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MEETINGS: The new academic year has begun and CUSF has once again become active. With Labor
Day on September 4™, it moved the ExCom meeting to the 11" and the Council meeting to the 20". The
BOR had a meeting on the 15" and the big event was the raises for three of the presidents. Seeking a
reaction to the raises, | was quoted in the Baltimore Sun and | believe we came out okay in this respect. |
should note that the BOR made the salary decision in closed session at the end of the public meeting so |
was unaware of the decision until I arrived home and checked emails.

AAAC (Provosts) Committee (October 6, 2017)

The following items were items discussed at the AAAC meeting on October 6™. The topics discussed give
a good perspective of the current issues and | should note, many of these issue originated with CUSF.

Title IX: New Guidelines from the Feds - Implementation of the new guidelines are progressing. One
of the issues they are addressing is the “evidentiary standard.” UMPC has a higher standard with “clear
and convincing evidence.” The other universities use a “preponderance of evidence” as their standard
regarding sexual and other conduct issues.

Amazon Proposal — Amazon.com is moving east with an RFP for a location on the east coast. This is
more of an IT center rather than a distribution center. Maryland has proposed seven areas which is not
advantageous. In terms of the proposal, there are three criteria: 1) walking campus accessible with public
transportation, 2) size of city or town, it needs to be gorgeous, and 3) there needs to be an educated
workforce that will be dealing with the cloud.

TURFA - CUSF had a presentation by Martha Siegal on TURFA. Provosts need to focus on organized
ways to service retired faculty on campuses. George Mason has a good program. Other topics discussed
were 1) encouraging “terminal leave” which needs to be renamed, 2) “support systems” including
parking, library and other privileges, and 3) developing a system where faculty have an “identity on
campus.” Several of the campuses shared current practices in this regard.

FLMA and Family L eave Policies — Representatives from the Office of Attorney General and USM will
discuss a review of the proposed revisions to these two policies (see also commentaries). The biggest
change for faculty will be the “rolling calendar.” With the rolling calendar the year begins when the leave
begins and not with the calendar year.

Academic Dishonesty in the Digital Age — Again, this was a CUSF issue discussed by the provosts. The
provosts had a robust discussion of the topic. Issues included 1) the time frame for appeals extending
beyond the semester, particularly for adjuncts, 2) the affect of prosecuting dishonesty on adjuncts,
evaluation, and continued employment, and 3) the need for faculty development and training. The provost
considered developing a work group consisting of but not limited to 1) an IT person, 2) student affairs
representative, 3) legal office representative.
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Workload — There was a discussion of revising workload from 12 credit hours to student credit hours.
Elizabeth Troop from FSU facilitated the discussion.

Inclusion and Diversity — The workgroup meets on Monday (i.e. October 9™). CUSF needs to be more
involved (see Task 3.4 (Al-304) in the Action Plan: Inclusion and Diversity Committee).

COMMENTARIES: For October, there is one commentary with this report. It focus is on academic
dishonesty in the digital age. The purpose of this commentary is to set the stage. With the assistance of
the EdPolicy committee, we are planning to do a panel discussion at the December CUSF meeting. This is
an issue affecting everyone.

Chair’s Commentary 1710.1: Academic Dishonesty in the Digital Age

In the classic 1986 comedy, Back to School, starring Rodney Dangerfield, the main character is a rich and
successful entrepreneur who returns to school to finish his degree. Although it portrays academic
dishonesty as humorous, it was prophetic in predicting academic dishonesty in the digital age. Tutors who
are surrogates for the student and paper mills that write papers for students were depicted humorously in
the movie and unfortunately, they are a staple on the internet today. More on this in later commentaries.

The EdPolicy Committee of CUSF has raised the issue of academic dishonesty in the digital age. The
issue has been identified for inclusion as an action item by CUSF this year. The purpose of this
commentary is to introduce the problem and to begin addressing the issue by increasing awareness of the
problem. Increasing awareness is the first step toward determining solutions. It didn’t take much of an
internet search to gain an insight regarding the problem. Unlike the comedy, Back to School, academic
dishonesty in the digital age is a serious issue.

The first question is whether there is a problem and whether it is pervasive. In her study, Dorothy Jones of
Norfolk State University asked the question whether more students are cheating today? In the abstract to
her study, her summary of the literature suggests that academic dishonesty in the digital age is more
pervasive.

Academic Dishonesty, with Internet plagiarism as one of the most common forms, is a
concern on college and university campuses more than ever before. A review of the
literature validates these concerns. According to a 2003 nationwide research study of 23
public and private colleges and universities conducted by Donald L. McCabe, Internet
plagiarism is on the rise. Thirty-eight percent of the undergraduate students surveyed
indicated that they had engaged in Internet plagiarism (as cited in Rimer, 2003). Brown,
Weible, and Olmosk (2010) found that 49% of the students in undergraduate marketing
classes admitted cheating in 1988 versus 100% of the students in an undergraduate
management class in 2008; a national survey published in Education Week found that
54% of the students surveyed admitted to Internet plagiarism and 76% admitted to
cheating; and the Center for academic Integrity found almost 80% of the college students
surveyed admitted to cheating at least once (“Facts About Plagiarism,” 2011). In May
2006, Ohio University’s Department of Mechanical Engineering plagiarism scandal
garnered national attention when a review panel found “rampant and flagrant” forms of
plagiarism in 34 master’s theses (Grose, 2006); and in November 2010, more than 200 of
the 600 students in a University of Central Florida business class confessed that they
benefited from accessing online test questions prior to taking their mid-term exam (The
Ticker, 2010). These findings help collaborate the assertion that academic dishonesty —
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cheating and Internet plagiarism — is on the rise; consequently, these concerns have
sparked numerous debates about academic dishonesty at institutions of higher education
throughout the United States. (Source: Dorothy Jones, Academic Dishonesty: Are More
Students Cheating? Business Communication Quarterly, Volume 74, Number 2, June
2011)

It is not difficult finding studies supporting the conclusion that there is academic dishonesty in the digital
age. Conducting a two year study at a small liberal arts university, Kidwell, et.al. (2003) found that
“Over seventy percent of the students surveyed reported that they were habitual cheaters, i.e., they had
cheated on exams, plagiarized papers, or committed other forms of academic dishonesty on multiple
occasions.” It is hard not to conclude that academic dishonesty is pervasive.

Academic dishonesty may be more prevalent in the digital age. In a survey of 1,262 students at a large
state-funded university Mark Lanier (2006) examined the differences between cheating between
traditional lecture courses and online courses. He found that cheating was much more prevalent in the
online courses. However, not all studies support this conclusion. Analyzing 368 dissertations, Ison (2014)
studied the differences between brick-and-mortar institutions and those attending online programs. He
found no significant differences in plagiarism between the two types of institutions.

Complicating the issue is that faculty and administrators may not perceive that there is pervasive
academic dishonesty. Writing in the JLNA, Kelly and Bonner (2005) found that “When we examined
question four (i.e., in your opinion, how pervasive is academic dishonesty among students at your
institution?) for the entire sample, 62.6% of respondents [faculty and administrators] reported that
academic dishonesty was either not pervasive or only somewhat pervasive (p.47).” This may suggest a
disconnect between the actual pervasiveness of the problem and the faculty and administration’s
perception that there is a problem. It may also suggest the need to bring this issue to the forefront with
faculty and administrators.

In addition, Kelly and Bonner found that there were differences between faculty and administrators who
perceived academic dishonesty as pervasive and those who didn’t. The following is from the conclusion
of their study. It suggests that it may be necessary to change the perception and norms of faculty and
administrators. Personally, | found the third point “3) consider the procedures or policies for pursuing
formal charges of academic dishonesty to be overly time consuming,” most interesting and perhaps
problematic.

The majority of our respondents [faculty and administrators] did not perceive academic
dishonesty to be a pervasive problem. In view of this, it is not surprising that the majority
of faculty and administrators also reported that they tend to handle academic dishonesty
issues with the student individually, and they do not pursue the issue further through
formal channels. At the same time, we found that when faculty and administrators
perceive that academic dishonesty is pervasive, they have significantly different attitudes
about and responses to the problem. Those faculty and administrators who perceived
academic dishonesty to be a pervasive problem were significantly more likely to: 1)
perceive that the availability of digital text was a problem, 2) have used a detection
device, 3) consider the procedures or policies for pursuing formal charges of academic
dishonesty to be overly time consuming, and 4) report that academic dishonesty was a
serious problem in their classes. These findings suggest that once a faculty member
perceives the problem is significant, he/she changes his/her behavior and takes a more
proactive stance toward deterring academic dishonesty. (Source: Kimberly Kelly and
Kimberly Bonner, Digital Text, Distance Education and Academic Dishonesty: Faculty
and Administrator Perceptions and Responses, JALN, Volume 9, Issue 1, March 2005,
p.49)
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The purpose of this commentary was to suggest that there may be a problem and to raise consciousness
regarding the issue. A preliminary survey suggests that the problem is pervasive. Compounding the
problem, one study suggests that faculty and administrators may be downplaying the pervasiveness of the
issue. | don’t profess that this is a comprehensive review of the problem. It isn’t. However, my brief
review suggests that there is a plethora of information on the topic and that it is an issue.

This is the first of a series of commentaries on this topic. CUSF has taken the initiative on this issue and
at the recent AAAC meeting of Provosts, CUSF’s role in taking the initiative was reinforced. CUSF is
planning to invite several faculty members familiar with the topic to speak on the topic at the December
CUSF meeting. This is an issue affecting all institutions with online courses and programs. It is an issue
affecting traditional brick and mortar schools too. The internet provides easy access to information
including cut and paste plagiarism as well as hiring ghost writers to write papers. Also, it is an issue that
will need the collaboration and support of the student, staff and even the President’s Councils. Back to
School was a humorous and entertaining movie. Unfortunately, academic dishonesty in the digital age is
not a laughing matter.
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Chair’s Commentary 1710.2: A Thank You

In the 11:00 a.m. time slot at the Frostburg meeting on October 16™, there will be a presentation on the
proposed amendments to the FMLA and Parental Leave Policies. The presentation will be represented by
the Attorney General’s office by Elena Langrill, Emily Bolyard, Katherine Levy and from System by
Carolyn Skolnik. Three members of CUSF volunteered their time to review the policy. These were Jay
Zimmerman from Towson University, Bobbie Adams from Salisbury University, and Stephanie Gibson
from the University of Baltimore. Along with Joann Boughman from System the group spent over 20
hours in a marathon review of the policies line by line. It was a tedious task. My understanding is that
there were significant changes and improvements made in the revisions. | know all three people and there
IS no question in my mind that the faculty was well represented in the review. On behalf of the faculty, |
would like to thank Jay, Bobbie and Stephanie for their contribution on this project and on a job well
done.

rbk
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Chair’s Commentary 1710.3: Update on Ombudsperson Joint Resolution

The following is an update on the progress of the joint resolution on the ombudsperson. The joint
resolution has been approved by the Student, Staff and Faculty Councils. CUSF approved it at its
September meeting. The resolution was discussed by the Presidents at the Chancellor’s Council on
October 2™. The consensus of the Presidents was that the resolution was needed and they suggested that
the Provosts discuss the implementation of the resolution on their individual campuses at the AAAC on
Friday, October 6". This was done.

In their advisory capacity, all four Councils agreed that providing ombudsperson services on the
campuses is needed and the services need to be provided for students, staff and faculty. It was also agreed
that since the campuses are diverse, there could be multiple approaches to providing this service. The
diversity includes the differences in addressing the needs of large and small campuses, comprehensives
and research campuses, and brick and mortar and online campuses. The diversity of approaches was very
evident from the ombudsperson panel discussions at the AAAC and CUSF meetings.

The resolution was designed to address this diversity. Working with their constituent groups on campus,
the Presidents are directed to develop a plan that provides ombudsperson services for students, staff and
faculty. Where possible these services will be consistent with the recommended policies and practices of
the International Ombudsman Association or a similar association. The Presidents are the problem solvers
and the resolution enables them to tailor the services to the unique situations found on their campuses.

The third section of the joint resolution focuses on monitoring the implementation of the ombudsperson
services. Monitoring of the implementation occurs four ways. First, the Presidents work with Chancellor
who monitors the implementation of the plan as part of the President’s yearly evaluation. Second,
feedback on the plan and its implementation will be provided directly to the Councils from their
members. Third, the Chancellor can provide updates on the progress of the implementation when he visits
with the Councils. Fourth, the Chairman of the Board can review with the Chancellor the progress of
implementation as part of his workload report. On behalf of the three Councils and the Presidents, let’s
implement the resolution and provide this valuable service.

rbk
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