for m dshipnen,
facul ty, and staf f to report conduct of f enses
electronically via MDS was created. The electronic
conduct offense report form (ACS Form 2) reduced the
inevitability of confrontation between the offender and the
accuser . Psychologically, less confrontation my have
equated to an increase in reported cases. It could be just
one or the cunulative effect of all these factors that

accounts for the increased casel oads.

Regardl ess, the fact remains that 4/C m dshipnen
cases are generally fewer than those of 3/C through 1/C in
all years used during this study, as represented in Figure
1, with the exception of 2/C mdshipnmen in 1998 and 3/C
m dshi pmen in 1999.
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Figure 1. G aph of CLASS Conduct Cases
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Std. Dev = 1.03
Mean = 2.0
N = 7704.00

Class

This occurs even though attrition rates over four years
nmean that there are fewer mdshipnen from class to class
from4/C up to 1/C mdshi pnmen. Applying the Pershing study
|l ogic suggests some inconsistency over tinme, whi ch
i ndi cates as mdshipmen go from 4/C to 1/C they are nore
likely to be reported for a conduct offense.

As with the results of Mnorities, further study
woul d be required to determ ne whether or not this initial
sign of inconsistency is due to the propensity for
different classes to actually commt nore offenses. It may
be that 1/C cases are reported at higher rates in accord
with organi zational norns and val ues discussed in Chapter
2.
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2. Regressi on Anal ysi s

The initial specification for the regression nodel is
represented by the foll ow ng expression.
PUNI SH= b0 + b1ATHLETE + b2M NORITY + b3GENDER +

b4CLASS2 + Db5CLASS3 + b6CLASS4 + Db7LEVOFF +
b8 SCNDOFF

The regression results of this nodel specification are
listed in Table 14. The R Square tells us that 66.8
percent of the observed variability of PUN SH (Nunber of
Denerits Awarded) is explained by the eight independent
vari ables. Additionally, the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
confirnms the linear relationship between the dependent and

i ndependent vari abl es.

The coefficients for the independent variables are
listed in Table 14. Seven of the eight independent
variables contributed significantly to predicting the
nunber of denerits awarded (PUNISH) and all coefficients
were positive.

a. ATHLETE

Athletic Status (ATHLETE) is not significant.
Thus, the regression does not support a claim that if an
athlete has commtted an offense he/she will be given fewer
denerits than others conmtting a simlar offense.
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Table 14. Initial Miltiple Linear Regression Results
Model Summary
Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square | the Estimate
1 .8172 .668 .668 13.26
a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority
Status, 3/C Midshipmen, Athletic Status, Gender, 4/C
Midshipmen, 2/C Midshipmen, Level of Offense
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2721777 8 340222.140 | 1936.105 .0002
Residual 1352204 7695 175.725
Total 4073981 7703

a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority Status, 3/C Midshipmen,
Athletic Status, Gender, 4/C Midshipmen, 2/C Midshipmen, Level of Offense

b. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded

Coefficients?

Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 8.534 .269 31.685 .000
Athletic Status 101 .357 .002 .282 778
Minority Status .964 .351 .018 2.742 .006
Gender 1.351 447 .020 3.023 .003
2/C Midshipmen 2.869 372 .056 7.722 .000
3/C Midshipmen 4917 424 .083 11.599 .000
4/C Midshipmen 4.051 .509 .056 7.958 .000
Level of Offense 45.116 A37 .746 103.184 .000
Secondary Offense 7.736 ATT 118 16.225 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded

**Excluded Variable: CLASS1 (1/C Midshipmen)
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b. M NORI TY

Mnority Status (MNORITY) is both significant
and positive. This indicates that mnorities, everything
el se being equal, are awarded an average of 0.964 nore

denerits than non-mnorities represented by the Constant.

In an effort to resolve which specific mnorities
wWithin the group are awarded nore denerits, an additional
regression was run wth each mnority grouping as
delineated in Chapter |IIl (Refer to Appendix B for
Regression of Mnority G oups). The results of this post
hoc regression found African Anerican and Asian-Anerican &
Filipino received significantly nore denerits than the
reference group — Caucasians. Additionally, the regression
of Mnority-Athlete (MNATH), as presented in Appendix C,
did not wuncover any significance with mnorities who are
al so athl etes.

C. GENDER

Gender (GENDER) is significant and positive.
This indicates that fenales, everything else being equal,
are awarded an average of 1.351 nore denerits than nales.
Addi tional ly, because the Pershing study |inked gender with
mnorities and athletes, a separate regression was run with
GENDER integrated and recoded wth the independent
vari ables ATHLETE and M NORITY to becone Fenuale-Athlete,
Femal e-M nority, and Female-Mnority-Athlete. The result
of this post hoc regression, as presented in Appendix C,
did not discover significance with females that share

denographic tags with mnorities and athletes.
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d. CLASS

Al class ranks (CLASS2-4) were very significant
with positive coefficients. The statistical result that
3/C mdshipnen are likely to receive an average of 4.917
nore denerits than 1/C mdshipnmen, 0.866 nore than 4/C
m dshi pnen.

e. LEVOFF

Level of O fense (LEVOFF) is significant and has
a positive coefficient. This result indicates that
m dshi pren who conmt a Mjor I|evel offense receive an
average of 45.116 nore denerits than those who conmt M nor
of f enses. Wthin the R Square of .668, LEVOFF accounts
for approximately .646 of the R Square when run with just
LEVOFF as the independent variable, presented in Appendi X
D.

An additional regression was run wth LEVOFF
recoded into four <categories according to the nmaxi num
nunber of demerits that can be awarded for a specific
conduct offense code (OFFCODE). Category Il was excl uded
as for the purpose of a reference group. The results, as
expected, are consistent with LEVOFF and are presented in
Appendi x D. In both regressions, as expected the nore
serious the offense the nore denerits awarded.

f. SCNDOFF

Secondary O fenses are significant and positive.
This result indicates that M dshi pnen who have secondary
of fenses attached to their primary offense case receive an
average of 7.736 nore denerits than mdshipnmen with no

secondary of fenses attached.
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C. PRESENTATI ON OF USNA VALUES SURVEY RESULTS

Though the USNA Values Survey has served as a
mechani sm for initiating this study, nore inportantly, it
is an instrunment against which to assess the statistical
anal ysi s. The questions that deal directly wth the
consi stency of the Conduct system and the independent
vari ables are presented. Later in this chapter these
questions are conpared to the interpreted statistical
anal ysis of the case data.

The first question for establishing the perception of
consi stency starts with the notion of how punishnment is
awar ded t hroughout the Brigade, Conpany to Conpany. Tabl e
16 presents the question and results. The results reflect
t he point made by Admiral Boorda (1990).

Tabl e 16. Perception of Conpany-to- Conpany Consi st ency

63. The administration of the Conduct System is consistent from company to company.

Strongly Agree & Agree Neither Disagree & Strongly Disagree
Year
1998 14% 23% 64%
1999 14% 20% 66%
2000 16% 21% 63%
2001 17% 21% 63%
AVG% 15.25% 21.25% 64%

Boorda (1990) reported the followng, which speaks
directly to the results in Table 16:

One nmanifestation of the problemis when two or
nore mdshipnmen in different conpanies, who together
or even at different times commt the sane of fense
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(like and related/unrelated offenses), they may

receive wi del y di fferent puni shnent s. VWi
recognizing that |eadership styles wll differ, t
wide disparities, at best, give an appearance
inequity. (p.22)

| e
he

of

Additionally, the idea of consistency is again asked

regarding the perception of “the disciplinary action tak
on those found in violation of the Conduct Systeni (ref

en

er

to Table 17). Though the contexts in which a mdshipman

may answer this question may vary, this study’'s context

addresses the sub-groups identified in the independent

vari abl es. Note the change in results for options (a) and

(c) after 1998, which coincides with the transfornmation
t he Conduct System
Table 17. Perception of Disciplinary Action (Punishnent)

of

68. Which of the following statements most accurately reflects your opinion of the

disciplinary action taken for those found in violation of the Conduct System?

1998 1999 2000
a. Disciplinary action is generally fair and appropriate. 20% 28% 28%
b. Disciplinary action is generally too harsh. 28% 31% 30%
c. Disciplinary action is generally too lenient. 12% 3% 4%
d. Disciplinary action is too inconsistent. 37% 38% 38%

2001
27%
31%
4%
38%

Consi stency with regard to puni shnment does not al ways

inply that the sane offense wll receive the sane

puni shment every tinme, but if the punishnment deviates fr

expectations, either by seemng excessive (harsh)

om

or

insufficient (lenient), a perception of inequity nmay occur.

Table 17 illustrates this perception of inconsistency w

th

the percentages of respondents stating that punishnent was

other than “fair and appropriate” ranging from 72% to 77%

each year, a clear mmjority. For conparison, using t
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same definition of consistency for the sanme question asked
by the Values Survey about the Honor System yields a range
of 51%to 67%

The princi pal guestion for this study concerns
perceptions of bias relating to gender, mmnorities, and
athletes as shown in Table 18. The Table is broken into
two groups with the first being the way the question was
asked from 1998-1999. The second group represents how the
guestion was asked from 2000-2001. From both groups it is
evident that a substantial portion, on average 46% of the
Bri gade percei ves At hl et es as getting preferenti al
treatnent (“Biased in Favor of”) by the Conduct System

An interesting note of contrast between the two groups

of questions is the shift in results when mdshipnen are

given the choice of “Adm nistered Fairly” in Goup Il over
“Neither” in Goup |I. These two choices are not
equi val ent . O particular note, the “Biased in Favor of”

results increase by 2% for athletes, and a considerable 10%
increase for wonen. Due to a limtation of this study, it
is unclear whether perceptions really changed or rather

that the respondents interpreted the questions differently.

In summary, it is evident that a clear mgjority of the
Bri gade surveyed perceives that there are inconsistencies
in the adm nistration of awardi ng puni shnent by the Conduct
System  Though the perception of inconsistency is somewhat
reduced when questions are asked about sub-groups, the
results are still substantial enough to warrant a

statistical analysis.
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Tabl e 18. Perceptions of Bias

Group | (Questions as asked from 1998-1999)
The administration of the Conduct System is biased against:

Strongly Agree/Agree Neither Disagree/Strongly Disagree
Women 1998 9% 28% 63%
199¢ 6% 27% 67%
Men 199¢€ 22% 32% 46%
199¢ 21% 32% 47%
Minorities 1998 10% 30% 60%
199¢ 7% 31% 62%
Athletes 199¢€ 13% 26% 61%
199¢ 12% 28% 60%

The administration of the Conduct System is biased in favor of:

Strongly Agree/Agree Neither Disagree/Strongly Disagree
Women 199¢€ 35% 28% 37%
199¢ 36% 27% 37%
Men 1998 8% 31% 61%
199¢ 5% 32% 64%
Minorities 199¢ 23% 33% 44%
199¢ 18% 35% 48%
Athletes 199¢€ 50% 24% 27%
199¢ 40% 28% 32%

Group Il (Question as asked from 2000-2001)

Using the following scale, what is your perception of the overall administration of the
Conduct System with respect to the following groups:

A. Administered Fairly

B. Biased Against

C. Biased in Favor of

Administered Fairly Biased Against Biased in Favor of
2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001

69. Women 50% 52% 3% 4% 47% 44%
70. Men 75% 75% 24% 24% 1% 1%
71. Minorities 76% 76% 6% 6% 18% 18%
72. Varsity Athletes 37% 42% 11% 16% 52% 42%
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D. DATA | NTERPRETATI ON

The interpretation of t he statistical results
presented in this study is presented in the context of
denerits awarded using the first Research Question

1.) Are the punishnents admnistered through the
Naval Acadeny’s  Conduct System consistently
related to the intensity of the charged offense
(a) across tinme and (b) independent of athletic

status, mnority status, gender, and cl ass?
First and forenbst it is inperative to recognize that

by the largest margin both the intensity of the offense,
represented by the Level of Ofense (LEVOFF) and the
Secondary O fense (SCNDOFF) variables are the determ nants
of demerits awarded (PUN SH). Toget her they account for
approximately 0.660 (refer to Appendix D) of the total
variance, which is 99 percent of the explained variance
(0.668 R Squared). Their Standardi zed Coefficients are
0.746 and 0.118 respectively for a conbined 0.864. These
results strongly indicate that Adjudicating Authorities, at
the nost fundanental |evel, are awardi ng denerits according
to intensity of the charged offense. It does not take a
regression nodel to illustrate that punishnents are rel ated
to the level of offense. But including LEVOFF and SCNDOFF
in the regression nodel helps to illustrate the practical

i nportance of the denographic vari abl es.

Al t hough t he denogr aphi cs of athletic st at us
(ATHLETE), mnority status (M NORITY), gender (GENDER), and

class (CLASS2-4) only account for approxinmately one percent
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of the variance, with a conbined Standardized Coefficient
of 0.235, their significance cannot be dism ssed. However,
the interpretation must be tenpered. The denographic
vari ables are not very inportant in the sense that is nost
rel evant to the issues of institutional bias.

1. ATHLETE

First, because athlete's case representation was 6.2
percent below their Brigade representation, this nmay
suggest that either they are not reported equally conpared
to non-athletes, or because of their athletic status they
are better disciplined and actually commt fewer offenses.
The regression results however, are not significant, which
is consistent with the null hypothesis that athletes are
treated fairly. O noteworthy interest, when an additiona
regression, as seen in Appendix E, was run with only M nor
cases selected athletic status is marginally significant at
0.066 with a snmall negative coefficient. This is the
cl osest the data cones to exhibiting preferential treatnent
for athletes.

2. M NORI TY

Because mnority status is over represented in cases
conpared to Brigade representation, and because it is
statistically significant with a positive coefficient in
the regression, an inconsistency may exist. Al together
the statistics suggest t hat mnorities conmmt nor e
of fenses, relative to their representation, and/or are nore

likely to be reported when they do in conparison to

Caucasi ans. Additionally, once subject to the Conduct
System they are likely to receive nore denerits than
Caucasi ans. It nust be enphasized again, however, that
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very little of the variance in denerits is explained by

mnority status.

Four guesti ons i medi atel y appear rel evant in
explaining this apparent disparate treatnent. First, do
mnorities comrt nore major offenses than non-mnorities,
whi ch woul d account for them receiving nore denerits? No.
I ncl uding |l evel of offense (LEVOFF) in the regression nodel
accounts for this possibility. A Crosstabulation and Chi-
Square analysis performed between MNORITY and LEVOFF
(refer to Appendix F) indicates that mnorities and non-
mnorities are within 1 percent of each other in comm ssion
of Major offenses (Mnority=16.9% Non-Mnority=17.8%.

The Chi -Square is not significant.

Second, do mnorities have a higher percentage of
secondary offenses attached to their primary offense case
than non-mnorities? No. Including secondary offenses
(SCNDOFF) in the regression nodel also accounts for this
possibility. A Crosstabulation and Chi-Square analysis
performed between M NORITY and SCNDOFF (refer to Appendi X
F) indicates that they are within 1 percent of each other
(Mnority=14.7% Non-M nority=14.3% and the Chi-Square is
insignificant. Therefore, SCNDOFF is not likely to be a

contributing factor to mnorities receiving nore denerits.

Third, if it is assuned that repeat offenders nmay
receive nmore punishment than the first tinme offender, are
mnorities nore like to receive nore denerits than non-
mnorities? Due to limtations of the data in this study,
the exact percentage of repeat offenders could not be
created to conpare mnorities and non-mnorities. However,

mnority cases are greater in nunber than their Brigade
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representation, suggesting that r epeat of fenders are
relatively conmon. Therefore, this may be a contributing
factor to the significance of M NORITY.

Fourth, is discrimnation present in the Conduct
Syst enf? This question cannot be answered directly. To
claimthere is no discrimnation, one has to postul ate that
mnorities have a greater propensity to commt offenses.
The data used in this study provides no evidence on this
poi nt .

3. GENDER

CGender, like athletic status, is less represented in
cases than its representation in the Brigade, but unlike
athletes, gender is statistically significant 1in the
regression with a positive coefficient. The fact that
femal es conmt offenses at a |lower rate than their Brigade
representation but |ike mnorities are punished nore

heavily than the reference group of males is noteworthy.

Represented by the results of the regression, gender
has a higher coefficient indicating fenmales nay receive
nore denerits than mnorities. However the margin between
females and minorities is very small and on the practical

| evel, insignificant.

Using the same four possibilities as wused wth
mnorities to explain the disparity in denerits awarded
uncovers one interesting result. In the results of the
Crosst ab/ Chi -Square (Appendi x F) of GENDER and SCNDOFF the
Chi-Square tests is significant with a value that exceeds
the critical value with one degree of freedom Therefore,

a relationship exists between fenmales and secondary
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of fenses that may or may not contribute to the significance
of GENDER.
4, CLASS

Class is the nost interesting variable in considering
both puni shnment over tinme and the norns and values within
the Brigade related to the Conduct System  The regression
nodel results indicate that 3/C mdshipnen are likely to
receive nore denerits than other classes when they enter
the Conduct System and that 1/C mdshipmen receive fewer

denerits on average than nenbers of other classes.

Further, Crosstabs/ Chi-Squares of CLASS1-4, LEVOFF and
SCNDOFF were perfornmed (refer to Appendix F). The result
was, though 4/ C m dshi pnmen generally account for the | owest
nurmber of cases of all classes in every year used in this
study, with exceptions already noted, their cases have the
hi ghest percentage (23.1% of Major I|evel offenses, and
still 3/C mdshipnmen, wth 23.0% major offenses, receive
nore denerits. The 1/C mdshi pnen Major |evel offenses

only account for 13.0% of their cases.

The cunul ative results of all three findings lead to
the following interpretation. Wen a 1/C midshipman
commts an offense it is likely to be mnor, and he or she
is very prone to being officially reported into the Conduct
Syst em Though the reason for this would require a nore
t hor ough anal ysis, this study concludes that 1/C m dshi pnen
are expected to chanpion high standards of conduct and when

they fail they are held officially accountable.

There are at |east two explanations as to why 1/C
m dshi pmren receive fewer denerits than undercl assnen

First, 1/C mdshi pnen have the highest |evel of privileges
57



conpared to |lower classes and therefore are nore likely to
commit offenses at the Mnor |evel, because many offenses

are associated with the abuse of privileges. Additionally,

other fornms of punishnent, such as restriction, involve
| oss of privileges. It is easier to inpose alternative
puni shiment s on m dshi pmen who ot herwi se receive

considerable privileges. Such punishnent may in fact be a

nmore effective deterrent than denerits at this rank | evel.

Near the other end of the spectrum are the 3/C
m dshi pnren who have just been relieved fromthe rigors and
excusals of Plebe year. They are no longer the
i nexperienced young nen and wonen they were when they
entered the Acadeny. They are expected to know what is
right and wong, and are unable to use unawareness as an
excuse. For this, and because that they have relatively
fewer privileges to inpinge on they are awarded nore

denerits.

This interpretation speaks to the nornms and val ues of
t he Bri gade. In a prelimnary inquiry, personnel famliar
wi th the Conduct System confirmed this interpretation to be
consistent with their experiences and perceptions of the
Conduct System A nore specific analysis is warranted to
definitively confirmthis.
E. CORRELATI ON OF SURVEYED PERCEPTIONS VS. STATI STI CAL
ANALYSI S

This section addresses the second research question:

2. Are mdshi pmen perceptions of the Conduct
System congruent with the statistical analysis?
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The variable, CLASS, is not surveyed with the Conduct
System questions and will not be addressed in this section.
1. ATHLETE

Between 40 to 52 percent of mdshipnmen between the
years 1998 to 2001 believe that the Conduct System is
“biased in favor of” athletes. The statistical analysis
does not support this perception. For this perception to
be accurate the regression result would have to be

significant with a negative coefficient. It is neither.

One possible reason, statistically, that may explain
the strong perception of favoritism toward athletes is
revealed by their descriptive statistic. The nean of
athlete cases is lower than athlete representation wthin
the Brigade. This descriptive may support one who believes
that a mdshipman is less likely to be officially reported
to the Conduct System because of his or her athletic
st at us. It is also reasonable to speculate the varsity
teans may have disciplinary tools or neasures that may
prevent athlete offenses, or when they occur, to deal wth
t he of f enses.

2. M NORI TY

A substantial majority of mdshi pnmen di sagree/strongly
di sagree that the Conduct System is “biased against”
mnorities (60%62% from 1998-1999), and in fact believe
that they are treated “fairly” (76% from 2000-2001). The
statisti cal analysis leans sonmewhat in the opposite
direction fromthe majority perception. It appears that if
a mnority and Caucasian commt the same offense, the
mnority is |likely to receive nore denerits. Thi s

statenent inplies that the Conduct Systemis biased against
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mnorities, at least relative to denerits awarded assum ng
the offenses are in fact equal.

The practical significance that can be drawn from the
regression analysis indicates that a mnority may receive
51 denerits when the Caucasian may receive 50. At nost,
since denerits are awarded in increnments of 5 a mnority
may receive as high as 55 denmerits. Though it is not clear
to what degree midshipnen nmay consider punishment to be
harsh or lenient, it is likely that the exanple above woul d
not trigger either response. Still, a *“bias-against”
attitude exists and it is evident 1in the surveyed
perceptions that nmany m dshi pnen do not detect this small
di sparity.

Consequent | vy, t he statistical anal ysi s IS not
congruent with the 18 to 23 percent of mdshipnen who
perceive the Conduct system to be biased in favor of
mnorities. Overall, the statistical analysis, both the
Descriptives and the regression, is not congruent to the
sane degree with the perceptions of how mnorities are
adm ni stered denerits by the Conduct System To answer the
bi as questions purely on the statistical analysis the nost
accurate choice would | ean nore toward “biased against.”

3. GENDER

Al t hough never reaching a nmjority, a substantial
percentage (35-47% of mdshipnmen perceives the Conduct
Systemis “biased in favor” of wonen. From 2000- 2001, the
maj ority (50-52% believed the Conduct System was
“adm nistered fairly” toward wonen. Conversely, a very |ow
percentage (3-9% perceived the Conduct System *“biased
agai nst” wonen. In contrast to mnorities, the fact that
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femal e conduct cases are lower than their representation
within the Brigade suggests a bias in favor of wonen, which
isin line with the perception of the Brigade. But with a
statistically significant regression result and a positive
coefficient, like mnorities, a “bias against” wonen

exi sts.

O noteworthy interest, fewer mdshipnmen perceive bias
against wonen than perceive bias against mnorities.
Additionally, a larger percentage of the Brigade perceives
bias in favor of wonen than the percentage perceiving bias
in favor of mnorities. Wth the regression results
i ndi cating that wonmen receive nore denerits than mnorities
it would appear that the perceptions of +the Brigade
regardi ng wonen are incorrect. Their m sperceptions may be
due to their awareness of wonmen being officially reported
to the Conduct Systemis higher than their awareness of the
out come and puni shnents awar ded.

4, THE CONDUCT SYSTEM

In the context of this study, it is inperative to
interpret the results wthin the framewrk of the
definition of consistency used:

Consistency with regard to punishnent does not
always inply that the same offense wll receive the
same punishnent every time, but if the punishnent
devi at es from expectations, ei t her by seem ng
excessive (harsh) or i nsufficient (lenient), a

perception of inequity nmay occur.

In addition, the consistency of punishment is only
neasured by denerits awarded by subgroup to athletes,

mnorities, females, and all four classes. The fact that 11
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percent of the cases received no denerits has no noteworthy
effect on the character of the results, as can be seen when
these cases are excluded from the regression nodel as
presented in Appendix G The assunption in regards to
denerits awarded is that if they are inconsistent, other
forms of punishnment are also suspect of the sane. Thi s
study does not account for the many other possible reasons
that nmay contribute to m dshi pnen having varied perceptions
of the consistency of punishnent. For exanple, different
conpany-t o-conpany punishnments and/or apparent randomess
of puni shnents awarded by Adjudicating Authorities may al so

add to perceptions.

On average from 1998-2001, 38 percent of mdshipnen
felt that “disciplinary action is too inconsistent.”
Additionally, 6 percent felt “discipline is generally too
lenient” and 30 percent “too harsh.” Under the definition
of consistency used for this study both “lenient” and
“harsh” would be included as being inconsistent, or other
than fair. This now raises the tally of potentially
i nconsi stent opinion to a substantial 74 percent. Although
the regression results do indicate some very snal
i nconsistencies, the weight of the results, in both
significance and actual nunber of denerits, does not
strongly support a charge that punishnents are particularly
| enient or harsh, and thereby inequitable. Therefore, this
study <concludes that the statistical analysis 1is not
congruent with the strength of the majority perception of
i nconsistency, at least in so far as the inconsistency

relates to the subgroups focused on in this study.
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F. CHAPTER SUMVARY

Overall, a mdshipman who commts a conduct offense
can be confident that he or she will be awarded denerits
consistent, within the definition of this study, and wthin
the policies outlined by the Adm nistrative Conduct System
Manual . Sinply, this nmeans that the demerits received wll
be commensurate with the |evel of offense. However, there
is cause for awareness of possible prejudices revealed in
the disparate results of this study. There are slightly
hi gher denmerit awards particularly for mnorities and

wonen.

The statistical analysis of this study conbined wth
the surveyed perceptions of mdshipnen regarding the USNA
Adm ni strative Conduct System denonstrates a considerable
degree of faulty perceptions. It is difficult to affirm or
negate a person’'s perception on any issue because those
perceptions are derived from experiences, real or not. The
statistical analysis aligned with the surveyed perceptions
is but one tool in providing clarity to the perceptions.
The results of this study suggest that the perceptions are
not wholly congruent with the data in the context of
denmerits awarded.
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V. DI SCUSSI ON, CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOVMVENDATI ONS

To whi ch cannot be done perfectly nust be done in
a manner as near perfection as my Dbe.
(Dani el Webster)

A DI SCUSSI ON

This thesis seeks to objectively exam ne a subjective
process. Circunmstances surrounding simlar offenses differ
from case to case, and there is no single nunber of
denerits appropriate in apparently simlar cases. G ven
t he independence and humanity of Adjudicating Authorities
and the lack of coordination anobng them it would be
surprising if sonme inconsistency were not perceived, and
al so found. To expect perfection, statistical significance
wWith zero coefficients, is contrary to any assunption that
could logically be derived about a subjective process,
particularly when racial and gender integrations issues are
i ncl uded. The idea of subjectivity alone connotes multiple
points of view and is synonynmous with words |ike bias,
prej udi ce, and parti sanshi p.

The definition of consistency stated by this study is
founded in the idea of equity. It states that consistency
with regard to punishnent does not always inply that the
sane offense will receive the same punishnent every tine,
but if the punishnment deviates from expectations, either by
seening excessive (harsh) or insufficient (lenient), a
perception of inequity may occur. Therefore consistency of

puni shrent is fundanmental to a rational system and to the
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perception of equity. | deal ly, the vision for the Conduct
System should pronote equity as its highest neasure of
consi stency.

The irony behind mdshipmen perceptions that tend to
vi ew t he Conduct System as harsh, |enient and inconsistent,
all less than fair, is the fact that the m dshi pnen accept
this state of inequity as part of the price of maintaining
their limted control of the system A suppl enentary
guestion from the Values Survey (1998-2001) relating to
conduct finds that, on average, 60% are willing to accept
i nconsi stency in adjudications. Though this particular
guestion specifically addresses the issues of conpany-to-
conpany inconsistencies, the key is that the majority is
wlling to accept i nconsi stency in order to have
i nvol verent by the mdshipnmen chain of command in the
adj udi cation of conduct offenses. It is questionable
whet her m dshipnen would be as accepting of disparate
treatnment toward mnorities and gender. It is reconmended
that a question addressing such disparities be asked.
B. CONCLUSI ONS

The null hypothesis that there is no inconsistency of

puni shment across tine or anong subgroups is rejected by

the statistical results of this study. Results from the
data analysis in Chapter [V reveal that there are
nunerically small inconsistencies or disparities in how

denerits are awarded by Adjudicating Authorities, adversely
affecting mnorities and wonen. The disparity in regards
to how denerits are awarded to different classes does not
appear to be supported by a bias; instead it is likely a

result of the construct of the four-class system and the
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norns and values of the Brigade. The literature and
studies presented in Capter 2, particularly on the issues
of mnorities and gender, |ead toward an expectation of

di sparate treatnent, however slight.

The issue of mnority and gender integration, though
to a lesser degree than in Anerican society broadly,
undeni ably still <challenges the mlitary culture. Thi s
study indeed reflects the notions of Mskos (1973) who
concludes that the mlitary environnments, coupled wth
sim |l ar socio-educational backgrounds, are conducive to a
condition in which inequities and disparities are reduced,

not el i m nated.

The following is a sumary of this study’ s nmjor
fi ndi ngs:

Athletic status, mnority status, gender and class
account for approximately 1% of the explained variance
in denerits issued in the statistical nodel. Level of
offenses and secondary offenses account for the
remaining 99% and are the primary criteria by which

denerits are awarded.

Athl ete conduct cases are significantly fewer than
their Brigade representation and the regression
results were not statistically significant. Therefore,
this study cannot support a claimthat if an athlete
commts an offense he/she wll be given fewer
demerits, which would reflect the strong perceptions
of the Brigade that suggests the Conduct System is

“bi ased in favor” of athl etes.
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M norities are significantly over-represented in
conduct case relative to their Brigade representation
Additionally, the regression results were significant
wWith a positive coefficient indicating they received
on average .964 nore denerits than Caucasi an. These
results are exactly contrary to a strong perception of
the Brigade that the Conduct Systemis “biased in
favor” of mnorities.

Femal e conduct cases are significantly fewer than
their Brigade representation. However, the regression
results were significant with a positive coefficient
indicating they received on average 1.351 nore
denerits than males. This last result is contrary to
the perception of the Brigade that the Conduct System
is “biased in favor” of wonen.

O all four classes, the regression results indicate
that 3/C mdshi pmen received 4.917 nore denerits than

1/ C m dshi pnen, who received the | east.
C. RECOMVENDATI ONS

This study has been conducted in order to provide
Naval Acadeny personnel, both officers and m dshi pnen, with
an increased awareness in regards to the -equity of

puni shnent under the Conduct System

Because the denographic wvariables in this study
suggest only a snmall inpact in the statistical nodel, their
practical significance is |imted. It is the opinion of
the author of this study that an explicit action or change

to the Conduct System policy is not warranted by the
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results of this study alone. The significance of the
results does not justify any shift in policy or action that
may inmpose limts on individual judgnents of |eaders within

t he Brigade and Acadeny staff.

Si nce puni shrment s are awar ded by Adj udi cat i ng
Aut horities only, they are the focus for reconmendations
In concert wth the recommendati ons nmade by Admiral Boorda
twel ve years ago, this study recommends increased awareness
in considering consistency in the awarding of punishnment
under the Conduct System

To achieve this, first, training of Adjudicating
Authorities is fundanmental. To date there is none. This
duty is delegated by rank and billet position of both
officers and m dshipnen. Awar eness  of di sparities
t hroughout the Brigade in regards to the Conduct System
shoul d be continuously nonitored and nanaged by the Conduct
Oficer and Brigade Conduct staff at the Conpany,
Battalion, and Reginmental |evels. Specifically, it is
recommended that each Adjudicating Authority be regularly
advi sed of his/her punishment awarding record in relation
to that of other Adjudicators. Awar eness al one may be
enough force to reduce inconsistencies and reveal conceal ed

prej udi ces.

To foster perceptions that are founded on fact vice
runor and anecdote, it is recomended that a conduct
accountability board be forned. Chaired by the Brigade
Conduct O ficer, and made up from respective Battalion and
Conmpany conduct staff, this board would nonitor conduct
case results. It would serve an inplicit and explicit

function. Implicitly, Adjudicating Authorities, know ng
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that their cases are going to be reviewed by mdshipnmen
will be much nore attentive to the outcones they produce.
Explicitly, the board can dissenmnate tinely and accurate
information regarding cases, particularly high profile
ones, and dispel m sconceptions that arise from runor and

i nconpl ete i nformati on.

The overall goal of this accountability board is not

to be punitive, provocati ve, or second-guessing  of
Adj udi cating Authorities. Nor is it intended to be the
conduit for an appeal process. The intent will be to

ensure certainty of Conduct System policy and consistency
of puni shnment commensurate with the |evel of offense and
with due regard for the professional behavior devel opnent
of the offender and the good order and discipline of the
Bri gade.

D. | SSUES FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The follow ng areas for further research are warranted
on the basis of the results of this study and to provide
addi tional insight into the Naval Acadeny’ s Conduct System

An analysis to determine the priority weight given to
all fornms of punishment and to determine if those
wei ghts change fromclass to cl ass.

An anal ysis of each form of punishnent to validate or
invalidate the assunption nmade by this study that, if
i nconsi stency exists in one punishnent, it is likely
to exist in others.

An analysis to thoroughly explore the four-class
systemand its relation to the Conduct System Though
this study identified which class will receive nore
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dernerits, the interpretation as to why remains
specul ati ve.

An analysis that focuses on repeat offenders in an
effort to further explain the results of this study.

An analysis that explores whether or not there is a
difference in punishment in relation to whether the
case is reported by a m dshipnen or officer

The interpretation of the survey questions of this
study in relation to the statistical data was not
performed systematically based on formal survey theory
and construction. A thorough analysis of the Val ues
Survey questions regarding the Conduct System is
war r ant ed. This may include the exam nation of the
perceptions of different subgroups toward each other.
For exanple, what are the perceptions of mnorities

about the treatnent of mnorities?

Such studies will contribute to a climate of real and
perceived equity and ensure the Naval Acadeny continues its
traditi on of excell ence.
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APPENDI X A.

Correlations: ALL VARIABLES

Correlations

CORRELATI ON OF ALL VARI ABLES

Number of
Demerits Minority Level of [Secondary
IAwarded [thletic Statu{ Status |Gender | Class |Offense| Offense
Number of Pearson Correl{ 1.000 .008 .016 037+  .174%  .804* .435%
Demerits Awar Sjg. (2-tailed) . .488 173 .001 .000 .000 .000
N 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704
Athletic Status Pearson Correl .008 1.000 | -.071* .038* -.023*| .005 .034%
Sig. (2-tailed) .488 . .000 .001 .041 674 .003
N 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704
Minority Status Pearson Correlf 016 -071* 1.000 | .036* .048* -.010 .005
Sig. (2-tailed) 173 .000 : .001 .000 376 .669
N 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704
Gender Pearson Correl .037* .038%] .036*] 1.000 .043*|  .003 .084%
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .001 .001 . .000 .790 .000
N 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704
Class Pearson Correl 174 -.023* .048* .043*1 1.000 107* 122%
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .041 .000 .000 . .000 .000
N 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704
Level of Offens Pearson Correl .804* .005 -.010 .003 .107* 1.000 A11%
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .674 376 .790 .000 : .000
N 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704
Secondary Off Pearson Correl .435* .034*1 .005 .084*1 .122%  .411* 1.000
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .003 .669 .000 .000 .000 :
N 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704 7704

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*.Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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APPENDI X B. REGRESSION OF M NORI TY GROUPS
Model Summary
Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square the Estimate
1 .8182 .668 .668 13.25

a. Predictors: (Constant), Other & Missing, Secondary
Offense, 3/C Midshipmen, African-American, Native
American/Hawaiin & Pacific Islander, Athletic Status,
Asian-American & Filipino, Gender, Hispanic & Puerto
Rican, 4/C Midshipmen, 2/C Midshipmen, Level of

Offense
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2722748 12 226895.679 1291.453 .0002
Residual 1351233 7691 175.690
Total 4073981 7703
a. Predictors: (Constant), Other & Missing, Secondary Offense, 3/C Midshipmen,
African-American, Native American/Hawaiin & Pacific Islander, Athletic Status,
Asian-American & Filipino, Gender, Hispanic & Puerto Rican, 4/C Midshipmen, 2/C
Midshipmen, Level of Offense
b. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
Coefficients?
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 8.543 270 31.696 .000
Athletic Status 2.517E-02 .359 .000 .070 .944
Gender 1.374 447 .020 3.071 .002
2/C Midshipmen 2.880 372 .056 7.748 .000
3/C Midshipmen 4,931 424 .083 11.628 .000
4/C Midshipmen 4.024 .509 .056 7.901 .000
Level of Offense 45121 437 746 103.152 .000
Secondary Offense 7.759 AT7 118 16.265 .000
African-American 1.534 .509 .020 3.015 .003
Hispanic & Puerto Rican .251 .535 .003 470 .638
Asian-American & Filipino 1.643 772 .014 2.128 .033
2?2’3&":;2?1321 Hawain 145 1.402 ~.001 -103 918
Other & Missing -.902 2.284 -.003 -.395 .693

a. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
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APPENDI X C. REGRESSI ON W TH GENDER/ M NORI TY | NTEGRATI ONS

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square the Estimate
1 .8182 .668 .668 13.25

a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority
Status, 3/C Midshipmen, Athletic Status, Gender, 4/C
Midshipmen, Female-Minority-Athlete, 2/C
Midshipmen, Level of Offense, Minority-Athlete,
Female-Athlete, Female-Minority

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2723230 12 226935.805 | 1292.142 .0002
Residual 1350752 7691 175.628
Total 4073981 7703

a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority Status, 3/C Midshipmen,
Athletic Status, Gender, 4/C Midshipmen, Female-Minority-Athlete, 2/C Midshipmen,
Level of Offense, Minority-Athlete, Female-Athlete, Female-Minority

b. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded

Coefficients?

Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 8.593 .276 31.107 .000
Athletic Status -417 435 -.008 -.957 .338
Minority Status 1.005 426 .019 2.356 .018
Minority-Athlete 1.252 .942 .011 1.329 .184
Gender 1.414 .640 .021 2.210 .027
Female-Athlete 1.708 1.122 .014 1521 .128
Female-Minority-Athlete -1.265 2.673 -.004 -473 .636
Female-Minority -1.578 1.107 -.013 -1.426 .154
2/C Midshipmen 2.862 372 .056 7.699 .000
3/C Midshipmen 4,916 424 .083 11.590 .000
4/C Midshipmen 4.039 .509 .056 7.928 .000
Level of Offense 45.094 437 .746 103.140 .000
Secondary Offense 7.723 AT7 .118 16.191 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
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APPENDI X D.

LEVOFF & SCNDOFF REGRESSI ONS

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate
1 .8042 .646 .646 13.68
a. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Offense
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2633425 1 | 2633424.905 [14079.725 .0002
Residual 1440556 7702 187.037
Total 4073981 7703
a. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Offense
b. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
Coefficients@
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 11.622 A72 67.734 .000
Level of Offense 48.618 410 .804 118.658 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
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APPENDI X D: LEVOFF & SCNDOFF REGRESSSI ONS (Cont.)
Regression with Cats I, lll, & IV Offenses
Model Summary
Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square R Square the Estimate
1 .7822 .611 .610 14.35
a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority

Status, 3/C Midshipmen, Athletic Status, Gender,

Category 1 Offenses: 00-10 Demerits Maximum, 4/C

Midshipmen, 2/C Midshipmen, Category 4 Offenses:

35-100 Demerits Maximum, Category 3 Offenses:

20-35 Demerits Maximum

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2488769 10 248876.909 1207.794 .0002
Residual 1585212 7693 206.059
Total 4073981 7703
a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority Status, 3/C Midshipmen,
Athletic Status, Gender, Category 1 Offenses: 00-10 Demerits Maximum, 4/C
Midshipmen, 2/C Midshipmen, Category 4 Offenses: 35-100 Demerits Maximum,
Category 3 Offenses: 20-35 Demerits Maximum
b. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
Coefficients?
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 8.238 478 17.219 .000
Athletic Status 8.052E-02 .387 .001 .208 .835
Minority Status 794 .381 .015 2.088 .037
Gender 1.531 .485 .023 3.160 .002
2/C Midshipmen 1.647 404 .032 4.076 .000
3/C Midshipmen 3.195 462 .054 6.923 .000
4/C Midshipmen -.551 .557 -.008 -.988 .323
Category 1 Offenses: 5474 47 4 4524
00-10 Demerits Maximum il 5 -045 -4.5 -000
Category 3 Offenses:

20-35 Demerits Maximum 2:599 492 056 5.285 000
Category 4 Offenses:

35-100 Demerits 39.388 577 .702 68.313 .000
Maximum

Secondary Offense 10.938 .509 167 21.486 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded

80




APPENDI X D:

Regression with LEVOFF & SCNDOFF

Model Summary

LEVOFF & SCNDOFF REGRESSSI ONS (Cont.)

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate
1 .8122 .660 .660 13.42
a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Level of
Offense
ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2687697 2 | 1343848.664 | 7465.266 .0002
Residual 1386284 7701 180.014
Total 4073981 7703
a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Level of Offense
b. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
Coefficients?
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 10.981 A72 63.717 .000
Level of Offense 45.476 441 752 103.161 .000
Secondary Offense 8.298 478 127 17.363 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
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APPENDI X E:

REGRESSI ON W TH M NOR CASES ONLY

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate
1 3722 .139 .138 9.27

a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority
Status, 3/C Midshipmen, Athletic Status, Gender, 4/C
Midshipmen, 2/C Midshipmen

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression |87734.251 7 12533.464 145.937 .0002
Residual 544925.3 6345 85.883
Total 632659.6 6352
a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority Status, 3/C Midshipmen,
Athletic Status, Gender, 4/C Midshipmen, 2/C Midshipmen
b. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
Coefficients?
Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) 8.037 .200 40.283 .000
Athletic Status -.505 275 -.021 -1.836 .066
Minority Status .626 .270 .027 2.316 .021
Gender 2.361 .346 .080 6.831 .000
2/C Midshipmen 3.178 .284 141 11.179 .000
3/C Midshipmen 5.802 .330 219 17.564 .000
4/C Midshipmen 7.102 .399 219 17.815 .000
Secondary Offense 8.140 440 .218 18.497 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
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APPENDI X F: | NTERPRETATI ON CROSSTABULATI ONS/ CHI - SQUARES

Crosstabs/Chi-Squares of IV’s to levoff & scndoff

Athletic Status * Level of Offense

Crosstab
Level of Offense
Minor Major Total
Athletic  Non-Athlete  Count 4854 1025 5879
Status Expected Count 4848.0 1031.0 5879.0
% within Athletic Status 82.6% 17.4% 100.0%
Residual 6.0 -6.0
Athlete Count 1499 326 1825
Expected Count 1505.0 320.0 1825.0
% within Athletic Status 82.1% 17.9% 100.0%
Residual -6.0 6.0
Total Count 6353 1351 7704
Expected Count 6353.0 1351.0 7704.0
% within Athletic Status 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .176P 1 674
Continuity Correction@ .148 1 .700
Likelihood Ratio 176 675
Fisher's Exact Test .673 .349
sl B Y 2
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is

320.04.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

Athletic Status * Secondary Offense

Crosstab
Secondary Offense
No
Secondaries Secondaries Total
Athletic  Non-Athlete  Count 5073 806 5879
Status Expected Count 5034.2 844.8 5879.0
% within Athletic Status 86.3% 13.7% 100.0%
Residual 38.8 -38.8
Athlete Count 1524 301 1825
Expected Count 1562.8 262.2 1825.0
% within Athletic Status 83.5% 16.5% 100.0%
Residual -38.8 38.8
Total Count 6597 1107 7704
Expected Count 6597.0 1107.0 7704.0
% within Athletic Status 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8.768P 1 .003
Continuity Correction2 8.544 1 .003
Likelihood Ratio 8.540 1 .003
Fisher's Exact Test .004 .002
i -by-Linear
oo e | 1] o
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
262.24.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

Minority Status * Level of Offense

Crosstab
Level of Offense
Minor Major Total

Minority ~ Caucasian Count 4766 1029 5795
Status Expected Count 4778.8 1016.2 5795.0
% within Minority Status 82.2% 17.8% 100.0%

Residual -12.8 12.8
Minority (Non-Caucasion)  Count 1587 322 1909
Expected Count 1574.2 334.8 1909.0
% within Minority Status 83.1% 16.9% 100.0%

Residual 12.8 -12.8
Total Count 6353 1351 7704
Expected Count 6353.0 1351.0 7704.0
% within Minority Status 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .785P 1 .376
Continuity Correction2 725 1 .395
Likelihood Ratio 791 1 374
Fisher's Exact Test .386 .198
||
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
334.77.
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Minority Status * Secondary Offense

Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

Crosstab
Secondary Offense
No
Secondaries Secondaries Total
Minority ~ Caucasian Count 4968 827 5795
Status Expected Count 4962.3 832.7 5795.0
% within Minority Status 85.7% 14.3% 100.0%
Residual 5.7 5.7
Minority (Non-Caucasion)  Count 1629 280 1909
Expected Count 1634.7 274.3 1909.0
% within Minority Status 85.3% 14.7% 100.0%
Residual 5.7 5.7
Total Count 6597 1107 7704
Expected Count 6597.0 1107.0 7704.0
% within Minority Status 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .183b 1 .668
Continuity Correction2 .153 1 .696
Likelihood Ratio .183 1 .669
Fisher's Exact Test .679 347
pssi il IS Y I
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is

274.31.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

Gender * Level of Offense

Crosstab
Level of Offense
Minor Major Total

Gender Male Count 5505 1167 6672
Expected Count 5502.0 1170.0 6672.0
% within Gender 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%

Residual 3.0 -3.0
Female Count 848 184 1032
Expected Count 851.0 181.0 1032.0
% within Gender 82.2% 17.8% 100.0%

Residual -3.0 3.0
Total Count 6353 1351 7704
Expected Count 6353.0 1351.0 7704.0
% within Gender 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .071bP 1 .790
Continuity Correction2 .049 1 .824
Likelihood Ratio .071 1 791
Fisher's Exact Test .792 410
P I Y B
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
180.98.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

Gender * Secondary Offense

Crosstab
Secondary Offense
No
Secondaries Secondaries Total
Gender Male Count 5791 881 6672
Expected Count 5713.3 958.7 6672.0
% within Gender 86.8% 13.2% 100.0%
Residual 777 -77.7
Female Count 806 226 1032
Expected Count 883.7 148.3 1032.0
% within Gender 78.1% 21.9% 100.0%
Residual 177 77.7
Total Count 6597 1107 7704
Expected Count 6597.0 1107.0 7704.0
% within Gender 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 54.913P 1 .000
Continuity Correctiona 54.209 1 .000
Likelihood Ratio 49.609 1 .000
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000
inear-by-Linear
,I&ssegci;t)i/on = 24.906 1 000
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
148.29.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretati on Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi -Squares

1/C Midshipmen * Level of Offense

Crosstab
Level of Offense
Minor Major Total

1/C Midshipmen 0 Count 3477 922 4399
Expected Count 3627.6 771.4 4399.0
% within 1/C Midshipmen 79.0% 21.0% 100.0%

Residual -150.6 150.6
1 Count 2876 429 3305
Expected Count 2725.4 579.6 3305.0
% within 1/C Midshipmen 87.0% 13.0% 100.0%

Residual 150.6 -150.6
Total Count 6353 1351 7704
Expected Count 6353.0 1351.0 7704.0
% within 1/C Midshipmen 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 83.081P 1 .000
Continuity Correctiona 82.530 1 .000
Likelihood Ratio 85.186 1 .000
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000
™| wmon |
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
579.58.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

1/C Midshipmen * Secondary Offense

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is

474.90.
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Crosstab
Secondary Offense
No
Secondaries Secondaries Total
1/C Midshipmen 0 Count 3617 782 4399
Expected Count 3766.9 632.1 4399.0
% within 1/C Midshipmen 82.2% 17.8% 100.0%
Residual -149.9 149.9
1 Count 2980 325 3305
Expected Count 2830.1 474.9 3305.0
% within 1/C Midshipmen 90.2% 9.8% 100.0%
Residual 149.9 -149.9
Total Count 6597 1107 7704
Expected Count 6597.0 1107.0 7704.0
% within 1/C Midshipmen 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 96.769P 1 .000
Continuity Correctiona 96.125 1 .000
Likelihood Ratio 100.149 .000
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000
inear-by-Linear
,I&Igsesci:gon = 96.757 1 000
N of Valid Cases 7704




Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

2/C Midshipmen * Level of Offense

Crosstab
Level of Offense
Minor Major Total
2/C Midshipmen 0 Count 4636 955 5591
Expected Count 4610.5 980.5 5591.0
% within 2/C Midshipmen 82.9% 17.1% 100.0%
Residual 25.5 -25.5
1 Count 1717 396 2113
Expected Count 1742.5 370.5 2113.0
% within 2/C Midshipmen 81.3% 18.7% 100.0%
Residual -25.5 25.5
Total Count 6353 1351 7704
Expected Count 6353.0 1351.0 7704.0
% within 2/C Midshipmen 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.922b 1 .087
Continuity Correction@ 2.809 .094
Likelihood Ratio 2.891 1 .089
Fisher's Exact Test .093 .047
Pl B Y T
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is

370.54.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

2/C Midshipmen * Secondary Offense

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is

303.62.
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Crosstab
Secondary Offense
No
Secondaries Secondaries Total
2/C Midshipmen 0 Count 4833 758 5591
Expected Count 4787.6 803.4 5591.0
% within 2/C Midshipmen 86.4% 13.6% 100.0%
Residual 454 -45.4
1 Count 1764 349 2113
Expected Count 1809.4 303.6 2113.0
% within 2/C Midshipmen 83.5% 16.5% 100.0%
Residual -45.4 454
Total Count 6597 1107 7704
Expected Count 6597.0 1107.0 7704.0
% within 2/C Midshipmen 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 10.914b 1 .001
Continuity Correctiona 10.675 1 .001
Likelihood Ratio 10.657 .001
Fisher's Exact Test .001 .001
inear-by-Linear
,I&Igsesci:gon = 10.013 1 001
N of Valid Cases 7704




Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

3/C Midshipmen * Level of Offense

Crosstab
Level of Offense
Minor Major Total

3/C Midshipmen 0 Count 5266 1027 6293
Expected Count 5189.4 1103.6 6293.0
% within 3/C Midshipmen 83.7% 16.3% 100.0%

Residual 76.6 -76.6
1 Count 1087 324 1411
Expected Count 1163.6 247.4 1411.0
% within 3/C Midshipmen 77.0% 23.0% 100.0%

Residual -76.6 76.6
Total Count 6353 1351 7704
Expected Count 6353.0 1351.0 7704.0
% within 3/C Midshipmen 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 35.169° 1 .000
Continuity Correctiona 34.711 1 .000
Likelihood Ratio 33.281 1 .000
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000
| w1 oo
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
247.44.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

3/C Midshipmen * Secondary Offense

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is

202.75.
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Crosstab
Secondary Offense
No
Secondaries Secondaries Total
3/C Midshipmen 0 Count 5408 885 6293
Expected Count 5388.7 904.3 6293.0
% within 3/C Midshipmen 85.9% 14.1% 100.0%
Residual 19.3 -19.3
1 Count 1189 222 1411
Expected Count 1208.3 202.7 1411.0
% within 3/C Midshipmen 84.3% 15.7% 100.0%
Residual -19.3 19.3
Total Count 6597 1107 7704
Expected Count 6597.0 1107.0 7704.0
% within 3/C Midshipmen 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.613P 1 .106
Continuity Correctiona 2.479 1 115
Likelihood Ratio 2.563 .109
Fisher's Exact Test 11 .059
P B SE Y B
N of Valid Cases 7704




Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

4/C Midshipmen * Level of Offense

Crosstab
Level of Offense
Minor Major Total

4/C Midshipmen 0 Count 5680 1149 6829
Expected Count 5631.4 1197.6 6829.0
% within 4/C Midshipmen 83.2% 16.8% 100.0%

Residual 48.6 -48.6
1 Count 673 202 875
Expected Count 721.6 1534 875.0
% within 4/C Midshipmen 76.9% 23.1% 100.0%

Residual -48.6 48.6
Total Count 6353 1351 7704
Expected Count 6353.0 1351.0 7704.0
% within 4/C Midshipmen 82.5% 17.5% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 21.021P 1 .000
Continuity Correctiona 20.590 1 .000
Likelihood Ratio 19.718 1 .000
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000
P Y Y B
N of Valid Cases 7704

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is
153.44.
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Appendix F (cont.): I nterpretation Crosstabul ati ons/ Chi - Squar es

4/C Midshipmen * Secondary Offense

a. Computed only for a 2x2 table

b. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is

125.73.
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Crosstab
Secondary Offense
No
Secondaries Secondaries Total
4/C Midshipmen 0 Count 5933 896 6829
Expected Count 5847.7 981.3 6829.0
% within 4/C Midshipmen 86.9% 13.1% 100.0%
Residual 85.3 -85.3
1 Count 664 211 875
Expected Count 749.3 125.7 875.0
% within 4/C Midshipmen 75.9% 24.1% 100.0%
Residual -85.3 85.3
Total Count 6597 1107 7704
Expected Count 6597.0 1107.0 7704.0
% within 4/C Midshipmen 85.6% 14.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. | Exact Sig.
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 76.187° 1 .000
Continuity Correctiona 75.296 1 .000
Likelihood Ratio 66.904 .000
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000
P BT Y B
N of Valid Cases 7704




APPENDI X G REGRESSI ON W TH POsI TI VE DEMERI T CASES

Model Summary

Adjusted Std. Error of
Model R R Square | R Square | the Estimate

1 .8502 723 722 12.22

a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority
Status, 3/C Midshipmen, Athletic Status, Gender, 4/C
Midshipmen, Level of Offense, 2/C Midshipmen

ANOVAP
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2653775 8 331721.867 | 2219.879 .0002
Residual 1018980 6819 149.432
Total 3672755 6827

a. Predictors: (Constant), Secondary Offense, Minority Status, 3/C Midshipmen,
Athletic Status, Gender, 4/C Midshipmen, Level of Offense, 2/C Midshipmen

b. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded

Coefficients?

Standardi
zed
Unstandardized Coefficien
Coefficients ts
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 10.761 270 39.790 .000
Athletic Status -9.35E-02 .349 -.002 -.268 .789
Minority Status 1.055 .343 .020 3.075 .002
Gender 1.196 434 .018 2.756 .006
2/C Midshipmen 2.420 .367 .047 6.600 .000
3/C Midshipmen 3.667 411 .062 8.923 .000
4/C Midshipmen 2.411 .486 .034 4,960 .000
Level of Offense 46.871 419 791 111.991 .000
Secondary Offense 6.798 .458 .106 14.848 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Number of Demerits Awarded
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