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Since the 1990s, academic integrity has become a central preoccupation for all
stakeholders in education. What may have seemed like a relatively easy topic to
address has, in fact, turned out to be a very complex, interdisciplinary field of
research requiring contributions from linguists, psychologists, social scientists,
anthropologists, teaching and learning specialists, mathematicians, accountants,
medical doctors, lawyers, and philosophers, to name just a few. Despite or perhaps
because of this broad interest and input, until now there has been no single
authoritative reference work which brings together the vast, growing, interdisci-
plinary, and at times contradictory body of literature.

The Handbook of Academic Integrity brings together diverse views from around
the world and provides a comprehensive overview, beginning with different defi-
nitions of academic integrity through how to create the ethical academy. The
Handbook also engages with some of the vigorous debates in the field such as the
context and causes of academic integrity breaches and how best to respond to those
breaches. For established researchers/practitioners and those new to the field, the
Handbook provides both a one-stop shop and a launching pad for new explorations
and discussions.

The Handbook of Academic Integrity is divided into 10 sections based on key
discussions/themes in the field, introduced by Section Editors who are internation-
ally recognized researchers and writers on academic integrity. Double-blind peer
review of every chapter has added to the rigor of the Handbook as the definitive
work on this subject.

The Handbook is available as a print edition and as a fully searchable online
version.

January 2016 Tracey Bretag
Adelaide, South Australia
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All chapters in The Handbook of Academic Integrity have undergone ‘“double-
blind” peer review. That is, every chapter was independently evaluated by two
reviewers who did not know the identity of the author. In sections where the
Section Editor was also a contributor, the chapter was sent to another
Section Editor who maintained the confidentiality of the peer review process.
Chapters were assessed against the following criteria:

¢ Adequate coverage of issue, appropriately situated in the broader academic
integrity literature

¢ Critical and/or analytic insight

¢ Coherence, readability, and accessibility
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Abstract

In the first section of the Handbook of Academic Integrity it is appropriate and
necessary to begin by defining the term ‘academic integrity’. This is such a
multifarious topic that authors around the globe report differing historical
developments which have led to a variety of interpretations of academic integ-
rity as a concept, and a broad range of approaches to promulgating it in their own
environments.

There can be no debate that academic integrity is fundamental to teaching, learning,
research, and the advance of knowledge. In fact, it is critical to every aspect of the
educational process. If there was ever any doubt, it is the hope of all the contributors
to this book that those doubts will be quashed once and for all.

In the first section of the Handbook of Academic Integrity, it is appropriate and
necessary to begin by defining the term “academic integrity.” Any undergraduate
student will know that a quick Wikipedia search or a flick through a modern
dictionary will provide a sensible and useful working definition for just about any
major concept. Who could imagine that in attempting to define and understand the
meaning of academic integrity, it would be necessary to seek the input of 17 authors
representing 39 different countries? Academic integrity is such a multifarious topic
that authors around the globe report differing historical developments which have
led to a variety of interpretations of it as a concept and a broad range of approaches
to promulgating it in their own environments.

The Handbook opens with a chapter by Teresa (Teddi) Fishman (» Chap. 2,
“Academic Integrity as an Educational Concept, Concern, and Movement in US
Institutions of Higher Learning”) and provides a broad overview of the genesis of
academic integrity as an educational concept in the USA. Fishman compares the
history of higher education in the USA to other countries, demonstrating that a
range of unique factors have contributed to the widespread focus in the USA today
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on the high incidence of student cheating. As Fishman explains, higher education in
the USA is “a relatively young system of higher education modeled on much older
medieval universities, predicated on the integration of higher learning and specif-
ically Judeo-Christian ethics and morality, in a cultural setting in which access to
higher education to members of varying social classes was valued more highly than
uniformly thorough preparation, characterized by academic environments that put
instructors in the dual roles of educator and disciplinarian, with virtually no
mandated uniformity amongst or sometimes even within institutions.”

Tracey Bretag shares the recent history of what is known as the “educational
integrity” movement in Australia. Struggling under the weight of an underfunded
and increasingly internationalized higher education sector, the educational integrity
movement benefitted from a decade of research on student cheating in the USA, as
well as teaching and learning practices developed in the UK. The resultant approach
has been characterized by an understanding that academic integrity is a multifac-
eted and multi-stakeholder issue, premised on actions underpinned by values, and
something which goes well beyond sensationalized scandals of student cheating,
plagiarism, and essay mills.

Jon Scott and Jane Thomas discuss academic integrity as an “increasing preoc-
cupation” in the internationalized, diverse, and complex UK higher education
sector. This preoccupation initially led to an almost universal acceptance across
the sector of the text-matching software Turnitin to assist in the detection and
punishment of “unfair practice.” This punitive approach has since evolved to
include more proactive and preventive teaching and learning practices focused on
the promotion of academic integrity. Scott and Thomas use their chapter to dem-
onstrate how to embed academic integrity in authentic assessment and “design out”
opportunities for potential compromise.

As the project leader of the Impact of Policies for Plagiarism in Higher
Education Across Europe project (IPPHEAE 2010-2013), Irene Glendinning is
in an inimitable position to provide a summary of the key academic integrity
issues facing the 27 member states of the European Union (EU). Glendinning
presents evidence about how academic integrity is perceived and managed at the
tertiary level across the diverse countries of the EU, with a focus on undergraduate
and master’s level students. The project found that some EU countries, particu-
larly the UK, Sweden, Austria, the Republic of Ireland, and Slovakia, had made
important progress at both institutional and national levels to address issues of
academic integrity. However, the project found that much more is needed to be
done in nearly every country to strengthen integrity policies that encourage
scholarly practices while consistently and appropriately responding to breaches
when they occur.

Distinctive perspectives from five Asian countries are provided, including Indo-
nesia (Ide Bagus Siaputra), Malaysia (Joyce Cheah Kim Sim), India (Sachidananda
Mohanty), China (Chen Shuangye and Bruce Macfarlane), and Japan (Gregory
Wheeler). While not intending to be exhaustive, and in no way purporting to
represent “Asia” in a unitary sense, the chapter aims to give some insight into the
diversity of experience in this large region. It is evident from all five contributions
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that while academic integrity is a relatively new field of enquiry in these various
countries, the topic has gained increasing attention in recent years. Scholars and
practitioners now have the opportunity to extend and adapt the lessons from the
existing research to their own specific contexts.

Middle Eastern perspectives of academic integrity are covered by contributions
on the Gulf Region from Gina Cinali and on Egypt by Mohamed Agib Abou-Zeid.
While providing a frank discussion of the sociocultural context and its impact on
academic integrity, Cinali simultaneously calls for “sensitivity and appreciation for
cultural diversity of those educators and administrators who venture into class-
rooms and boardrooms influenced by cultural values and mores different from the
presumed, accepted ‘Eurocentric/Western’ norms.” In detailing the historical ante-
cedents of higher education in Egypt, Abou-Zeid makes the case that academic
integrity breaches occur more often there than in Western nations and concludes
that the root causes of the violations are the “inadequate quality of education and
the lack of coordination between the various stakeholders.”

Stella-Maris Orim provides an informative outline of the way that academic
integrity is perceived and managed in the Nigerian educational system. She dem-
onstrates that to date, research and interest have focused on students’ examination
malpractice, rather than the range of other academic integrity breaches by both staff
and students. Orim argues that numerous factors create challenges for achieving
academic integrity in Nigeria, including the education system, pedagogy, sociocul-
tural environment, economic environment, infrastructure, technology, institutional
policies, and management systems.

In the last chapter in this section, Mauricio Garcia Villegas, Nathalia Franco
Pérez, and Alejandro Cortés Arbeldez (» Chap. 14, “Perspectives on Academic
Integrity in Colombia and Latin America”) explain why academic integrity is
becoming an important issue in Colombia’s national context and in Latin America’s
regional context. The authors refer to recent studies on the topic and describe some
of the government and nongovernmental initiatives that have been implemented to
promote academic integrity. In company with other contributors to this section,
Villegas et al. share some of the sociocultural and political factors which have
contributed to the region’s academic integrity concerns, notably referring to social
acceptance of rule-breaking, social stratification, a weak civic culture, the influence
of drug trafficking on the country’s social and institutional life, and an education
system in crisis.

At first glance, “academic integrity” appears to be a relatively easy topic to
address. However, it is a very complex, interdisciplinary field of research requiring
input from educational stakeholders from around the globe. This section has
situated the Handbook of Academic Integrity in the international arena. While
providing a broad brush view of the topic from the perspective of a range of
scholars from numerous countries, the section has aimed to provide an insight
into the issues of common interest as well as the factors unique to particular cultures
and contexts. Contributors to other sections of the Handbook will further demon-
strate the complexity and worldwide relevance of academic integrity in its many
and varied forms.
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Abstract

This chapter examines the trajectory of the academic integrity movement in the
USA, beginning with the early conceptions of academic integrity, based on
British higher education models in which ethical and moral lessons were explic-
itly addressed via specific, denominational religious teachings and compulsory
practices that informed the earliest US institutions, and then tracing the devel-
opment of the uniquely American approaches. Key factors in this development
were the increasingly diverse demographics of students as well as the influence
of education reformers who pressed for expanding access to higher education,
which led to many students arriving at university with an incomplete under-
standing of the ethical expectations they would face. Additionally, American
ideals that place emphasis on individual responsibility and control have led to
practices such as honor codes and pledges. The discourse, framing, and descrip-
tive metaphors of academic integrity as moral, legal, and medical issues as well
as the shortcomings inherent in these frameworks are noted. Present-day aca-
demic integrity controversies are discussed, especially the extent to which
academic integrity is exclusively or primarily a matter of individual choice or
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might instead be better addressed in terms of cultural expectations or systemic
issues. A short history of the role of the International Center for Academic
Integrity established in 1992 in response to concerns about student cheating is
included. The chapter concludes by suggesting that a narrow focus on student
cheating is insufficient and that what is needed, instead, is a much broader
approach to the development of integrity not only for students but for educators,
researchers, educational practices, institutions, and cultures.

The American Context

The idea that character and intellect should be developed in tandem appears to be as
old as education itself, as evidenced in proverbs that played a role in the education
of scribes in ancient Sumeria (Veldhuis 2000, p. 383). In cultures as diverse as
ancient China and Greece, wisdom, compassion, and courage were regarded to be
universal moral qualities and central to education. So it is no surprise that what is
now called “academic integrity,” loosely defined as acting in accordance with
values and principles consistent with ethical teaching, learning, and scholarship,
is a concept and a concern in academic communities in the USA. What may surprise
some, however, are the unique characteristics of this subject in the American
context that differ considerably from the British and European models upon
which they were based.

Like the English schools, upon which they were most directly modeled, eight of
the nine earliest universities in the USA were founded largely for the purpose of
educating aspiring ministers (Brubacher 2004, p. 6). The overlap of religious
morality and higher education went beyond the fact that most instructors were
clergy educating future ministers. Religion permeated activities on a day-to-day
basis. Not only was attendance at daily prayer service compulsory, but in the early
days, US universities were the site of periodic “revivals” at which students’ souls
would be “saved” or “rescued” (Brubacher 2004, p. 42). As evidenced by the Yale
Report of 1828, the assumption that one of the main purposes of education was as a
means to further students’ moral development was so deeply entrenched that
arguments about curricula were premised upon the necessity of choosing subjects
that would contribute to the formation of “proper values” (Drayer 1970, p. 149).
There was very little questioning of the practice of grounding character develop-
ment in the religious principles of specific denominations as this was the standard
practice among the most prestigious universities in the world. In the USA, as new
waves of immigrants of differing denominations and faiths arrived, settled, and
sought education, the complexities of educating a more heterogeneous student
cohort placed unique demands upon the system.

It soon became clear that in order to attract students, American universities
would need to be more flexible than their counterparts in England and Europe
regarding religious segregation or exclusivity. Governing boards of American
universities increasingly included members from more diverse backgrounds and
faiths, shifting the basis for moral education from monolithic branches or
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denominations of a particular religion to a more general Judeo-Christian (primarily
Catholic and Protestant) ethic, with room for diversity of belief — though only
within prescribed boundaries. Practicing Judaism, for instance, might not prevent a
student from attending university, but identifying as an atheist could still be
grounds for dismissal (Brubacher 2004). While the shift away from unified religion
changed the degree to which religious instruction and texts were relied upon for
moral and ethical development, the influence of their religious origins did not
entirely disappear. Even as colleges and universities became increasingly secular
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, evidence of the initial fusion of religion,
morality, and education has remained as a testament to their evangelistic origins
(Brubacher 2004, p. 42).

One vestige of religious influence still in evidence today is the honor codes by
which many American students pledge not to “lie, cheat, steal, nor tolerate those
who do.” Today’s codes may trace back to “societies of inquiry” that required
members pledge to refrain from unsavory habits like drinking, smoking, and
gambling, so as to “suppress all vice and immorality” and to live according to
Biblical principles (Brubacher 2004, p. 44). While today’s codes focus largely on
prohibited activities such as cheating, plagiarism, and research misconduct, the
usage of such pledges to encourage students to recognize and reject behaviors
considered immoral by the academic community is very much the same.

The profound and lasting influence of the origins of higher education as religious
institutions in the USA often becomes especially evident during debates regarding
the appropriateness, desirability, or necessity of attempting to inculcate values as an
embedded mission of higher education. When the Hazen Foundation commissioned
a series of studies in the 1950s, for instance, and found that significant percentages
of American university students were cheating on a regular basis regardless of their
subject area, they concluded that a university education might not have the positive
effect on the development of ethical decision-making it had been assumed to have
had (Jacob 1957). The findings of the study called into question the very mission of
universities (Penister 1958) as institutions that fostered the development of charac-
ter as well as intellect. Reviewers nervously posed the question, if college students
were not sufficiently influenced by Christian doctrine, what might be found to fill
that void and assure proper moral development (Boffey 1957)? While there is
consensus about the desirability of ethical and intellectual growth happening in
tandem (Drake 1941), there is no universally agreed-upon answer to that question.

Many education theorists in the USA do concur, however, that whether it occurs
actively or passively, whenever information or even a practice such as writing is
being taught, ethical lessons are inextricably communicated at the same time. As
articulated by James Berlin, “it is impossible to deny that in teaching students about
the way they ought to use language we are teaching them something about how to
conduct their lives” (Berlin 1984). That belief, that the very act of teaching has
moral and ethical dimensions, helps support the argument that it is appropriate to
focus on moral and ethical development, even in general subject classes such as
composition, to help students understand that the skills and information they use in
college have moral and ethical dimensions.
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While the earliest colleges and universities in the USA were built on the same
models and principles of their British and European forebears, it is not surprising
given the vast differences in setting, environment, and constituencies, that prac-
tices, standards, and norms, including those having to do with academic integrity,
soon began to diverge. Even when compared to other English-speaking Western
countries, the specific context in which the US system developed has resulted in
dissimilarities that affect the way that academic integrity is understood and
operationalized.

Early iterations of colleges and universities in the USA were initially modeled
closely on the British and European traditions with which the colonists were
familiar (Drayer 1970, p. 27). However, there was tension between the stated ideals
of American society — such as equality, opportunity, and liberty — and the exclu-
sivity that characterized higher education in most other parts of the world. Educa-
tional reformers in the USA rejected the notion that higher education was a
privilege reserved for the upper classes. Instead, a growing number believed that
access to education was a right. It was a mechanism by which industrious students
of the middle and even servant classes could make their way to access a better life
(Brubacher 2004, p. 39). Policies and practices seen as conserving the power of the
ruling classes were identified and rejected in order to democratize education and
make it more widely available (Berlin 1984). Increasing access to education was a
goal in the USA early on, and it has remained so, with rates of college attendance
(among those eligible to attend) soaring from under 2 % in the late 1800s (Drayer
1970, p. 154) to today’s rate of roughly 66 % (TED: The Economics Daily 2014).

Expanding higher education opportunities to students from a wider range of
backgrounds meant that US educators could not do assume that students entering
college had shared experiences and educational preparation. In the UK and Europe,
admission practices virtually guaranteed that entering students would have had
access to personalized preparation for university (Drayer 1970). Student cohorts in
the USA, in contrast, were more diverse than many of their peer institutions in terms
of economic and social class, cultural background, and educational preparedness.

One consequence of such heterogeneity was that information that might rightly
have been assumed common knowledge among more homogeneous groups of
students — things like writing for academic purposes — became core elements of
American college curricula (Berlin 1984). It was not just in terms of subject matter,
however, that American students varied in terms of readiness for matriculation. The
same was true in terms of their familiarity with academic norms and standards.
Differences in English language competence, educational attainment of students’
parents, and preparedness for college made it necessary to articulate standards and
expectations to students who might otherwise have had only nebulous ideas of what
would be expected of them.

Throughout successive waves of educational reform, access to higher education
has remained one of the primary concerns of educational policy-makers and
activists alike. At the same time, what to do about students whom educators view
as under- or poorly prepared has remained a challenge (Arum and Roksa 2011,
p. 34). One facet of this challenge has been meeting the needs both of students who
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arrive without a clear expectation of what is expected of them in terms of integrity
and the needs of institutions whose reputations, relevance, and very survival depend
on maintaining high ethical standards with respect to teaching, credentials, and
scholarship.

Another aspect of increased access to higher education is the effect it had on the
aims and purposes of higher education itself. When only 2 % of those eligible could
attend college, particularly in the preindustrial age, a focus on self-discovery was a
privilege of the elite few. When higher education became more mainstream for
students who would later join the workforce in agriculture, engineering, medicine,
etc., curricula became more focused on career goals, and the motivation to attend
college became more closely related to future earning potential. Attending college
or university for instrumental purposes — future employability or earning potential —
rather than to pursue knowledge or intellectual growth also has significant impli-
cations with respect to academic integrity.

Another factor related to academic integrity in American colleges and universi-
ties is the unusual degree of autonomy with which individual institutions, especially
private institutions and the faculty within them, operate. The vastness of the
territory contributed to the US colleges and universities having developed widely
varied institutional practices and policies (Brubacher 2004, p. 4). Institutions’ right
to maintain a high degree of self-governance and autonomy dates back to 1819, at
which time the US Supreme Court found that the government of New Hampshire
lacked the legal right to exert managerial authority over a university over the
objections of its trustees (Key Supreme Court Cases: Dartmouth College
v. Woodward (17 US 518 1819) 2014).

Whereas higher education has been standardized and overseen via governmental
policies and administrators to greater or lesser degrees in many places, autonomy
from state or national governance is built into the US system. The responsibility for
evaluating and certifying universities and their programs falls instead to private
accrediting agencies who are charged with assuring the quality and integrity of
academic programs according to the principle that “Higher education institutions
have primary responsibility for academic quality; colleges and universities are the
leaders and the key sources of authority in academic matters” (Eaton 2014). Unlike
many of their counterparts who answer to a Ministry of Education or other gov-
ernmental body, the most significant entities to which US colleges and universities
are accountable are their accrediting agencies. Funding for accreditation is provided
by the universities themselves, who elect to be evaluated and certified by various
accrediting bodies. Membership in the accrediting organizations is voluntary,
although in practical terms, because scholarships and funding from state and federal
sources are nearly always contingent upon accreditation, there are very strong
financial incentives to become members (El-Kawas 1998, p. 45).

In addition to the administrative autonomy of universities, efforts by faculty to
determine academic matters, including those related to student conduct and aca-
demic misbehavior, without interference from government date back to the
mid-nineteenth century (Brubacher 2004, p. 35). The high degree to which stan-
dards for and approaches to integrity vary among US higher learning institutions is
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a subset of the high degree of variation in general among academic standards and
practices in this environment. Higher education has largely successfully resisted
external pressures to standardize practices, and market-driven forces have been
embraced in order to attract students (Trow 1996). While discussions of academic
integrity in the USA often focus primarily upon students’ behavior, institutional and
societal factors are increasingly recognized as having significant potential to affect
academic cultures with respect to integrity. As such, both autonomy and practices
of accountability are factors worthy of consideration.

As with most complex systems that develop over time, even when elements are
no longer actively part of the system, their influence often persists, sometimes with
confounding results. As a relatively new system based upon far older predecessors,
the US higher education system has evolved as predominately secular, yet many
artifacts and attitudes that reflect religious principles remain. As access to higher
education increased, curricular changes were undertaken to remediate underpre-
pared students academically. However, deficits with respect to ethical expectations
too often go unaddressed or are addressed punitively. Institutions entrusted with the
credentialing of their students are themselves credentialed not by government
agencies but by accreditors that they choose and pay themselves. And while access
to higher education increased, the goals of those admitted shifted toward career
rather than intellectual development. All of these factors have shaped the discourse
and practices of academic integrity in US higher education.

Dominant and Alternative Discursive and Conceptual
Frameworks

Long before academic integrity became a focus for systematic study (as in the
Hazen Foundation work, referenced above), scholars in the USA were already
engaged in battles not only over standards for integrity in academic work but also
as to how academic integrity issues should be conceptualized and described.
Paradoxically, while goals related to integrity might be framed aspirationally as
acting in accordance with a moral framework, in practice, the focus has often been
on negative rather than positive behaviors. In one of the earliest extant records of
scholarly debate on a subject related to academic integrity practices in the USA, the
American Historical Association adopted its own definition of plagiarism in 1884
following a dispute between two academicians. Identifying plagiarism as a collec-
tive concern among scholars of history, they defined plagiarism as the use of
someone else’s “concepts, theories, rhetorical strategies, and interpretations” as
well as word-for-word copying. Additionally, they specified that plagiarism should
be considered a professional or ethical rather than legal breach, drawing a distinc-
tion between academic misconduct and transgressions of a legal (copyright) nature
(Grossberg 2011) that remains in place today. This early effort to define and
prohibit plagiarism also set another foundational precedent for academic integrity
discourse in the USA by focusing attention on prohibited behavior (in this case,
plagiarism) rather than desired behaviors (original work). This tendency to focus on
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the negative is increasingly being criticized by some experts on academic integrity;
however, the tendency to target prohibited behaviors rather than promote desirable
ones is widespread in higher education policies and practices. To date, it endures
(Howard 1993).

Another notable feature of academic integrity discourse in the USA is the
tendency to frame transgressions of rules, standards, and norms in terms that
connote moral weakness, willful misconduct, duplicity, or wrongdoing. This fram-
ing of cheating, and especially plagiarism, as an issue of morality rather than
education can be observed throughout the history of such discussions, in articles
published in a wide array of journals across various grade levels and (academic)
disciplines in publications as diverse as Social Problems, The High School Journal,
Improving College and University Teaching, and American Scholar. As suggested
by their titles, “Academic Integrity and Social Structure: A Study of Cheating
Among College Students,” “Who Is Kidding Whom,” “The Student Cheater,”
and “The Academic Ethos” (respectively), the articles discuss academic integrity
in terms of individual character, morality, social order, principles, and virtue, going
so far in some cases as to characterize cheating as “deviant behavior.” This
framework and vocabulary is particularly prevalent in early discourse, which
helps explain the extent to which early academic integrity efforts focused nearly
exclusively on issues related to rooting out cheating, plagiarism, collusion, and
other undesirable behaviors.

While there is an increasing trend for scholars to argue that moral and ethical
frameworks are of limited use and should be abandoned in favor of pedagogical
frameworks (Blum 2008; Howard 2010) or literary ones (Valentine 2006), the
tendency is persistent. Even students often explain their own academic integrity
breaches in terms of lack of familiarity or knowledge (i.e., “I didn’t know I was
supposed to do a works cited page”) while framing their responses in moral terms
such as fairness, respect, and responsibility when asked to explain more generally
why citation matters (Kroll 1988). Simply using the rhetoric of morality does not in
and of itself dictate that responses to academic integrity breaches must be punitive.
Responses to acts framed as misconduct or wrongdoing can range from the con-
structive — helping to educate or develop the individual — to the punitive or a
combination of both. It is nevertheless true, however, that whereas an appropriate
remedy for a mistake or lack of knowledge in academic settings is nearly always
instructive, an appropriate response to wrongdoing or willful misconduct might
reasonably be punishment; thus, the conception of academic integrity transgres-
sions as moral failings continues to significantly affect the way such issues are
handled (East 2010).

Another notable framework for academic integrity discourse in the USA is that
of illegal or criminal behavior. Articles and presentations on the subject of plagia-
rism, for instance, frequently include a reference to the origin of the term in the
Latin word, plagiare, used by the Romans to describe kidnapping, especially
kidnapping for the purpose of making the victim a slave. It was appropriated by
the Roman poet, Martial, who uses the term to describe his works, which he had
set loose into the world, only to have them enslaved by rival poet, Fidentinus
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(Biagioli 2014). Other definitions and metaphors for plagiarism that signal
lawlessness include the related ideas, literary theft, stealing, purloining, and even
thievery in the sight of God (Bluedorn 1997) as well as other crimes including rape
(Mallon 1989).

Whereas the moral framework for understanding academic integrity transgres-
sions focuses attention nearly exclusively on the behavior and choices of the
individual and his or her shortcomings, the legalistic framework turns those short-
comings into a threat, expanding the potential for harm outward, into the scholarly
community where others might be harmed. Predictably, rhetoric of criminality is
more likely to evoke punitive responses, but in addition, when “[e]nacted as policy,
words such as stealing, tracking, and catching fuel the self-fulfilling cycle of
suspicion” (Zwagerman 2008) which undermines and potentially damages class-
room environments and relationships between instructors and their students.

A third frequently invoked conceptual framework for academic integrity
breaches is that of disease. Plagiarism has been variously described as a plague
(Dennis 1948), festering, parasitism (Zwagerman 2008), and a virus (Mallon 1989)
and cheating as a contagion (Rettinger and Kramer2009) that is endemic to educa-
tion (Haines et al. 1986). Like the legalistic rhetoric, the rhetoric of disease implies
that the transgressor is a danger not only to him or herself, but to the community as
well. This framework extends the potential circle of harm even farther, implying
that once begun, academic dishonesty may multiply. When framed as a virus or
plague, cheating becomes something that can get out of control, harming or even
destroying a community irrespective of the intentions of the person or people who
commit the act. The rhetoric of disease prompts responses that have both to do with
eradicating the disease and taking steps to inoculate against it or, failing that, at
least putting up protective barriers to protect those not yet infected.

Discussions lamenting the calamitous threat posed by cheating were not con-
fined solely to education experts and scholars. In addition to being a topic of
concern in disciplines ranging from psychology and sociology to business and
marketing, the general public has frequently been engaged in the discussion as
well. In 1950, The Saturday Evening Post asked readers to put themselves in the
position of an instructor whose students had stolen test papers in order to cheat on
the exam (McKowan 1950). Ten years later, that same periodical ran a feature story
entitled, “American Disgrace: College Cheating.” While once again calling atten-
tion to a failure of morals rather than inadequate understanding, the later article
focused not only on student behavior but also the ethical culpability of instructors
who failed to prevent, detect, or respond to incidents of cheating (Ellison 1960).

A recent attempt to revise the discourse surrounding plagiarism employed a
model borrowed from police handbooks to identify each of the necessary elements
of plagiarism, not to portray it as a legal transgression, but to clarify exactly what
plagiarism is and is not. According to Fishman (2009), plagiarism occurs when
someone uses words, ideas, or work products:

1. Attributable to another identifiable person or source;
2. Without attributing the work to the source from which it was obtained;
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3. In a situation in which there is a legitimate expectation of original authorship;
and
4. In order to obtain some benefit, credit, or gain which need not be monetary.

From the earliest days of academic integrity as a focus for scholarly inquiry in
the USA, competing narratives have made alternative claims about the nature of the
issues, the significance of the threat posed by cheating, and the best ways to
respond. In one of the earliest studies on the subject, published in 1904 under the
oxymoronic title, “Student Honor: A Study in Cheating,” author Earl Barnes made
the case that the reasons students fail to report fellow students for cheating is not so
much that they are morally deficient, but instead have not yet completed their moral
development and therefore are governed by “a sense of honor grounded in sympa-
thy, a sense of personal, unworthiness, love of open fight, and a personal loyalty to
their fellows” rather than a sense of social responsibility. He further suggested that
the remedy is guidance and maturation rather than outrage and punishment (Barnes
1904). A study of cheating among young women in college found that a larger
percentage would cheat when given the opportunity to do so, but concluded that
their education rather than their morals was deficient, saying “[u]ntil we are willing
to provide specific training in honesty in the examination situation beginning in the
primary grades, we will not be justified in expecting honesty amongst students”
(Cheating by College Girls 1927).

Much of the dominant discourse regarding academic integrity in the US context
has been framed by moralistic, legalistic, or disease-based discourse focused
largely on discouraging, preventing, detecting, and addressing undesirable behav-
iors. The dissenting voices have discussed the subject using conceptual lenses and
alternative narratives more congruent with educational values. In the 1970s,
roughly a decade after academic integrity became firmly established as a topic of
scholarly interest (Bertram Gallant 2011), researchers were already raising ques-
tions about the ways in which US systems and traditional methods of education and
assessment might invite plagiarism (Malloch 1976, p. 167).

More recently, scholars have suggested that by using more individualized
assessments — tied to a location or time — teachers might both reduce the incidents
of cheating and improve learning outcomes (Lang 2013). Others have interrogated
the discourse and assumptions that inform our handling of academic integrity
issues, proposing alternative frameworks for interpreting and describing academic
misconduct and suggesting, for instance, that we reconceptualize the concept of
plagiarism itself and reframe it not as theft, but as failure to give proper recognition —
the difference between “passing off and passing on” (Robillard 2009) or to substitute
a less pejorative term like “insufficient citation” rather than plagiarism (Howard
2000). Leading researchers on academic integrity such as Donald McCabe, who
began research focusing on cheating behavior and how to prevent and stop it, are
increasingly concluding that the most effective mechanism for reducing cheating is,
in fact, better education.

A considerable body of evidence suggests that not only can many instances of
supposed academic misconduct be traced to incomplete understandings about
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standards and practices on the part of students (DeVoss and Rosati 2002), but also
that some of the standard ways of addressing academic integrity are at odds with the
values of teaching and learning most educators embrace. In instances in which they
focus on catching and punishing rather than teaching and learning, this approach is
often seen as setting up a false, simplistic, and ultimately unhelpful dichotomy of
good and bad behavior (Howard 1993; Zwagerman 2008). More optimal results
could be obtained by spending the necessary time and effort to understand issues of
academic integrity and dishonesty in their full degree of complexity and addressing
them in educative rather than punitive ways. Oversimplifying academic transgres-
sions as something that only bad students do (McCabe 2001) does little to improve
the situation or reduce the likelihood of cheating. A richer and deeper understand-
ing of academic integrity as a “constellation of skills, taught largely through the
long apprenticeship of higher education” (Blum 2008) is seen by many academic
integrity experts as having greater potential to help students acquire both the
understanding of how to cite and an appreciation for why it should be done.

Sadly, much of the discourse continues to focus on negative behaviors (and
hence prohibiting, catching, and punishing) rather than teaching and learning
(Howard 2010). This is demonstrated by the fact that even among university leaders
and policy-makers, university academic integrity policies continue to be defined in
terms of behaviors that are prohibited such as plagiarism and cheating rather than
by positive terms like authenticity, originality, efficacy, and honesty. By continuing
to focus on academic integrity as if it consisted solely of preventing, identifying,
and dealing with undesirable behaviors, many universities send the message that
eliminating cheating is the goal of academic integrity initiatives rather than ensur-
ing that scholarship, assessment, and research can be relied upon. While integrity is
a worthy goal, failing to understand its relationship to teaching and learning risks
diverting time and attention from more necessary and useful educative activities. It
can also adversely affect learning environments to the point at which “[o]
verzealous and perhaps misguided efforts to stamp out plagiarism and cheating
[become] more destructive than productive” (Zwagerman 2008).

The (International) Center for Academic Integrity

Since becoming a focus of scholarly activity, academic integrity has most often
been looked upon in the USA as being concerned with student activities, percep-
tions, and behavior. It is now recognized that academic integrity is not just about
students. Assessment validity, pedagogical practices, institutional processes, cam-
pus norms, and faculty and administrative staff conduct all contribute to the climate
of integrity on a given campus. Spearheading efforts to address issues of integrity in
their full complexity, the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI) is
another unique feature in the context of academic integrity in the USA. The ICAI
was founded (as the Center for Academic Integrity) in 1992 in response to alarming
research on the subject conducted by Founding President Donald McCabe.
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Research by McCabe built upon the work of Bill Bowers, who had published one
of the first large-scale comprehensive surveys of student cheating in 1964 (McCabe
2001). So as to be able to make valid comparisons between his data and that of
Bowers, McCabe asked similar questions, to determine whether cheating was
increasing, decreasing, or remaining relatively stable. While some areas (most
notably those related to serious cheating on writing assignments) showed only
modest increases, others were considerably more troubling, leading McCabe to
bring together a group of concerned researchers and scholars who were motivated
to address issues of cheating in higher education (ICAI n. d.). The following year
the group held its first annual conference at the University of Maryland, where they
familiarized themselves with the details of McCabe’s research and turned their
attention to finding ways of deterring students from cheating.

Over the following two decades, the focus of the group’s academic integrity
efforts underwent two major shifts. The first was in looking not only at student
behavior but increasingly toward the roles played by instructors, instruction, and
academic practices. The second shift was one suggested by Bowers, decades before.
Bowers had noted that among all the factors associated with increased risk of
cheating, peer behavior was the most influential factor of all (McCabe 2001).
Based on that finding, as well as what McCabe and research partners Linda Trevino
and Keith Butterfield had confirmed in their own surveys, the focus of ICAI
expanded again to look at not just students or students and teachers but to academic
communities and the influence of the norms that communities adopt (McCabe 2001).

One of the earliest questions to be addressed by both Bowers and McCabe had to
do with the efficacy of so-called honor codes. While both researchers found a
positive relationship between honor codes and lower than average rates of cheating,
neither could identify a causative link. In fact, statistical anomalies led McCabe and
Trevino to question the nature of the relationship, because although overall rates of
cheating were lower at schools with honor codes, it was also the case that one
school with no honor code boasted one of the lowest cheating rates while one school
with an honor code was among the highest. Upon further investigation, Trevino and
McCabe discovered that despite lacking an honor code, the school with low
cheating rates had a culture in which integrity was valued in the same way typically
found at honor code schools; whereas in the case of the school with both an honor
code and high rates of cheating, the century-old code was rarely explained or
discussed.

The researchers thus concluded that rather than being intrinsically useful, the
benefit of having an honor code was as a touchstone for discussion, a reminder of
academic principles, or as expression of shared values (McCabe 2001). Additional
factors that correlated positively with the establishment of cultures of integrity
include recognizing integrity as an institutional value, clarifying expectations
regarding integrous behavior, encouraging student ownership of academic integrity
policies and practices, and practicing fairness with regard to assessment and grades
(McCabe and Pavela 2004).

Other promising research findings on effectively promoting academic integrity
include increasing recognition that better education rather than utilization of
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technology is the most effective way to deter cheating and increase integrity
(McCalister and Watkins 2012) and that students are less inclined to cheat when
they are engaged (Hendricks et al. 2011). Another recent development in the field of
academic integrity research in the USA involves mounting evidence that while
most people do not engage in what they perceive as “serious cheating,” many do
cheat in small ways or in situations they consider inconsequential (Laser 2008).
One key determinate of cheating is the extent to which people can transgress while
still maintaining a positive self-image of themselves as essentially honest and good
(Ariely 2014). These and similar findings suggest that the severe, morality-based
frameworks used in traditional honor codes and policies may be missing the mark.
Those engaged in the prohibited behaviors (lying, cheating, stealing) may be able
to rationalize their academic integrity breaches as less serious and thereby
fail to recognize the code as relevant to their academic work. If that is true,
it provides yet another reason to reconsider the discourse used to describe issues
of academic integrity.

On the Horizon

There are several persistent, pressing questions that academic integrity scholars in
the USA find themselves compelled to address in order to move the field forward.
One is the tension between postmodern concepts of authorship as a complex,
necessarily multiple construct and the idea that sources must be definitively iden-
tified and acknowledged. While scholars have noted and explored originality and
plagiarism as relative rather than absolute concepts (Kincaid 1997), it remains
difficult to translate these ideas into practice. It seems clear, however, that the
instructions that educators give — such as directing students to fully document all of
their sources — are at odds with the impossibility of fully documenting all of the
sources from which new knowledge is drawn (Rankin 1994; Spellmeyer 1994).
Finding ways to address, if not resolve, some of the tensions between conflicting
concepts such as homage, originality, mash-ups, aggregation, social authorship, and
artistic quotation are challenges likely to persist for some time.

Another complex question to be addressed is whether academic integrity issues
such as plagiarism are best addressed within an ethical discourse or within the
context of literary or scholarly practice (Valentine 2006). Throughout its history in
the US context, the former has unquestionably held sway, but it does seem prob-
lematic to apply moralistic standards to students who plagiarize, for instance, when
one of the main learning objectives is to become familiar with the conventions of
academic writing (Bowdon 1996). It seems particularly problematic to respond to
students’ breaches of integrity with regard to plagiarism when there is ample
evidence that citation conventions (particularly those relating to the “owning” of
words or ideas) are not at all intuitive to those outside academic systems/commu-
nities (McCleod 1992).
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Perhaps the most significant questions for the future, however, concern the
relationship between academic integrity, the nature and purpose of education, and
the mores of American society — especially those related to efficiency and success.
Society consistently sends messages that success is about earning a lucrative living
and that education is instrumental in achieving that success, and good grades are
essentially “coupons for future success” (Zwagerman 2008). Surely these messages
are at least partially to blame when students see their schoolwork as something to be
completed as efficiently rather than as ethically as possible. If the process of
becoming educated is a mere means to an end rather than having intrinsic value,
why not take shortcuts to speed up the process, particularly in a society that rarely
questions the idea that efficiency is a positive good?

Summary

The study of academic integrity in the USA has expanded from a narrow focus on
identifying and eradicating student cheating to a much broader concern with the
integrity of educational institutions, practices, and cultures. American scholars have
come to realize that the absence of cheating does not equate to the presence of
integrity, and that targeting individual instances of cheating and plagiarism may not
be the best way to achieve educational objectives. Moving forward, it is important
to remember that educational objectives are the primary aim of academic integrity
and that sometimes, academic integrity breaches are less a problem in and of
themselves than a warning that something else is going wrong. Perhaps some of
the discomfort around academic misconduct is due to a recognition that society is
still dependent on teaching methods that better met the needs of twentieth-century
students rather than the students of today. Although the scholarship of teaching and
learning has long advocated interactive, experiential learning rather than memori-
zation and rote learning, in many instances, educators “give too much weight to the
passive adoption of others’ ideas, to the mindless repetition of slogans as if they
were thoughts, to the view that education is merely a means to a degree or a
certificate, not something important for its own sake” (White 1993, p. A44). That
kind of education is not only an invitation to cheat, it is also ineffective.

The increasing concern with academic integrity issues may be a signal that in a
world in which information is easy to access but challenging to sort, distill,
evaluate, test, and apply, approaches to promoting integrity and methodologies
for teaching and learning have not been sufficiently adapted. Eliminating academic
misconduct, even if it were possible, does not guarantee improved learning out-
comes. To refocus attention on learning requires renewed consideration of student
engagement, mastery-centered education, play, and other learner-focused tech-
niques, to teach not only disciplinary subject matter but also the ethical mores of
the academy.
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academic integrity. The chapter highlights international influences and identifies
key themes in educational integrity research in Australia as well as pointing to
future directions.
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Introduction

National interest in academic integrity, specifically breaches of academic integrity
such as plagiarism, can be traced in Australia back to the 1990s and early years of
the new millennium. Massification and commercialization of higher education,
reduced public funding for higher education, increased number of international
students, concerns for academic standards, and constant media scandals about “soft
marking” and dumbing down all contributed to a heightened sense of panic that
there was an educational “epidemic” which needed to be addressed.

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, the proportion of international students to
domestic students in Australia was considered to be the highest in the world
(Crooks 2003), and the issue of how second language learners use and cite sources
in academic writing was a hotly contested topic in linguistics, academic writing,
and TESOL (Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages) circles. Traditional
academic skill books had always provided advice to students on how to use sources
in essays and other assignments. However, as increased numbers of international
students (the large proportion of whom were Chinese) enrolled in disciplines such
as business, academic skills authors began to focus on the apparent difficulties that
this group of students had in citing other people’s work according to Western
academic conventions. This issue was identified as early as 1991 by Ballard and
Clanchy (1991). The perceived wisdom during this period was that Confucian
Heritage Culture (CHC) students (those from Singapore, Hong Kong, Malaysia,
and mainland China) tended to rely heavily on reference texts without the necessary
“critical thinking” to analyze and interpret these texts.

Influential linguists such as Scollon (1995) suggested that it was not a lack of
critical thinking but rather adherence to Chinese cultural rhetorical conventions
which underpinned this group of students’ writing behavior. He further argued that
cultural identity had a profound impact on how nonnative-speaking students of
English could express their opinions in English (Scollon 1997). Other writers, such
as Bloch and Chi (1995) and Watkins and Biggs (1996), challenged the notion of
culturally determined thinking and writing patterns, while Mills (1997) argued that
there was little academic difference between domestic and international students
and there was no “typical overseas Asian student” (Mills 1997, p. 109). Throughout
this debate, there was general acceptance that international students require induc-
tion into the Australian academic environment, with specific training provided in
Western academic conventions such as essay writing and other writing genres,
referencing, academic voice and register, and articulating opinions (Watkins and
Biggs 1996; Kirby et al. 1996).

“Plagiarism” Rears Its Ugly Head

One of the first groups to raise the issue of plagiarism, as distinct from academic
writing issues by international students, was the Language and Academic Skills
advisors (LAS advisors, now referred to as Academic Language and Learning
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(ALL) advisors) who maintained an engaged dialogue via the UniLearn discussion
list. In 1999, Warner wrote specifically on the topic of plagiarism by LBOTE
(Language Background Other Than English) students and suggested that it was
“often a text-based practice that reflects different cultural and linguistic norms. . .
[further complicated by] western institutions’ ambivalent and inconsistent approach
to the practice” (Warner 1999, p. 24). At the 2000 Sources of Confusion LAS
conference, Chen (2000) was somewhat more circumscribed in referring to the
“citation behavior” of Chinese students; and at the Changing Identities LAS
conference, Bretag (2001) referred for the first time in her own work to the
“tendency to plagiarize” by CHC students which she attributed to inadequate
linguistic and academic preparation for Western tertiary study.

Something was shifting in both the public and academic consciousness, and in
the media, “plagiarism” became the byword for controversy, scandal, and every-
thing that was negative in the increasingly commercialized and internationalized
Australian higher education sector (see Rollison 2001; Giglio 2003; Illing 2003;
Lane 2003; Sinclair 2003). In most of the rhetoric from this period, the words
“plagiarism” and “cheating” were either used synonymously or as a collective term.
In 2001, Marsden completed her honors thesis entitled Who Cheats at University?
(2001) and in 2002, the Cooperative Action by Victorian Academic Libraries
(CAVAL) made headlines across the country with the release of findings from
the Electronic Plagiarism Detection Project. The key results of the study of 1,925
student essays from six universities in Victoria were that nearly 14 % of the essays
“contained an unacceptable level of unattributed materials” (O’Connor 2003, p. 5)
and 8 % of students had taken large chunks of text without acknowledgment
(as reported by Buckell 2002, p. 19).

The prevailing view at the time is summarized well by the following excerpt
from O’Connor on behalf of CAVAL (2003, p. 2):

...even with the extensive amounts of plagiarism that have been detected of late, the public
outcries are more about quality of educational product than outrage about cheating. This is
a fundamental difference of outlook. It is also a fundamental difference in how universities
ought to be responding to the scourge. Universities will only invest resources into educa-
tional programs and other remedial programs if they believe there is a significant rationale.
That rationale is bound in the value of their degrees, diplomas and courses. If they are being
degraded in the eyes of their potential market then action will follow. Major universities in
Melbourne and in Perth have experienced being on the front page of the New Straits Times
for up to 10 days in a row because of accusations of cheating amongst the student
population. This is the last place the universities wish to be. The adverse press coverage
is also a measure of how importantly the Asian market regards the quality of the educational
programs, and Australian educational programs particularly. The recent run of press
coverage in Australia has, for the most part, been focused on accountability of the
universities to achieve an even environment for all students. The coverage in the American
press has been more focused on the moral aspects of cheating.

As O’Connor indicates above, Australian academic integrity researchers and
practitioners were taking a quite different direction to their American counterparts.
Much of the early interest in the topic in Australia focused on plagiarism and what
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this had to say about educational standards and “quality,” particularly in relation to
Australian higher education as a “product” for export. In contrast, the focus in the
USA was on values, morals, and student breaches of academic integrity that were
most often characterized as “cheating” (see, e.g., Callahan 2004; Davis et al. 2009).
The exception to this emphasis in the USA came from writing center/composition
instructors who played a similar role to LAS/ALL advisors in Australia, with early
work by Rebecca Moore Howard being particularly influential (see, e.g., Howard
1995, 1999, 2001).

The “Educational Integrity” Movement

Shortly after the release of the CAVAL report, John Barrie, the founding CEO of
iParadigms, the US company responsible for developing the text-matching software
Turnitin, made a presentation on the capabilities of the software at the University of
South Australia. As a result of this presentation, key stakeholders at the University
of South Australia formed a committee to organize a conference on the topic of
plagiarism. That conference, convened by Helen Marsden and entitled Educational
integrity: Plagiarism and other perplexities (Marsden et al. 2003), was held in
November 2003 and paved the way for the educational integrity movement in
Australia. At the conclusion of the conference, the Asia Pacific Forum on Educa-
tional Integrity (APFEI) was established, with Helen Marsden as chair and Tracey
Bretag as deputy chair.

From the beginning, the educational integrity movement in Australia benefited
from the research and expertise of international collaborators. The 2003 Asia
Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity (APCEI) was opened by highly
influential American researcher Donald McCabe (2003) who had been conducting
large-scale surveys on cheating behavior by students for over a decade and who
had founded the Center for Academic Integrity at Rutgers University in 1992.
Jude Carroll from Oxford Brookes University in the United Kingdom, author of
the widely used teaching resource, A Handbook for Deterring Plagiarism in
Higher Education (2002), also provided a keynote address. The majority of the
papers presented at the conference were by Australian LAS advisors, and the
emphasis on plagiarism by international students, while still front and center of
much of the discussion, was complemented by papers on integrity as a broader,
educational issue (see Bell and Cumming-Thom 2003; Chanock 2003; Clerehan
and Johnson 2003; Singh 2003). Ursula McGowan has consistently and compre-
hensively written about the need to reimagine both plagiarism and academic
integrity as issues of scholarship and research pedagogy (McGowan 2002,
2005a, b, 2008, 2010).

During this period, Bretag completed her doctoral thesis entitled Developing
Internationalism in the Internationalised University: A Practitioner Research Pro-
ject. One chapter of the thesis, “Implementing plagiarism policy in the
internationalised university,” was notably more concerned with plagiarism by
international students than with exploring academic integrity per se. Bretag
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explained the rationale for that particular chapter as follows: “I was especially
interested in exploring how staff perceive the issue (of plagiarism) in relation to
international English as a Second Language (ESL) students, and understanding the
barriers that currently preclude the development of a culturally sensitive but firm,
fair and transparent policy to deal with deliberate cases of academic dishonesty”
(Bretag 2005, pp. 107-108).

Other writers and researchers were writing about plagiarism as if this was
synonymous with all academic misconduct, with few people writing about aca-
demic or educational integrity as a topic worthy of exploration in and of itself.
APFEI continued to organize biennial conferences in Australia (Newcastle 2005,
Adelaide 2007, Wollongong 2009, Perth 2011, Sydney 2013), and each confer-
ence developed a more sophisticated appreciation of the complexity of the issues.
In 2005, the conference focus was on values in teaching, learning, and research.
During this conference, Tracey Bretag and Helen Marsden launched the Interna-
tional Journal for Educational Integrity, an online, peer-reviewed journal to
provide a platform for researchers and practitioners to share best practice in
promoting educational integrity across the various education sectors and
stakeholders.

Shortly after the first issue of the journal was published, Rebecca Moore
Howard, at that time associate professor of Writing and Rhetoric and director of
the writing program at Syracuse University, wrote the following review on her
weblog Schenectady Synecdoche:

.. .another new journal focused on academic integrity has entered the fray: the International
Journal for Educational Integrity. A preliminary evaluation: It’s sponsored by the Univer-
sity of South Australia Library. . .[The Editors have] an idea of transgressive authorship as a
scholarly field rather than police action; their inaugural issue has a leadoff article from Don
McCabe, the foremost quantitative researcher in the field and a well-known advocate of
honor codes, and it concludes with an article by Celia Thompson, who’s writing her
dissertation on student authorship, under the direction of Alastair Pennycook. 1JEI is
offering not only authoritative voices but also a genuinely diverse range of viewpoints—
a promising start for a new journal. (Howard 2006)

As sole editor since 2006, Bretag continues to edit the journal which is now
published by Springer.

In 2007, the APCEI conference theme was “creating a culture of integrity”; in
2009, the conference focused on “creating an inclusive approach.” In 2011, the
conference returned to “culture and values,” and in 2013, the conference committee
called for papers which addressed the theme “From policy to practice: Bridging the
gap.” In addition to the APCEI conferences, pockets of academics from a variety of
disciplines and institutions around the country continued to explore what was
increasingly understood to be “a complex, unstable issue that must be considered
from a variety of viewpoints and at a variety of sites” (Howard and Robillard 2008,
p. 3). For example, the 2008 Ethical engagements in academic writing: Dialogues
on scholarship, plagiarism and collaboration conference (Charles Sturt University,
NSW) had a strong cultural studies theme.
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Key Themes in the Australian Educational Integrity Movement
Definitions Matter

Although speaking specifically about plagiarism, Jude Carroll’s keynote address
(2003) at the first educational integrity conference in 2003 began with the words
“Definitions matter,” and the importance of appropriately defining terms has been
an ongoing refrain. The Fundamental Values Project, developed by the Center for
Academic Integrity in 1999, provided the basis for the first definitions of “educa-
tional integrity” in 2003. “Honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and responsibility” were
regarded as key values, alongside the arguably unique Australian emphasis on
“equity.” The following excerpt from the APFEI website explains the genesis of
the term “educational” rather than “academic” integrity:

APFEI defines educational integrity as a commitment to the key values of honesty, trust,
fairness, equity, respect and responsibility, and the translation of these values into action
(adapted from the Center for Academic Integrity The Fundamental Values of Academic
Integrity 1999). This view of integrity involves much more than a commitment from
students not to cheat or plagiarise. Educational integrity is multi-dimensional and is
enabled by all those in the educational enterprise, from students to teachers, librarians,
advisors, research colleagues and administrators. It is for this reason that APFEI prefaces
‘integrity” with ‘educational’ rather than just the more conventional ‘academic’. Addition-
ally, from the first conference in 2003, APFEI has sought to be inclusive in our approach to
the numerous stakeholders of integrity across the various educational sectors. (APFEI n.d.)

The Academic Integrity Standards Project (AISP 2010-2012) continued to
contend with feedback from students that “academic integrity” was inconsistently
defined and understood across the Australian higher education sector. Based on
interview data with Australian senior educational managers, the AISP proposed the
following definition which attempted to articulate the complexity and multifaceted
nature of academic integrity:

Academic integrity encompasses a number of values and ideals that should be upheld in an
academic institution. Within the academy there is a fundamental obligation to exercise
integrity, which includes honesty, trustworthiness and respect. Within an academic struc-
ture those values must be evident in the research as well as the teaching and learning
activities of the institution. Academic integrity involves ensuring that in research, and in
teaching and learning, both staff and students act in an honest way, that they’re open and
accountable for their actions, and that they exhibit fairness and transparency when they’re
dealing with people or with research. Furthermore, it is important that staff members at all
levels be role models and demonstrate integrity as an example to students who will progress
through the education system and then transition into professional life. Academic integrity
impacts on students and staff in these core activities, and is fundamental to the reputation
and standing of an organisation and its members. (AISP n.d.)

The Exemplary Academic Integrity Project further refined this definition to
provide a “plain English definition” which would be accessible to all stakeholders,
regardless of their role in education:
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Academic integrity means acting with the values of honesty, trust, fairness, respect and
responsibility in learning, teaching and research. It is important for students, teachers,
researchers and professional staff to act in an honest way, be responsible for their actions,
and show fairness in every part of their work. All students and staff should be an example to
others of how to act with integrity in their study and work. Academic integrity is important
for an individual’s and a school’s reputation. (EAIP 2013)

How academic integrity is defined remains a subject for debate and ongoing
refinement.

Text-Matching Software

At the same time that Australian universities were grappling with issues around
internationalization, academic standards, and plagiarism, higher education in the
United Kingdom was undergoing a similar level of soul-searching. In particular, the
independent adjudicator for higher education called attention to inconsistencies in
penalties for plagiarism across the higher education sector. This resulted in the
development of the project Academic Misconduct Benchmarking Research
(AMBeR) (Tennant et al. 2007), which led to a nationwide approach to detecting
and dealing with plagiarism that both promotes and relies heavily on the text-
matching software Turnitin.

While UK universities have appeared to uncritically embrace Turnitin as auseful tool
in detecting plagiarism, influential writers in the USA and elsewhere (e.g., Howard
2001, 2007; Pecorari 2012) have been less welcoming of the software, which has been
erroneously touted as “plagiarism detection software.” In addition to drawing attention
to the fact that no software can “detect plagiarism” (the best it can do is highlight text
matches), concerns were expressed that using the software would establish an adver-
sarial relationship between teacher and student which would not be conducive to
learning. Rebecca Moore Howard eloquently summarized the issues as follows:

In our stampede to fight what The New York Times calls a “plague” of plagiarism, we risk
becoming the enemies rather than the mentors of our students; we are replacing the student-
teacher relationship with the criminal/police relationship. Further, by thinking of plagia-
rism as a unitary act rather than a collection of disparate activities, we risk categorising all
of our students as criminals. Worst of all, we risk not recognising that our own pedagogy
needs reform. Big reform. (Howard 2001, p. 2)

Sutherland-Smith and Carr (2005) also reminded Australian educators and
policymakers that Turnitin should not be considered “a panacea to plagiarism.”
The company which produces Turnitin, iParadigms, was required to defend the
charge that the software violated students’ copyright by maintaining their work in a
commercial database (Zimmerman 2007; A.V. vs iParadigms 2008), a case which
iParadigms won after much public fanfare.

The hostility and mistrust directed toward text-matching software in the USA,
juxtaposed against its almost universal use in UK higher education, has resulted in



30 T. Bretag

an ambivalent attitude and often inconsistent use of the software in the Australian
context. Project team members of the AISP, while not necessarily in agreement that
Turnitin should be a compulsory requirement of assignment submission, did concur
that exemplary academic integrity policies need to provide clear information on
how academic integrity breaches, including plagiarism, are identified. Furthermore,
if text-matching software is to be used, students should have the opportunity to use
it as an educative drafting tool to develop their writing and referencing skills.

The Internet and Plagiarism

In Australia and elsewhere, the Internet was vilified as the culprit behind students’
plagiarism (and during the early days of research on plagiarism, students remained
the focus of attention). Scores of papers and books were published which explored
the particular educational issues associated with students’ increasing reliance on the
Internet. Wendy Sutherland-Smith’s interests in TESOL, academic literacies, and
information and communication technologies (ICT) in education led to her research
on the role that the Internet played in student plagiarism. From 2004, Sutherland-
Smith began publishing on the topic, and her book Plagiarism, the Internet and
Student Learning: Improving Academic Integrity (2008) summarized the key
concerns during this period and provided fresh perspectives on how plagiarism
might be viewed and responded to. Extending recommendations from the Centre
for Studies in Higher Education at the University of Melbourne (James et al. 2002),
Sutherland-Smith proposed the “plagiarism continuum” to inform discussion and
the direction of plagiarism management. Once again, Rebecca Moore Howard and
colleagues’ work on plagiarism and the Internet exerted considerable influence on
the way that Australian researchers approached the topic (see, e.g., Howard and
Davies 2009).

Focus on Policy

The emphasis on educational/academic integrity policy in Australian universities
arguably began in 2010 with Gabrielle Grigg’s doctoral thesis entitled Plagiarism
in Higher Education: Confronting the Policy Dilemma. At the time, every
Australian university had a policy on plagiarism (Grigg 2010, p. 185) as opposed
to a policy on academic integrity. Based on linguistic analysis of those plagiarism
policies, Grigg concluded that “institutional policy predominately depicts plagia-
rism as an offense, with educative considerations incorporated into this framework”
(2010, p. 8).

In the same year, the Australian Learning and Teaching Council provided
$174,000 in funding for the Academic Integrity Standards Project (AISP).
The project developed out of the research group that formed the core members of
APFEI and aimed to extend the work of East (2009) who had advocated for



3 Educational Integrity in Australia 31

universities to align policy, teaching and learning practices, academic integrity
decision-making, and academic integrity review processes. The following excerpt
from the AISP website provides an overview of the project:

The Academic Integrity Standards Project: Aligning Policy and Practice in Australian
Universities (2010-2012) aimed to develop a shared understanding across the Australian
higher education sector of academic integrity standards with the aim of improving the
alignment of academic integrity policies and their implementation. . .The project reviewed
policies and procedures and the ways that universities educate students and staff about their
academic integrity expectations. The project provided an overview of current responses to
student breaches of academic integrity by analysing Australian universities’ online policies,
and collaborating with stakeholders from the six universities represented by the project
team, as well as a Colloquium of national and international experts on academic integrity.
This overview informed the establishment of exemplars, and the development of teaching
and learning resources that align academic integrity policy with good practice. ...The
project partner institutions were the University of South Australia (Lead institution), The
University of Adelaide, The University of Newcastle, The University of Western Australia,
University of Wollongong and La Trobe University. (AISP n.d.)

In addition to developing practical learning and teaching resources, the key con-
ceptual deliverable of the AISP was the identification of “five core elements” of
exemplary academic integrity policy: access, approach, responsibility, detail, and
support. This was achieved via analysis of the 39 Australian universities’ publicly
available academic integrity policies and is elaborated in detail in Section 4, “Aca-
demic Integrity Policy and Practice” in this Handbook. The “five core elements” of
exemplary academic integrity policy were informed by the Higher Education Acad-
emy (UK) document published at around the same time, Policy works: Recommen-
dations for reviewing policy to manage unacceptable academic practice in higher
education (2011), which provided both a point of reference and a springboard for
discussion and analysis (see Bretag et al. 2011b).

AISP also conducted the largest student survey on academic integrity ever to be
completed in Australia (n = 15,304). Unlike other surveys on academic integrity
(mostly conducted in the USA using a format developed by McCabe and col-
leagues) which have typically focused on students’ self-reporting of cheating
behavior, the AISP survey aimed to explore students’ understandings of academic
integrity and how best to inform and support them in avoiding an academic integrity
breach.

The main research questions which the survey aimed to address included the
following:

1. What awareness do Australian university students have of academic integrity
and academic integrity policy?

2. Are Australian university students satisfied with the way that academic integrity
is communicated and managed at their university?

3. What experience have Australian students had of the academic integrity breach
process at their university? (Bretag et al. 2013, p. 1154)
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The key results of the survey were that:

the majority of respondents reported a good awareness of academic integrity and knowl-
edge of academic integrity policy at their university and were satisfied with the information
and support they receive. International students expressed a lower awareness of academic
integrity and academic integrity policy, and lower confidence in how to avoid academic
integrity breaches; and postgraduate research student respondents were the least satisfied
with the information they had received about how to avoid an academic integrity breach.
(Bretag et al. 2013, p. 1150)

Academic Integrity: A National Priority

Following the completion of the AISP and in response to significant policy shifts in

higher education, the OLT called for project proposals specifically relating to

academic integrity. Four projects received 2 years’ funding as follows:

1.

Embedding and extending exemplary academic integrity policy and support
frameworks across the higher education sector (Exemplary Academic Integrity
Project (EAIP) led by Tracey Bretag at the University of South Australia). The
EAIP aimed to extend and embed the five core elements of exemplary academic
integrity policy identified by the AISP across the broader higher education
sector, including both public universities and private providers of higher educa-
tion. In particular, this project aimed to develop resources for student groups
identified as needing support: international EAL students and postgraduate
research students (EAIP 2013).

. Working from the Centre: Supporting unit/course coordinators to implement

academic integrity policies, resources and scholarship (“Building Academic
Integrity,” led by Fiona Henderson and Paul Whitelaw at Victoria University).
This project focused on the role of the unit/course coordinator in building
academic integrity in teaching and learning. The project aimed to develop
resources to assist unit/course coordinators in ensuring that academic integrity
policies are appropriately adhered to (Building Academic Integrity n.d.).

. Academic integrity in Australia — understanding and changing culture and

practice (led by Abhaya Naya at Macquarie University). This project aimed to
develop guidelines for policy development and benchmarking, create online
resources that address identified cultural issues and gaps, and establish student
societies to promote peer-driven cultural change (OLT n.d.).

. Plagiarisms and related issues in assessment not involving text (led by Simon at

the University of Newcastle). This project aimed to investigate the understand-
ing of both academics and students about academic integrity in assessment items
that are not written text, such as computer games and visual images. The project
explored how both staff and students regard such breaches and how academics
discourage, detect, and respond to such breaches (OLT n.d.).
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The allocation of OLT funds for the projects represented a significant investment
in nurturing shared understandings of academic integrity across the Australian
higher education sector. Furthermore, it was apparent from the broad range of
topics that the educational integrity movement had developed a level of sophisti-
cation and understanding that had gone well beyond the original preoccupation with
international students’ citation practices, although this group of students continues
to be acknowledged as a stakeholder group in need of support. All of the projects
have made important contributions, both theoretically and practically, to the way
that educational/academic integrity is articulated, understood, and promulgated in
Australian higher education (for examples of some of the research outputs, please
see Bretag et al. 2011a, b, 2013; Mahmud and Bretag 2013a, b; Nayak et al. 2013;
Simon et al. 2013, 2014).

International Collaborations

Following the first educational integrity conference in Australia in 2003,
PlagiarismAdvice.org in the United Kingdom (UK) established the International
Plagiarism Conference in 2004. From 2008, the UK-based JISC plagiarism service
was divided into two services: PlagiarismAdvice.org which focuses on plagiarism
prevention and (electronic) detection, particularly the text-matching software,
Turnitin; and the Academic Integrity Service which has a more holistic, pedagogic
focus. In an example of antipodean cross-fertilization and recognition that plagia-
rism is just one breach of academic integrity, the International Plagiarism Confer-
ence has been known since 2012 as the International Integrity and Plagiarism
Conference and continues to attract numerous educational integrity researchers and
practitioners from Australia. The UK Higher Education Academy (and in particular
Erica J. Morris as a reference group member and collaborator) has played an
important role in shaping the outcomes of both the AISP and the Exemplary
Academic Integrity Standards Project.

Key members of the Center for Academic Integrity (renamed the International
Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI) in 2010) have contributed to the development
of educational integrity in Australia. In addition to providing a keynote address at
the first educational conference in 2003 and providing the opening paper for the
International Journal for Educational Integrity in 2005, ICAI founder Donald
McCabe and his extensive, internationally administered surveys have provided a
launching pad for Australian-specific surveys such as the one developed by the
AISP. Former chair of the advisory board of the ICAI, Tricia Bertram Gallant,
contributed to the reference group of both the AISP and the EAIP. Her work in
establishing the Academic Integrity Matters Student Organization at the University
of California, San Diego, provided inspiration to the Macquarie University project
to promote the role of student-led initiatives in developing a culture of academic
integrity on campus. Sonia Saddiqui is currently completing doctoral research on
the outcomes of this initiative (see Section 10, Systems Approach to Going Forward
— Tricia Bertram Gallant).
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In 2012, the International Association of Academic Integrity Conferences was
launched to celebrate and promote the interconnection between PlagiarismAdvice.
org, APFEI, and the ICAI

New Directions

While the Australian educational integrity movement has benefited from research
and practice on both sides of the Pacific, it is now well placed to be able to make a
direct and substantial contribution to the burgeoning interest in integrity in its own
region. Academic integrity researchers and practitioners in Asia are in the unique
position of being able to adapt best practices that have developed over two decades
of research around the globe. Taylor’s University, Malaysia, as part of a twinning
arrangement with the University of South Australia, has developed its academic
integrity policy based on advice from APFEI; and the University of Islam, Indone-
sia, has begun to explore issues of integrity in their specific context, with the
Yogyakarta Forum on Educational Integrity recently established. Contributions to
this volume from writers representing a range of Asian countries suggest that
academic/educational integrity is a topic of interest and research which has
moved well beyond the UK/US/Australian collaboration.

Summary

This chapter has provided an overview of the educational integrity movement in
Australia. The chapter has highlighted international influences and identified key
themes in educational integrity research in Australia. These have included the
centrality of clear definitions, the role of text-matching software, the perceived
impact of the Internet, the focus on policy, the ongoing importance of international
collaborations, and the recent commitment to fostering shared understandings of
academic integrity across the sector by the Australian Government’s OLT, as
evidenced by substantial funding for a range of academic integrity projects. We
are now poised to share the benefits of nearly 20 years of debate, research, and
practice with our neighbors in the Asia Pacific.
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Abstract

Academic integrity has become an increasing preoccupation for UK higher
education in recent years. Within the sector, there has been a clear move from
the detection of inappropriate practice and punitive responses to more proactive
and preventative approaches focussed on the promotion of academic integrity.
That change amongst academics, students, and higher education providers
(HEPs) has not only benefited widespread academic practice but also contributed
to the literature underpinning academic integrity. The competing pressures of
widening participation, the awarding of more highly classified (“good”) degrees
and internationalization have created a complex environment for this change.
The accommodation of different learning needs, diverse academic contexts, and
educational cultures has driven development of teaching approaches, learning
support, and assessment. This chapter focuses particularly on how HEPs across
the UK are embedding a culture of academic integrity into the learning and
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teaching environment while also working to “design out” areas of potential
compromise in assessment design. This chapter will explore the academic
opportunities for development and the challenges faced from the perspectives
across the UK.

Introduction

Although concerns around academic integrity are by no means a recent phenome-
non, they have become an increasing preoccupation for UK higher education over
the last 10 years. These concerns have been fueled by considerations from a number
of perspectives, one of the key ones being the perception of increasing numbers of
plagiarism cases (Duggan, 2006; Ellis, 2012; Larkham & Manns, 2002; Park, 2003;
Trost, 2009) and the ongoing interest in plagiarism by the media as indicated by
regular articles in the press (e.g. Grove, 2014). The press play a part in the portrayal
of higher education and can contribute to public confidence not only in the student
experience but also academic standards and values. The sensationalist language
used in some situations such as “hundreds kicked off courses,” “academic miscon-
duct rockets,” and students being “hauled before the authorities and found guilty”
(Brady & Dutta, 2014) can only undermine the confidence of students and the
public at large.

The competing market pressures of widening participation, internationalization,
and the driver of league table rankings to award more highly classified degrees
(so-called good degrees) are among the factors that have added further complexities
to the higher education environment. Associated with these is the concept of an
“arms race” between the increase in the facility with which copied material may be
incorporated within submitted work, whether deliberately or inadvertently, and the
increase in the sophistication of the approaches to detecting plagiarism (Badge &
Scott, 2009; Ellis, 2012; Park, 2003). Furthermore, there has been the recognition of
the need to develop policies that ensure the equitable treatment of students within
and between institutions (Badge & Scott, 2008; Carroll & Appleton, 2005; Morris
& Carroll, 2011; Tennant, Rowell, & Duggan, 2007).

It is increasingly recognized within the higher education sector that plagiarism is
a complex issue that spans a wide range of academic activity. At one end of the
spectrum is poor academic practice, where the plagiarism is inadvertent; at the other
end are the deliberate attempts to cheat. For example, the purchase of essays
through so-called essay mills: organizations that, for a fee, will draft bespoke essays
that are guaranteed not to be detected by the standard detection software. As a
consequence, there has been a strong driver for moving the approaches from
plagiarism per se, namely the detection of inappropriate practice and the application
of punitive solutions, to more proactive and preventative approaches focussed on
the promotion of good academic practice and the concept of academic integrity.
That change amongst academics, students, and higher education providers within
the UK has not only benefitted widespread academic practice but also contributed to
a richer literature underpinning academic integrity.
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Against this background, research in the UK has indicated that both staff and
students may often have personalized views of what constitutes plagiarism and that
there is the potential for a mismatch between the understandings of staff and
students (Flint, Clegg, & MacDonald, 2006). The need to accommodate different
learning needs, diverse academic contexts, and educational cultures has contributed
to the potential for mismatch but has also contributed to driving forward the
development of creative teaching approaches, learning support, and assessment.
Furthermore, it is strongly argued that taking a purely disciplinarian approach of
having and applying punitive policies is not constructive in the long term. Rather,
institutions should aim to develop a culture of academic integrity with the respon-
sibility for embedding that culture lying with academic staff and policy makers as
well as students (MacDonald & Carroll, 2006; Park, 2004; Yakvchuk, Badge, &
Scott, 2011).

In his 2004 paper, Park set out a clear case for the development of an institutional
framework for dealing with plagiarism which was based on a set of “core pillars”
that included the concept of academic integrity:

The academic enterprise is rooted in a culture of integrity, founded on honesty and mutual
trust, and a university should expect all of its members (staff and students) to respect and
uphold these core values at all times, in everything they do at, for and in the name of the
institution. Academic integrity should be valued and promoted by the institution and it should
underpin and inform all aspects of its teaching and learning strategy. (Park, 2004, p. 297)

Despite this early work, MacDonald and Carroll (2006) observed that, in the UK,
the increasing awareness of plagiarism initially led to a focus on deterrence, which
was based on policies of detection and punishment, especially as detection was
being facilitated by the increasing use of text-comparison software (Badge & Scott,
2009; Tennant et al., 2007). As such, institutional practices could be seen as placing
the onus on the students to avoid plagiarizing, while the role of the institution was to
ensure that students were deterred from plagiarizing by the knowledge that their
work was being checked and that significant penalties would be applied where
plagiarism was identified (MacDonald & Carroll, 2006). This perception was
exemplified in a recent review of the literature, which indicated that “much of the
literature is framed in terms of misconduct or academic corruption” (MacFarlane,
Zhang, & Pun, 2014, p. 339). This may also engender the risk of an increasing
disconnect with the students who, when submitting their work for assessment, may
view the plagiarism checking as part of a “big brother” culture rather than a process
of developing their writing skills (Gannon-Leary, Trayhurn, & Home, 2009;
Penketh & Beaumont, 2013).

In order for academic integrity to thrive as a concept, it requires underpinning by
core pillars, in particular transparency and joint ownership (Park, 2004) and that
students should recognize academic integrity as something they should value
(McCabe, 2001). One end of the spectrum for developing this theme is the honor
code system that has been adopted to varying extents by some universities in the
USA. Underpinning these codes is the definition of academic integrity, set out by
the International Center for Academic Integrity, as “a commitment, even in the face
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of adversity, to six fundamental values: honesty, trust, fairness, respect, responsi-
bility, and courage” (Fishman, 2013). Honor codes are therefore based on an
institutional ethos of academic integrity that involves direct engagement of the
student body in promotion of that ethos (McCabe & Pavela, 2005), with the students
taking a pledge to uphold those values (McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2002).

The concept of translating the honor code system into the UK context has been
explored, but while there were perceived to be positive aspects, in particular in
relation to the promotion of good academic practice, the operational implementation
was seen as being problematic, in large part because of cultural differences between
the organizations (Clarke & Aiello, 2006; Yakvchuk et al., 2011). Such concerns
were exemplified in some of the comments of academic staff who reflected on the
increasingly diverse, internationalized nature of UK higher education, associated
with large elements being managed at a distance from the “home” campus:

“Well, you talk about an academic community of shared values, you’re assuming that
everybody has the same values, and they don’t. We have a very open and very diverse
academic community. ..”

“I think in a distance learning context, some of this is quite difficult. ... (Yakvchuk et al.,
2011, p. 43)

Although honor codes may not have been seen as the way forward, the approaches
to assessment, assessment design, and provision of clear guidance for students regard-
ing academic practice have moved significantly in recent years. At the most operational
level, this is exemplified in the widespread policy that students are required to sign a
statement confirming that assignments they are submitting are their own work. How-
ever, perhaps a clearer indicator of a shift in thinking is reflected in the language used
by the UK’s Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) for Higher Education in its codes of
practice. In 2000, the QAA’s Code of Practice stated that, in relation to plagiarism:

Institutions should have effective mechanisms to deal with breaches of assessment regula-
tions and the resolution of appeals against assessment decisions (Quality Assurance Agency
for Higher Education [QAA], 2000; section 6: Assessment of students).

In 2006, this wording was changed to:

Institutions encourage students to adopt good academic conduct in respect of assessment
and seek to ensure they are aware of their responsibilities (QAA, 2006; section 6: Assess-
ment of students).

While the 2013 Quality Code chapter on Assessment is more explicit, including
the following expectations:

Students are provided with opportunities to develop an understanding of, and the necessary
skills to demonstrate, good academic practice (QAA, 2013; chapter B6: Assessment of
students and the recognition of prior learning; indicator 7).



4 UK Perspectives of Academic Integrity 43

and that:

Higher education providers operate processes for preventing, identifying, investigating, and
responding to unacceptable academic practice (QAA, 2013; chapter B6: Assessment of
students and the recognition of prior learning; indicator 14).

These expectations have to be addressed explicitly by all high education
providers as they engage with the QAA in the Higher Education Review process,
which is currently the national system for assuring the quality and standards of
higher education provision in England and Northern Ireland (Wales operates a
similar system, Higher Education Review: Wales) referenced against the Quality
Code. Scotland has a different system of quality assurance: Enhancement Led
Institutional Review (ELIR) but this is still referenced against the Quality Code.
This will clearly contribute to the driver to ensure there are demonstrably
effective systems in place for detecting and acting on breaches of academic
integrity but also that this needs to be underpinned by explicit guidance to enable
students both to understand what good academic practice is, and to demonstrate
that in their academic work. To that effect, many UK institutions now provide
specific training and guidance for students in good academic practice, often as a
component of study skills training, which is linked to institutional regulatory
frameworks (c.f. George, Costigan, & O’Hara, 2013; Onens & Anderson, 2014).
Despite these developments, there are still regular comments in the media
regarding the inadequacy of training in academic integrity (c.f. Birkhead &
Montgomerie, 2014).

In recent years, there has been a strong drive to increase the numbers of
international students studying in the UK. This is partly financially driven but
also responds to international demand. Diverse academic cultures, associated with
the pressures of living in a different country, may contribute to the issues around
academic integrity (Walker, 1998), and the situation may be compounded for
students taking taught masters programs for which the students are in the UK for
relatively short periods of study (typically 12 months). Thus, there is very little time
for developing embedded approaches to academic integrity, especially since the
first summative assessments contributing to award outcome may be scheduled
relatively soon after programme commencement.

Concerns in the sector around these issues have driven the development of
technologically based approaches to promoting good practice, teaching citation,
and good writing skills and most HEPs now use these to some extent.
Presessional provision to support the development of English for academic
purposes is now widespread in conjunction with academic success programs to
support students. Weller (2012) has explored international students’ writing
practices and argues that teachers overlook the process of enquiry in working
with students and that there should be a focus on reading-to-write and approaches
to source usage, rather than writing practices themselves, as being more support-
ive of learning.
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The Role of Assessment Design

As well as providing appropriate and timely training for the student body, another key
approach to reducing the risk of breaches of academic integrity rests firmly with the
ways in which academic staff approach curricular and assessment design, in effect to
“design out” areas of potential compromise (Carroll & Appleton, 2001). Engaging the
students before they begin the assessment is key to supporting the production of work
from them, in whatever format, that is original, evidence-based, and authentic.

Promoting academic integrity through course assessment and design can be
challenging for academics and students. Designing curricula which not only meet
program and module outcomes, but also sequence learning and support incremental
development, is fundamental. Structuring assessment to promote academic integ-
rity rather than falling back on the use of stereotyped assessments with recycled
assessment tasks is part of effective and efficient practice, working in ways which
are both sustainable and inclusive. An example of such a proactive approach is the
Program Assessment Strategies (PASS) Project, which was supported by the Higher
Education Academy (HEA, 2013b). This drew together six universities (Bradford,
Leeds Metropolitan, Northumbria, Oxford Brookes, Exeter, and Plymouth) in a
series of workshops to explore the principles of Program Focussed Assessment
(PFA). PFA is the designing of assessment to ensure that the key learning outcomes
of a program are specifically addressed, the intention being to shift the balance of
assessment from the individual module to the level of the program as a whole
(McDowell, 2012). PFA, therefore, encourages the adoption of assessments that
require the student to integrate information from different sources rather than
focusing on factual content and so can address the acquisition of higher order skills
and limit the risk of plagiarism (McDowell).

The notion of “prevention” rather than punishment has gradually been adopted
across the sector, embracing a proactive rather than reactive approach. The effect of
that has been a catalyst for innovation, using approaches such as designing assess-
ment tasks that do not facilitate copying. Examples of such assessments include the
use of individual experience or specific data sets (evidence or experimental work)
as the basis of the assessment or a requirement for the students to undertake
practice-based or lab-based assessments or oral exams. Simple approaches include
creating assessments that require the use of action verbs such as create, rank,
compare, select, justify, and that avoid terms such as list, identify, or summarize
as the latter lend themselves to copying. Ensuring the currency of assessment tasks
is also helpful as the work of others dates quickly, and so time-specific assessment
necessitates engagement with the issue rather than reliance on materials generated
by others. Evidence-based assessment similarly promotes authenticity by enabling
learners to work from specified sources, improving their understanding of Aca-
demic Integrity. Simple but consistent explanations in advance to enable students to
see how the work/task relates to learning and links to the grade awarded are
effective in enhancing learning, promoting learning engagement, and reducing
the risk of inappropriate academic practice (Carroll & Appleton, 2001; Higher
Education Academy [HEA], 2010).
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The balance between encouraging individual effort and developing collaborative
skills is familiar across many disciplines where the difference between good
collaborative practice and the risk of collusion are made clear. In order to enable
students to improve their academic practice they need to understand the nature of
the collaboration involved in the activity they have been set. For example, it is more
useful to explain the expectation that students work together to enable them to
understand concepts and their application by discussion and exploring alternative
ideas than to issue definitions and expect the students to grasp this way of working
and to avoid collusion in so doing. When such terms as “working too closely with
others” are used, students may find it hard to understand what that means, whatever
their experience and/or learning culture (Thomas, 2012). Thomas has highlighted
concerns around genuine confusion amongst students regarding the notion of
collusion, how it can be difficult to differentiate from collaboration or
co-operation, and how to appropriately cite sources (the issue of collusion is
explored in detail by Sue McGowan in section 2 of this volume).

Some of the developments in various disciplines undertaken on metatasks
emanate from the original work of Evans (2000). Using his approach, students
work in class without access to technology, learning, and practising the skills of
academic sourcing, citation, and replication and then reflecting on their progress.
An interesting element of the approach is the use of mind-mapping to enable
students to make connections between the conceptual components. This constitutes
a multilayered assessment which enables teaching teams to explore the relevance of
academic integrity. This style of assessment, its authenticity and immediacy, serve
to minimize the opportunity and motivation to plagiarize, collude, or purchase
online.

The range of assessment styles which promote engagement and minimize
opportunities for misconduct is vast, but examples include online discussion
boards, blogging, the use of presentations for differing audiences (oral, written,
and group), reflective journals, role plays, and simulations. Authentic assessment
styles include setting, papers to work on and prioritize or practical sessions such as
timed, objective structure examinations which can be clinical or practice based,
often referred to as OSPEs/OSCEs. Active examinations which demand reading,
analyzing, interpreting data, or the use of part-seen reports are challenging and
require individual engagement by the students with the material. In some disci-
plines reviewing books/journals/websites/films or media profiles can be particularly
useful in maintaining the currency of the assessment and engaging the student in
generating an original response.

Essay planning or abstract writing can effectively engage students in real-time
assessment as can making or designing something, individually or collectively. A
similar effect occurs in oral examination/viva voce or performance or competence-
based assessment on the basis of participation and observation. In this context,
assessment of the process rather than the product alone can also be useful in
ensuring an individual, original piece of work (Carroll & Appleton, 2001). These
approaches not only promote authenticity but also obviate misconduct and provide
opportunities for enhanced feedback. Concept mapping has become more
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mainstream with the development of more appropriate assessment criteria and
collective examples continue to extend and develop the repertoire of assessment
styles and methods available. An example of this is the use of the “patchwork text” —
where students work individually on small elements but then work collectively to
create an “overview” summary. (Leigh, Rutherford, Wild, Cappleman, & Hynes,
2012; Surridge, Jenkins, Mabbett, Warring, & Gwynn, 2010). This maintains the
integrity of the individual contributions whilst still building group working and
collaborative skills. One of the increasing challenges is the existence of sites which
encourage sharing of assessment materials and offer opportunities to purchase
materials prepared by others. Wallace and Newton (2014) have explored some of
the more technological issues impacting on academic integrity. One scenario is
“contract cheating” in which students can offer online an assessment brief to which
providers “bid,” enabling the student to choose the cheapest/fastest/most suited to
their needs. Wallace and Newton discuss the frequent suggestion that shortening
turnaround times for assessed work provides a means of preventing the use of paid
writing services or “contract cheating.” Their conclusion is that availability and
speed of response from providers is such that this barrier is easily overcome and,
more worryingly, that the level of competition for such business is so great that it
exceeds capacity. This is a widespread global issue and there is a need for further
research to explore this area which is often under recognized and undetected (for a
full discussion of these issues, please see chapters by Philip Newton and Christopher
Lang (» Chap. 19, “Custom Essay Writers, Freelancers, and Other Paid Third
Parties”), and Anne Rogerson and Gisella Basanta (> Chap. 20, “Peer-to-Peer File
Sharing and Academic Integrity in the Internet Age”) in Section 2 of this volume).

Consistency of Institutional Policies

Whilst the approaches of promoting academic integrity and designing out plagia-
rism in assessments indicate a positive direction, there is still a significant need for
the sector to establish policies that ensure the consistent and equitable treatment of
students within and between institutions (Badge & Scott, 2008; Carroll & Appleton,
2005; Morris & Carroll, 2011; Tennant et al., 2007). Baroness Deech, the then
Independent Adjudicator for UK Higher Education, called for greater consistency
in the equity of application of penalties across the sector (Baty, 2006). In response,
the Plagiarism Advisory Service of the Joint Information Systems Committee
(JISC) established the AMBeR project (Academic Misconduct Benchmarking
Research Project), which initially involved a detailed survey of the range of
penalties that were being employed by higher education providers (Tennant et al.,
2007; Tennant & Duggan, 2008). The report from this survey confirmed the wide
range of penalties that were being applied across the sector. Depending on the
perceived magnitude of the breach, these ranged from unofficial warnings to
expulsion from the program but also included nonacademic penalties such as the
imposition of fines. The authors further noted that different institutions might apply
similar penalties for very different levels of breach or vice versa. Of even greater
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concern, though, is that this evident lack of consistency has also been identified as
being problematic at the level of the individual institution. Variations in practice
open the door for challenges to imposed penalties where students are able to
demonstrate that different departments, within the same institution, impose differ-
ent penalties for the same breach (Badge & Scott, 2008; Office of the Independent
Adjudicator, 2009).

The follow-up stage of the AMBeR project was the development of a benchmark
tariff which, it was proposed, could lead to much greater consistency in the
relationship between severity of the breach and the penalty applied (Tennant &
Rowell, 2010). This tariff took account of five criteria that had been identified as
being considered most significant across a range of institutions:

. Previous history;
. Amount of work plagiarized;
. Academic level;
. Intention to deceive; and
. Value of the work.
(Tennant & Rowell, 2010, pp. 9-11).

S O R S

Tennant and Rowell (2010) discussed whether to include consideration of
extenuating circumstances as part of the evaluation of the penalty to be applied
but concluded that such cases could generally be addressed within the flexibility of
the tariff. Critics of the Tariff also noted that it did not address collusion (Tennant &
Rowell) but the authors considered that this required further research to examine
the particular factors associated with collusion, one example being how to adjudi-
cate over the culpability of a student who had allowed their work to be used by
another.

An evaluation of the Tariff undertaken across nine universities revealed that the
penalties the institutions had awarded matched the Tariff in about half of cases, with
the most common areas of mismatch being related to the severity of the penalty and
whether or not resubmission was allowed. Notwithstanding this, the authors con-
cluded that the Tariff represented a useful first step for improving inter-institutional
consistency (Scott, Rowell, Badge, & Green, 2012). Although there have been some
moves to incorporate the Tariff into institutional policies, other institutions have
taken the view that adoption of a broad tariff is inappropriate when the decision
relies primarily on academic judgement (Onens & Anderson, 2014).

Professional Development

In parallel with the developments of the QAA Quality Code for Higher Education,
the Higher Education Academy has developed the UK Professional Standards
Framework (([UKPSF] HEA, 2013a). This Framework has been designed to provide
a structure for professional development along with a series of core criteria that
teachers are expected to meet, across a range of aspects, to achieve professional
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eA1-Design and plan learning activities and/or programmes of study \
eA2-Teach and/or support learning
*A3-Assess and give feedback to learners

*A4 -Develop effective learning environments and approaches to student

Areas of support and guidance

Activity *A5-Engage in continuing professional development in subjects/disciplines and
their pedagogy, incorporating research, scholarship and the evaluation of
professional practices j

eV1-Respect individual learners and diverse learning communities \

*V2-Promote participation in higher education and equality of opportunity for
learners

el °V3-Use evidence-informed approaches and the outcomes from research,

scholarship and continuing professional development

Values

eV4-Acknowledge the wider context in which higher education operates
recognising the implications for professional practice J

*K1-The subject material

*K2-Appropriate methods for teaching, learning and assessing in the subject
area and at the level of the academic programme

Core *K3-How students learn, both generally and within their subject disciplinary

Knowledge BELEES)
*K4-The use and value of appropriate learning technologies

*K5-Methods of evaluating the effectiveness of teaching
*K6-The implications of quality assurance and quality enhancement for j

academic and professional practice with a particular focus on teaching

Fig. 1 Adapted from the UK Professional Standards Framework (Higher Education Academy,
2013)

recognition for their teaching practice. These are interrelated with the ethos of
developing academic integrity, enabling teachers to identify academic integrity as
being fundamental to their teaching and assessment practice as well as their
professional values.

The dimensions of the framework are threefold, Areas of Activity, Core Knowl-
edge, and Professional Values, as shown in Fig. 1.

All three dimensions relate closely to the elements of academic practice and
integrity but in different ways. At the 2013 HEA conference, “Academic Integrity
and Student Development: Exploring dimensions for improving practice,” several
workshops were aligned to the UKPSF, emphasizing the perceived connection
between academic professional development and espousing academic integrity
(HEA 2013c).

The Areas of Activity all relate to academic integrity and the prevention of
unacceptable practice in terms of curriculum design (A1) and academic practice
(A2, A3, A4). Those activities are student facing but there is also the more reflective
aspect of requiring the teacher to examine their own practice and development as
the foundation for that practice (AS).



4 UK Perspectives of Academic Integrity 49

In relation to Core Knowledge, the components each have potential application
to the promotion of academic integrity and the reduction of unacceptable practice.
Subject specialism and disciplinary knowledge form the foundation of teaching and
student learning (K1) and so often play a key role in the recognition of inappropriate
academic practice. The pedagogic application of core knowledge (K2-5) provides
the framework for the development of sound academic practice in the theoretical
knowledge, pedagogic intuition, and experience of the teacher. Scope to prevent or
reduce inappropriate academic practice so often rests with the design and imple-
mentation of elements of the learning experience or the approach taken to quality
assurance and enhancement (K6).

The Professional values (V1,2,3,4) are particularly relevant to academic integ-
rity and can support the explanation to students of how the principle works as well
as informing teaching and assessment practices. The acknowledgement of the wider
context and implications for professional practice (V4) are fundamental to
approaches to academic practice and the way in which this and the notion of
academic integrity are addressed with students.

Thomas (2012) refers to the idea of becoming “not a man of success, but rather a
man of value” (attributed to Einstein) as a reminder that academic integrity is
values driven and there lies the greatest opportunity to support students in achieving
success. This is endorsed by Crehan and Williams (2013) who propose the notion of
academic integrity as a graduate attribute of value in professional development.

The incremental recognition of reflection as a means by which to address,
enhance and improve academic practice (QAA, 2012) raises the expectation that
teachers will both employ and promote reflective academic practice. Enabling and
equipping teachers with the skills to safeguard academic standards is an essential
part of the process of the promotion of academic integrity through knowledge,
practice, and modeling values. Academic integrity is engendered by the direct
engagement of teachers with students, presenting consistent standards that reflect
the professional practice of the teacher, to recognize and reward effort and achieve-
ment and taking every opportunity to reduce misconduct.

There is risk in “subcontracting” academic integrity development for students
through the provision of online courses, promising “evidence” of training to offset
legal claims and reputational damage, and these may prevent teachers from work-
ing closely with their students on the core academic issues. The importance of
collaboration between teachers and students is a concept owned by all teachers, and
while online provision is often of excellent quality, positively focussed and acces-
sible to all, it augments rather than replaces the input of the course leader working
with the students on each module. The premise of working with students as partners
is key here, as it is in everyone’s interests to maximize academic integrity and in the
spirit of fairness to work to prevent unfair practice. Engaging with students in
setting policy, establishing processes and decision making can only serve to embed
their sense of ownership and contribute to building a strong value base. Ariely’s
(2008) work on decision-making, applied more recently to the motivations for
academic misconduct, not only offers insights into the problem but is usefully
informing policy development across the sector. Policies are merely tools to enable
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practice and have limitations. Policies can contribute to culture change but are not
the “solution” to promoting academic integrity and responsibility and embedding
lifelong values.

Dill and Beerkens (2013, p. 341) assert that “The challenge confronting all
nations is to design a policy framework that effectively balances the forces of the
state, the market and the academic profession to assure academic standards in
universities.” This is crystallized in Morris and Caroll’s (2011) recommendations
designed to encompass the breadth of unacceptable academic practice, the need for
flexibility, and the promotion of academic integrity through and beyond policy. The
reach and impact of this work has been significant in the subsequent development of
UK approaches, and the sector continues to work concertedly to promote academic
integrity, drawing together academics across higher education.

Summary

Concerns regarding academic integrity in the UK higher education sector have
increased over the last decade along with the recognition that this is a complex issue
spanning a spectrum from poor academic practice to deliberate attempts to cheat.
Institutional policies initially were often focused on detection and deterrence with
the onus being placed on the student to avoid plagiarizing. More recently there has
been significant movement towards improving the guidance and training provided
for students regarding good academic practice. This has been accompanied by
moves to change assessment design to increase the focus on assessing higher-
level academic skills, rather than factual content, and thereby also reduce the
facility for plagiarism to take place. Academic agencies within the UK such as
the Quality Assurance Agency and the Higher Education Academy have leant
support for these changes through their guidance and development of professional
standards for HE teaching. When instances of plagiarism have been identified, it is
important that there should be consistency in the penalties applied, both within and
between higher education providers: the work of the Plagiarism Advisory Service,
through the AMBeR project and development of a benchmark tariff, has further
provided valuable guidance for institutions in developing their policies.
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Abstract

This chapter presents evidence about how academic integrity is perceived and
managed at tertiary level across the European Union (EU). Despite the moves
during recent decades to harmonize EU higher education (HE) through the
Bologna Process, governance of HE in different parts of Europe remains diverse
and complex.

The project Impact of Policies for Plagiarism in Higher Education Across
Europe (IPPHEAE 2010-2013) aimed to explore how academic integrity was
understood and managed in different parts of the EU. The geographical scope of
the research was confined to the then 27 member states of the EU. The main
focus was on assessment for bachelor and master’s degrees rather than on
research and doctorial level studies.
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The evidence presented in this chapter is based on previous and concurrent
research, documentary sources, and analysis of almost 5,000 responses to the
IPPHEAE survey, with views from higher education students, academic
teachers, senior managers, and individuals who were able to provide national
and international perspectives.

Some common themes emerged from the research relating to academic
integrity. In addition to some examples of good practice, there were indications
across many of the countries and higher education institutions (HEI) studied of
lack of awareness and immaturity in institutional responses for assuring integrity
and academic quality affecting all parts of the educational process.

This 3-year study, taken together with related research elsewhere, showed
that some EU countries, particularly the UK, Sweden, Austria, Republic of
Ireland, and Slovakia, have taken significant steps, at national and institutional
levels, to identify and address threats to academic standards. However, the
findings indicated that much more could and should be done in every country
studied to strengthen policies for encouraging scholarly practices and
implementing consistent but proportional measures for deterring malpractice
in both education and research.

Introduction

This chapter looks at available evidence of how plagiarism, academic misconduct,
and academic integrity are viewed and managed in European higher education
institutions. However, before focusing on these areas, it is important to set the scene
by briefly summarizing a few of the many major changes, geographically, politi-
cally, and educationally, that Europe has undergone in the last 20 years that have
impacted on the HE sector.

The democratization of former Soviet states that was marked by the fall of the
Berlin Wall in 1989 brought about huge changes affecting the whole of Europe. The
gradual expansion of EU membership from that time onwards, including the
reunification of Germany, meant that people from diverse economies and cultures
began working and studying together. This development had major implications for
all industries, but particularly affected governance, funding, and resourcing of all
levels of education.

Independently of political changes, starting in about 1990, the number of
students entering higher education across different parts of Europe expanded
disproportionately year-on-year compared to admissions in earlier decades. The
increasingly larger class sizes, combined in some cases with expanding subject
choices, forced some changes and innovations in pedagogy and assessment prac-
tices, for example, class sizes increased and group assessments were introduced, in
part to help to reduce lecturers’ workloads. However, formal examinations
remained the predominant assessment method in many countries.

In parallel with the political, geographical, and educational expansions
within Europe from the mid-1990s, the evolution of the World Wide Web made
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it increasingly easier for information to be accessed and shared via the Internet,
which was of particular interest to students and teachers. Although plagiarism is a
very old concept, the advent of intelligent tools and search engines meant it
became easy for students to acquire relevant information and copy digitally into
their work. This ubiquity of information and ease of access also allowed alert
teachers to locate the same resources as students and identify where unattributed
copying occurred. More recently, the introduction of digital submission has
changed the way student assessment is handled, and new problems have emerged,
together with opportunities and potential solutions to thwart would-be cheaters and
plagiarists.

Starting in 1998 at the Sorbonne, there were aspirations to create a common
European framework for higher educational qualifications and standards for all
members of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) through what has
become known as the Bologna Process. A series of regular high-level events
since then in different countries, each followed by a Communique to update
interested parties (EHEA website), continues to progress this agenda.

The most significant structural change to higher education in Europe, arising
directly from the Bologna process, has been the adoption of a standard three-level
qualification system: Level 1 — Bachelor’s Degree; Level 2 — Master’s Degree; and
Level 3 — Doctoral studies. In many countries, the first two levels replaced an
integrated 6- or 7-year route to a master’s qualification via bachelor degree. This
three-level framework was complemented by the adoption of European Credit
Transfer Scheme (ECTS) credits, designed to facilitate student mobility.

Harmonization of national education systems required other changes to under-
lying systems and policies, particularly requiring specification of programs to be
expressed as “learning outcomes” and ensuring assessment practices and quality
assurance processes aligned with EU and EHEA expectations. These aspects of the
harmonization process required very radical conceptual and structural changes for
some institutions and national educational systems. Although great progress has
been made in this direction, the findings from the IPPHEAE research confirm the
journey is very far from over.

As already mentioned, in some subjects, particularly law and medicine, the great
increase in student numbers forced changes to assessment methods. It was reported
from Germany, for example, that where it was once common to examine a student
solely by viva voce, under Bologna, it became more likely a student would be given
several smaller “semester papers” or essays to write each semester often combined
with formal written examinations (Glendinning Germany report 2013: 3).

Where new assessment regimes were introduced, there was need for a step
change in the way assessment was designed and quality assured and also in how
students were guided and prepared for the assessment process. The responses to the
IPPHEAE survey suggested that retraining of staff and student guidance is not
routinely provided or expected in some institutions (notably in France, Belgium,
Germany, and Spain). Indeed, one respondent connected the increase in student
plagiarism with the replacement of viva voce examinations by new methods of
assessment under Bologna (IPPHEAE Germany report 2013: 3).
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Quality Assurance and Integrity

The long-established UK experience of internationalization indicates that unless
carefully understood and managed, the increasingly diverse multicultural and
multilingual communities in Europe involving higher education students, academic
teachers, doctoral supervisors, and research team leaders could present serious
challenges to quality and standards of assessment and integrity. In particular,
systems and approaches to assure standards and quality of student work in HE
institutions are closely aligned with the capacity for identifying and managing
plagiarism and promoting good academic integrity.

In HEIs across many parts of Europe, the professoriate has great autonomy, and
there is very little oversight for checking their decisions. In such regimes, there is
often no embedded requirement or expectation for assessment briefs, examination
questions, and marking schemes to be premoderated by peers or external examiners
or for blind and second marking, postmoderation of student work, and scrutiny of
grades and marks awarded. The resulting culture of low accountability and lack of
transparency will make it impossible to check how “plagiarism proof” an assign-
ment or task may be, or to know how any potential cases of plagiarism and
academic misconduct are being identified and what action has been taken in
response by an individual academic.

When individual academics setting the assessment or supervising the thesis have
unquestioned remit to decide on the grades awarded to students, the decision on
whether to take action in suspected cases of plagiarism and academic dishonesty
also lies solely with the individual academic. Conversely, in environments with a
more open approach, premoderation of research proposals, examination questions,
and assessment briefs provides additional opportunities for identifying weaknesses
or flaws. Post-assessment scrutiny by colleagues, second markers, and external
examiners allows for the identification of anomalies in student work, including
plagiarism, which may have been ignored or not recognized by the examiner.

Countries in Europe are required to comply with quality assurance standards and
regulations established by the European Network of Quality Assurance Agencies
(ENQA). National QA agencies not currently part of ENQA or on the European
Quality Assurance Register (EQAR) aspire to reach the required standards to
become full members as a mark of their maturity as well as to indicate compliance
with agreed standards. However, as has already been discussed, approaches to
assurance of quality in student assessment vary greatly across the EU.

Research into Academic Integrity in Europe

The combination of changes affecting higher education during the last decade of the
twentieth century and first years of the twenty-first century raises questions about
the security of HE student assessment in many parts of Europe. Research was
conducted and some innovative developments into holistic approaches to academic
integrity were initiated in some parts of Europe to try to improve educational
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standards for deterring plagiarism and to ensure plagiarism in student work was
detected and suitably managed, notably in the UK (Carroll 2005; Carroll and
Appleton 2001; Macdonald and Carroll 2006; Morris and Carroll 2011; Park
2004; Tennant and Duggan 2008; Tennant and Rowell 2010), Sweden (Pecorari
2011; Zeterling and Carroll 2007) and the Netherlands (Pieters et al. 2006;
Roes 2005).

During this time, digital text-matching tools were being developed and deployed
to aid detection and to deter students from contemplating plagiarism. The UK
government through the Joint Information Systems Committee, now known as
JISC, supported the introduction of digital text-matching tools in UK HEIs, first
by funding a pilot study then providing access to institutional licenses sector-wide
in England and Wales (Rowell 2009). This initiative gave UK HEIs an early lead
compared to other European countries in exploring and evaluating policies and
systems for effective deployment of such tools. However, other countries including
Slovakia (Foltynek 2013; Kralikova 2009), Hungary (Fiizessi 2013), Poland, and
Lithuania have also been actively developing digital archives, tools, and resources
specific to their languages.

In 2010, the project Impact of Policy for Plagiarism in Higher Education Across
Europe was funded by the European Commission to meet a perceived need for
evidence about how higher education institutions in Europe were managing student
plagiarism. The geographical scope of the project was defined to encompass the
then 27 EU member states. The research focused on what policies were
implemented in HE nationally or institutionally for discouraging and detecting
plagiarism and academic dishonesty at bachelor and master’s degree levels. The
survey collected evidence about consistency, fairness, and proportionality of
approach and outcomes in handling allegations of academic misconduct. However,
evidence was also captured about how students were being supported and encour-
aged to follow good academic practice and scholarship as a means of deterring
academic misconduct.

Research Methodology for Data Capture and Analysis

The IPPHEAE survey captured information about whether EU HEI participants had
policies for the wide range of possible types of misdemeanors that constitute
academic misconduct, especially focusing on student plagiarism. Where policies
were in place, it was important to get some measure of their nature and efficacy,
particularly:

» Level of implementation and responsibilities for action and decisions;
» Consistency and transparency of policies and procedures;

« Communication about the policies to all stakeholders;

* Level of knowledge and understanding of the policies;

» Type and range of available sanctions;

* Monitoring and review of the system;
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» Evidence of whether the system was being applied as intended; and
¢ To what extent the system was effective for deterring and detecting cases.

The survey invited contributions from four levels of participants: students,
teachers, senior HEI managers, and, where possible, people with a view of quality
and integrity in HE, on a national or international basis. Most of the responses were
captured through online questionnaires, which were customized for each level of
participant. In addition, one-to-one interviews and student focus groups helped to
provide more detailed information and viewpoints, highlighting different opinions.

To encourage responses from across Europe, the online questionnaires were
made available in 14 European languages. The questionnaires for students and
teachers consisted largely of closed questions often with S5-point Likert scale
response options (strongly disagree to strongly agree), generating coded quantita-
tive data. However, there were a few free-format questions and additional comment
fields were included with many of the closed questions to capture richer viewpoints.
As the expected volume of replies was lower for the senior managers, their survey
consisted of mainly open questions, inviting free-format comments from
participants.

Student focus groups were conducted by PhD student research assistants in
several countries, either in English or with responses audio recorded then translated
into English. Interviews with senior management and national level respondents
were mainly conducted in English by researchers, with responses often audio
recorded and then transcribed. Documentary evidence about policies and guidance
was also collected from participants and from websites to supplement the survey
responses.

This methodology ensured that the analysis of responses to the main questions
was based on coded quantitative data and therefore language neutral. However,
some deeper qualitative information was captured to explain and inform other
responses in more detail. Overlap of the questions asked at different levels of the
survey, aided by use of the mixed-methods approach, allowed triangulation of
results.

When designing the survey, the research team explored evidence of other
research, including some previous work that included surveys. The project consul-
tant Jude Carroll also provided input at the survey design stage. Some useful ideas
were found for questions from McCabe (online surveys), Park (2004), and Hayes
and Introna (2005), but no single survey was located with the right focus and
content for IPPHEAE. It was important to ensure the wording of every question
was very clear, and terminology used could be translated without distortion to other
educational systems and for different European languages. Therefore, the survey
questions were either designed for this research or adapted specifically for use on
this project.

Pilot surveys using paper-based questionnaires were run in different language
versions and carefully evaluated before the team was confident enough to upload to
the secure web-based (Bristol Online Surveys) platform and then they were released
to participants through links on the project website.
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Guidance notes and “informed consent” information was made available to all
participants before they provided their responses. Before analysis, the data was
anonymized by adding participant and institutional codes, with secure details of
coding maintained separately from the anonymized responses.

The global nature of higher education means that the student community of any
HEI may include students and teachers from across the world. For the purposes of
the IPPHEAE research, the population of an HEI was defined as all students
studying and all academics employed to teach at the institution at the time of the
survey, irrespective of their nationality or normal country of residence.

Analysis of Results

Just under 5,000 responses were collected in total, of which about 4,000 were from
students and just under 700 from HE teachers. The number of responses to the
senior management questionnaire was disappointingly low, but this deficit was
compensated by the excellent quality of responses from both questionnaires and
interviews with contributions from some very influential individuals.

The analysis of much of the data was conducted using frequency distributions,
through the statistical package SPSS. Thematic analyses were used to classify and
combine some of the qualitative data captured from various sources.

The comparison of results from the different countries was achieved using a
specially designed toolset called the Academic Integrity Maturity Model (AIMM).
In devising these tools, the author was influenced by the concepts underpinning the
Capability Maturity Model, CMMI Academy, which assesses companies or func-
tional units in specific industry sectors based on their level of “process maturity” in
a range of different areas.

The AIMM tools, applied at country level for this analysis, used the nine
categories listed below, each of which was scored according to scaled and averaged
responses taken from the IPPHEAE survey results:

» Transparency in academic integrity and quality assurance;

» Fair, effective, and consistent policies for handling plagiarism and academic
dishonesty;

¢ Standard range of standard sanctions for plagiarism and academic dishonesty;

» Use of digital tools and language repositories;

« Preventative strategies and measures;

« Communication about policies and procedures;

» Knowledge and understanding about academic integrity;

» Training provision for students and teachers; and

» Research and innovation in academic integrity.
(Glendinning 2014b)

The limitations of the research need to be appreciated before considering the
findings. The selection of institutions and individual participants was opportunistic
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rather than designed to be a representative sample. Many participants, institutions
and individuals, took part because they had interest, specific information, or views
to contribute to the research. Respondents were often confirming their own good
practice, which may not be representative of the country as a whole. Occasionally,
participants elaborated specific problematic circumstances and examples, particu-
larly where exacerbated by absence of effective policies.

Some of the institutions approached who did not take part in the research told the
researchers that their HEIs had no policies in place. Others refused to take part
citing fear of reputational damage, despite assurances about anonymity. The num-
ber of responses for some countries was very limited (particularly Italy, Belgium,
Netherlands, and Luxembourg), with the national evidence presented in the analysis
sometimes relying on a few authoritative advisers and documentary sources.

Before being released on the IPPHEAE website, each of the 27 country reports
was sent to some of the contributors and independent reviewers with knowledge of
that country, who were asked to comment on accuracy and balance. All feedback
received was incorporated into the final versions of the reports. Even after release of
the reports, further comments received are still being considered and where merited
new versions will be produced.

Overview, Comparison of EU Countries

The AIMM results for each country were tabulated and charted using a stacked bar
chart for the 27 country comparisons to depict the results for each of the nine
categories in each country, as shown in Fig. 1. Radar or spider charts provided a
graphical view of strengths and weaknesses for each country, for example, the
results for Austria are shown in Fig. 2.

In addition to a substantial analytical report for each country with detailed
recommendations for actions, the EU comparison report contained one-page coun-
try summaries with the main research findings expressed in terms of strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (Glendinning 2013).

Research Findings: Serious Problems and Deficiencies Identified

Fundamental disparities were identified that pose serious impediments to reaching a
common European understanding on policies for academic integrity. Firstly, there
is no consensus across Europe and even within countries or institutions on what
constitutes plagiarism. Secondly, despite the Bologna Process, there are different
views about what is acceptable academic practice for students at different levels of
education. Thirdly, there are substantial differences in pedagogic practices and
assessment methods that influence expectations on the extent of scholarly activity
and critical thinking in student work. Each of these three points is explored in more
depth below.
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Fig. 1 IPPHEAE project, AIMM 27 Country comparison
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Fig. 2 AIMM radar chart for Austria

On the definition of plagiarism, a significant minority of academics responding
to the teacher survey were unable to recognize, and classify in terms of seriousness,
clear cases of plagiarism presented in a set of scenarios: based on a sample of
681 responses, Fig. 3 shows that overall 15 % of teacher respondents were not sure
whether or not this described plagiarism and 4 % believed it was not plagiarism.
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Fig. 3 Teacher responses for scenario describing serious plagiarism

The responses varied considerably between countries, as can be seen from the
country breakdown in Fig. 3, with the highest combined uncertainty and denial in
Latvia (86 %), Hungary (58 %), Romania (52 %), Bulgaria (50 %), France (38 %),
Poland (27 %), and Lithuania (25 %).

Many respondents denied the existence of self-plagiarism, asserting that “you
cannot plagiarise yourself” and that authors were free to re-use their own work as
they wished. This view has serious implications for both scholarly publications and
student work, potentially leaving students free to gain multiple academic credits
from the same piece of work. Several respondents who were editors or reviewers of
papers for learned journals and conferences confirmed that it is common to receive
papers from respected academics and researchers that either include plagiarized
content or are self-plagiarized. It was stated by respondents that some journal
editors do not reject all such papers, even when the facts about re-use or question-
able practice are made known to them.

A further issue about defining plagiarism that arose in several responses is the
requirement in some parts of Europe that when making an allegation of plagiarism
or “theft of copyright,” an academic must prove that a student intended to deceive.
This condition, enshrined as a legal requirement in some EU countries (e.g.,
Sweden, Germany, and Austria), provides a disincentive to a busy academic to
raise an allegation of student misconduct because it can be very difficult and time
consuming to provide and present evidence of this nature.

It emerged from the survey that in many countries, academics are discouraged
from raising cases of plagiarism by being labeled trouble makers and sometimes
being threatened with legal action or dismissal (e.g., in Finland, Italy, and Germany).
Respondents confirmed that such policies lead to genuine cases of plagiarism and
dishonesty being either ignored or dealt with outside the formal process. Further, if
inadvertent or accidental plagiarism is not highlighted as problematic, students who
lack skills and knowledge for writing and research may not be given appropriate
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support to improve their academic practice. Crucially, condoning or ignoring either
inadvertent or deliberate plagiarism has implications on academic standards.

On the issue of acceptable academic practice, one teacher participant from
France stated the view that formal academic writing skills and use of referencing
were not necessary for bachelor level students, but should only apply at master’s
level and above. Other countries including Finland and Luxembourg were also
starting to focus on promoting and enforcing policies and oversight for integrity in
research and at doctoral level, with apparently less concern about developing
scholarly skills with their undergraduate and master’s students. Conversely, many
survey participants at all four levels surveyed from across Europe called for more
education on appropriate use of academic sources to be included in secondary
education, particularly relating to early appreciation of the limitations and problems
of copying material from the Internet.

Despite having a common EU framework for standards in higher education pro-
grams and apparent consensus on the use of learning outcomes, many countries in
Europe were found to be still relying heavily on rote learning for bachelor degree and
sometimes also at master’s level. Student respondents from several countries
complained that they were not rewarded for original ideas and critical thinking, and
several students asserted that to gain the maximum marks, they were expected to
regurgitate verbatim the notes given by their tutors. Assessment based on memorizing
factual information, evident in responses from many countries, including France,
Romania, Bulgaria, Poland, and Lithuania, can also encourage and reward plagiarism.
Such regimes restrict learning by not allowing students to develop their own voices
and scholarly practices in reading, writing, and research during their bachelor degree
programs, which leaves them poorly equipped for advanced study and research.

There were different views across survey respondents on whether plagiarism
was increasing, staying the same, or decreasing. Although there were statistics
available for academic misconduct cases in some institutions and nationally for
Sweden and Austria (to be discussed shortly), there were no reliable overall
statistics for Europe to help support the various opinions. In any case, the disparities
on how to define plagiarism by different parties and countries negate the value of
possible statistical comparisons.

Some institutions and individuals contacted expressed great regret about the lack
of suitable policies or infrastructure for either detecting or for discouraging plagia-
rism and academic cheating (e.g., in Romania, Slovenia, and Bulgaria). A few
institutions approached (e.g., in Estonia, Finland, and Poland) denied having any
cases of student plagiarism and asserted there was no need to develop policies.
However, the overwhelming consensus from across the EU was that the number of
cases of plagiarism and academic dishonesty was far too high.

When asked about consistency of approach at the “front line” of the assessment
process through the statement “I believe that all teachers follow the same pro-
cedures for similar cases of plagiarism,” 44 % of all teacher respondents either
strongly disagreed (14 %) or disagreed (30 %), with a further 34 % of teachers
opting for “not sure,” 15 % agreeing, and 4 % strongly agreeing. The country-by-
country breakdown for these responses is shown in Fig. 4. Given how few of the
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Fig. 4 Teacher responses to question “I believe that all teachers follow the same procedures for
similar cases of plagiarism”

teacher respondents agreed with this statement, important questions are raised
about disparities within and between institutions affecting student outcomes in
every EU country.

Self-evidently, Europe is not a single entity; it consists of many separate
countries each with a distinct cultural and social identity. A representative EU
study of academic misconduct, plagiarism or, looking more positively, academic
integrity, must consider the diversity as well as the similarities occurring in the
higher educational systems within and between the nation states of the continent.

Many IPPHEAE respondents mentioned difficulties connected with students
admitted to their institutions from other countries in Europe and from further afield.
The numbers and origins of international students vary greatly between countries
and institutions. Some institutions have developed specific resources, for example,
many UK universities provide information, workshops, seminars, and quizzes to
prepare international students for differences they will face during their studies
compared to their previous educational experiences.

European mobility schemes such as Leonardo da Vinci, Socrates, and Erasmus
drive the demand for student and teacher exchanges encouraging study and work
placements. The harmonized curricula and transferable ECS credit scheme that
most EHEA and EU member states have adopted allow students to study and claim
credits in more than one country and experience different cultures and educational
systems. Many student and teacher respondents reported different experiences
regarding approaches to academic integrity during their study and work placements
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in other European countries (e.g., IPPHEAE national reports on Belgium, 3;
Bulgaria, 4; Cyprus, 8; Luxembourg, 6; and UK, 16) supporting evidence of
disparities identified directly from quantitative data analysis.

Although the UK has a long history of welcoming international students starting in
the 1980s, a recent influx of non-EU students in some other countries, for example, the
Netherlands, Germany, and Scandinavia, has been encouraged by provision of pro-
grams taught and assessed in English, often combined with low or zero tuition fee
requirements and in some cases grants to cover living costs (e.g., Sweden). Respon-
dents from these countries reported particular challenges when non-native English-
speaking students are taught in English by teachers who themselves are non-native
English speakers. Teachers reported problems conveying requirements and clarifying
expectations to international students, and some teachers spoke of colleagues who had
difficulty identifying the subtle nuances of potential plagiarism in students’ writing
even when quite proficient in this second language (Sweden report 2013). Notably,
appropriate use of digital tools can help with the latter problem.

In some countries, including Romania, Bulgaria, France, and Belgium, respon-
dents reported that the major integrity issue they faced was students cheating or
plagiarizing in examinations rather than with plagiarism in essays or dissertations.
On further investigation, it transpired that some of the cheating was accounted for
by a very lax approach taken by examination invigilators, for example, Mazodier
et al. (2012, p. 33) in their report about fraud in examinations for the French
government, described scenarios where medical students were encouraged to
copy and collude in formal closed-book examinations without penalty.

A great deal of evidence was found, from Romania in particular, of systematic
use of technology by students during closed-book examinations communicating
with supporters based outside. Student and teacher questionnaire respondents
frequently referred to cameras and sound-jamming equipment that are used during
examinations to detect and disrupt such abuse.

Several respondents, particularly from Bulgaria, Poland, and Romania, made
reference to a culture of corruption, including bribery and undue influence to aid the
conferment of undeserved academic qualifications. This theme was explored in
detail in a report on Global Corruption in Education by Transparency International
(2013), supporting similar findings from IPPHEAE.

Despite the admission by student survey respondents that plagiarism is common
practice, combined with the findings through IPPHEAE and by researchers such as
Mazodier et al. (2012) about the prevalence of exam cheating, in many EU
countries (e.g., Romania, Italy, Poland, Portugal, France, Spain, Bulgaria, Belgium,
Czech Republic, Finland, Germany), the IPPHEAE results confirmed that it is very
unusual for any students to be accused of plagiarism or academic misconduct and
even less likely for a punitive penalty to be applied.

Overall in EU countries, there was a low rate of response from teachers to a
question about students confusing group work with inappropriate collusion
(selected by 28 % of teachers overall), with the UK (41 %) and Latvia (43 %)
being the exceptions where some teachers saw this as a serious factor. However,
this option was selected by only 14 % of EU students overall and by only 7 % of UK
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students, with 39 % of students in Latvia and 30 % studying in Bulgaria seeing this
as an important factor.

Most respondents agreed that “some students use translation of sources from
other languages as a means of avoiding detection of plagiarism” (49 % of students
and 55 % of teachers), but some respondents appeared to be surprised by the
question and clearly were not aware of this form of cheating, with 32 % of teachers
and 34 % of students selecting “not sure.” Only 11 % of teacher respondents
disagreed with the statement, suggesting there is a high degree of awareness
about this type of plagiarism in all EU countries. The lowest student awareness
about this issue was in Spain, Italy, and Lithuania, and the highest student agree-
ment was found in Netherlands, Luxembourg, Greece, Estonia, Portugal, and
Slovakia. It is possible these results could provide indication of or where student
plagiarism by translation is prevalent in Europe.

Although many UK and Republic of Ireland respondents referred to the prob-
lems of ghost-written or purchased student work, it was uncommon for respondents
from outside the UK to note that this type of cheating occurred or was problematic.
Since the websites that promote such services are globally available and in different
languages, it is clear the problem is not confined to English-speaking countries.
This finding suggests that little is being done elsewhere in Europe either in
detecting when this most serious form of plagiarism has happened or following
up cases where it may have occurred.

Research Findings: Good Practice Examples

The main focus of the IPPHEAE research was to explore the effectiveness of
institutional policies for managing academic conduct. Although the great majority
of respondents agreed that their institution had policies for plagiarism and academic
misconduct, often teacher and student respondents disagreed on what they were or
demonstrated little knowledge about the detail of the policies. Also, as reported
earlier, many of the policies referred to, either at national or institutional level, were
aimed at research and doctoral level studies rather than applying to bachelor and
master’s degree students.

Sweden was the only EU country studied that was found to have implemented
national legislation defining policies and procedures for handling cases of miscon-
duct, including accusations of plagiarism in HEIs (Universitets-och hogskoleradet).
The bureaucracy underlying the associated institutional processes there, which
involves a formal judicial panel chaired by the vice-chancellor, was believed by
some respondents to be a disproportionate response for some minor cases and in
other cases could prove far too lenient. The penalty available to the panel was
temporary suspension (maximum was for one year but often a shorter suspension
period was applied), after which time the student was allowed to continue on their
course with no further sanctions.

The Swedish process, particularly from an international student viewpoint, can
cause significant delay and expense and disrupt progress especially for what may be
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a minor offense. Seen from the potential academic accuser’s viewpoint, it is
necessary to provide evidence to prove there was intent to deceive and present
the case to the panel. Although some survey respondents were highly supportive of
this system, it is unsurprising that some skepticism was expressed by other respon-
dents about the effectiveness of such a system in identifying and handling possible
academic integrity breaches.

As mentioned earlier, only two EU countries, Sweden and Austria, were able to
provide national statistics on the number of cases of academic misconduct reported
by HEIs. The Swedish statistics have been collected annually from universities by
the Hogskoleverket (Swedish quality assurance agency) and made available in
annual reports (Hogskoleverket 2010; Kyrk 2012; IPPHEAE Sweden report
2013). The Austrian statistics were collected and analyzed by the Austrian Institute
for Research Integrity, but to date the report with their analysis is not generally
available (Glendinning: Austria report 2014).

Although the statistics from Austria and Sweden provided very useful information,
respondents in both countries raised questions about the comparability of the national
statistics. The disparity in number of cases between institutions within both countries
suggests that some HEIs (generally with higher number of cases) may have more
effective internal policies and systems for detecting plagiarism than others. Further-
more, it is not clear whether the contributing HEIs in these countries all recorded cases
in the same way and no way of knowing what percentage of the actual dishonesty
cases occurring were identified and counted formally by different institutions.

It was very unusual to find policies applied holistically and consistently across
an institution; this was largely confined to some, but not all institutions in the UK,
with isolated examples of good practice in some other countries, including Republic
of Ireland and one small private HE institution in Germany. One characteristic of
institutions where policies are effectively and systematically applied already
discussed is that the number of proven cases of misconduct recorded per institution
will tend to be considerably higher than in institutions with less maturity and
consistency in policies. There has been an unfortunate temptation for the press to
seize on such statistics, wrongly interpreting high rates of misconduct as evidence
of poor control rather than being a characteristic of honest transparency in a process
of continuous improvement.

So-called plagiarism detection software tools were seen by many respondents as
the ultimate antidote to student plagiarism. Some people reported colleagues’ over-
reliance on the outputs from the tools: such misplaced confidence is in itself a threat
to academic standards. Many student respondents requested access to tools for
pre-submitting and checking their work. Conversely, it was reported that students
in Germany were challenging the requirements for uploading their work to the
associated repositories on the grounds of infringement of their copyright.

The sparseness of digital academic papers and theses in some European lan-
guages and the difficulty of applying standard digital tools to special character sets
have led to several EU countries, particularly Lithuania, Slovakia, Hungary, and
Poland, developing their own national digital language repositories, with tools for
uploading papers and algorithms for searching and matching. As mentioned earlier,
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the most advanced of the developments is the Slovakian project (Kralikova 2009),
which has been implemented across all HEIs in the country, brought about by
national investment and effective coordination. It is noteworthy that the AIMM
profile for Slovakia, with a score of 17.39/36 and ranking of 6th out of 27 countries
surveyed (Glendinning 2013, p. 32), combined with the survey responses (Foltynek
2013, p. 7) reflect well on their technological developments combined with effec-
tive policies for implementation.

Research Impact and Progress

In recent years, almost every country in Europe has suffered from negative public-
ity through national and international press and the media with accusations of
plagiarism or academic misconduct, typically concerning researchers, academics,
and high-ranking politicians, with many cases documented and progress-tracked
through websites, wikis, and blogs in different languages (e.g., VroniPlag, Copy-
Shake-Paste, Archeologie-Copier-Coller, Responsable.unige.ch, Leplagiat.net, and
Retraction watch). Although people responsible for exposing these case are often
treated with distain, particularly by friends and colleagues of those targeted, the
IPPHEAE research shows a very different picture of the service these so-called
whistle-blowers or “hunters” have performed for promoting academic integrity.

There was no doubt that most respondents at all levels were aware of at least one
publicly exposed scandal and some people assumed incorrectly that these high-
profile cases provided motivation for the IPPHEAE research. In some instances,
people’s fear of revealing poor practices was a sufficient disincentive for some to
refuse to contribute to the IPPHEAE survey. But in a few countries (e.g., the
Netherlands, Denmark, and Germany), respondents reported that the media cases
had elevated the need for institutions to consider developing policies for academic
standards and integrity (Michalska 2013). From Romania, Hungary, and Bulgaria,
participants expressed disgust that prominent figures were still in post despite
revelations about their conduct; further several respondents raised concerns on
the impact on students of such negative role models.

In Germany in April 2012, where educational governance is devolved to the
16 Bundeslinder, the Landesrektorenkonferenz der Fachhochschulen (Congress of
Polytechnic Rectors) in NordRhein Westfalia agreed a common policy requiring
digital submission of all student theses (HRK 2012) in order to conduct checks for
plagiarism, but without specifying the means. This is a small but important step
towards systematic use of software tools for aiding plagiarism detection that may
set a precedent for other Bunderslinder and Member States to follow.

Both during and after the IPPHEAE project, the author was invited to present
findings from IPPHEAE to three separate audiences in the Republic of Ireland, to a
seminar of researchers in Luxembourg and to a cross-European research network
meeting in Brussels. Great interest was shown about the implications of research
results at the events. It emerged from the ensuing discussions that serious develop-
ments were underway in research integrity policy development across many parts
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of Europe (ESF 2013), but that not all countries put equal value on assuring
integrity in HE education.

In June 2014, the Irish Universities Association (IUA) took the important step of
launching their National Policy Statement on Ensuring Research Integrity in Ire-
land, which was influenced by the earlier UK concordat to support research
integrity (UUK 2012).

It is encouraging to report that, irrespective of the limitations of the research,
already the findings from the IPPHEAE research have reached far beyond the
European Union. Researchers in Pakistan, Malaysia, Turkey, Singapore, and Brazil
are adapting and translating the IPPHEAE survey questions for local use.

Further Work

Several requests have been received from across the world for information about
the Academic Integrity Maturity Model (AIMM) (Glendinning 2014b). This instru-
ment is being developed together with the Academic Integrity Rating System
(AIRS) designed by the USA-based International Center for Academic Integrity
(ICAI), with the aim of creating a globally useful tool for assessing institutional
policies for academic integrity.

The IPPHEAE research is just a starting point for work in this area; there is much
more that needs to be done. Where little or no evidence was captured before about
academic misconduct, for example, in Estonia, Romania, Bulgaria, Italy, Finland,
Germany, Slovenia, and Spain, these research findings provide the first evidence
that there are problems that if left unchecked will inevitably continue to impact on
academic standards at all levels across HE institutions. In EU countries where
awareness about academic integrity is higher, the findings are a reminder that
much more action should be taken by HE institutions supported by national
agencies to address the continuing and ever-changing threats, for example, posed
by use of technology, social media, and ghost-writing services.

In almost every country, teachers and managers proposed that more should be
done to prepare students for the demands of higher education before they join their
degree studies. If activities were included at secondary school level across Europe
to promote good skills in academic writing, use of sources, understanding intellec-
tual property rights, critical thinking, and the joy of learning, the extent of “acci-
dental plagiarism” should reduce in HEISs at bachelor level at least. However, there
would still be the need to persuade countries outside Europe to follow suit.

Summary

Arguably, the most interesting finding from the IPPHEAE research was that student
plagiarism is more likely to be caused by lack of skills or lack of knowledge about
the importance of writing and research techniques than by deliberate intent to gain
academic credit by deception. This particularly applies in environments where
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plagiarism is part of the academic culture and not viewed by teachers as a problem
(e.g., in many institutions in France, Poland, Romania, and Italy). In situations
where the expectation is for students to memorize and recall facts, there is a very
long and difficult journey before assessment standards can be compared with those
at institutions where critical thinking is encouraged and seen as valuable.

Almost all teachers and student respondents were clear that students needed to
have more information to improve their skills and knowledge about scholarly
practices, but also many student participants wanted to learn more about plagiarism
and to better understand the consequences of getting it wrong.

Taken overall, the teachers were less positive about the prospect to have continu-
ing professional development (CPD) or training for themselves, particularly in
Germany where respondents expressed doubt whether professors could possibly
learn anything new (and who would be equipped to teach the self-professed experts?)
or in Belgium and Bulgaria where respondents believed academics would not be
interested in being “trained.” However, the dissenters were in the minority, and
generally, teacher respondents saw the value of having regular discussions to update
themselves and colleagues on developments and to share good practice.

It is important to note that no country or institution was found to have a perfect
solution for deterring or detecting academic misconduct. Investing in strong poli-
cies and systems for academic integrity is expensive and time consuming. In times
of austerity particularly, HEIs in Europe may prioritize other areas for spending
their limited resources. Very few EU institutions were identified that had
implemented consistent and transparent policies for promoting academic integrity
and for handling allegations of academic misconduct and cases of academic
misconduct, and even in institutions with sound policies, the number of cases of
misconduct is still considered too high. However, one of the marks of institutions
with more mature policies was awareness of their deficiencies and the need to
regularly review and improve their practices, but also to remain vigilant against
emerging threats to integrity and standards.

It was particularly surprising that none of the EU national quality assurance
agencies or accreditation bodies conducting institutional audits was found to have
explicitly and routinely included oversight of policies for academic integrity,
plagiarism or misconduct in their institutional audit process. This does seem to be
a missed opportunity that would be relatively easy to seize in order to encourage the
development of effective institutional policies.
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Introduction

Academic misconduct or academic dishonesty is every activity conducted by
members of an academic group who try to obtain benefits which are not rightfully
theirs to claim, or to reduce the benefits of other members of the same or another
academic group, by using methods or ways that are against the standard integrated
rules in the academic community (Berkeley University of California 2012; Florida
State University 2012; University of Tasmania 2010). There are generally five
identified types of academic misconduct: fabrication, falsification, cheating, sabo-
tage, and professorial misconduct (Fig. 1).

Fabrication

Fabrication is a form of academic misconduct whereby nonexistent data or liter-
ature references are added or created, with the goal of fraudulently giving benefits
to the author. The created data or literature has the goal of supporting the author’s
work, often being data or a literature reference that is very beneficial to the author’s
work. One of the most prominent cases in Indonesia, reported by the media in
November and December 2013, involved an Indonesian university president
accused of fabrication in his dissertation work (Tribun Jakarta 2013). Orbit
Daily (Harian Orbit 2014) reported that according to a former Village Secretary
Jaringhalus, the university president only went once to the village where he
claimed to have collected data. Rather than collecting data, he paid ten local
residents 50,000 rupiahs for the privilege of having his photograph taken with
them.

| Academic Misconduct |

| Fabril:ation | |Falsifilcation| | Cheating
1

| |
Essay Mills/Paper Mills o

| |
also known as Self | | Others |

Fig. 1 Types of academic misconduct

| Sabotage | |Pr0fessorial Misconduct
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Falsification

Falsification is a form of academic misconduct whereby existing data or literature
reference are changed or modified, with the goal of fraudulently giving benefits to
the author. The basic difference between falsification and fabrication relates to
whether the original data or literature exists or not in the first place. Nurdin’s (2014)
recent research into falsification has resulted in a compilation of facts regarding
alleged plagiarism and data manipulation in the papers of a student. Nurdin
described massive inconsistencies between the title of the thesis, dates of the
correspondence, research data, and a large portion of word-to-word similarities of
thesis content with a thesis from another university as well as articles from Internet.

Cheating

In this chapter, cheating refers to academic misconduct which consists of bribery
and impersonation.

Bribery is a form of cheating by giving items of material value (commonly in the
form of currency) in order to obtain fraudulent academic benefits. While there has
been no highly publicized case of bribery in education in Indonesia, anecdotally it is
well known that this type misconduct is common. Bribery, embezzlement, extor-
tion, and corruption cases appear regularly in the news and it seems to be regarded
as common practice. Gallup (2015) research results from 6,390 respondents from
2006 to 2011 reported an increase in the perception of the spread of corruption in
Indonesia from 86 % to 91 %.

Impersonation refers to acting as if the data, literature reference, or academic work
of the author belongs to the author. In relation to ghostwriters and paper/essay mills,
this particular misconduct could be regarded to be one of the most blatant forms of
academic misconduct. It is common to find advertisements for ghostwriters and
paper/essay mills in Indonesia, ranging from pamphlets and text messages, to
websites, blogs, or other social media. Some even dare to provide information to
the media, justifying their existence by pointing out that articles from their paper/
essay mills are custom written instead of the more common practice of changing the
author’s name and information of an already existing article (Kompas 2010).

Ghostwriting is also classified here as potential impersonation because the paper is
not produced by the person under whose name it is published. In contrast to other types
of plagiarism, a ghostwriter generally does not have any objection and would not sue
for any lack of citation or acknowledgement, in regard to the given services. This
condition makes the cases of ghostwriting become more difficult to detect and prove.

The ghostwriter has a huge opportunity to commit fraud and escape with
impunity. The reason for this is that the assigned “author” may not know or is not
able to recognize the committed fraudulent acts (i.e., plagiarism, fabrication, or
falsification). Should questions about the validity of the paper be raised, it is the
assigned author who will bear the responsibility.
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Another form of impersonation is plagiarism. Plagiarism is considered to be a
form of impersonation because plagiarists often avoid citing the source of data or
literature reference, acting as though the data or literature reference is their own.
Plagiarism itself can be divided into two types: self-plagiarism (also known as
recycling fraud) and plagiarism conducted by using other authors’ works. Self-
plagiarism occurs when the authors use their existing published work without
appropriate acknowledgement (Dellavalle et al. 2007). Hexham (2005) also pointed
out one important point. Self-plagiarism is considered as a fraudulent action when
the author fails to develop or improve the previous work. In other words, instead of
offering a revised version of the previous work, the self-plagiarist re-uses the old
work while claiming that it is a new or at least a revised version of the previous
publication.

One of the most recent cases of plagiarism in Indonesia involved a high-level
government official from the religion ministry and a lecturer from a well-known
university. He was accused of plagiarism in one of his most recent newspaper
articles and subsequently resigned as a lecturer as a form of taking responsibility for
his actions (RMOL 2014). Unfortunately, despite the increasing attention given to
plagiarism, usually only the second type of plagiarism is considered to be plagia-
rism in Indonesia. This is also caused by the limitations in the definition of
plagiarism in national or official rules or statements.

Sabotage

Sabotage refers to the actions taken by authors to obtain illegitimate academic
benefits or reduce the benefits of other members of the academic group or commu-
nity. For example, in order to score higher than other members of the same
academic community, the author deletes the data files of the other members,
making it so that only the author’s data is complete and ready for analysis. Another
example is when a reviewer of a scientific article intentionally delays working on a
review while submitting similar work of his/her own, or if the reviewer uses the
manuscript under review for his/her own benefit. This category also includes the
case of intentionally making and reporting fake reports to discredit someone’s
reputation or achievement.

Professorial Misconduct

Professorial misconduct refers to unprofessional actions by members of the aca-
demic community or group to obtain illegitimate benefits. Although these types of
misconduct have not received media attention, is nevertheless quite easy to find
cases involving professorial misconduct, especially toward students. Some irre-
sponsible lecturers are reported for abusing their power, either by coercion or
coaxing, in order to gain personal benefit. Two of the most reported cases are the
extortion of money and sexual harassment.
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Plagiarism and Indonesian Government Regulations

Among the myriad forms of academic misconduct, one that has recently drawn the
attention of the Government of Indonesia, especially within the national education
ministry, is plagiarism. Some of the main reasons for giving special attentions to the
cases of plagiarism are the prevalence of violations (ranging from students to
professors), the magnitude of losses (in material and nonmaterial for the actors,
original author, readers, or the institution where the perpetrator is stationed), and
the relatively high probability of being detected (especially in the form of word-to-
word or verbatim plagiarism).

Plagiarism cases were first identified in limited academic circles and then largely
exposed through the mass media. Brodjonegoro (1999), as the Director General of
Higher Education in Indonesia, issued a circular to Indonesian public and private
universities, stressing the importance of maintaining the dignity and quality tradi-
tion of national education in graduating only excellent alumni and promoting only
expert senior lecturers to professorships.

The Director General of Higher Education detected incidences of applying
shortcuts in producing scientific work by way of plagiarism. Facts revealed
that these academic crimes occurred among students and teachers and even
professors and college presidents. The Director General of Higher Education
appealed to each college for the strict prevention and control of plagiarism by a
commission or committee involving competent appraisers with high integrity and
dedication.

To prevent a breach of academic standards, the Director General of Higher
Education set a norm, related to normal faculty workload in producing academic
reports. The main logic is that quality work takes time to process and finish. If there
are people who are able to produce a lot of work in a short time, it will be classified
as “unnatural”. These irregularities can only occur if the individual either has a
special ability to produce many quality works in a relatively short time or the works
produced are relatively poor due to unsystematic and messy operation. An even
worse alternative is that the work produced is of a relatively high quality but done
illegally, such as by the act of plagiarism.

Unfortunately, the circular from the Director General of Higher Education was
considered ineffective because it did not provide adequate details regarding the
definition and range of academic misconduct. In addition, there is no unanimity yet
on sanctions for violations. The rules were applied according to the local policy of
each university, resulting in weak enforcement, ambiguity, fraud, and abuse.

After approximately 11 years, the government (Minister of National Education)
finally passed a law which specifically regulates sanctions for plagiarism in college.
In August 2010, just one day before the commemoration of Independence Day in
Indonesia, the Minister of National Education issued the Ministry of National
Education Regulation (MNER), Article 17 on plagiarism prevention and control
in colleges.

This MNER was issued to ensure that each student/lecturer/researcher/educator
will always uphold academic honesty and ethics, including avoiding plagiarism in
producing scientific papers. It also contains related terms such as plagiarism and
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plagiarist (or plagiator — a unique Indonesian terminology). The MNER also serves
as an official definition regarding the “what”, “who”, “where”, and “when” ele-
ments of plagiarism. The MNER also details various ways to prevent and control

plagiarism, including providing detailed categories of sanctions.

The Definition of Plagiarism According to the MNER

According to the MNER, plagiarism is the act of intentionally or unintentionally
obtaining or attempting to obtain credit or value for a scientific paper, citing some
or all of the work and/or scientific work of any other person and publishing it as if it
was his/her intellectual property, without stating the original source. Following that
statement, a plagiarist is an individual or a group of people involved with plagia-
rism, each acting on their own, for a group or on behalf of an agency.

In the MNER, the government provided a detailed and complete list of possible
related behaviours, such as what can be classified as plagiarism. In general,
plagiarism includes but is not limited to any form of referencing and/or citation,
use, formulation, and delivery of the work either in part or in whole, randomly or
systematically, intentionally or unintentionally from a source, without citing the
source adequately. Sources mentioned include not only the work of individuals or
groups, whether acting on their own behalf or on behalf of a body, but also
anonymous work as well. The meaning of work includes everything created,
published, presented, or disseminated in written form, either printed or electroni-
cally. The government even includes details of the types of work that have to be
acknowledged and recognized explicitly, including “a. musical compositions;
b. computer software; c. photography; d. painting; e. sketches; f. sculpture; or
g. work and/or scientific products not included in the six criteria mentioned.”
Thus, the government has provided clarity and decisiveness that adequate acknowl-
edgement should be given, for both published and unpublished works. With such
widespread robust guidelines, the government strongly emphasizes intolerance of
the absence of adequate recognition and acknowledgment in using other
people’s work.

The Target Subjects of the MNER

These regulations apply to students or lecturers/researchers/educators. This rule
applies both to the work of individuals and groups.

The Target Areas of the MNER

Concerning locality, this regulation applies to all works produced in and outside the
university environment. Protection and restrictions apply to the scientific work
conducted both within the university and cross-institutionally. Interestingly, the
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MNER stipulates that regular monitoring should also be conducted on the work of
students and/or lecturers/researchers/educators produced outside the higher educa-
tion institutions (such as junior high school, senior high school, and vocational
schools) as long as the authors are involved as members of the higher education
institutions.

The Target Timeframes of the MNER

Monitoring and evaluation of the intellectual property of a person is effective as
long as he/she is part of a higher education institution. All the work produced by a
student should be free from plagiarism. Tighter restrictions have been applied to
lecturers/researchers/educators. For these groups, supervision and evaluation of
their work is done during and/or before they carry out academic duties.

Prevention

University leaders are required to supervise the implementation of the code of
conduct related to preventing and overcoming academic plagiarism. Leaders of
universities are required to establish and oversee the implementation of citation
style and periodically disseminate a code of ethics and style in order to create an
appropriate anti-plagiarism culture. Individuals who produce scientific work are
required to prepare and submit assigned declaration stating that the scientific work
is free of plagiarism and that the author is willing to accept penalties for any
identified plagiarism in accordance with the legislation. In accordance with this
point, universities are required to electronically upload all scientific works and
declarations through the portal Garuda (Garba Digital Reference) or other portals
established by the Director General of Higher Education.

All scientific papers of lecturers/researchers/staff, which are used for initial
appointment or promotion, should be accompanied by the declaration, along
with a peer reviewed assessment statement. This assessment should be conducted
by at least two lecturers/researchers/educators who have academic qualifications
equivalent to, or higher than, the academic qualifications of the candidate
or applicant.

Sanctions

If there are allegations of plagiarism, a committee set up by the university should
compare the suspected paper against the original sources. The committee members
then ask lecturers or the academic senate/other similar bodies to give consideration
in writing about the truth of the allegations. The student and/or lecturer/researcher/
educator suspected of plagiarism is also given the opportunity to defend themselves
in front of the committee members/authority. If the comparison and testimony
reveal plagiarism, then the faculty/university authority should impose sanctions to
the accused as a plagiarist.
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MNER outlines detailed varieties of sanctions for students and lecturers/
researchers/educators who are found guilty of plagiarism. For students,
these penalties are as follows: a. a reprimand; b. a written warning;
c. withholding some of the rights of students; d. cancellation of the course grade
of one or several courses; e. honorable discharge from the institution;
f. dishonorable discharge from the institution; or g. cancellation of the diploma
if the student has already graduated from a study program. On the other hand, the
sanctions for lecturers/researchers/educators found guilty of plagiarism consist of:
a. reprimand; b. a written warning; c. withholding the rights of lecturer/researcher/
educators; d. demotion in academic positions/functional ranks; e. revocation of
the right to be nominated as a professor/senior researcher; f. honorable discharge
from the institution; g. dishonorable discharge from the institution; or
h. cancellation of the certificate obtained from the related university. If the
lecturer/ researcher/educator is a professor/senior researcher, an additional sanc-
tion should be applied in the form of dismissal from the post of professor/associate
professor/senior researcher. If the university does not impose the proper sanctions,
the Minister may impose sanctions on the leaders themselves as well as the
plagiarist. Sanctions for university leaders include a. reprimand; b. a written
warning; or c. a government statement that the person concerned is not authorised
to take legal action in the academic field.

AK.SA.RA: Academic Integrity Movement

Siaputra (2012) suggested that in some known cases, plagiarism is a learned
behaviour (both actively and passively). Considering that in many known cases,
plagiarism is a result of learning, it should also be possible to unlearn it. Siaputra
has suggested a simple approach entitled AK.SA.RA. This AK.SA.RA approach
suggests a more optimistic and positive point of view. With the right knowledge,
avoiding plagiarism should not be an insurmountable problem.

In Indonesian, the term AK.SA.RA (originated from the word “aksara”) means
letter. It is important to know, however, that the word “aksara” itself is derived from
Sanskrit with the meaning of “imperishable,” “nontransient,” or ‘“unalterable”
(Crollius 1974; Raju 1985; Hooykas 1964 cited in Rubinstein 2000). Crollius
(p- 185) also suggested that aksara could also be defined as “precisely as ‘syllable,’
‘essence and embryo of speech’.” The authors take this knowledge of the earliest
meaning of aksara and believe that the use of AK.SA.RA in the Academic Integrity
Campaign will serve as a long-lasting core of the campaign, being the imperishable
essence in its use for developing a better academic community.

In the context of the Academic Integrity Campaign in Indonesia, the term AK.
SA.RA is used as an acronym of AcKnowledge (AKui, in Indonesian terms),
paraphrASe (parafrASa), and integRAte (integRAsi); referring to the three main
steps of AK.SA.RA. AcKnowledge is about the importance of recognizing the
owner of the basic or original idea, and/or the foundation of the argument or idea
used. The word paraphrASe is about the reforming of an idea or thought with the
author’s own words. Even though the original idea or thought is reformed using
different words, the basic idea is still the same or even more effective and efficient
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Fig. 2 AK.SARA

in conveying the original message. The last word, integRAte is an implementation
of the direct quotation in the written product. In several specific conditions, there is
information that cannot be changed, such as sentences from the law, bibles, and
similar articles. In these contexts, leaving the words in their original form is often
the best choice to be made (Fig. 2).

Before moving to further explanation of the three ideas, it is important to note
that AK.SA.RA. has another important step that is preceding yet continuously
supporting of the main three. This step regards the process of documentation or
archiving of the references used in writing. As an author undergoes the process of
writing, it is advised for the author to keep all the references used in the writing at
the ready, such as having a single prepared folder for all the digital references. As
the author conducts the writing process, the author systematically lists the original
reference, and then marks down the part of the original reference used in the
author’s writing. The archiving and marking of the original reference serves as
proof of the author really reading and using the original reference, as a form of
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AcKnowledge (the “AK.” part). As the author proceeds through the writing
process, the author continues to systematically document the use of references,
in both steps of paraphrASe (the “SA.” part) or integRAte (the “RA” part).
In other words, the author documents or archives every reference used,
specifically the parts of the original reference being used and the form of usage.
To better understand the concept of AK.SA.RA. a brief explanation of the three
ideas are as follows.

The first step to avoid plagiarism is to AcKnowledge (AKui). This step is the key
step of antiplagiarism. By acknowledging others’ work clearly and firmly, one
cannot be considered to be a copier or a plagiarist. It is important to understand
that acknowledgment is about using a source, not a sign of weakness.

The second step is to paraphRAse (parafrASa), as in rewrite the original text in
the author’s own words. When an author is paraphrasing an idea, he/she is trying to
understand an idea and rewrite it using his/her own words. The easy way to do this
is by reading and understanding an idea well, so the author is able to rewrite the
results in his/her own words.

The third and final step is to integRAte (integRAsi). In several cases, the source
needs to remain the same. This is usually used for sources that can be easily
misunderstood or prone to result in different meaning during the adaptation, such
as a definition or other important statements. There is the need to formulate the
original source alongside the author’s own words.

By conducting these three easy and simple steps, an author cannot be considered
to be a plagiarist: acknowledging the reference source (name and publishing year),
rewriting in their own words (paraphrasing), and direct quoting by using quotation
marks and including the page number (formulation of sentences). These three steps
are very easy to remember and carry out, so there is no reason for anyone in the
academic field to be anxious about writing, especially due to the fear of being
presumed to be copying or plagiarising.

The three-step AK.SA.RA approach is a promising solution for avoiding pla-
giarism. Mistakes in writing may still occur, but by acknowledging, paraphrasing,
and formulating appropriately, the author will not be considered to be plagiarising.

Summary

This chapter has provided a brief outline of the five identified types of academic
misconduct: fabrication, falsification, cheating, sabotage, and professorial miscon-
duct, and demonstrated how such misconduct is managed in the Indonesian higher
education context. Information has been provided about the Ministry of National
Education Regulation (MNER), Article 17 on plagiarism prevention and control in
colleges. The authors have shared the details of a recently developed academic
integrity campaign called AK.SA.RA, which is based on a three-step writing
approach of acknowledging, paraphrasing, and integrating sources to avoid
plagiarism.
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Abstract

Plagiarism is one of the major issues faced by institutions of higher learning
in Malaysia. The demands for quality tertiary education and the government’s
aspirations to be the regional education hub have resulted in the bourgeoning
of private universities in this country. In order to remain competitive in
producing graduates who are marketable and globally accepted, universities
in Malaysia have adopted a more focused stand to address the issue of
plagiarism by implementing academic integrity policies and procedures to
prevent and discourage plagiarism. This chapter discusses studies done by
Malaysian researchers on the definition and perception of plagiarism and the
issue of plagiarism among undergraduates and academics in Malaysian
universities.
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Introduction

The Malaysian government’s aspiration and vision to promote Malaysia as the
regional hub for higher education is reaping results as there is a marked increase in
student numbers from foreign countries, specifically the Asian region, as well as a
large number of Malaysian students who have chosen to complete their tertiary
studies locally. The government’s aims to internationalize higher education in
Malaysia are evident in their target to increase the number of international students
in Malaysian higher education institutions from 123,000 in 2014 to 200,000 by
2020 (Jusoh 2014).

This has directly encouraged the burgeoning of higher education institutions in
Malaysia. According to the official website of Department of Higher Education
(Ministry of Higher Education 2014), there are a total of 20 public universities,
41 private universities, 27 university colleges, 8 foreign campuses, and 431 colleges
in Malaysia. However, with the existence of a large number of higher education
institutions of learning, there is a growing concern among academicians regarding
the quality of graduates, in terms of ethics and integrity. Academic dishonesty,
specifically plagiarism, is becoming more noticeable among undergraduate and
graduate students causing concerns among academics that graduates may eventu-
ally be involved in unethical practices in their work life (Nazir and Aslam 2010).
This concern is even greater when they occur among students pursuing fields where
professional conduct of honesty and integrity is essential in establishing public trust
(Smith et al. 2007). As graduates start their work life, the rules of plagiarism
become even less significant when practices of the real world are incongruent
with the practices they have learned in the academic world (Md. Yusof 2009).

Plagiarism Among Students

Instances of plagiarism are common among students in both public and private
universities. Research findings have identified a number of factors that have
contributed toward plagiarism in Malaysia, namely, lack of awareness, lack of
understanding, lack of competence and personal attitudes (Smith et al. 2007),
poor time management skills, work or family commitments, and poor language
skills (Md. Yusof 2009). Many students unfamiliar with citation conventions have
the misconception that ideas expressed in their own words do not require
referencing. Furthermore, the students’ inadequate knowledge of citation conven-
tions is exacerbated by lecturers who accept inadequately referenced pieces of work
from students (Ting 2013).

Students in Malaysia are also experiencing difficulty in adjusting to a different
education system. What students in Malaysia experience is similar to what many
international students face when they pursue their higher education abroad, i.e., a
school system that has not provided them with the analytical and critical skills
required in tertiary education (Yang and Lin 2009). This is evident in instances of
“mosaic plagiarism” whereby students merge information from different sources
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into a paragraph with little or no input, without crediting the author (Ting 2013).
Thus, they struggle to adjust not only to a more demanding academic system but
also to one that requires strict adherence to academic integrity. So, it is understand-
able that students with lower CGPAs record more instances of plagiarism (Smith
et al. 2007).

Another factor to take note of is that each culture may have a different under-
standing of plagiarism, and this causes problems in truly comprehending what
plagiarism is and how it is applied (Md. Yusof 2009). For instance, many Malaysian
students perceive plagiarism as a norm and are tolerant of academic misconducts
which involve collaboration, due to the collectivistic behavior of Malaysians
(Shafie and Nayan 2012). As a result, cases involving collusion are common, for
example, students collaborating on assignments which are supposed to be individ-
ual assignments and believing that it is acceptable to copy a friend’s piece of work if
consent has been obtained (Ting 2013).

An analysis of reported cases of plagiarism from the business school of a
Malaysian private university from 2010 to 2013 indicates that students are aware
of the seriousness of committing this offense. However, weak language proficiency,
poor time management skills, attitude, and inadequate knowledge on referencing
skills have initiated the breach. These reasons are comparable to the findings
reported by other Malaysian researches in this area. The penalty is imposed based
on the severity of the misconduct and can range from lighter penalties like
resubmission and counseling for inadvertent plagiarism to harsher penalties like
zero mark for blatant plagiarism. Thus, penalties for plagiarism are fairly meted out
and serve as a deterrent to students from committing plagiarism again.

Plagiarism Among Academic Staff

Very few cases of plagiarism among academics have been brought to the public’s
attention. The most publicized case, dubbed the first case of plagiarism at Universiti
Putra Malaysia (UPM) by its vice-chancellor, involved two public university
academics that were found to have plagiarized a reference book produced for
their management students in 2003. They were ultimately imposed penalties that
included repaying the university the royalties received and receiving a “severe
reprimand on their personal file” (UPM Duo in Plagiarism Scandal 2009). The most
recent report involved an academic at a public university who was promoted not
long after the said incident of plagiarism (Do We Want Malaysia To Be Seen As
Promoting Plagiarism? 2013).

The lack of severity in cases of plagiarism has caused an outcry among aca-
demics and political leaders regarding the lack of severe punishment for serious
breaches of academic conduct. Many Malaysian critics have questioned the
leniency of penalties imposed and have appealed for acts of plagiarism among
academics to be viewed more seriously. In fact, a number of academics attest to the
widespread of plagiarism at their workplace. A former academician who has served
a local university for 25 years has identified plagiarism as “the most endemic



90 JK.S. Cheah

academic fraud in the Malaysian higher education system” claiming that plagiarism
is rampant among not just students but professors and associate professors as well,
due to the lack of stern actions taken against offenders (Ramasamy: Plagiarism
Most Endemic Academic Fraud 2009). As such, steps need to be taken to curb
academic misconduct especially among academics to ensure that the credibility of
higher educational institutions in Malaysia is not tarnished.

Recent Trends and Measures

Many universities view academic misconduct as a serious offense and have taken
measures to educate their students about academic integrity. This is indeed a step
forward for Malaysian universities as structured positive measures go a long way in
instilling a respect for academic integrity.

Many higher educational institutions in Malaysia have written handbooks that
provide guidelines on cases involving academic misconduct. These include hand-
books that guide students on how to avoid plagiarism, as well as handbooks that
guide academic staff on how to deal with cases of plagiarism. In addition, policies,
procedures, and documents pertaining to academic integrity are duly documented
and made available to all staff in most universities. This ensures the provision of
clear guidelines on how academic misconduct among staff and students should be
handled.

Apart from handbooks, workshops and training programs are also organized to
provide new students with a better understanding of what plagiarism is and how
they could avoid plagiarism. These sessions teach the students the skills required to
effectively quote, summarize, and paraphrase information, as well as introduce the
referencing systems that are used in that particular university. Ensuring students are
sufficiently educated about ethical academic conduct is more fruitful than imposing
punitive actions for breaches of academic integrity (MohdSalleh et al. 2013).

To address issues of plagiarism among academics, many universities have also
set up committees to vet materials before they are submitted for publication or
conferences. This helps to ensure that academics are kept on their toes and that the
credibility of the university is not tarnished by indiscriminate acts of plagiarism by
their academics.

Summary

For incidences of academic misconduct such as plagiarism to be contained and
reduced in the academic arena, concerted effort has to be taken by all parties
involved in academia, from the student right up to the education ministry.
Students need to be aware of the importance of academic integrity and to ensure
that they behave ethically and with integrity during their studies and later on in their
work life. Lecturers need to instill in students the desire to be ethical. They also
have to be more vigilant in ensuring intellectual property is appropriately
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acknowledged (Ting 2013) both in their own writings and in students’ work. It is
vital that all lecturers within the university cooperate and commit toward ensuring
that academic integrity is adhered to by all students. Higher education institutions
and the education ministry have to ensure that all cases of plagiarism and academic
misconduct are investigated and punishment is meted out in accordance to the
severity of the misconduct in order to deter further breaches of academic integrity.

Perhaps when all parties collaborate toward achieving a culture of academic
integrity, the issue of academic misconduct in universities in Malaysia will be better
addressed and controlled, and the penalties imposed for breaches of academic
integrity will no longer be a topic of contention among academics and politicians.
This is essential if Malaysia is to advance further as a regional education hub for
higher education and remain competitive in the field of academia.
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Abstract

Academic integrity practice in India, unlike in the west and parts of the Asia
Pacific region, is still in its infancy. A ready-to-handle countrywide database of
academic integrity in terms of policy, planning, and implementation remains
elusive. While the issue is of concern to sections of teachers, parents, policy
makers, and academic administrators, organized efforts at the institutional level
are yet to make an impact on the Indian educational scene. It must be admitted
that though belated, the drive toward academic integrity in India, largely equated
with anti-plagiarism practices, is a welcome development receiving increasing
support among the different stakeholders. There is a realization that there is a
need to move quickly on this front if Indian higher education is to play its
rightful role at the global level.
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Introduction

The need to develop a system of academic integrity is both compelling and
immediate in the context of globalized education. Perspectives from the developing
nations would be an essential requisite if Indian higher education was not to have a
top-down approach to policy framing and implementation in all areas, including
academic integrity practices. While such approaches need to be country and culture
specific, they must develop a set of criteria that are in accordance with the larger
practices prevalent at the global level: movement of teachers, students, researchers,
and pedagogic resources across national frontiers is a sine qua non for international
education. Such goals are ill served by a higher education system that is not open to
public scrutiny in terms of academic standards. Education in India, including the
university system, happens to be in the “concurrent list” and is “owned” by both the
governments of the state and that of the federal/central government. That is to say,
most of the education in the country is public in character. At the same time, a good
number of colleges and universities in India have recently emerged in the private
sector and are serving the country’s needs. Given this fact, increasing instances of
academic dishonesty, in recent years, have been a major source of concern for the
policy makers.

Cases of Academic Dishonesty

On 11 October 2002, in an unprecedented move, a seven-member group of phys-
icists from Stanford University’s Physics Department, three of whom were Nobel
Laureates, wrote to the then president of India, regarding a plagiarism case in
theoretical physics by an Indian scientist who was then the Vice-Chancellor of
Kumaun University. The case involved several of his associates as well (Geocities
n.d.).

Regretting the silence maintained by authorities in India, despite the presenta-
tion of incriminating evidence, the complainants asked for a thorough investigation
to the charges leveled by them. They wrote:

During the last two decades, a new generation of extremely talented Indian Physicists has
won a broad international respect and brought great recognition to Indian Physics. It would
be a pity if the actions of a few plagiarists should damage the high international reputation
of Indian Science. (Standford n.d.)

While Kumaun Vice-Chancellor’s case was the most celebrated one that was
taken to its logical end (the vice-chancellor resigned), there were other instances
that received media coverage as well. For instance, on three occasions teachers of
Rajasthan University were accused of plagiarizing the work of a former director of
the Geological Survey of India (Mishra 2013).

Another case of alleged plagiarism involved a paper by two top Indian scientists
and two of their Ph.D. students. The paper was published online by Applied Physics
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Letters on April 2010. Parts of this paper copied material allegedly verbatim from a
paper published in Applied Physics Letters on April 2010. After the controversy, the
paper was published with an apology (Jayaraman 2012). Similarly, Times of India
reported that a “research paper by dental researchers from India” was “retracted for
plagiarism” (Nagarajan 2014).

Academic Dishonesty in Medical Education

Realizing the widespread menace of plagiarism especially among students, some
teachers have expressed grave concern. In an article “Academic dishonesty in
Indian Medical Colleges,” a medical professor Gitanjali B raised questions which
are at the heart of medical education. Unless resolved quickly, this problem, she
argued, would gravely undermine the spirit of the health-care system, if not cripple
it fatally in the long run. She wrote with a sense of indignation:

I recently found that some of my students had copied from each other during one of their
assessment tests. It made me angry and I was left with a feeling of bad taste for several days.
Why should medical students who are considered the créme de la créme of this country
resort to systematic medical cheating? When I interviewed them the next day, they told me
that this is routine and it happens in most tests. What is more distressing is that they said the
practice started in school where they had the blessings of the Principal to copy during board
examinations and it is done with the connivance of the teachers! .. ..we are perhaps naive to
think that examinations provide a platform for students to pit their knowledge and skills
against each other in an atmosphere of fairness. (Gitanjali 2004)

Gitanjali listed the “common acts of dishonesty” based on her observations.
These, she claimed, are all encompassing and include all sections such as under-
graduate and postgraduate students/residents and faculty and administrators. She
argued that there are deep-seated “peer and parental” pressures to perform (Sheriff
et al. 2000) and that “even exemplary students” cheat (Sheriff et al. 2000). Shock-
ingly, while 88 % of “students of medical and para-medical branches revealed that
cheating occurred at examinations, only 1-5 % accepted having indulged in it”
(Sheriff et al. 2000).

Sheriff et al. (2000) concluded that dishonest methods in early life and in the
medical school are bound to continue into patient care in later life and seriously
affect a profession based on “trust and integrity.” In the face of the “institutional-
ized corruption,” it is up to “a handful of individuals” to “curtain the current rot that
pervades the medical establishment in India” (Sheriff et al. 2000). While Gitanjali
B considers the malaise of a lack of professional ethics in medical education
endemic and calls for crusading efforts by conscientious teachers and administra-
tors, others demand stricter action based on a set of institutional guidelines. For
instance, in a paper entitled “Encouraging Academic Honesty, through Anti-
Plagiarism Software,” the authors outline a set of do’s and don’ts of plagiarism
and “preventions and punishment for plagiarism” (Vij et al. 2009).
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Similarly, Richa Tripathy and S. Kumar, in their paper “Plagiarism: A Plague,”
record the many instances of academic dishonesty. This is a fairly comprehensive
list and would be useful for student mentoring. The authors recommend: (a) “a
compulsory submission of electronic copy in a data base of the University Grants
Commission which should be open before the award,” (b) “preparation of data
bases of articles published in Conferences and Journals in India which are not
covered in international data bases, and (c) taking an affidavit from the candidates
regarding plagiarized material” (Tripathy and Kumar 2009).

Remedial Measures: Action Plan

Several leading universities and institutions in India have undertaken measures to
devise anti-plagiarism statutes and build them into codes of professional ethics.
These are prominently displayed on the university’s web portals. For instance, The
Telegraph reports that an expert panel in India’s premier Jawaharlal Nehru Uni-
versity finds that “up to 28,000 researchers could be involved in unethical prac-
tices.” The committee has recommended that all universities have been asked to
“run every thesis paper through an anti-plagiarism package and authenticate their
authenticity” (Mohanty 2013).

Similarly, Current Science, in their editorial dated 10 May 2005, lamented that
“copying has become easier, given the power of modern search engines and the
volume of digital information readily available on the internet” (Balaram 2005).
Regrettably, the Ph.D. program “appears to be a private contract between students
and research supervisors” (Balaram 2005). Many scientists are unaware of the
distinction between “acceptable enhancements and scientific misconduct”
(Balaram 2005).

The various Indian institutes of technologies in India and leading central uni-
versities like the University of Hyderabad have today an anti-plagiarism code of
conduct in place for their research programs. The Madras University has “rejected a
research scholar’s thesis on charges of plagiarism and has banned the student from
re-registering for the degree at the University” (Ramya 2012). The Indian Institute
of Science has done very well by prominently displaying an academic integrity
portal in the form of an online “students’ corner.” It records instances of plagiarism
and lays down a set of acceptable and unacceptable behavior, the issue of conflict of
interest, and, finally, individual and collective responsibility (Indian Institute of
Science n.d.).

The plagiarism policy of the University of Pune, on the other hand, seems to be
less stringent. It makes a distinction between “negligent plagiarism” [“innocently or
carelessly presenting another person’s work as one’s own’] and “dishonest plagia-
rism” [“knowingly and deliberately presenting another person’s work as one’s own
work™]. It lays down the institutional procedures and guidelines for handling
alleged plagiarism as well as the need for counseling (University of Pune n.d.).

India’s apex regulator of higher education and grants giving authority, the
University Grants Commission, proposed on October 2012, “new legislation for



8 Academic Integrity Practice: The View from India 97

the awarding of M.Phil./Ph.D. degrees in the country.” Among the requirements
were that all schools must begin “using well-developed software” to detect plagia-
rism and other forms of “academic theft” and also provide access “to the UGC for
inclusion in the organization Information and Library Network Centre
(INFLIBNET) which is open to the public” (Bailey 2013).

Contentious Issues

There have been some issues in recent thinking on the notion of “original” vis-a-vis
adaptations and reworking in the digital and visual media that have a bearing on
anti-plagiarism policies. Writing in The Economic and Political Weekly, for
instance, Dhanwanti Nayak argues that “contemporary culture is plagiaristic in
many ways as culture itself is sustained through copying and imitation” (Nayak
2011). Some of these practices inevitably influence student plagiarism. There is the
need to free Indian society from “the discourse of morality” and come up with
“simple, pragmatic ways in which these can be overcome in the Indian context”
(Nayak 2011). Likewise, P. Chaddah argues that there is a need to take a more
nuanced view since “the rules that are being specially framed and implemented are
likely to scare our young researchers.” He contends that “international journals do
attempt to quantify the level of plagiarism and also state. . .that corrective actions
will depend on the level of misconduct” (Chaddah 2014; Thomas and Sassi 2011).

Other academics such as Prashant Iyengar (2011) and Manjari Katju (2011) have
contributed to the debate. Iyengar, in particular, argues for “charting an alternative
trajectory of plagiarism so that each successive instance does not amplify our sense
of embarrassment and crisis in the academy” (Iyengar 2011).

Summary

It would thus be seen that the need for academic integrity practices in higher
education in India has been well recognized; the anti-plagiarism drive in academia,
in particular, is gathering momentum. There is a predictable resistance in some
quarters to a code of conduct that entails a system of accountability for the students,
the professoriate, and the administration. A beginning has been made. Much more
needs to be done and done quickly if Indian higher education is to play its rightful
role at the global level (Satyanarayana 2010).
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Abstract

The chapter will explore academic integrity in relation to the research (mis)
conduct of academic faculty in universities in China (excluding Hong Kong,
Macau, and Taiwan). The academic profession in China is state sponsored rather
than autonomous and has one of the lowest basic salary levels internationally.
The rapid growth of higher education in China, allied with performative pres-
sures in the ranking race, has led to increasing concerns about research integrity
focused mainly on the conventional misconduct categories of falsification,
fabrication, and plagiarism. However, research integrity in China also needs to
be understood by reference to cultural norms, including the building of relation-
ships and courtesy toward and respect for authority. Norms based on a Western
conceptualization of research integrity do little to challenge or alter practices
associated with guanxi and the intensive norms of reciprocity which dominate
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academic life in China. Weak professional self-regulation and poor academic
socialization have also contributed to the current problematic situation of aca-
demic integrity in China.

Introduction

The term “academic integrity” is open to a wide range of interpretations including
“the values, behaviour and conduct of academics in all aspects of their practice”
(Macfarlane, Zhang, & Pun, 2014, p. 339). Given the limitations of space, this short
essay will mainly focus on issues in relation to the research conduct of academic
faculty in the People’s Republic of China (hereafter referred to as “China”). It will
exclude consideration of the higher education systems in Hong Kong and Macau
which, as special administrative regions of China under the “one country, two
systems” policy, are governed by a substantially different set of economic, social,
and cultural conditions. The chapter further excludes consideration of Taiwan,
otherwise known as The Republic of China, which has never been part of the
People’s Republic of China.

Academic integrity in China needs to be understood by reference to the rapid
expansion of the higher education system over the last 15 years. According to
government figures published in 2013, there are 1145 universities and 1,013,957
faculty members in China (Ministry of Education of China, 2014). The desire for
China to compete on the global stage as a major knowledge producer (Xie,
Zhang, & Lai, 2014), as well as its emerging position as an economic super-
power, is evidenced by the fact that its research and development spending have
tripled since 1995 (Sun & Cao, 2014) and its research output has increased
sixfold since 2000 (Hvistendahl, 2013). It is against this backdrop that serious
concerns about standards of academic integrity in China have arisen. Such
concerns have been highlighted in an international science context by journals
such as Nature (Cyranoski, 2012), Science (Yang, 2013), and The Lancet
(Editor, 2010).

Framings of Academic Integrity in Chinese

In Chinese, there are two binary words corresponding to academic integrity as both
negative and positive framings (Macfarlane et al., 2014). “Xueshuchengxin” is the
positive framing to indicate desirable academic values of honesty, credibility, and
reliability. The negative framing in Chinese is ‘“Xueshubuduan.” From the literal
meaning, “buduan” means not upright. Academic misconduct and academic cor-
ruption are also used interchangeably as a negative way of framing academic
integrity.

The number of published research articles on the theme of academic integrity
(both positively and negatively framed) in the Chinese Database of Full-text Core
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Fig. 1 Number of Chinese journal articles on the theme of academic integrity and academic
misconduct from 1999 to 2013 (Source: From the Chinese database of full-text core journal
articles (1999-2013))

Journal Articles was just 1 in 2000. By 2013, this figure had risen to 1074 (see
Fig. 1). It is notable that articles focused on the negative framing of academic
integrity as academic misconduct predominate.

The growth in output closely mirrors substantial increases in government
funding for projects addressing academic integrity and misconduct issues during
this period (Chen & Lin, 2012; Sun & Cao, 2014). Correspondingly, the Ministry of
Education in China has issued six separate policies on academic misconduct since
2009. Data released by the Department of Audit within the National Natural
Science Foundation in 2013 cites 204 cases where 318 persons have been disci-
plined for academic misconduct between 1999 and 2010 (National Natural Science
Foundation Council, 2013). The most commonly reported offenses have been
falsification, fabrication, plagiarism, and double-dipping of publications (Chen,
Fang, Chen, Ouyang, & Huang, 2014).

Perhaps even more worryingly, Chinese academics themselves regard academic
misconduct as a common phenomenon. For example, based on a large-scale survey
with 30,000 scientists and academics, half of the respondents confirmed that among
the researchers they knew, there existed at least one of the four types of academic
misconduct: plagiarism, falsification of data, double-dipping of publications, and
ghost authorship (Zhao & Deng, 2012). The integrity problems are thought by
Chinese academics not only to be widespread but also entrenched. In a 2010 survey,
over three quarters of academics from top universities in Beijing agreed that
academic misconduct could not be eliminated despite a series of government policy
initiatives (Yan & Zhang, 2010).
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The Cultural and Institutional Context

As these reports indicate, academic integrity is a complicated phenomenon to
address in China and demands a close understanding of the context. The cultural
and institutional context has constituted rules and social regularities to shape the
social actions of individual academics beyond their own power. This does not deny
individual agency to uphold academic integrity, but provides an approach to
examine entrenched social rules and deep structures. The embedded cultural and
institutional context in China has far-reaching impact beyond academic culture
itself (Ren, 2012; Yang, 2013).

Academic salaries are among the lowest in the world, well below those of
developing nations such as Ethiopia and Kazakhstan. In a comparative study
involving 28 countries, only academics in Armenia and Russia had lower salaries
than their Chinese counterparts, while China paid the lowest entry-level salary of all
(Altbach, Reisberg, Yudkevich, Androushchak, & Pacheco, 2012). The study also
reported that China has the largest salary variation in the world. Another empirical
study of professors’ income level in Beijing, the capital city with a cost of living
comparable to New York, found the average income of university professors in
2010 was lower than the average income level in the city (Zhang & Zhao, 2014).
This means that Chinese academics must look to find ways to significantly supple-
ment their very low basic income by a range of activities, including teaching at
other institutions, contract research, as well as research funding and publication.

The Chinese cultural practice of “guanxi’” means the building of relationships with
a view to future reciprocal benefits differing from Western norms connected with
self-interested individualism (Hwang, 1987). Guanxi as a culturally ingrained prac-
tice underpins a range of authorship issues. For example, by contrast with Western
counterparts, payment for publication by Chinese academic journals is a widespread
practice, which encourages quantity rather than quality of output. Adding the name of
a well-known professor to the list of authors is a tacit means of increasing the chances
of a paper getting published. Authorship order is usually based on a taken-for-granted
hierarchical structure. Normally, “the boss,” either the doctoral supervisor or the
principal research grant holder, will get the most credit regardless of his or her real
contribution to the paper. Doctoral students, sitting at the base of the hierarchy, will
be expected to gift first authorship credit to supervisors on academic papers. How-
ever, doctoral students toward the end of their registration period in China, as in other
Asian contexts such as Japan, are normally expected to publish as a first author as a
precondition to the award of a doctorate. They will, therefore, be permitted a first
authorship credit in order to graduate, assuming that they have complied with
expectations to gift credit for some of their earlier academic work to others within
the hierarchy. This leads to patterns of reciprocal obligation underpinned by cultural
norms connected with indebtedness, respect for authority, and relationship building
(Macfarlane & Saitoh, 2009; Salita, 2010; Zeng & Resnik, 2010).

Chinese universities commonly employ an incentive pay system to reward
publications in high-impact journals. The more prestigious the journal, the higher
the reward, particularly if the journal has a high impact factor in an international
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index, such as the Science Citation Index (SCI). This can be the equivalent of
anything up to 6 months’ salary for a single paper, thereby acting as an important
material incentive for lowly paid Chinese academics. While a publication incentive
system has started to emerge in other contexts, notably in South Africa (Tongai,
2013), the scale and significance of its distorting effects cannot be compared with
China, given the extent to which Chinese academics depend on it as a means of
supplementary salary generation.

The academic promotion system in China overemphasizes the number of papers as
opposed to their quality. This can result in double-dipping, where papers are published
more than once in different Chinese journals as well as in Chinese and English. Being
the first (or corresponding) author on a paper is critical to gain promotion. This
encourages a misrepresentative manipulation of authorship credit on the basis of
circumstances and personal needs. Plagiarism in the writing of papers and the falsi-
fication of data also appear to be examples of where corrupt practice is “embedded in
academe” according to extensive reports in the news media (Altbach, 2009, p. 23).

Bribery in the university admissions system and in the awarding of grades is
another area in which corruption in some less prominent Chinese universities is
acknowledged (Altbach, 2009). However, more indirect means of gaining advantages
also play a role in the Chinese context given the cultural importance of guanxi.
Treating sexual favors as a tradeable commodity in return for granting requests is a
part of guanxi (Yang, 1994). Such practices have long been associated with admis-
sion to a university following the end of the Cultural Revolution in 1977 and beyond
(Rene, 2013). Beyond the actual provision of sexual services, the use of sexuality or
“charm” plays a more subtle role as part of the art of guanxi (Yang, 1994).

These cultural and contextual factors and performative pressures — norms of
reciprocity associated with guanxi, low salary levels, payment by publication,
bribery, and the importance of first authorship in academic promotion and doctoral
graduation — have proven a recipe for academic corruption in China. Research
misconduct is usually identified and judged by academic communities through
professional self-regulation (Gorman, 2014). The Chinese academy though is a
state-sponsored profession (Lo, 1991). It is controlled and patronized through its
dependence on the state as the major research patron. The state has also become the
moral judge of academic (mis)conduct, leaving little room for the development of
professional autonomy and reflectivity. Academic salaries are largely performance
and incentive based, which makes transgressions of academic integrity more likely.
The values central to academic life, including sincerity in the reporting of data,
humility in making knowledge claims, and respectfulness for the precedence of
others, are undermined as a result.

Summary
Academic misconduct is widespread and entrenched within the Chinese higher

education system. The state in China has played a paradoxical role in both shaping
the conditions which have led to research misconduct and, more recently,
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regulating academic ethics. They have created the conditions within the higher
education system which have caused academic misconduct to flourish while at the
same time seeking to publicly scapegoat individuals who are frequently victims of a
system which has normalized certain unethical practices in academe.

Despite attempts by government to tackle academic corruption (Ren, 2012) and
recent system-wide reforms of research funding management, this situation is
unlikely to improve in the absence of professional self-regulation. Efforts, however,
are taking place at the institutional level. Peking University established its own
academic misconduct policies in 2001 based on the American FFP (falsification,
fabrication, and plagiarism) formula. Subsequently, a number of other institutions
have followed suit (Zeng & Resnik, 2010). However, these policies are based on a
Western conceptualization of research integrity and do little to challenge or alter
practices associated with guanxi and the intensive norms of reciprocity which
dominate academic life in China.

Socialization is the key mechanism by which academics learn about professional
values and conduct. Current ingrained practices connected with gift and ghost
authorship, for example, corrupt doctoral students and junior academics, leading
to a cycle of abuse from one generation to another. One survey indicates that around
40 % of early-stage doctoral graduates do not see academic misconduct as a
problem (Zhao, 2008). Hence, the cycle of abuse will not end until the assumptions
which underpin academic integrity malpractices are openly discussed and chal-
lenged. Meanwhile, the malpractices embedded in the higher education system will
continue to undermine international trust in China’s growing scientific output.
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Abstract

Although “morality” has long been taught in the Japanese educational system,
academic integrity is a concept that has only recently received much attention
and one that is not altogether well understood. Of late, due to numerous public
incidents of academic fraud occurring in Japanese academia, Japanese univer-
sities have shown a greater inclination to provide guidelines on how to conduct
research in an ethical manner. There are questions, however, as to the long-term
effectiveness of these guidelines.

Introduction

In the 1990s, concerned that scientific and technical research in Japan was lagging
behind that in the United States and Europe, the Japanese government initiated a
policy intended to bring about a significant increase in the number of doctoral
degree holders. In a literal sense, this push was successful: by 2005, the number of
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students participating in doctoral courses was close to 75,000, up from about 28,000
in 1990 (Statistics Japan 2014). Although the number of students entering doctoral
programs has dropped slightly in recent years, there were over 15,500 newly
enrolled students in 2012, nearly twice as many as in 1990 (Statistics Japan 2014).

Perhaps not coincidentally, coinciding with this increase in doctoral degree
candidates, there has also been a rise in the number of publicized incidents of
academic misconduct committed by Japanese researchers. Two recent studies
(Steen 2011; Fang et al. 2012), for instance, indicate that papers originating in
Japan are among those most commonly retracted from the PubMed database due to
academic fraud. From 2000 to 2010, 17 papers from Japanese authors were
retracted due to academic misconduct, the third highest total from any country,
albeit far behind the 80 retracted papers submitted by American authors (Steen
2011). In a separate study focusing specifically on academic misconduct in Japan,
Matsuzawa (2013) found 114 publicized incidents of academic fraud from 1977
through 2012, with over 85 % occurring in the universities. Out of these 114 inci-
dents, 79 were reported in or after 2006.

Although it is difficult to ascertain whether there is a direct connection between
the increase in doctorate holders and the seeming increase in academic misconduct,
the recent spate of reported incidents has called attention to the perceived lack of
formal guidance in Japanese academia regarding the matter of academic integrity
and instigated demands that stronger guidelines for researchers be established.

Few Official Guidelines, Even at University Undergraduate Level

The teaching of integrity or morality has in fact long been present in the Japanese
education system, commencing soon after children enter elementary school. At
present, elementary and junior high school students receive 34-35 class hours of
moral education training during each school year with traits such as courage,
courtesy, self-moderation, public duty, and respect for culture (be it Japanese or
that of other countries) among the numerous values impressed upon children
(McCullough 2008). However, while this training purportedly strives toward the
development of students imbued with moral fortitude, it delves very little on actual
academic integrity. Although this should not necessarily be surprising — students at
the secondary level are generally not expected to do much in the way of research —
this trend mostly continues through high school and even the undergraduate level at
universities.

With few exceptions, official administrative guidelines for undergraduate stu-
dents concerning academic integrity are not in place. Most of the guidance students
do receive revolves around proper test-taking etiquette. Examinations are of
extreme importance in the 4-year colleges. In the majority of subjects, particularly
those in the sciences, students’ grades are determined largely by their scores on end-
of-term exams. Class participation, research assignments, and attendance are of less
importance, although it should be noted that most Japanese universities have strict
attendance rules; students must attend at least two-thirds of any given subject’s



10 Perspectives from Japan 109

class or risk receiving a failing grade. Due to the importance of the exams, many
universities include a section with their syllabus handbooks distributed to students
imploring them to remain honest and outlining briefly the consequences for those
caught cheating on exams, which can range from failing the course to expulsion.

In contrast, instruction aimed toward avoiding fraudulent research or plagiarism
is limited. Concerning the latter, the seemingly low precedence high schools place
on developing students’ writing prowess (Rinnert and Kobayashi 2005), which
results in students entering university with little in the way of writing skills or
experience, has contributed to a belief among some Western scholars that plagia-
rism is not considered a major concern in Japan (Dryden 1999). Although this
theory is problematic (Wheeler 2014), few universities have official policies
regarding plagiarism, and punitive action for students discovered to have plagia-
rized is mostly at the individual instructors’ discretion. (The faculty of liberal arts at
Sophia University (Academic honesty policy n.d.) is one example of a university
that does provide information regarding plagiarism on its website.)

Moreover, although students may have received moral training earlier in their
educational careers, there is little evidence of an honor system in place in the
universities. During most exams, it is expected that students will be seated suitably
distanced from one another, and many instructors request the presence of roving
monitors in order to discourage students from trying to look at the exams of their
classmates. (At the university at which the author teaches, it is official policy that
any class with more than 100 students has at minimum three instructors present
during the exams.)

Graduate Students and Faculty

Although there is more focus on academic research integrity at the graduate and
faculty levels, even here, there is often considerable confusion over what exactly
“academic integrity” actually entails. As Macfarlane and Saitoh (2008) note from
interviews conducted with Japanese professors concerning their views toward
research ethics, it is a concept that has not long existed in Japan. Many of the
professors in the study professed that this was in fact the first time they had been
asked to consider the topic and expressed their belief that it was a matter not truly
understood by Japanese academics. None of the interviewees had received any
formal research ethics training and suggested that graduate students do not appear
to receive any formal training either.

Recent Trends

There are indications that the Japanese educational system is starting to focus more
on the issue of academic integrity than previously. In 2006, the Japanese Ministry
of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT), which exercises
considerable control on most aspects of the Japanese educational system, produced
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guidelines intended to address the matter of academic misconduct (MEXT 2006)
with emphasis placed on the importance of avoiding plagiarism and data fabrication
and falsification. In the same year, the Science Council of Japan (SCJ) produced its
own code of conduct, distributed to universities throughout the country, in which
the importance of scientific research being conducted in an ethical manner was
stressed (SCJ 2013). Additionally, many universities have begun posting integrity
guidelines on their web pages. Some, such as the guidelines posted by Waseda
University, focus primarily on research activities, with advice provided regarding
the appropriate uses of research funds, impartiality in reviews/referees, prevention
of research misconduct, and the importance of citation (Waseda University research
portal website n.d.). Others are similar to the guidelines posted by the University of
Tsukaba, which emphasize faculty respect for students, calling for instructors to be
fair in their grading practices and make efforts to facilitate student development
(University of Tsukuba 2012).

Obokata Incident

A recent incident has brought the issue of academic integrity even more to the
forefront in Japan. In early 2014, the journal Nature published a work by a team
headed by Haruko Obokata, a stem-cell biologist at the Riken Center for Develop-
mental Biology. In the paper, Obokata claimed to have developed a simple way to
reprogram adult cells into becoming stem cells. It is believed that being able to
develop a steady supply of stem cells could eventually help meet the demand for
transplant tissues or possibly even whole organs. Obokata’s findings were hailed as
a remarkable breakthrough, and she was subsequently thrust into the limelight by
the Japanese media.

Suspicions about her conclusions soon emerged, however, when other scientists
claimed they could not replicate the results she had produced. An investigation into
her research commenced, which quickly indicated the existence of manipulated and
fabricated data and plagiarism. Moreover, as the investigation proceeded, it was
discovered that large sections of her doctoral dissertation from Waseda University
were comprised of information copied from documents available on the
U.S. National Institute of Health website. A committee headed by Riken deemed
Obokata to be guilty of academic misconduct and called for the paper, and one other
that she had submitted, to be retracted from Nature. Initially refuting this judgment,
Obokata eventually agreed to the demands for retraction.

In the aftermath of this affair, Waseda quickly declared that all past doctoral
dissertations from its science and engineering school, from which Obokata received
her doctorate, would be checked for plagiarism. Additionally, administrations at
Japanese universities reportedly began expressing a greater interest in plagiarism-
detecting software than previously, with companies producing software such as
iThenticate, Turnitin, and Copypelna claiming greatly increased numbers of inqui-
ries from the universities (Riken Affair Boosts Orders 2014). Moreover, MEXT
mandated that all graduate students and researchers participate in ethics training at
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their respective universities (Torres 2014). Universities not complying with these
training requirements risked having their research budgets reduced. The Ministry
also declared its plans to check whether universities had codes of ethics readily
accessible to faculty and students.

Focus on Academic Integrity Long Lasting?

Although current trends may be encouraging, there are concerns about whether they
are long term and if true changes in attitude have occurred. For instance, the
Waseda panel investigating Obokata’s dissertation, while acknowledging numer-
ous problems including plagiarism and copyright infringement, initially concluded
that retracting her doctorate was unnecessary because her intent had not been to
deceive (Kimura and Funakoshi 2014; Waseda Rapped 2014). In the wake of severe
criticism over this decision and the secretive manner in which the investigation was
conducted, Waseda subsequently reversed its position and informed Obokata that if
she did not make necessary corrections to the dissertation, her doctorate would be
revoked (Waseda Tells Researcher Obokata 2014). However, the initial decision
renewed concerns that academia in Japan could be viewed as untrustworthy.

Additionally, the recent focus on academic integrity is directed almost entirely
toward the science, technical, and medical fields, with little mention of the human-
ities. This is worrisome because nearly half of the instances of misconduct cited by
Matsuzawa (2013) occurred in the humanities and social science fields. Matsuzawa
also notes that the guidelines issued by MEXT do not fully address the issue of
Japanese academics’ tendency to submit similar manuscripts to multiple journals
(2013). Overall, it remains to be seen whether the emphasis on academic integrity
will have staying power or if it will diminish in urgency as the memories of the
Obokata incident fade.

Summary

Likely due in part to several recent academic scandals, the concept of academic
integrity has received considerable attention of late in Japan, with guidelines and
regulations being established by an increasing number of Japanese universities.
Despite this, there is lingering confusion over what exactly constitutes academic
integrity and it remains to be seen how effective these guidelines will prove to be.
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Purveying education across the globe while adhering to good academic and
institutional integrity values presents challenges for all. It requires cultural
sensitivity and appreciation for cultural diversity. It requires attitudinal adjust-
ments and open-mindedness along with a healthy dose of skepticism and tenac-
ity in principled behavior. One can explain, without excusing, and understand,
without condoning, what one encounters and perceives as less than principled
behavior. However, can the international educational community arrive at a
baseline of integrity norms of academic and institutional integrity? Educators
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and administrators who work in the Middle East and North Africa (MENA)
region, and particularly in the Arabian Gulf — in the Gulf Cooperation Council
(GCC) countries — will do well to appreciate the historical antecedents and aim
to understand diverse backgrounds and preparation of students and colleagues.
Facile interpretations and attitudes of castigation before empathy and under-
standing will not help to foster integrity. Conversely, local intransigence and
cultural excuses will do little to command respect in an increasingly globalized
world that demands accountability, effectiveness, transparency and seriousness
of purpose.

This chapter builds on the author’s extensive exposure to and work on
academic integrity in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) globally, throughout
the MENA region, Europe, North America and Africa. While focusing on the
GCC countries (Kuwait, UAE, Qatar, Oman, Bahrain and Saudi Arabia), occa-
sional, contextual references will also be made to the Levant, Africa and Asia. It
traces historical antecedents, explains socio-economic and cultural determinants
as well as the difficulties being experienced with the rapid expansion of Western
style higher education in the Gulf region.

Introduction

For the purposes of this study, the Middle East and North Africa (the MENA-
region) spans the area from Morocco in the West to Iran in the East, from Turkey in
the North to the Arabian Peninsula in the South.

For the sake of brevity and focus, the larger MENA region is broken down into
three large subregions: North Africa, the GCC countries (or the Gulf), and the
Levant. This section focuses on the Gulf region with sporadic reference to the other
subregions and countries therein. The MENA region is home to more than 350 mil-
lion inhabitants of whom more than 30 % are between the ages of 15 and
29, representing over 100 million youth (Brookings 2015). Each country in the
region faces different challenges in terms of providing adequate quality education.
Not surprisingly, the field of academic integrity has not been mapped, although
initiatives and cooperative efforts, within the region and internationally, have
produced a few studies that illuminate some common trends and generalities,
while also acknowledging practices unique to the region or to certain countries.

Concepts such as honesty and integrity resonate with most human beings, as do
values of honor and trust. Yet most writings and studies on academic integrity are
presented from a Eurocentric or Western perspective, often anchored in Judeo-
Christian values. Values, norms, injunctions, and commandments are often derived
from scripture: “Thou shalt not steal”, “Thou shalt not lie”. Intuitively, most
individuals from most cultures may nod in agreement. Yet these same command-
ments, along with those that say “Honor your father and your mother” or “Love thy
neighbor” leave room for contextual interpretations and differing practices and
values developed over time in diverse regions. Juxtaposed onto such seemingly
universal norms are other cultural values: honor, commitment, and loyalty. These
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concepts have sometimes become diluted in a fast-paced, modern, postindustrial
society that focuses on individualism, right and wrong, and personal guilt; however,
other more traditional (even if newly developed) societies remain focused on
collectivist values, honor and shame. Respect and loyalty is due to family, tribe,
and region as well as to country. Value statements such as “We help one another,”
“We stand shoulder to shoulder,” and “Family comes first” will resonate with
individuals in the MENA region, and nowhere is this more prevalent than in the
Gulf countries.

The dichotomy facing a person educated in a Western-style education, but raised
with a collectivist set of values, is having to select — or distinguish — between what
benefits the individual and what serves the community. Over this is also
superimposed a postcolonialist apprehension and occasional feelings of “us versus
them”, and different practices of critical thinking versus rote memorisation. It is
easy to see why academic and institutional integrity ideals appear lofty yet some-
what illusive goals for even the most caring professionals intent on instilling,
nurturing, and maintaining honesty and righteous values.

The Academic Integrity Literature and the Gulf Region

Just as the literature on higher education has been presented from a Western perspec-
tive, so have the fields of academic and institutional integrity. A range of studies
indicate that academic misconduct in HEIs is prevalent among students at all levels
(Lipson and McGavern 1993; Love 1997). Some posit that misconduct is more
prevalent among international students faced with university level work in their
non-native language. The literature has addressed foreign students at English medium
institutions (Arkoudis 2007; Bista 2010, 2011; Park 2003). By extension, expatriate
instructors and administrators have observed similar trends among students in
Western-style universities in countries where English is not the first language.

Irrespective of cultural background and differing value systems, students and
others engage in various forms of integrity infractions: cheating, plagiarism, sabo-
tage, deception, fabrication, colluding, impersonation/imposter behavior, bribing,
misrepresentation/inflating credentials, and much more. The literature — and the
theories, such as they exist — focuses on various aspects of integrity, or lack thereof,
and also explores reasons given for wrongdoing as well as potential incentives for
doing the right thing — be they actions on the part of students, faculty, or admin-
istrators. When seeking explanations for infractions by students, researchers cite
stress, peer pressure, personality, poor time management, financial pressure, paren-
tal pressure, incompetence, lack of understanding of academic integrity, lack of
awareness or lack of understanding of prevailing rules as contributing to unethical
behavior (Bamford and Sergiou 2005).

Some research has examined incentives and methods for detecting and
preventing infractions, highlighting the promise and the limitation of technology.
Yet, too frequently the emphasis is on managing academic conduct rather than
preventing wrongdoings, and on catching the perpetrators rather than first aiming to
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instil a culture of integrity by inducing, supporting, and celebrating good behavior.
An age-old problem, plagiarism has been made easier through technology, bringing
ever more deceitful means of integrity violations. But technology has also brought
enhanced means of detecting, demonstrating, and reporting infractions. Plagiarism
prevention through use of text matching is one example of attempts to manage and
discourage plagiarism but is lamented by many as a sterile, detached high-tech
policing function that might detract from a sorely needed holistic and educative
approach.

While some empirical research looks at reasons or excuses for plagiarism, other
works seek to find remedies or factors conducive to best practices in fostering and
sustaining academic integrity (Al), including the effect of honor codes on students
(Bowers 1964; McCabe and Trevifio 1993) and why and how such codes may work
(McCabe et al. 1999). Some authors have advocated a holistic approach to under-
standing AI (Macdonald and Carroll 2006), yet most studies focus on and present
the student as the main culprit, and cheating and plagiarism as clear cut cases,
although some have called for distinguishing between intentional and unintentional
plagiarists (Hammond 2002).

Only more recently have scholars and practitioners from the Gulf (and the
broader MENA region), or authors schooled in the West but with experience
from or interest in non-Western settings, begun to research Al matters that are
particular to the region (Feghali 1997; Hayes and Introna 2005; Kendall 1991;
McCabe et al. 2008; Olson 2008). Some authors acknowledge the reluctance to
address the topic from within the Middle East “due to the fact that the subject is
sensitive in such a culture; hence, many local universities are reluctant to publish
data on the issue for fear of affecting their image and student enrollment”
(Abdelfatah and Tabsh 2010). Data scarcity and fear contribute to the relative
paucity in regional academic integrity scholarship.

The View from the Gulf Region

The Middle East and North Africa is a vast and incredibly diverse region, home to
350-380 million people depending on the number of countries included in this
elastic region (World Bank 2015). About one in five is between the ages of 15 and
24. In the Arabian/Persian Gulf Region, the GCC countries being home to more
than 45 million, 48 % of whom are non-nationals (Gulf Research Center 2014). In
some countries, e.g., the United Arab Emirates, it is estimated that as little as 7 %
are nationals. It would be impossible, indeed misguided, to try to link any propen-
sity towards honesty or dishonesty to a certain ethnicity, language, culture, or
religion. However, it cannot be overlooked that historical events and antecedents
have interacted with cultural practices and local mores in such a way as to
discourage critical thinking and instead encourage and even value memorisation
and thought development within the confines of the socially acceptable. Diverse
socioeconomic development and resource endowments have further exacerbated
the trend to outsource work — in some economies more than in others. Cheating as a
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social coping mechanism and survival tool is prevalent and commonplace through-
out the MENA and Gulf region, but the same can be said of many other regions of
the world. By extension, some warn that by creating more ethical students, one
might deprive them of a coping mechanism used by everyone in the society in
which they have to live and function. Good deeds might inadvertently disadvantage
the ethical person in the short run. One would hope that such a point would not deter
attempts at enhancing integrity and good behavior.

The focus here will be on modern day HEIs — private and public — in the GCC
countries (Kuwait, UAE, Qatar, Oman, Bahrain, and Saudi Arabia) with occasional
reference to other MENA countries (e.g., Iran, Lebanon, Egypt). Further discussion
on Egypt is provided in the following chapter in this volume. The information
presented draws on personal experience, literature, empirical studies, and primary
sources. For the purpose of this chapter, the term academic integrity (AI)
encompasses the definition developed by the International Center for Academic
Integrity (ICAI) in its Fundamental Values Project, which defines Al as “... a
commitment, even in the face of adversity, to six fundamental values: honesty,
trust, fairness, respect, responsibility, and courage. From these values flow princi-
ples of behavior that enable academic communities to translate ideals into action”
(ICAI: Fundamental Values 2014). This definition is applied to a broad scope that
goes well beyond student misconduct to include institutional professional integrity.
It also invites consideration of a holistic, societal approach to fostering integrity. It
illustrates through a few examples the modern day dilemmas faced by educators —
indigenous and foreign to the region.

Oral Versus Written Traditions

Traditionally, MENA society has maintained an oral history — stories verbally
transmitted from one generation to the next, poetry recitation, and memorisation
and recitation of sacred text. The region has for centuries accorded great place of
pride to committing to memory the Holy Qur’an as well as the ability to create and
recite poetry. There was little need for citing a source, as most people grew up with
and knew their sacred text, as well as their favorite and venerated poets. As many
were illiterate, verbal transmission of knowledge and texts were the only way to
preserve heritage and tradition. This is but one example of a distinct sociocultural
norm, or historical acculturation to repetition, which is time-honored and respected
(Foley 1989). One can forgive the confusion felt by a person, particularly a child or
a young individual, raised in that tradition, who has yet to learn the modern ways of
proper citation and referencing. Intuitively, memorisation, and by extension rote
memorisation, is expected, valued, and even revered (Bremer 2014). As stated in an
overview of quality assurance in higher education, “Most of the Arab universities
adopt traditional education based on rote memorization of material without
enabling students to be innovative and mix scientific knowledge with practical
application. Students are not encouraged to take a critical, analytical approach
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towards numerous problems in society, creating a spirit of student submissiveness
and fear to voice their opinion” (Al Rashdan 2009).

Related to this is a custom of respect for both tradition and for authority. One is
not supposed to question authority, be it the ruler, the religious leader, the parent,
and certainly not the sacred text. A critical thinking approach, as promoted by
international, Western-style education, in many ways runs counter to this tradition
and cultural mores and is a bit unnerving to the student (Al Rashdan 2009). Creating
an intellectual learning space where students are encouraged to dispute the answers
and disrupt established traditions and patterns with their own creative and critical
inquiry is a challenge. The safer space is that of repetition and regurgitation of the
teacher’s or professor’s words (Howard 1999). Questioning things and altering the
text is considered impolite. This inclination is not exclusive to the MENA region;
one hears the same refrain from Asian and African students. Ballard and Clanchy
(1997, p. 54) citing Ryan, state that “In a Confucian, Buddhist, Hindu, or Islamic
society, for example, the ability to quote from sacred writings, from the saying of
the ages, from the words of leading scholars, is the essence of scholarship”. Again,
citing Ryan, Hall (2004, p. 4) adds, “Making changes to a text may therefore be
seen as disrespectful”. Likewise, in some cultures it is considered impolite to
explain or give citations, as this might offend an instructor.

Post-Colonialist Educational Traditions and Influences

The fall of the Ottoman Empire and the end of the Great War ushered in “Britain’s
moment” in the Middle East. Those who were able to obtain primary or secondary
education and perhaps later attend university were typically schooled in British or
American style institutions in the Levant and Egypt. American and French mis-
sionaries established schools in Turkey, the Levant and Egypt; some later evolved
into universities, while others were created independently. These institutions aimed
to impart American-style curriculum and learning values and attracted students
from the wider region. In 1927, the first group of Bahrainis enrolled at the American
University of Beirut, Lebanon. Then, concurrent with the decline of British influ-
ence and the rise of oil revenues which facilitated an influx of migrant labor to the
Gulf, inroads were made by educators from other countries. Teachers, professors,
and administrators from Egypt, Jordan, Syria along with educators and bureaucrats
of Palestinian origin came to dominate several of the ministries of education in the
Gulf countries to the point where some residents lamented the dominance of
“foreign mafias”. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, American- and Indian-style
schools were also established to cater to an increasing population and to the
children of expatriate workers from all corners of the world.

From the 1990s onwards, American- and British-style universities have prolif-
erated in the Gulf. A few individual manifestations aside, one detects a clear
difference among those students who have received their primary education from
a local school with instructors from the Gulf (rare) or from Egypt, the Levant or
India, and those schooled in a western environment. The propensity towards rote
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memorization and a teacher-centered/authority-driven approach is clear in the
non-Western style. One also finds a certain lack of focus on originality, or of
valuing individualism and individual thought processes and ingenuity. Perhaps
not surprisingly, such students will usually not have been trained in good academic
integrity practices. That is not to say that they have a low moral character, only that
they have not been acculturated to good practices of valuing originality, respecting
authentic sources, and giving credit via proper citation. Students coming from an
American-style curriculum and modes of instruction have generally been exposed
to some integrity or antiplagiarism awareness and training during their course work.

Language training and command of English as a foreign or parallel language is
critical in this education setting (Carroll 2007). Understandably, students trained in
an English language setting tend to have less need/excuse to copy, plagiarize or
purchase assignment solutions from paper-mills than those coming from
non-English medium institutions, who often feel overwhelmed at having to master
the subject material and a second language. This may explain, albeit not excuse,
why one group may feel more pressure to take shortcuts (Di Maria 2009). While
there are culprits in both groups, and while laziness or poor time management may
be the real reason for cheating, one cannot minimize the angst and sense of
inferiority felt by some of the students who find themselves unprepared for univer-
sity learning because they do not have the comprehension and expression skills in
the language of instruction (Yusof 2009; Dawson 2004) An interesting parallel here
is the path-dependency created by colonialism when it comes to language: in
countries where English is imposed as the national language, despite hundreds of
native languages and dialects (for example, India and Nigeria), students are gener-
ally comfortable with English at the university level. That removes one of the
components that may induce some students to cheat.

University administration, admissions officers, guidance counselors, and teach-
ing staff must be vigilant, exercise good judgment, and display integrity when
placing students in college courses. Where preparatory or remedial courses are
required — whether in language, mathematics, or other subjects — such officers must
resist the pressure from parents and students asking to be allowed direct admission
into credit bearing courses. Too often those students end up failing and feeling
humiliated. Stressed and depressed they may fall into the temptation of cheating to
pass a course. Sooner or later the truth catches up with the student, the family, or the
institution: families are humiliated and angry, and feel betrayed and exploited.
Where students make it through to graduation, employers soon complain that their
new hires cannot string together a sentence — whether in English or in Arabic — for
the simple reason that they have never mastered either, before or after university.

Institutional Integrity

Violation of integrity at the institutional level comes in many shapes. It includes
appointing and promoting individuals based on nepotism, favoritism, and providing
privileged access for some students based on kinship. Where meritocratic
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achievement is overshadowed by advancement through influence attempts, nepo-
tism, favoritism and parochial interests, good faculty and staff members will soon
become disillusioned and leave for a more professional setting. Unfortunately,
imposter degrees, inflated CVs and misrepresentation regarding credentials are all
too common in the region (Alrumaih 2013).

Institutional integrity begins with transparency and fairness in hiring, promotion,
tenure and other policies, where an emphasis on and adherence to institutional
guidelines, policies, and procedures rather than undue influence and trading favors
determine the fate of each individual employee. According to article 43 of the
UNESCO International Recommendation (Lamine 2010), teaching personnel
should enjoy:

. a just and open system of career development including fair procedures for
appointment. . .. The most important procedure for ensuring this fairness is transparent
vacan