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I. Summary

The 2007 Student Faculty Conference took place on April 5th.  The Honor Code Committee began by presenting a set of statistics on 1) the number and type of academic Honor Code violations in the undergraduate population; 2) the undergraduates’ perception of the effectiveness of the Honor Code; and 3) the clarity of collaboration policies as of Spring Term 2006. These numbers were placed in a national context using research from the Center of Academic Integrity at Duke University. The committee co-chairs then presented a set of recommendations accumulated between 2004 and 2007 based on discussions of the ASCIT Board of Directors (BoD), the Board of Control (BoC), the Conduct Review Committee (CRC), the Council on Undergraduate Education (CUE), the WASC Sub-Committee on the Honor Code, and the SFC Honor Code Committee itself. The last thirty minutes of the presentation were reserved for questions and comments from the audience.

The audience expressed general approval of the committee’s recommendations. The following issues were raised during the discussion: 1) whether enough consideration was given to off-campus students during Honor Code education; 2) the necessity of a faculty or graduate student Honor Code survey similar to the one administered to the undergraduates in Spring Term 2006 by the BoC; 3) the benefits of cooperation between the Graduate Review Board (GRB) and BoC; 4) the pros and cons of reducing the number of student representatives on the BoC from 7 to 5; and 5) the importance of distinguishing between policy violations and Honor Code violations. In addition, a student in the audience suggested that candidacy for the proposed new Honor Chair position should not be limited to students with former experience on the BoC and CRC, as this severely limits the candidate pool. This suggestion was taken into consideration during the drafting of the revised ASCIT bylaws, which do not contain any prerequisites for candidacy. 

II. Statistics

The statistics presented at the 2007 SFC were taken directly from the 2006 Honor Code Survey Report. 

A short summary of some of the significant data from that report is attached to this document.

2006 Honor Code Survey Report Abridged Summary: See Appendix I, page 5.  

III. Recommendations

1. Restructure the leadership of the Board of Control.

a. ASCIT VP/BoC Chair  ASCIT VP/Honor Chair


i. Honor Chair reviews cases with the Deans, handles defendant appeals, and sits on the Routing Committee and the ASCIT BoD

ii. Honor Chair is responsible for freshman, international student, TA, RA, faculty, and admin education on the Honor Code

iii. Honor Chair is responsible for publishing BoC/CRC statistics and publicizing procedures



iii. Honor Chair represents the undergraduates in all Honor Code-related matters

2. Clarify the purpose and procedures of the Conduct Review Committee.

a. Create an official set of CRC procedures and make them easily accessible.

b. Clearly describe which campus group(s) has oversight of the CRC. In particular, clarify the executive or voting powers of the undergraduates, graduates, faculty, and administrators in revising the CRC’s procedures or charter. 

3. Publish anonymous Board of Control and Conduct Review Committee statistics.

4. Create a centralized Honor Code website linked to the Caltech homepage.

5. Appoint a faculty Honor Code representative in each academic division.

a. Faculty Honor Code reps help orient new and visiting faculty members to the Caltech Honor Code

b. Faculty Honor Code reps act as expert witnesses in BoC cases

6. Universalize collaboration policies within divisions.

7. Administer a campus-wide faculty Honor Code survey similar to the 2006 Undergraduate Honor Code Survey.  

8. Administer a campus-wide undergraduate survey on nonacademic Honor Code violations and policy violations similar to the 2006 Undergraduate Honor Code Survey.

9. Move House Honor Code talks from 1st term to 3rd term and include upperclassmen as well as frosh.

IV. September 2007 Update

1. Restructure the leadership of the Board of Control.

As of June 2007, the position of Honor Chair has been officially instated by a student body vote that approved a revised version of the ASCIT bylaws. The revision drafted by Mike Grinolds (’08), Chris Gonzales (’08), Jean Sun (’07), and Zack Higbee (’09) aimed to change the structure of the ASCIT Board of Directors and the Board of Control as described in Recommendation 1 above. The first election for the new Honor Chair will take place on the same date as the election for ASCIT President in Winter Term of the 07-08 academic year.

2. Clarify the purpose and procedures of the Conduct Review Committee.

As of May 2007, the WASC Sub-Committee on the Honor Code has been working on a draft of official CRC procedures. All issues regarding follow-up on this recommendation can be directed to:

RJ Krom, Conduct Review Committee Co-Chair 07-08 – krom@caltech.edu
Dean Barbara Green, Conduct Review Committee Co-Chair – green@caltech.edu
5. Appoint a faculty Honor Code representative in each academic division.

On June 4, 2007, Jean Sun (Board of Control Chair, 06-07) gave a presentation on the Honor Code to the Faculty Board and reminded board members of the urgency of implementing the 2005 SFC Honor Code recommendation to create faculty Honor Code representatives. The Faculty Board had already passed a resolution to create faculty Honor Code reps following the 2005 SFC, but it has still yet to be implemented. 

The new Honor Chair will be responsible for negotiating this implementation with the Division Chairs during the 07-08 academic year.

6. Universalize collaboration policies within divisions.

As of June 2007, the Council on Undergraduate Education has charged the Academic Policies Committee with ensuring that the syllabus and collaboration policy for each course offered at Caltech is available online. It is crucial that the official template developed for collaboration policies be unambiguous; for instance, the checklist rubric developed by Galen Loram (’05) does not highlight unique class policies (e.g., not being able to share a session of a particular computer program, use a particular website, consult a specific text, etc.). These unique policies are lost among general ones such as not being able to collaborate on exams and can easily be overlooked.

The SFC Honor Code Committee recommends that the official template be either a combination of checklist and paragraph forms or that unique policies are clearly highlighted in color on the checklist form.

V. Follow-Up

All issues regarding follow-up on the SFC Honor Code recommendations during the 07-08 academic year can be directed to the following persons:

Mike Grinolds, Board of Control Chair 07-08 – grinolds@caltech.edu
Elizabeth Gilliam, Board of Control Secretary 07-08 – gilliam@caltech.edu
Chris Gonzales, ASCIT President 07-08 – gonzales@caltech.edu
If clarification of the intent or implementation of any of the original recommendations is needed at any time, please contact:

Jean Sun, Board of Control Chair 06-07 – jeanesun@gmail.com
Appendix I.   
2006 Honor Code Survey Abridged Summary

Overall Survey Response Rate: 82.2%

Do you think the Honor System is effective in GENERAL?

Overall: 

N/R

2%

No

4%

Yes

93%

Not Sure
1%

By Class (“yes” responses only):

Freshmen
96.55%

Sophomores
95.53%

Juniors

93.55%

Seniors

94.51%

On Campus v. Off Campus (“yes” responses only):

0-25% of total terms spent on campus

92.86%

25-50% of total terms spent on campus
83.87%

50-75% of total terms spent on campus
95.19%

75-100% of total terms spent on campus
96.76%

Intentional Violators v. Unintentional Violators and Non-Violators (“yes” responses only):

Violators

94.39%

Non-violators

95.48%

What percentage of the undergraduate population do you feel follows the Honor Code?

Overall:

N/R

2.5%

<40

0.95%

40-59

2.45%

60-79

8.70%

80-89

33.29%

90-99

46.20%

100

1.49%

Not Sure
4.48%

Do you think the Honor Code needs revision?

Overall:

N/R


2.45%

No


64.27%

Yes


15.35%

I don’t know

17.93%

Have you ever intentionally violated the Honor Code academically?

Overall:

N/R

3.67%

No

69.70%

Yes

26.63%

By Class (“yes” responses only):

Freshmen
25.51%

Sophomores
29.21%

Juniors

26.32%

Seniors

29.51%

On-Campus v. Off-Campus (“yes” responses only):

0-25% of total terms spent on campus

21.43%

25-50% of total terms spent on campus
26.67%

50-75% of total terms spent on campus
28.71%

75-100% of total terms spent on campus
27.42%

Have you ever known about an Honor Code violation and failed to report it?

Overall:

N/R

6.11%

No

51.90%

Yes

21.47%

Not Sure
20.52%

Have you intentionally violated the Honor Code nonacademically?

Overall:

N/R

47.83%

No

46.20%

Yes

2.72%

Not Sure
3.26%

If you’ve committed a violation, have you ever been approached by a professor, TA, student, or student committee about it?

Overall:

N/R


42.12%

No


51.49%

Yes


5.98%

Don’t Remember
0.41%

If you’ve committed an academic Honor Code violation, have you testified as a defendant before the BoC?

Overall:

N/R

41.85%

No

51.77%

Yes

6.39%

Do you feel that the BoC acts in a fair and effective way?

Overall:

N/R



4.86%

Yes, completely

13.06%

Yes, for the most part

40.00%

No, not really


8.75%

No, not at all


1.67%

I don’t know


31.67%

Do you feel that the CRC acts in a fair and effective way?

Overall:

N/R



6.67%

Yes, completely

7.36%

Yes, for the most part

20.28%

No, not really


7.50%

No, not at all


2.50%

I don’t know


55.69%

Would you like the procedures and practices of the BoC to be made more public?

Overall:

N/R


6.79%

No


18.07%

Yes


47.15%

No preference

27.99%

Would you like the procedures and practices of the CRC to be made more public?

Overall:

N/R


6.93%

No


14.54%

Yes


47.83%

No preference

30.71%

Have you ever felt that a collaboration policy was unclear?

Overall:

N/R


6.93%

No


26.09%

Yes


63.18%

I don’t know

3.80%
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