2009.11.07 Minutes

Absent:

Honour Alston

Andy Bean

Meg Blunden

Yi Cai

John Grey

John Griffin

Amy Sikes

Community Concerns

Alan Briceland (?)—emeritus associate professor of history at VCU, now retired


-plagiarism


-15 minutes (approved)


-involved with 2 honor systems at VCU



-student/ faculty on undergrad/ grad level



-faculty run at medical school


-abolished both honor systems


-built one from scratch


-reviews/ defends laws


-filed cases against students

-discusses in length his experience with honor systems over the past 40 years

-Plagiarism


-4 different distinct intellectual concepts


-lots of miscommunication


-word should not be used unless everyone is attuned to same definition


-most basic distinction between two definitions



1. Grammatical/ mechanical plagiarism: does not follow academic standards which requires that work presented for a grade be ones own and that proper credit is incorporated



a. inadvertent plagiarism: author knows better, but accidentally does not give proper acknowledgement



b. ignorant plagiarism: being unaware of conventions and skills necessary for this type of citation



2.  honor plagiarism: a deliberate attempt by a student to get an unfair advantage over some portion of their peers by willfully and dishonestly pass off the ideas or words of another as his/ her own

-grammatical plagiarism is not within the spheres of honor systems


-should receive a punishing grade because there is no dishonestly evident


-poor work for a university level assignment


-offers teachers an opportunity to educate and improve skills

-far too many professors see a paper with some evidence of plagiarism and without thought hand it off to honor system

-members of honor systems cannot trust professors to decide what is an act of Honor plagiarism


-professor is asking the honor system to do the hard thinking and the system expects that the professor has already done the hard thinking


-no one stops to ask whether or not this is an actual honor offense


-not knowledgeable in the only field that matters in honor plagiarism: the accused student’s intent in submitting the work and their knowledge of the nuances of citation guidelines


-if evidence of intent to cheat is found beyond a reasonable doubt then it should proceed to a panel, otherwise it should be dropped


-students depend on those running the honor system to make this distinction


-for there to be a morally just hearing there must be considerations and evidence other than the paper itself—evidence that the student had provable knowledge of what the standards was or had expressed to a third party his/ her intent to cheat


-only morally acceptable standard


-evidence available of an intent to gain an unfair advantage, otherwise a hearing in unnecessary and cruel


-honor system exists only to punish people who have done something morally wrong


-when students are unclear about these guidelines, they often have no idea


-do not ask for help because they do not know that they need help


-just because students should have learned these guidelines in the past does not mean that they all have learned them


-never assume that a student actually knows what they should know


-convicting for this reason shows that the honor system does not care about convicting innocent people


-if a lapse of this skill set warrants expulsion, why not consider lapses in more useful skills?


-professor’s responsibility to punish grammatical plagiarism, not honor system’s


-instead of seeking to punish students without this knowledge, they have an opportunity to educate students by one on one tutoring and let them redo the assignment

JENIFER GUIMOND—first years are required to take a writing course; vote on intent


Response: students daydream, just because you tell them something doesn’t mean that they retain it

ALEXANDER R. COHEN—also we take these into consideration in I-Panel; he says that it is not morally acceptable to rely on “should have known,” what about US criminal court—ignorance of scope 


Response: ignorance of something is not dishonest intent; you have to get into the mind of the perpetrator to note intent

ROB ATKINSON—the point of a trial is to deal with these issues exactly


Response: you cannot put a student though this with insufficient evidence

-that is the point of an i-panel

JENIFER GUIMOND—with our system, twelve individuals weigh in on issue with potentially more information than the professor has—more protection for students


Response: creates a snowballing effect

THOMAS WORTHY—how do you create equality between professors for how they pursue these offenses

Response: kick it back to the professors; don’t lean on the faculty


-suspicious that our system does not focus on intent


-carefully examine intent

II. Officer Reports

A. JJ Litchford


1. meeting with alumni relations


2. Corner Relations: trouble scheduling meetings, ideas on concrete things?

B. Rob Atkinson


1. met with Rob White on Friday and the SAS module is complete!



a. complete module within first week of being on ship



b. more substantive than presentation alone



c. potential to implement something similar for first years



d. research about education at other schools

e. met with UVA HR—will compile master report about educational procedures

C. Mary Siegel


1. 2 I-Panels, accuse

2. Dr. Heisterman came to training to talk about psychological concerns about students going through these investigations—best forms of communication, etc

D. Alex Carroll


1. undergrad student in College found not guilty for stealing

2. finalization of bridging the gap for when CMD options should be disseminated to students

3. Athletic presentations

E. David Truetzel


1. co-sponsorship requests

2. Cross-cultural leadership initiative dinner tomorrow night

III. School Representative Reports

A. School of Law—some moot court proceedings; flex exams coming up—reminders about system and implications as we sneak up on finals


-meeting with 1L students right before finals as a refresher course

B. School of Medicine


-working on placards



-bagels/ coffee/ honor books for med and nursing schools

IV. Old Business

A. Plagiarism Supplement


-two significant changes

1. additional paragraph to preamble: always defer to professor’s rules if they differ



2.  second page, part b

-Alexander and Charlie both raised concerns about this part—it being too broad and no one really knows how to interpret it

-Charlie says to write rules that are more universal

-Rob: could we get a rationale from our “expert” about what this part is really getting at?

-JJ: he has been consulted at every step; not intended to be used as University policy

-Leif: still too much of a gray area between trying to paraphrase and actually paraphrasing

-Jeff: what if this is thrown around in a trial; positing it as a University-wide code

-Alexander: add an example?

-Jenifer: one example is insufficient; having this phrase in the green book is potentially problematic

-Danielle: asks for clarification from graduate students about how to correct this

-Charlie: is the point of this phrase simply to emphasize that in some cases that are cited, you can still have improper citation, but still defer them to their school/ professor

-Rob: plagiarism in general makes it hard to have something set in stone because the cases are so specific

-Thomas: fruitful to put greater emphasis on asking the professor( dangerous if we get into school specifications

-Alexander: not just school specifics we are dealing with- also have cross-school issues

-Jenifer: get a new B! or throw it out

V. New Business

A. Danielle—Multiple Panel Composition


-Procedures Ad-Hoc Working Group; Multiple Panel Compositions Requested


-until now we didn’t have options when professors submitted it as all together


-strike out 6.d.ii because it doesn’t actually require a bylaw change

END.

