[In these minutes: Discussion with Joyce Weinsheimer, Update on SAIC Survey, OSAI update,
Information from Orientation and First-year program surveys]

STUDENT ACADEMIC INTEGRITY COMMITTEE (SAIC)
MINUTES

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 11, 2003
2:30-4:00 PM
300 MORRILL HALL

[These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of
Minnesota Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or
actions reported in these minutes represent the view of, nor are they binding on the Senate or
Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of Regents.]

PRESENT: Micky Trent (Chair), Mark Bellcourt, Lindsay Craig, Shawn Curley, Marilyn
Grave, Robert Pepin, Kirsten Rewey, Tracy Smith.

REGRETS: Dorothy Anderson, Laura Coffin Koch.
ABSENT: Thomas McRoberts.
GUESTS: Linda Ellinger, Joyce Weinsheimer.

1. DISCUSSION WITH JOYCE WEINSHEIMER FROM THE CENTER FOR
TEACHING AND LEARNING

Micky Trent said that last year a list of speakers were put together with areas that overlap with
this committee. Joyce Weinsheimer, Director of the Center for Teaching and Learning, is here to
talk to the committee about what her center does in the area of student academic integrity to keep
the committee aware of what they are doing, and to see if the committee has any ideas for
enhancement in either the center or the committee itself.

Joyce Weinsheimer said that student academic integrity is being kept in the forefront of
programs that her center offers and she welcomes any suggestions from members. She then
distributed a sheet on what the center does in this area. First, it offers many workshops. Most are
90-120 minutes, co-chaired with someone from outside the center, and can be pre-planned or
customized. The workshops do not lead with student academic integrity, but ask participants to
think about it in all phases of teaching and learning. The center advocates for proactivity to
promote good behavior and resources for faculty if problems do arise.

The academic integrity of graduate students is usually addressed by the future faculty programs
or through membership in professional organizations. These programs usually last one or two
semesters. The center tries to integrate its information into print and on-line resources, such as
the syllabus tutorial. Departments and colleges have requested customized programs in particular



areas related to student academic integrity.

She then distributed a handout from the new TA orientation. The exercise is to get TAs to think
about student academic integrity and realize that truth can sometimes depend on the context.
Case studies are useful for this exercise.

Q: Are all TAs required to attend training?

A: Some departments require this training, others do their own training. The center has about
300-400 attendees each fall.

Micky Trent suggested that it might be helpful if the TA portion of the student academic
integrity survey should ask if the TA attended training.

Joyce Weinsheimer said that the survey should highlight which issues need to be addressed,
norms in different departments, and different views on the same topic since not everything has
the same ideas in this area.

Q: How does the center handle customized workshops?

A: The best calls are when a department is having an issue and asks the center to come and work
on it. For these workshops there is a readiness to think about and consider other views. It is much
harder when one person thinks of a topic and invites them in to speak.

Q: How many faculty participate in new faculty training?

A: A few years ago there were 120 participants, but this year there are only 30, which tends to
reflect the hiring status. The training last three hours and is co-lead. New faculty always listen
intently to discussions of student academic integrity to find out what the University does.

2. UPDATE ON SAIC SURVEY

Micky Trent provided background on the survey, noting that the survey was originally supposed
to run this month, but it was postponed due to another University survey. The goal is now to
administer the survey early spring semester. Copies of both surveys were then distributed.

The subcommittee met yesterday and discussed IRB approval, confirming run dates, identifying
subsets to survey, and finalizing the letters. She reminded members that a separate TA survey
was originally planned, but the decision was made to simply incorporate some questions on the
student survey.

Q: Will academic advisor be included in the survey group?

A: Faculty-like academic professional will be included, but a more specific focus on advisors
might need to wait until the focus group phase.



Q: Will race be asked on the survey?

A: No. Several specific categories, such as race and athlete status, were removed to make the
survey more confidential. These segments can be discussed more in focus groups.

The committee then discussed including the following subsets in the survey:

Honor code v. non-honor code colleges
Undergrad v. graduate v. professional students
All class levels of students

Transfer v. first-year students

All colleges represented

Members then made the following comments:

o Large University survey scheduled for November has been pushed back to
February/March, which may interfere with the new dates for the SAIC survey. All survey
dates will be confirmed before a final timeline is set.

e Web-based surveys have a 52% response rate

o Students are more likely to cheat outside their major. Should a question of this type be
included on the survey?

3. OSAI UPDATE
Tracy Smith reviewed what has taken place since the last meeting:

« Dorothy Anderson and she are scheduled to meet with the Council of Undergraduate
Deans in December to talk about the survey

e A new OSAI director should be in place in January

o Outreach has taken place with Nutrition students — talking about plagiarism before it
happens and for their type of writing; a brown bag lunch with academic advisors; and a
plagiarism panel in the Center for Writing

« Students have been charged with falsifying other materials, such as transcripts and
distance education credits

o Expulsions have taken place for second violations

e Many cases are resolving short of a hearing

Q: Why do students choose to have a hearing?

A: If the student is facing suspension or expulsion, they feel that they have nothing to lose by
going to a hearing.

4. INFORMATION FROM ORIENTATION AND FIRST-YEAR PROGRAM SURVEYS



Micky Trent said that at an earlier meeting reference had been made to questions that students
are asked about student academic integrity. A sheet was distributed with the results from these
surveys.

Members made the following comments:

e Response rate and responses received were positive

o Lower response rate for collaboration since it is not always used

o Collaboration represents a problem since it is defined differently between programs and
classes which leads to student confusion

5. OTHER BUSINESS

Micky Trent thanked Mark Bellcourt for agreeing to serve on the Student-Athlete Welfare
Subcommittee recently formed. As the committee has not met, there was nothing to report at this
time, but this item can be included on future agendas. With no further business, Micky Trent
thanked the members for attending and adjourned the meeting.

Becky Hippert
University Senate



