
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, April 5, 2000 

1:00 – 3:00 
238 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Judith Martin (chair), Wilbert Ahern, Leanne Baylor, Steve Fitzgerald, Darwin Hendel, 

Charles Henderson, Gordon Hirsch, (George Green for) Christine Maziar, Marsha Odom, 
Riv-Ellen Prell, Tina Rovick, Richard Skaggs, Suzanne Bates, Rita Snider, Thomas 
Soulen, Steven Sperber 

 
Regrets: Emily Hoover, Karen Seashore Louis, Kathleen Newell, Craig Swan 
 
Absent: Rachel Sullivan 
 
Guests: Regents' Professor Tom Clayton (Special Senate Committee on Student Academic 

Integrity) 
 
[In these minutes:  report of the Special Senate Committee on Student Academic Integrity; 
"unregistering" students for a course if they miss the first day of class; repeating courses] 
 
 
1. Report of the Special Senate Committee on Student Academic Integrity 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 1:00 and welcomed Regents' Professor Tom Clayton to 
discuss the report of the Special Senate Committee on Student Academic Integrity. 
 
 Professor Clayton began by noting that the Special Committee had completed the first part of its 
report, dealing with athletic matters, in November and had then met weekly through March to complete 
the second part.  The second part of the report deals with academic integrity in general at the University. 
 
 The Special Committee looked into all of the charges and defined academic integrity and how it 
might be achieved at the University.  There is some cheating at the University, perhaps more than is 
known; anyone who has taught a large course knows of cheating.  There should not be; it affects other 
students and weakens both the degrees and reputation of the University.   
 
 The first principle is to prevent cheating and promote academic integrity, to protect the vast 
number of students who do not cheat.  The question then becomes one of means.  The Special Committee 
looked first at honor codes and heard from representatives of units that have them (Law, Pharmacy, 
Natural Resources).  They are small and largely homogenous units; the Special Committee concluded that 
an honor code would not work for such a large heterogeneous place like the University.  Honor codes, he 
said, begin in sentimentality and end in unwise recommendations for the University. 
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 There are three ideas around an honor code.  One, an actual Honor Code, when a student signs a 
declaration of integrity.  This element is in the report.  The Special Committee got to that point early and 
believes it an important part of an academic integrity program; signing such a statement should have a 
psychological effect and ethical impact.  Second, an honor code includes the notion that exams are 
unproctored; when the state withers away, Professor Clayton observed, unproctored exams may also be 
reasonable.  Third, there is an honors system, administered by students, with unproctored exams and 
affirmations that they have done their own work.  Any unit that wishes to have an honor code or an honor 
system may, so long as it is consonant with the ends outlined in the Special Committee's report. 
 
 The Special Committee considered and reconsidered honor codes.  It decided that students need 
to be introduced to these concepts from their first encounter with the University, and should sign a 
declaration when they come to the University.  The Special Report also wishes to apply a brief statement 
on blue books which students would sign, affirming they have not cheated and will report anyone they see 
cheating [the Special Committee subsequently deleted the latter requirement].  Students will also be asked 
to sign a statement affirming that any work they turn in is their own.  The Special Committee would like 
to believe that an initial statement will help to imprint the notion of academic integrity but also believes 
that reminders and reinforcement are needed.  The Special Committee also recommends that the President 
speak on the subject at the freshman and that it be raised during orientation sessions.  The people who run 
the orientation program, Professor Clayton reported, have been very responsive to the Special 
Committee's suggestions and have already acted on them. 
 
 A major recommendation of the report is creation of an additional administrative office, 
something the Special Committee does with great reluctance: the Office of Academic Integrity 
(hereinafter OAI), with an academic integrity officer.  The Special Committee makes this 
recommendation because the amount of work involved will be more than anyone can add to existing 
responsibilities.   
 
 A related recommendation is how suspected cases of cheating will be handled.  For as long as 
anyone can remember, faculty have carried the burden in allegations of cheating, become embroiled in 
administrative details, and usually lose the cases.  The report recommends that an instructor who suspects 
cheating should talk to the student, but should also report to the Office of Academic Integrity.  How to 
proceed will be up to the instructor; he or she may pursue the matter or may refer it to OAI.  The report 
does not recommend that instructors be REQUIRED to report every incident, but suggests that if they 
impose a penalty without consulting OAI, and the penalty varies from what is normal for an infraction, 
the faculty member will be in a shakier position than he or she would be had the consultation occurred.  
One reason the report recommends reporting is so that incidents are kept on record (now no one knows if 
a student cheats in more than one class). 
 
 There are specifics on penalties.  If they are egregious, or repeated, expulsion from the University 
is appropriate, as is a notation on the transcript.  The notation would be permanent if the student is 
expelled for a serious offense). 
 
 Committee members discussed elements of the report with Professor Clayton. 
 
-- Does the report define egregious cheating?  No, that is left to OAI.  There was a limited amount 

the Special Committee could do; OAI will specialize in the area.  There is a difference between a 
freshman cutting and pasting, observed one Committee member, and a doctoral student cutting 
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and pasting.  There was also a difference of opinion on the Special Committee over whether 
cheating two or three times, versus one time, was sufficient to provoke a severe penalty.  At 
Washington and Lee University, anyone who is detected cheating is expelled immediately. 

 
-- The Special Committee does envision a difference between the investigative, prosecutorial, and 

judicial functions, although it did not set out specifics.   
 
-- The General Counsel's office told the Special Committee that a transcript notation was 

permissible; other institutions do make such notations. 
 
-- Will funding for the office include services for the coordinate campuses?  How that will be 

worked out is up to the Consultative Committee and the administration, said one Committee 
member.  The Special Committee understands that these recommendations must be implemented 
with the support of the administration. 

 
-- It is a concern that faculty who fail to report cheating to OAI might not receive the same kind of 

support as those who do.  The concern of the Special Committee is that penalties be fair, 
consistent, and allow the student to recover except in egregious cases.  If OAI is involved there 
will be some assurance that penalties will be more consistent and the office assumes 
responsibility for consistency.  If the faculty member assumes responsibility for the penalty, then 
the faculty member will be responsible for defending it.  In addition, said another Committee 
member, penalties should be incrementally severe; when an instructor deals with a student and 
does not report the incident, there is no record.  Creation of a record will be a way to distinguish 
between innocent behavior and that which is not.  The Special Committee believes it crucial for 
all incidents to be reported for this reason, Professor Clayton affirmed. 

 
-- What about the occasion when a student acknowledges a source but forgets to use quotation 

marks?  It has been the practice of one to ask the student to fix it.  That kind of incident is not 
covered, Professor Clayton responded; there is no allegation of plagiarism.  These are matters of 
degree and require judgment by instructors.  There might still be value in reporting it in case the 
faculty member is misreading what has happened; it could be that a student does this often.  The 
faculty control the incident; OAI could advise the faculty member if it has happened before. 

 
 The report does not take from the faculty the opportunity to make these incidents a "teachable 

moment," especially with new young students who lack exposure to what the University expects, 
said one Committee member.  The report wants faculty control of these events.  In addition, 
Professor Clayton added, the student has the responsibility to find out what plagiarism is if it is 
stressed in materials they are provided.  It is no excuse not to know what it is if they learn early 
on that it is important. 

 
-- One Committee member said the Special Report made an important point when it said that falsely 

claiming a hardship to gain extra time for work is cheating.  Faculty must honor excuses if 
provided by a University office; some believe the offices are too loose about giving them.  And if 
a student says he or she was sick, the faculty member either believes them or not if there is no 
documentation.  Faculty practice on this varies, Professor Clayton agreed; if a student is 
manifestly ill or has a medical excuse, he will honor the claim, but he cannot prescribe for all 
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faculty.  The University recommends that in the case of students with identifiable problems, they 
work with the appropriate office in advance of taking courses--not the day before a final. 

 
-- It is not reasonable to ask first-term freshmen to report that they saw someone else cheat.  There 

are students who will intimidate other students and who could do them harm.  [The Committee 
discussed this issue some while; the Special Committee later changed its report on this point.] 

 
-- There will be a learning curve to achieve what the Special Committee recommends.  The 

University must refer to academic integrity early and often; if it does so, the culture will change 
after a few years.   The University must set the tone, said another Committee member, and must 
also be responsive to constituents who employ its graduates; the report would be strengthened if 
there were documentation that business and industry would like to have a transcript notation.  
OAI could make such inquiries, Professor Clayton said; the Special Committee could not. 

 
 The report also makes recommendations about what instructors can do to prevent cheating, 
Professor Clayton noted. 
 
 Professor Martin said she had been impressed by the strong sense conveyed by the student 
members of the Special Committee that their education is devalued by cheating.  They were strongly in 
favor of harsher penalties, she said.  It was encouraging to have that support. 
 
 It was agreed that recommendations about how the coordinate campuses would be involved in the 
process should be sought by Spring 2001 rather than Fall 2000. 
 
 Professor Martin thanked Professor Clayton for his report. 
 
 This effort arose because of the events in athletics, one Committee (faculty) member observed, 
and there should be consequences for faculty who did not take responsibility for evaluating student work 
and for abetting the cheating.  Is there any way to hold faculty responsible?  The sense of the discussion, 
Professor Martin said, was that this was not a problem with respect to the general student body. 
 
 It is an important point to make, it was said, that as problematic as student lives can be, the 
University and instructors cannot look the other way.  Lives are complicated but that is no reason not to 
do things right.  The Special Committee debated this when it considered athletic issues, Professor Martin 
reported, and agreed completely with this view. 
 
 The Committee agreed to recommend to Professor Clayton that OAI should not be in the position 
of imposing penalties but that instead faculty should be the primary contact point with the student 
UNLESS the faculty member chooses otherwise.  Faculty should report incidents and consult on the 
penalty (OAI could say a penalty was out of line), but the "teachable moment" is delivering the penalty 
and talking about it;  the interaction is more important than the sanction if the goal is rehabilitation and 
remediation; to put control and imposition of the penalty in OAI would destroy that effect.  Professor 
Martin said the intent was that the faculty member is in control, even though it may not read that way in 
the report.  And there is a difference between a 20-year faculty member and a graduate student; one may 
handle much more of an incident than the other.  It is also the case that if there are repeated incidents OAI 
could impose a penalty beyond what the individual faculty member can do. 
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 OAI could set guidelines, suggested one Committee member.  The concern is with the enormous 
diversity of the University, Professor Martin said; what one instructor might see as a venial sin another 
might see as mortal.  That is why an office is needed. 
 
 With the understanding that a change would be made in the recommendations about the role of 
the faculty member in implementing penalties, the Committee voted unanimously to endorse the report of 
the Special Committee. 
 
2. "Unregistering" a Student 
 
 A question that arose at a recent meeting was how students are "unregistered" for a course (e.g., if 
they do not show up for the first day of class).  Ms. Rovic reported that she had learned that this process is 
handled very differently across the University.  Some units talk about it in orientation; in some, 
enforcement is left up to the instructor, who can tell a student to cancel (and who must then do so at risk 
of receiving an F in the course if they do not).  This more of an issue in sequence and core courses; some 
units are very strict about it.  In the case of one college, the college actually disenrolls the student. 
 

Faculty have the clout in this matter, said one Committee member; they can tell students who 
show up that their midquarter will not be graded. 
 
 Other points that were made: 
 
-- The requirement that a student attend the first day of class is in the course guide. 
 
-- Faculty are responsible for taking roll on the first day of class if they wish to enforce the rule. 
 
-- If students show up at class who have not registered, and others who have registered do not show 

up, it is the prerogative of the instructor to admit those who show up and to inform those who did 
not show up that they are out of the class.  The latter students must then withdraw.  It is not the 
faculty member's responsibility to find those students; they need to be told if and when they show 
up for the class.  It is reasonable to announce at the second class meeting that any students who 
registered but did not attend the first class session that they are not in the class (assuming they 
had not earlier made contact with the instructor about their absence). One Committee member 
suggested that some effort to reach the students should be made because there are financial 
consequences for them.  Another pointed out that many students THINK they are disenrolled if 
they do not show up for the first class (which is not true).   

 
-- There is a question of how waiting lists are handled when students can register on the web.  If a 

student happens to be registering when another withdraws, that student can enroll ahead of 
anyone on a waiting list.  It may be that instructor approval or a permission number should be 
required.  It is not clear that the new registration system can handle this problem.  It was pointed 
out that if a class is closed, students may ONLY register for it if they have a permission number.   

 
3. Repeating Courses 
 
 Professor Martin reported that the Senate had referred back to the Committee the matter of the 
rule on course repeats.  The Committee, on recommendation of the Council of Undergraduate Deans, had 
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recommended that repeats not be permitted to count in the grade point average if the initial grade was C- 
or higher.  The students and some faculty in the Senate did not like this recommendation; there was 
concern that it would serve as an incentive to take a D or an F so that a student could repeat a course to try 
to improve the grade.  
 
 Professor Martin then reported that Professor Kuhi had suggested a compromise that the Council 
of Undergraduate Deans chair, Professor Rinehart, had said was acceptable: a student may repeat a course 
once and the second grade will count.   
 
 Professor Ahern reported that at Morris a student may repeat a course, after earning an S or a C-, 
only with the consent of the scholastic committee--and the student needs to have a compelling case.  
Professor Martin pointed out that this rule violates Senate policy.   
 
 The only question about the new policy is whether the new computer system can enforce it.   
 
 The Committee voted to recommend to the Senate the proposal from Professor Kuhi, even though 
it did not believe it the best one available, and also asked that Professor Martin think about explaining to 
the Senate the rationale behind the original proposal.  She might also explain the two other alternatives, 
which are to average grades when a course is repeated or to bar repeats altogether. 
 
 Professor Martin adjourned the meeting at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


