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COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES 

FACULTY ASSEMBLY 

AGENDA 

April 04, 2014 

 

2:00 p.m.         Kinard Auditorium 

 

I. Approval of minutes of January 31, 2014 

Arts and Sciences Faculty Assembly ………………………………. Frank Pullano, Chair 

i. See appendix 1 

 

II. Report from CAS Committees 

a. Curriculum Committee ……………………………………….…...….. Jeff Sinn 

i. See appendix 2 

 

III. Unfinished Business 

a. Ad-Hoc Committee for Handheld Technology …………….…..... Sarah Spring 

i. See appendix 3 

ii. Vote on changes. 

b. Electronic Elections Committee ……………………………………. Brian Hipp 

i. See appendix 4 

ii. Vote. 
 

IV. New Business 

a. Committee elections …………………………………………….. Leslie Bickford 

i. Note: Ballots will also be available in 107 Kinard following the meeting. 

Voting is allowed through noon on Monday, April 7.  

b. Activity Insight demo/introduction ………………..… Brian Hipp/Beth Costner 

c. Undergraduate Research grid ……………………………………. Merry Sleigh 

i. See appendix 5 

ii. Vote to place on the agenda for the next meeting. That vote will determine 

whether the statement will be added to the College’s tenure and promotion 

statements. 

d. Resolution in response to proposed Gen Ed changes …………….. Peter Judge 

i. See appendix 6 

ii. Vote on whether to endorse this resolution from the Dean’s Council. 
 

V. Announcements 

 

VI. Dean’s Remarks ………………………………………….…..….... Karen M. Kedrowski 

a. The statement about dean’s comments on annual reports is now online, and can be 

found on the CAS Faculty Resources page. 
 
 
 
 

 

http://www.winthrop.edu/cas/default.aspx?id=20524
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Appendix 2 

Curriculum Committee 

Report for Faculty Assembly 

 

1. The following course change proposals were reviewed and approved: 

a. Modify course: ENGL 330, Women and Literature.  Clarify prerequisites. 

b. Modify course: NUTR 371, Foodservice Systems. Change title to “Food and 

Nutrition Management I” to better reflect current accreditation standards. 

c. Modify course: NUTR 471, Institutional Foodservice Procurement and Pr. 

Change title to “Food and Nutrition Management II” to better reflect current 

accreditation standards. 

d. Modify course: WMST 330, Women and Literature. Clarify prerequisites. 

 

2. The following program change proposals were reviewed and approved: 

a. Modify program: MA in English. Reduce language requirement from 9 hours to 6 

hours to be in line with peer and competitor institutions. 

 

3. The following blanket petitions were reviewed and approved: 

a. Department of Sociology & Anthropology 

i. For the Criminology concentration and Criminal Justice minor, allow 

students in the current and all previous catalogs to substitute SOCL 332 

(Sociology of Conflict and Conflict Management) for any of the following 

four classes (from which students are required to select 6 hours): SOCL 

330, 335, 337, or 525. 

 

4. 19 student petitions were approved. 
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Appendix 3 

 

 Policy for Appropriate Use of Hand‐held and Wireless Technology in the College 
of Arts and Sciences Adopted April 2014  

The College of Arts and Sciences at Winthrop University (hereafter “the College”) is committed to 
educationally sound uses of technology in the classroom, to providing a secure learning environment, 
and to preventing disruption of students’ and instructors’ educational experiences. The College is also 
committed to balancing the need for concentration in the course environment with concerns about 
safety and with students’ outside responsibilities. We recognize that, when used properly, hand‐held 
and wireless technologies can enhance the classroom environment and student learning; used 
improperly, these same technologies can significantly degrade the quality of learning in the course 
setting. Each student enrolled in courses in the College has a responsibility to other students and to the 
instructor to contribute to a courteous, respectful learning environment. This responsibility includes not 
disrupting instruction or distracting fellow students, maintaining an atmosphere that supports academic 
integrity, and being committed to learning as required by the Winthrop Dedication for Excellence and 
the Winthrop Code of Student Conduct.  
 
For the purposes of this document, the term “electronic device” refers to any hand-held or wireless 
device that can be used to communicate, record, or access stored or networked data. Such devices 
include but are not limited to laptops, tablets, cell phones, electronic readers, PDAs, and electronic 
dictionaries. The instructor may prohibit any use of electronic devices that substantially disrupts 
learning opportunities, degrades the learning environment, or promotes academic dishonesty or illegal 
activities. Students unsure of whether an activity is appropriate are encouraged to ask their instructors. 
Students are also encouraged to notify their instructors of disruptive behavior they observe.  
 
Policy  
Unless otherwise specified by the instructor on the syllabus, the following statements govern the 
appropriate use of hand‐held and wireless technologies in courses in the College of Arts and Sciences.  
 
1. Communication by electronic devices, including but not limited to instant messaging, text 

messaging, emailing, web surfing, and telephoning during class, is strictly prohibited unless expressly 
designated as part of the learning activities. Students may not use cell phones, pagers, PDAs, or 
similar communication devices during scheduled course meetings (including class time, laboratories, 
review sessions, individual instruction, or similar activities) in the College. Such devices must be 
silenced or turned off and should not be taken out during course meetings. Electronic audio or video 
recording of the classroom environment is prohibited unless permission is given by the instructor 
prior to recording. 
 

2. Laptops, tablets, wireless computers, or similar electronic devices may be used for note‐taking or 
specified course activities (e.g., electronic surveys, electronic course evaluations) with the 
instructor’s permission. Students using these devices for note‐taking must turn off the wireless 
function and close all applications/windows other than the appropriate document or application 
unless the instructor specifically permits otherwise. Students must avoid non-course‐related 
activities such as checking email or social networking sites, web surfing, or playing games because 
these diminish their—and their classmates'—engagement with instructional activities.  
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3. Because of the increasing prevalence of electronic textbooks, students may, with the instructor’s 
permission, use electronic readers or other electronic devices in place of standard (print) textbooks. 
These and similar electronic devices should not be used during instructional time for activities not 
directly related to the course.  

 
4. Unauthorized use of electronic communication or wireless devices during quizzes, examinations, or 

other graded activities may warrant disciplinary action under the terms of the Code of Student 
Conduct. In certain circumstances (exams, laboratories, presentations, etc.), students may be 
temporarily required to deposit cell phones, laptops, or other electronic devices with the instructor 
or lab supervisor for the duration of the specific class or activity. 

 
5. A course instructor, administrator, or facility manager may prohibit activities that violate laws 

and/or University policies, such as those related to intellectual property rights or copyright, 
eavesdropping, or sexual harassment. (Examples of such activities might include using a camera 
phone to videotape performances or taking inappropriate photos without the subject’s knowledge 
and permission.)  

 
6. Students who require access to hand‐held or wireless technology as assistive measures for 

documented disabilities may use them according to stipulations in the student’s Professor 
Notification Form.  

 
7. Where personal emergency, family care responsibilities or employment situations require access to 

electronic communication devices, arrangements must be made in advance with the instructor. The 
instructor will decide if such access is appropriate; students may appeal these decisions to the Dean 
or the Dean’s designated representative.  

 
8. Because hand‐held communication devices are an integral part of the University’s emergency 

notification system, the instructor’s or a designated student’s hand‐held device should be activated 
during scheduled course times. In an emergency situation or if a security alert sounds or is sent by 
the Alertus system, the instructor or his/her designee will consult their devices to determine if an 
emergency exists and may then give students permission to consult their own devices. Once the 
alert is over, students’ devices should be immediately silenced and put away.  

 
9. Other exceptions to this policy may be granted at the discretion of the instructor.  
 
Sanctions  
Sanctions for violation of this policy will be determined by the instructor and may include dismissal from 
the class, attendance penalties or loss of class participation points, zero grades on quizzes or 
examinations, failure in the class, or other penalties that the instructor determines to be appropriate. 
These sanctions should be explicitly stated on the instructor’s syllabus.  
 
Providing Notice to Students  
Instructors should anticipate that issues with wireless communications and electronic devices may arise 
and publish any policies and restrictions in their course syllabi. Otherwise, a statement such as “The 
College of Arts and Sciences’ Policy for the Appropriate Use of Hand‐held and Wireless Technologies is in 
effect for this class” with a link to the text of the policy should appear on syllabi for all courses in the 
College. If the instructor plans to use sanctions for disruptions, s/he should publish details about the 
sanctions in the course syllabus.  
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Changes  
Due to the dynamic nature of technology, any changes or additions to this policy will be published on 
the College of Arts & Sciences’ web site. 
 
Rationale  
We are aware that we live in a wired world and that students taking courses in the College are part of a 
highly technological society. As educators, we also know that focused attention is needed for effective 
learning and that we have a responsibility to provide an environment where such learning can take 
place. We know, too, that with easy access to information comes the temptation to use that information 
inappropriately. Therefore, we have surveyed the existing research on hand‐held and wireless 
technologies in the classroom, reviewed other institutions’ policies, and based our recommendations on 
the best available practices and information. That research is summarized below, followed by a selected 
bibliography of studies supporting our policies.  

One purpose for the proposed policy is to maximize student engagement in the classroom. Research 
demonstrates that the use of hand‐held technology is distracting, leads to attention lapses, and slows 
reaction time. In addition, the user undergoes physiological changes, including increased heart rate and 
decreased respiration. These consequences are likely to interfere with a student’s ability to pay 
attention to, participate in, and record information presented in the classroom. As a secondary concern, 
technology users underestimate or deny the impact that technology use has on their bodies and 
performance. Thus, students may not be aware of the detrimental impact of inappropriate technology 
use in the classroom.  

Students may also resist policies restricting hand‐held technology use in the classroom because of 
psychological attachment to such technology. For many individuals, electronic communication is a 
primary way to maintain social ties, with text‐messaging being the mode of choice. Young adults prefer 
and greatly rely on electronic communication. Research also indicates that students perceive their cell 
phones as a means of self‐expression. Restricting access to hand‐held technology in the classroom may 
lead students to feel a loss of control and/or anxiety.  

Despite these obstacles, both students and faculty acknowledge a need for hand‐held technology 
policies in the classroom and students have expressed a desire for faculty to enforce such policies 
consistently. Recent research on students and faculty found that both groups are concerned by ringing 
phones and support restricted use of technology in college classrooms. Research on this technology‐
savvy generation suggests that the younger the students, the more tolerant they are of cell phone use in 
the classroom. Thus, our youngest students may benefit from a more detailed explanation of and 
rationale for classroom policies than their older peers. Visible reminders, such as signs reminding 
students of the policy, should also be displayed in classrooms in the College to help reinforce awareness 
of the policy.  

Institutional Policy Models  

Few institutions have yet instituted a policy such as the one we are proposing; many institutions seem to 
handle these situations under existing classroom disruption policies, but the Winthrop Code of Student 
Conduct currently does not contain specific language that applies to these situations. A list of existing 
policies that we used as starting points for our policy is appended at the end of this report. The 
proposed policy has also been reviewed by Chief Frank Zebedis of Campus Police to ensure that it is 
consonant with Winthrop security practices.  
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Supporting Research  

Cell Phones & Attention  
. Reaction time to surrounding events decreased while talking on a hand‐held or hands‐free 
phone. People did nothing to counteract their slower reaction times, suggesting that they were unaware 
that talking on the phone was impairing their performances (Caird, Willness, Steel, & Scialfa, 2008).  
. People were not aware of how distracted they were while talking on the phone. In fact, 
sometimes, the more distracted people were, the less distracted they believed they were (Horrey, 
Lesch, & Garabet, 2008).  
. Cell phone conversations were more distracting than in‐person conversations, because people 
talking face‐to‐face accommodated for and discussed their context. Cell phone conversations did not 
share the same situational awareness (Drews, Pasupathi, & Strayer, 2008).  
. Cell phone conversations were more distracting than conversations with a passenger or over a 
loudspeaker. The theory is that information presented in the listener’s personal space (i.e., phone on 
the ear) competed with other external stimuli for attention and was thus highly distracting (Ferlazzo, 
Fagioli, Di Nocera, & Sdoia, 2008).  
. Talking on the cell phone while driving was associated with attention lapses (Beede & Kass, 
2006).  
 
Physiological and Psychological Variables  
. College students experienced physiological changes while text‐messaging, including increased 
heart rate and arousal and decreased breathing. Most students were unaware of these changes (Lin & 
Peper, 2009).  
. Neurotic students had stronger ties to their mobile phones than other students. Extroverted and 
neurotic students spent more time text messaging than talking on the phone (Ehrenberg, Juckes, White 
& Walsh, 2008).  
. College students perceived the style of their cell phones as a form of self‐expression (Katz & 
Sugiyama, 2006).  
 
Social Interaction  
. The most popular form of electronic communication is text messaging; it serves the purpose of 
maintaining social networks for students (Harley, Winn, Pemberton, & Wilcox, 2007).  
. College students communicate using technology an average of 5.5 hours per day, half of the 
time spent in written and half spent in verbal communication (Diamanduros, Jenkins & Downs, 2007).  
. Young adults prefer electronic to personal communication because it allows them more control 
over the interaction (Madell, & Muncer, 2007).  
 
Classroom‐Relevant Research  
. The students most likely to engage in uncivil behavior in the classroom (e.g., cell phone use, 
leaving class early) had a consumer orientation, narcissistic tendencies, and a belief that such behaviors 
are appropriate. Men and students with no plans to attend graduate school were more likely to behave 
in an uncivil manner (Nordstrom, Bartels, & Bucy, 2009).  
. Multitasking decreases efficiency, learning, and retention (Abate, 2008).  
. Faculty and students perceived a ringing phone to be distracting in a college classroom. Younger 
participants were most tolerant of mobile phones in the college classroom (Campbell, 2006).  
. Early research on mobile phone use revealed that adults consider the college classroom to be 
one of the least appropriate places for mobile cell phone use (Campbell & Russo, 2003; Wei & Leung, 
1999).   
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Academic Integrity  
. Research indicated that students use hand‐held technology in the classroom to play video 
games, communicate, and cheat (Gilroy, 2004; Katz, 2005).  
. Research indicated that as many as one third of all teens have used cell phones to cheat in 
classes. This cheating includes storing information in the phone to be retrieved during the examination 
or texting others to get answers. (Miners, 2009).  
. Two thirds of teens reported seeing other students use cell phones or other wireless devices to 
cheat on assignments and tests. (Common Sense Media, 2009).  
. As many as half of teens admitted to using the Internet to cheat on assignments and tests. 
(Read, 2004).  
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Appendix 6 

Resolution in response to the proposed General Education changes 
Whereas, the Dean’s Council of the College of Arts & Sciences embraces the goals behind the revision of the 
general education program and the seven guiding principles that preserve the integrity of the program, especially 
with respect to:  

 Becoming transfer friendly; 

 Increasing flexibility to enable students to change majors; 

 Reducing Bachelor’s degree programs to 120 hours;  

 Supporting retention and degree attainment efforts; and 

 Encouraging students to think critically when choosing courses.  

Whereas, the Dean’s Council of the College of Arts & Sciences has the following reservations about the process 
and the outcome:  

 The committee did not include representatives from physical activity or the natural sciences;  

 The committee did not include a broad range of representatives from the humanities, visual and 

performing arts, and social sciences;  

 The committee did not consider possible changes to the Core (ACAD 101, WRIT 101, HMXP 102, and 

CRTW 201), consistent with the principles above;  

 The committee examined categories of courses and number of hours without examining the definitions of 

such categories or designators they may include (For example, can social science methods courses count 

in the quantitative category?); and 

 The committee presented the proposal to Faculty Conference on March 7, 2014 with the expectation that 

the Faculty Conference would vote on April 25, 2014, offering departments and colleges little time to fully 

identify the proposal’s possible impact on their degree programs and general education delivery. 

Therefore be it resolved,  
The Dean’s Council of the College of Arts and Sciences, with the support of the College of Arts and Sciences 
Faculty Assembly, moves to postpone the Faculty Conference vote on the proposed general education changes 
until the 2014-2015 academic year.  
Be it further resolved that the following activities will take place in the interim:  

 Winthrop University’s administration will appoint faculty representatives to the ad-hoc general education 

task force (i.e. the committee) from the disciplines of physical activity (i.e. PESH) and the natural sciences, 

and additional representatives from the humanities, visual and performing arts, and social sciences. The 

latter will be drawn from disciplines not already represented on the committee;  

 Winthrop University’s administration will appoint student representatives to include a transfer student, a 

current undergraduate student who started at Winthrop as a first-semester freshman, and a graduate 

student with a Bachelor’s degree from Winthrop;  

 This committee will consider possible changes to the Core as part of its general education proposal as well 

as policies and practices associated with accepting transfer credit for these courses, consistent with the 

principles above;  

 The committee will provide clear guidance regarding whether the proposed changes to the general 

education program also include changes to the definition of the courses that are included in each category;  

 Departments and colleges will examine the implications of this proposal and provide feedback to the 

committee; and 

 The committee will report to Faculty Conference its recommendations with respect to the Core, 

transferability of courses into the Core, the definitional questions, and any possible revisions to the 

proposal, before asking Faculty Conference to vote on its recommendations. This report will occur no 

earlier than the second Faculty Conference meeting of the 2014-2015 academic year.  


