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Figure 3. Strategies and Interventions in Academic Integrity Education  

When combined, there is a fluid link to the components of academic integrity 

education, the social effects of promoting academic integrity, and the relationship to 

moral development, culturally normative behavior, and social control.  The combined 

elements present an image of the concept in the figure below. 
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Figure 4.  Conceptual Framework of the Study. 

The conceptual framework illustrates best practice efforts to address academic 

integrity in college.  Such components should have a reciprocal impact on the learning 

environment, as depicted in the social learning theory image, changing the environment 

and response to academic integrity.  Using social learning theory, the institutional actions 

highlight the ways these components influence faculty and staff.  From this, strategies 

and interventions that make meaning of these educational opportunities outline the 

theories that guide practices in misconduct prevention and integrity promotion.  
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Significance 

Little research exists that identifies the characteristics of academic integrity policy 

and initiative in community colleges.  This research aims to expand the scope of the 

current literature in three ways:  

1. to provide an in-depth examination of the typical academic integrity policy 

of a Mid-West community college,  

2. to identify cultural and technological changes to academic integrity 

education policy in the last five years, and,  

3. to identify the level of priority, and engagement, for faculty and staff when 

considering prevention of academic misconduct and integrity promotion. 

Understanding what colleges and universities are doing to educate and prevent 

academic dishonesty is necessary for effective program development.  This research 

should promote a “much needed global approach, rather than a student-centered 

approach, towards reducing academic dishonesty in higher education” (Volpe et al., 

2008, p. 170).  Educational approaches are most explicit when facilitated through offices 

responsible for coordinating the response and education to academic integrity on campus.  

In the community college setting, these offices are the exception rather than the norm 

(Bleeker, 2007). 

 There are several differences warranting the study of academic integrity initiatives 

in community colleges.  Two-year institutions educate 46% of undergraduate students in 

post-secondary education in the United States (AACC, 2015), and they continue to grow 

thanks in part to federal initiatives for students to attend college.  Community colleges, 

known for universal access, educate a wide range of students from varied backgrounds 
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(Bleeker, 2007).  This diversity offers the opportunity to engage in conversations that 

universally educate students on the value of academic honor.  For some students, this will 

prepare them to enter 4-year institutions; for others, these lessons will follow directly into 

the workforce.  With certification and technical positions emerging as leading 

employment options for recent graduates, education that challenges students to make 

honest decisions under pressure can only provide value in everyday life.  Academic 

integrity initiatives that address the online environment are necessary as students 

continue to pursue this option (Bleeker, 2007).  This uniquely affects community 

colleges.  For over 150 years, community colleges have been the leading nonprofit 

provider of distance education options (AACC, 2015). 

Methodology Overview 

A case study approach addresses the research questions, which comprehensively 

examined the components of academic integrity education at one Mid-West community 

college.  To gain an in-depth understanding of academic integrity at this institution, a 

variety of qualitative and quantitative data was collected.  To discuss the case, a faculty 

survey will provide baseline information on current practices at the institution.  Semi-

structured interviews of selected faculty and staff will provide insights into engagement 

and practice of academic integrity initiatives.  Document analysis provided additional 

insight into information disseminated to faculty and staff.  Data analysis will link current 

practice and perceptions to the theoretical constructs of social learning (Bandura, 1977), 

cultural dimension (Hofstede, 2001) moral and ethical student development (Kibler, 

1993a, 1993b), and social control interventions (Hirschi, 2002) in order to describe 

academic integrity education in the community college setting.  In doing so, this study 
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will illustrate the guiding theories and practice addressing academic dishonesty in one 

community college.  

Chapter I Summary 

This research project sought to understand the current state of academic integrity 

education in a community college setting.  To do so, the chapter included an introduction, 

including a statement of the problem and research agenda.   Chapter I presented an 

overview of the dissertation proposal describing the problem, defining the purpose of this 

research, and providing questions that guide the study.  The chapter conceptualizes the 

idea of academic integrity education through a conceptual lens of preventing academic 

misconduct and promoting academic integrity, using theoretical frameworks guiding 

academic integrity practice today.  Following this framing of the study, a brief overview 

of the methods concludes the section.   Chapter II contains relevant information from my 

review of the literature. 
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CHAPTER II 

 Chapter I served as an overview of the study describing the problem, defining the 

purpose of this research, and providing questions that guide the study.  The chapter 

conceptualized the idea of academic integrity education through a lens of academic 

misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion, using theoretical frameworks 

guiding academic integrity practice today.  

 Chapter II aims to synthesize the current literature on academic dishonesty and 

policies to prevent dishonesty and promote student integrity.  As such, the following 

sections organize the chapter: trends and definitions of academic dishonesty, the 

prevalence of academic misconduct on campus, a history of policy and practice, modern 

policy and practice, modern issues affecting academic honor, and academic integrity in 

the community college context.  There is little research on academic integrity policies in 

the community college setting.  As a result, this review will rely on academic integrity 

literature often focused in the four-year college and university setting to provide a 

framework for my research.   

Academic Dishonesty: Definitions and Faculty Student Disconnects 

Academic dishonesty refers to a behavior or set of behaviors that lead to the 

misrepresentation of scholarly work (International Center for Academic Integrity [ICAI], 

(2015).  These behaviors include plagiarism, fabrication, deception, cheating, bribery and 

paid services, sabotage, and/ or impersonation.  

As expectations of academic honesty vary, the language and definition of the 

behaviors do as well.  Academic misconduct or academic dishonesty covers a wide range 

of dishonest actions.  Often the terms academic misconduct, academic dishonesty, and 
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academic cheating are sometimes interchangeable in academic integrity research.  This is 

for several reasons.  Literature in academic integrity relies on the interpretation of the 

researcher, as a result, the assessment of academic honesty requires a variety of 

definitions and interpretations, both literal and symbolic (Johnson, 2003).  In addition, 

research on academic cheating predates research on academic misconduct and academic 

integrity.  In addition, some researchers specifically use the term cheating rather than 

academic misconduct, leaving participants to define the behavior according to their own 

moral and ethical guidelines (Morris, 2012).  Therefore, the term cheating often describes 

a variety of behaviors also defined as academic misconduct.  For purposes of this study, 

separate definitions provide greater understanding of the differences between academic 

misconduct and cheating behaviors.  When necessary, a clarifying statement is included 

for the appropriate definition of the term cheating.  The following graphic explains the 

definition guiding the study. 

 

Figure 5: Academic Dishonesty Graphic 
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 Historically, academic dishonesty was a form of rebellion.  In one of the earliest 

published research studies on the topic of academic misconduct, Drake (1941) found that 

student cheating was a reaction to difficult coursework and extreme competitiveness, and 

a way for students to express displeasure and ambivalence.  In his study, 30 of 126 

students attending an all-women’s college cheated at least once, by altering answers on 

an exam.  Yet, Drake found that of all students, those who earned an A did not participate 

in these behaviors.  Drake contended that for as long as the perceived adversarial nature 

of the student teacher relationship existed, cheating would be impossible to eliminate.   

Bowers’ (1964) Academic Dishonesty and its Effect in College offered another 

early line of inquiry with a national study of 99 schools including over 5,000 students.  

This study used the term cheating to define a series of academically dishonest behaviors.  

The author found that 66% of students admitted to dishonest behaviors, meaning that 

academic dishonesty had become a norm within the surveyed population.  This study 

provided a clear disconnect between how students deal with academic stress when 

compared to faculty expectations.  Bowers also found that students in career-focused 

fields were more likely to behave dishonestly than in liberal arts disciplines.  This is 

significant in providing both historical context for academic misconduct data, but also the 

linkage to career and technical education, often found in the community college setting, 

and a higher propensity for academic misconduct by students in those fields.   

Barnett and Dalton (1981) conducted a study of faculty and staff that highlighted 

differences in what faculty and students consider cheating behaviors.  Here, as with the 

Bowers (1964) study, the term cheating described a spectrum of academically dishonest 

behaviors.  This study showed that only 45% of students identified copying unattributed 
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sentences to a paper as dishonest, compared to 73% of faculty.  In another example, 63% 

of students identified getting the answers to an exam as cheating, while 78% of faculty 

felt this way.  Issues on collaboration were not in alignment.  Barnett and Dalton (1981) 

found that less than half of the students considered unauthorized collaboration a violation 

of academic integrity.   

These issues have not changed with the times.  Using a definition of cheating 

behaviors that includes a variety of academically dishonest behaviors, McCabe et al. 

(2012) found a high rate of academic misconduct.  In their overview of 20 years of 

research on student academic misconduct, the researchers found that 82% of students 

admitted to cheating behaviors or watching other students engage in cheating behaviors.  

In terms of student perspective, the researchers found that 38% of students felt 

unauthorized collaboration on a take home exam was moderate to severe cheating, while 

85% faculty felt this way.  This finding illuminates the differences between instructor 

expectations and student understanding.  A longitudinal review of academic dishonesty in 

the work of Bowers (1964), McCabe and Trevino (1997, 2002), and McCabe et al. (2003, 

2012) suggests that not only do many students engage in academic misconduct, but over 

50% of all students in each of these five studies found such behaviors to be acceptable.  

These studies provide a framework for the bulk of research on academic integrity today, 

defining 13 behaviors with the most prevalent being cheating, unauthorized collaboration, 

and plagiarism.   

 The most researched type of academic misconduct is plagiarism, the unattributed 

use of a source in a situation in which there is a legitimate expectation of authorship 

(ICAI, 2015).  The concept of plagiarism emerged worldwide with the advent of 
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authorship, leading to ideas of copyright and intellectual property (Pennycook, 1996).  

Plagiarism occurs in a variety of ways including copying, paraphrasing, incorrect 

citations, and passing off ideas as one’s own without proper attribution (Handa, 2008; 

Wicker, 2007).  These actions may occur with or without intent (Handa, 2008); as a 

result, academic integrity policies differ in handling plagiarism based on perceived intent 

(ICAI, 2015).   

Academic integrity policies often differentiate between forgery and plagiarism.  

The definition of forgery, theft or “reproduction” while plagiarism takes reproduction a 

step further, robbing the original author of the creative process and synthesis of his own 

ideas without attribution (Pennycook, 1996).  Pennycook (1996) suggested that the 

process of academic writing could blur the lines of appropriate attribution, quickly 

lending itself to plagiarism if authors immerse themselves in the work.  Pennycook 

(2007) later arrived at a similar conclusion in a global context, noting that for 

international students, the process of learning language may include borrowing words to 

express ideas, blurring the lines of appropriate attribution and creating difficulties in 

composition.  Those who find writing difficult often look to the technical aspects of the 

writing rather than the specific ideas.  The resulting process of paraphrasing, cutting and 

pasting can easily turn into plagiarism (Wicker, 2007).  In this instance, cultural 

differences in higher education affect academic integrity education. 

Another frequent behavior is unauthorized collaboration, the inclusion of peer 

ideas, answers, and knowledge of a mutual project that when combined produces a 

greater impact than the individual student could produce on their own (ICAI, 2015; 

Quaye & Paz, 2014).  In their qualitative study, Quaye and Paz identified the perspectives 
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of students when considering the act of unauthorized collaboration.  In this study, the 

researchers found that students consider unauthorized collaboration to be only a minor 

offense, and that students were unclear on what appropriate collaboration meant.  The 

authors proposed transparent policy guidelines for collaborative behavior.  In practice, 

the transparency should include the use of appropriate technological tools such as Google 

docs or collaboration detection software (Evering & Moorman, 2012), in order to 

demonstrate collaboration.   

For example, Harvard University experienced the consequences of unauthorized 

collaboration when the institution reported allegations for 125 students accused of 

cheating on a take home exam.  Perez- Pena (2013) reported that the students were 

unclear on the parameters of the assignment, reporting that they as students often 

collaborated, that the test was more difficult than anticipated which prompted additional 

collaboration, and the sharing of notes.  Pérez-Peña suggested that a culture of 

unauthorized collaboration in their particular class, coupled with the syllabus language 

attributed to the cheating behaviors that occurred in this instance.  

Overall, academic cheating is defined as “the misrepresentation of academic 

mastery which, includes sharing another's work, purchasing a term paper or test questions 

in advance, and/ or paying another to do the work for you” (ICAI, 2015, para 16).  This 

definition is not inclusive of all types of academic misconduct.  ICAI contends that 

academic cheating is on the rise.  Barnett and Dalton (1981) found that students admitted 

to cheating on examinations more frequently than other dishonest behaviors, likewise, 

Bowers (1964) found that 59% of reported incidents were of students cheating on exams.  
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In their study of 681 undergraduate students, Eve and Bromley (1981) reported that 43% 

of students either provided answers to other students, or copied answers during an exam.  

In 2006, Klein, Levenberg, McKendall, and Mothersell (2006) conducted a study 

of 268 students in Business, Criminal Justice, Engineering, Biomedical Sciences, 

Nursing, and Social Work at a Mid-West institution.  Here, 63% of the participants 

admitted to allowing someone else to copy their homework.  More than half of the 

students (51%) admitted to copying someone else’s homework.  Beyond this, 45% of 

students admitted to telling another student what was on the exam.  Students also admit 

bringing notes into the classroom.  Of the participants, 29% admitted to programming 

information into a cell phone or calculator to use during an exam, and 5% admitted using 

an unauthorized cheat sheet.  More recently, in 2016, McCabe suggests that behaviors 

defined here as academic cheating such as copying on tests, have decreased.  His study of 

over 7,000 students from 2011-13, indicates that 9% of students admit to cheating on 

exams. 

Academic misconduct in the online environment can occur in tandem with all of 

the academically dishonest behaviors defined in this chapter.  There was no assessment of 

online academic misconduct in the most recent national study (McCabe, 2016); though 

the rise in distance education has produced similar studies, suggesting that academic 

dishonesty in the online environment also occurs.  For example, Watson and Sottile 

(2010) conducted a study of 635 university students who self-reported that they would be 

42% more likely to cheat in an online course, and believe their peers would be 61% more 

likely to cheat in an online course.  These findings suggest that technological shifts also 

affect academic misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion.  A study of 
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1817 undergraduate students at a private institution found an increase in misconduct 

using information technology, with self-reported instances of academic misconduct rising 

from 34% of students in 2009 to 44% of students in 2013 (McCabe, 2016). 

Prevalence 

The previous section revealed differences between the views of academic 

misconduct between students and faculty.  It also showed that these issues have been in 

existence for some time.  Whether or not academic misconduct has gotten worse or not is 

still unclear, but what is apparent is that student academic misconduct is prevalent on 

college campuses.  Whitley’s (1998) meta-analysis reviewed the findings of 19 studies 

for academic misconduct.  While this study uses the term cheating, it more easily 

understood within the larger umbrella of academic misconduct.  36 for exam misconduct, 

12 for academic misconduct on homework, nine for plagiarism, and 40 estimates from 

McCabe’s longitudinal survey examples between 1970 and 1996.  In doing so, Whitley 

found a mean of 70.4% of students who admitted to dishonest behaviors, with a range of 

findings as high as 95% and as low at 4%.  In a similar fashion, exam cheating ranged 

from 4% to 82% of students, with a mean of 43.1%; cheating on homework from 3% to 

83%, with a mean of 40.9%; and plagiarism from 3% to 98% of students, with a mean of 

47%.  In 2005, McCabe’s study of over 16,000 students found a range of academically 

dishonest behaviors from 47% to 71%.  Self-reported cheating is prevalent, and has been 

generally consistent over the past 50 years (Bowers, 1964; Bertram Gallant, 2008; 

Bertram Gallant & Drinan, 2006; McCabe et al., 2003, 2012).  

In perhaps the historically most prolific work on academic integrity, Bowers 

(1964) surveyed over 5,000 students at 99 institutions to understand academic 
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misconduct.  Again, in this study, the term cheating is used as an umbrella term more 

encompassing modern definitions of academic misconduct In this study, he found that 

over 75% of students admitted to one of 13 cheating behaviors.  Of these, 39% admitting 

to test cheating, and 65% admitted to plagiarism.  Thirty years later, McCabe, Butterfield, 

and Trevino (2003) studied some of the same institutions, reaching 6,000 students at 33 

small to medium four-year institutions.  The researchers found students more willing to 

self-report dishonest behaviors, and found a notable increase in unauthorized 

collaboration; their results found 66% of all students engaged in cheating behavior, with 

64% engaging in test cheating and 65% engaging in plagiarism.  This research set the 

framework for popular literature on academic misconduct, academic integrity, and 

integrity education (Bertram Gallant, 2008).  A closer look at these data will examine 

what is known about who cheats and why.  

The Academically Dishonest Student 

It is difficult to describe a demographic of students who are academically 

dishonest; research has stated that anywhere from 40% (McCabe, 2005b) to 70% (ICAI, 

2015) of students admitted to participating in or knowing about academically dishonest 

behaviors on campus.  Whitley’s (1998) meta-analysis presented a complex profile of 

those who engage in cheating behaviors.  This study defines cheating in a manner 

consistent with the broader definition of academic dishonesty.  The analysis included 

those with moderate expectations of success, individuals who have cheated in the past, 

those with poor study skills, students who party more frequently, those who hold 

favorable attitudes toward cheating, those who perceive cheating as an appropriate social 
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norm, students who see themselves as less honest, and those who anticipate greater 

rewards for success.  A look at demographic variables provides some context. 

Studies on academically dishonest behaviors report mixed results when 

considering gender as a factor.  Whitley (1998) found that although males have been 

identified as more likely to cheat than females, this finding is based on one’s willingness 

to self-report; therefore, while males may be more likely to self-report these behaviors, 

that is not indicative of being more likely to engage in academically dishonest behavior.  

Crown and Spiller (1998) reviewed 18 studies on gender, noting that of these, ten studies 

reported no significant findings related to gender, and six studies found men were more 

likely to engage in cheating behaviors.  Again, Crown and Spiller use a broad definition 

of cheating, more aligned with that of academic dishonesty within the meta-analysis.  

The remaining two studies reviewed by Crown and Spiller (1998) suggested that females 

are more likely to engage in academic dishonesty than males.  Another example is a 1975 

study by Barnes, which focused on opportunities that junior and senior labor economics 

students had to cheat on an exam.  In this instance, students more likely to cheat were 

male, in a required course, nearing graduation, and non-major students.  Bowers (1964) 

also found male students committed 54% of academically dishonest.  Athanasou and 

Olasehinde (2002) compiled a literature review that similarly summarized the gender 

differences in self-reported cheating behaviors of 32 studies using a definition more 

aligned with academic dishonesty, and found no statistically significant differences.  The 

imbalances of gender represented in certain fields may affect the frequency of reported 

academic misconduct.  Bertram Gallant, Binkin, and Donohue (2015) argued that the 

influx of women in male dominated majors might change findings as they relate to 
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academic dishonesty and gender.  This is important to note because research in 

traditionally gender dominated fields may yield higher averages of academic misconduct 

simply based on the lack of another gender.  In a study of academic misconduct violation 

risk factors, Bertram Gallant et al. (2015) used self and other reported violation data to 

find that male students were more likely to be at risk for academic misconduct. 

As with gender, the literature addressing age also presents a complex profile of 

academic dishonesty.  Newstead and Franklin Stokes (1996) studied 121 university 

students, finding that younger students were more likely to engage in behavior defined as 

cheating.  In a faculty and student cheating survey, Smith, Nolan, and Dai (1998) found 

that traditionally aged students were more likely to admit to cheating behaviors than other 

students, specifically in submitting papers to more than one class, and looking at 

someone else’s exam.  The researchers suggested that changes in motivation, and moral 

and ethical development might explain this finding.  Research including secondary 

education has yielded similar results.  Miller, Murdoch, Anderman, and Poindexter’s 

(2007) analysis of the literature on age notes that year in school, rather than age of 

student are better predictors of academic misconduct.  There have been significant 

findings that point to the first two years of college as when academic misconduct most 

often occurs (McCabe, 2005b; Whitley, 1998).  Bertram Gallant et al. (2015) contended 

that neither age nor year in school is predictive of academic misconduct, but that lower 

levels of maturity have a greater impact.  Given that community colleges often educate 

students in the first two years of study, understanding this population in the community 

college setting is important (Smyth & Davis, 2003).  



  
 

 

36 

 

Other student characteristics are also important when considering academic 

misconduct prevention and integrity promotion.  Several studies note that students with 

lower GPA’s are more likely to commit academic dishonesty than those with higher 

GPA’s (McCabe & Pavela 2000; McCabe & Trevino, 1997).  Of academic majors, 

research suggests business and pharmacy majors are more likely to engage in academic 

misconduct, while majors such as law are less likely to do so (Baird, 1980; McCabe, 

2005b).  Bertram Gallant, Van Den Einde, Ouellette, and Lee (2014) also found that 

computer science, engineering, and economics students were more likely to have formal 

violations of academic misconduct in her study, a single institution analysis.  Academic 

integrity has a great impact on every field, including those directly linked to honesty, 

harm reduction, and moral behavior as in allied health and social science fields (McCabe 

et al., 2012).  Health and human service fields in particular present a unique challenge 

when considering the impact academic dishonesty can have on health and safety 

(Fontana, 2009).  In a qualitative study, Fontana described the personal, professional, and 

patient risks that make academic honesty extremely important.  These included the risk to 

patients, a duty of care, and the dual role of nurse educator as practitioner and educator.  

While demographic identity provides some information on risk factors for 

cheating behavior, it is not definitive.  Overall, building off the work of Bowers (1964), 

there have been several studies (McCabe & Trevino, 1997; McCabe et al. (2001a, 2003, 

2012) identifying contextual factors as more influential than demographic factors.  

Contextual factors relate to the environment created by the institution, organization, 

and/or peer group that affect student behaviors.  
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 For example, Foster (2016) uses grade data from over 230 institutions to identify 

grade inflation over the past 30 years.  The author suggests that artificial grade inflation is 

a threat to academic integrity.  Specifically, environmental trends of grade inflation create 

unreasonable expectations for students, and pressure for faculty to give unearned credit 

for coursework.  Kezar and Bernstein (2016) suggest that environmental factors related to 

the commercialization, or more capitalist methods of delivering higher education also 

play a role in academic misconduct.  Through a literature review, the researchers identify 

increases in contingent faculty, corporate sponsorships, and commercialization of college 

admissions practices ad behaviors that communicate ideals at odds with academic 

integrity.  McCabe and Trevino (1997) studied nine colleges and universities and found 

that contextual influences including fraternity and sorority membership, peer behavior, 

and peer disapproval had significant impacts on academic honesty.   

Academic misconduct affects students regardless of age, gender, or GPA.  While 

individuals and contextual influences play a significant role, understanding why students 

choose to cheat provides even greater guidance when considering promoting academic 

integrity and preventing academic misconduct.    

Reasons for Student Academic Misconduct 

There are many reasons why students cheat (Perry, 2010).  In early work on 

academic integrity, Drake (1941) argued that competitiveness negatively affected student 

honesty.  He suggested an overhaul of the grading system, allowing students who did not 

want to learn the opportunity to receive a letter grade without participating in learning, 

making space for those committed to the honest process of learning.  Newstead, 

Franklyn-Stokes and Armstead (1996) found that students admitted to cheating in order 
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to get better grades.  A similar finding was also seen in the work of McCabe et al., whose 

2004, 2012, and 2015 studies found that high performing students are more likely to 

succumb to the pressure to cheat in an attempt to earn higher grades.  Murdock and 

Anderman (2006) synthesized literature on academic dishonesty, framed by questions on 

purpose, ability, and risk.  The researchers identified these students as those who can 

justify academic misconduct through negative perceptions of instruction and placing 

blame on others.  Grade issues and social standing remain important variables affecting 

academic honor.  In addition, perceived consequences, faculty response, and social 

ramifications ranked at least as high as individual factors such as grade point average, 

demographic status, and type of institution (McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield; 2001b; 

McCabe et al., 2012; McCabe, 2016).  As with individual and contextual factors, these 

studies included cheating behaviors, using a broad definition of the term including 

sharing information, omitting citations, cutting and pasting, recycling papers for 

assignments, and gaining access to answer keys or previous copies of tests (McCabe et 

al., 2001b).   

Peer influence also has a significant impact on why students choose to be 

academically dishonest.  Some studies indicate that policies are only as good as the 

students who aid in enforcing them.  Academic misconduct is more likely to increase 

when students perceive that others are involved in academic dishonesty (Brown & 

Howell, 2001; Genereux & McLeod, 1995; McCabe, 2004, 2016; McCabe & Trevino, 

1993; Stone, Jawahar, & Kisamore, 2009).  For example, in a survey assessing student 

behavior at a small liberal arts university, researchers found that “more than three-

quarters of the students would probably not report an incident of cheating if they 
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witnessed it and more than 80% would not report a close friend” (Papp & Wertz, 2009, p. 

4).  This supports earlier data that suggests students will not report unethical behavior in 

the spirit of solidarity (Oblinger, 2003).  Stone et al. (2009) argued that peer behavior 

contributed to cognitive dissonance.  In this study of 271 students, the researchers found 

to overlook this concern as long as their peers did the same.  This type of influence has 

both positive and negative influences.  From a positive perspective, the influence of 

honor codes, as presented in McCabe’s longitudinal studies (McCabe, 2016; McCabe & 

Trevino, 1993; McCabe et al., 2003, 2012), here, research identifies the importance of 

student promotion of academic honor in order to be successful.  This concept requires the 

effective use of social bonds in order to promote integrity and prevent academic 

misconduct (Hirschi, 2002).  

Some literature indicates that international students are more likely to commit 

plagiarism when compared to U.S. students.  Park (2003) found that these students both 

self-report academic dishonesty at higher rates, and, the perception that other students 

engage in academic dishonesty is more likely for these students.  Bertram Gallant et al. 

(2015) described the challenges international students may face with academic integrity, 

noting that the “international student population is particularly vulnerable because they 

may be unfamiliar with behavioral standards in Western educational institutions and 

given their previous educational experiences, may not share the same fear of punishment 

as our domestic students” (p. 226). 

 Studies indicate a lack of understanding of academic misconduct by all students.  

A misconduct survey identifying the role of student behavioral perception suggested a 

misunderstanding between student understanding and university expectation (Bisping, 
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Patron, & Roskelley, 2008).  That study identified differences in student knowledge of 

plagiarism and the expectation of faculty members holding academic integrity in high 

regard (Bisping et al., 2008).  

Perhaps even more concerning is the manner in which students dismiss the 

severity of academically dishonest behaviors, suggesting that the behavior is harmless 

and does not affect others (Murdock, Miller, & Goetzinger, 2007, Stone et al., 2009).  

Generational norms of teamwork and protecting others (Papp & Wertz, 2009) attribute to 

the lackadaisical attitude toward peer academic dishonesty.  As students see members of 

the academic community benefit from participating in academic misconduct, they are 

learning that these actions have a benefit (McCabe & Trevino, 1993, 1997; McCabe et 

al., 2012).  Oblinger (2003) suggested that students who commit academic would be less 

likely that they would report the behavior of others. 

Historical Underpinnings of Policy and Educational Development 

While the numbers of students engaging in academic dishonesty may have 

remained high overtime, the process by which institutions develop policies around 

academic integrity has shifted over time.  As far back as 1833, McGuffey’s readers were 

school textbooks, designed to promote morality and character for children, wherein the 

lessons described acts of dishonesty as immoral, and therefore, un-American (Traiger, 

1995).  While these books evolved to cover a variety of topics, and still exist as teaching 

tools today, honesty and morality were overarching lessons.  These lessons evolved into 

policies on academic integrity, first emerging with academic honor codes.  Academic 

honor codes, defined as a system of policies that prevent academic misconduct through 

carefully defined peer enforcement and integrity promotion requirements, emerged from 
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this work.  These codes emerged from “gentleman’s agreements of morality” in 

education, most prevalent before the Civil War (Bertram Gallant, 2008).  McCabe et al. 

(2003) outlined four core components of an honor code environment: a written pledge of 

academic honesty, student involvement in formal hearings to address academic 

misconduct, unproctored exams, and, the requirement that all students report issues of 

academic dishonesty.  McCabe et al. (2003) replicated the contextual influence of an 

honor code study, and found the policies to have a statistically significant effect on 

academic dishonesty.  The study also included students who were a part of a modified 

honor code environment, defined by McCabe and Pavela (2004), as honor codes with less 

stringent demands than the traditional honor code.  A description of a modified honor 

codes is broad, but includes the absence of two honor code attributes such as a pledge, or 

student responsibility for reporting violations of academic integrity.  In McCabe’s study, 

students under modified honor codes were less likely to report academic misconduct. 

One of the oldest honor codes began in 1842 at the University of Virginia in 

response to a murder (University of Virginia, 2015).  The students pledged a commitment 

to both behavioral and academic honor, and this honor code remains in place today.  

Historically, institutions of higher education took on the role of parents, commonly 

known as the Latin in loco parentis (Thelin, 2011); in this realm, faculty were all 

knowing “parents;” students, like “children” were to listen, and the codes codified this 

relationship.  

  The continued emergence of academic honor as an agreement between adults 

grew in great numbers in the late 1960’s to early 1970’s (Kibler, 1993a; 1993b), due in 

large part to changes in the faculty/ student relationship.  During this time, a shift in 
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ideology from parental supervision to student autonomy took hold validating the 

emergence of identity development literature (Kibler, 1993a, 1993b; Thelin, 2011).  

Colleges and universities changed, providing a framework of student development aimed 

at supporting students as emerging adults.  This perspective changed the way academic 

misconduct was addressed, whereby what would have been a punitive response evolved 

to focus more on education and support (Kibler, 1993a, 1993b).   

A rise of academic honor codes occurred in the mid 1980’s until the early 2000’s, 

(McCabe, 1992).  Student supports had grown to address our current era of increased 

diversity and technological shrewdness, including libraries, international student offices, 

student and academic affairs, and information technology (Bleeker, 2007).  This increase 

has moved student services to the forefront, which made student development initiatives 

the purview of student affairs divisions.  Student affairs professionals soon became the 

individuals to address academic integrity.  Aaron’s (1992) study found senior student 

affairs officers led academic integrity issues at 35.7% of all institutions at that time, with 

that percentage rising to 76.2% in the community college setting.  This finding suggests 

that student affairs professionals are largely responsible for academic misconduct 

prevention and academic integrity promotion on campus.  

The Responsibility of Academic Honesty 

As a part of the student development shift, responsibility for academic integrity 

has shifted from faculty to the students (Bertram Gallant, 2008); students are responsible 

for knowing how to avoid academic misconduct with little to no instruction.  As a result, 

most literature focuses on student, not faculty, actions.  This limits the understanding of 

faculty and institutional responsibility to teach academic integrity in college.  The focus 
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on student responsibility also places a value judgment on student actions prior to 

evaluating educational initiatives (Bertram Gallant, 2008).  To provide background 

information, it is important to consider the current management of academic integrity on 

campus. 

The Management of Policy and Process 

 McCabe and Pavela used decades of research to create a model code of academic 

integrity for institutions to consider when designing academic integrity policy.  The base 

characteristics of a model code as outlined by McCabe and Pavela (2004) are also the 

framework for modified honor code (Pavela, 2000).  Model codes hold students 

responsible for maintaining a culture of honor, particularly in the roles of reporting 

incidents.  They also require the inclusion of student judicial board members when 

adjudicating cases using a university hearing panel.  While many institutions have 

processes that include elements such as an academic integrity board, training, 

development, and engagement varies widely, dependent on the individuals and 

departments charged with the management of academic integrity (Bleeker, 2007).  

Academic affairs or student affairs maintains the ownership of the academic 

integrity process and policy.  The most challenging issue with these designations is that 

for many institutions, those who facilitate process procedures, such as senior 

administrators are not experiencing the policies in practice, as are faculty and staff (Volpe 

et al., 2008).  Many institutions limit the purview of faculty to integrity within the 

classroom, and limit the staff role, to maintaining records and explaining policy language 

(Volpe et al., 2008).  Institutions generally fall into one of five categories: those with 

faculty managed academic integrity policies (Bertram Gallant, 2008; Park, 2003, 2004), 
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student affairs managed policies (Kibler, 1993a, 1993b), honor code policies (McCabe, 

Butterfield, & Trevino, 2003), student-led policies, and third party policies (McCabe, 

2005a).  More often than not, a response to academic integrity will include an overlap, or 

some combination of these policies.  From these, program dissemination, and education 

and policy with a cultural or technological focus augment the academic integrity program 

(Bleeker, 2007).    

Although the management or administration of the policy may differ, faculty 

often own the policies and processes of academic integrity in many cases.  These policies, 

voted on through appointed board members, seek to define the issue of academic honor, 

creating common language for discussion, syllabi, and expectations, and to withstand 

scrutiny in the face of potential legal ramifications (Park, 2003).  These practices must be 

overly broad including all academic majors, type of assignments, and level of student 

understanding.  While the benefits to central ownership of the policy are clear, there are 

risks involved in the interpretation of the policy (Park, 2003).   

Faculty managed policies (Bertram Gallant, 2008; Park, 2003, 2004) are generally 

voted for by a faculty senate and are designed to maintain the integrity and honor the 

faculty position espouses.  Historically, this was the model that was created as research 

institutions became commonplace (Bertram Gallant, 2008).  Faculty held the knowledge 

that students came to seek (Thelin, 2011).  Ideas of deference to expertise and the 

apprenticeship model prevailed in the pursuit of knowledge.  Students, often young, were 

treated as adolescents, with faculty and administrative response to academic misconduct 

being as that of a parent (Kibler, 1993).  Social movements altered the landscape of 

higher education, creating the need for student development, educating students beyond 
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punishment (Thelin, 2011).  As faculty-run policies, faculty rely on peer-to-peer contact 

to both define issues of academic misconduct and to hold students responsible for said 

misconduct (Aaron, 1992; Volpe et al., 2008).  While peer feedback is commonplace in 

the professoriate, the idea of defending academic choices is not clear-cut.  The very idea 

of challenges to academic freedom by policy and formal academic integrity systems is 

problematic.  Some systems require a faculty member to prove the methods they use in 

the classroom to teach academic integrity and prevent academic misconduct (Aaron, 

1992; Gerdeman, 2000; Volpe et al., 2008).  These often-legalistic hearings take time 

away from faculty life in order to prepare for investigations (Volpe et al., 2008).  As a 

result, significant portions of faculty avoid participation in institution wide academic 

integrity processes (Coren, 2011).  The issues and time costs inherent in managing 

hearings and providing students supplemental education on academic misconduct is often 

left to student affairs professionals. 

Moral and ethical development emerge as best practice policies in addressing 

academic misconduct.  Studies have argued that academic integrity professionals charged 

with providing that type of education educate outside of the classroom, namely in student 

affairs settings (Kibler, 1993a; Sandeen, 2004).  Kibler’s 1993 national study of student 

affairs administrators managing academic integrity programs suggested that education 

around value building, goal setting, and exploring moral and ethical issues are all 

examples of how student affairs administrators support institutional goals of academic 

integrity.  Sandeen (2004) noted the growing importance of student affairs administrators 

as academic partners in the out of classroom experience.  Kibler’s line of research, 

coupled with the expansion of student services outside of the classroom, has led to a shift 
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in handling academic misconduct.  In addition to the developmental aspect of the work, 

the management of academic misconduct in student affairs is administrative.  Student 

affairs administrators keep track of misconduct issues over the course of a student’s 

academic career, conducting follow up, and informing faculty on the limitations of 

further institutional actions (Tull et al., 2015).  These staff members are often the 

gatekeepers of the formal academic misconduct process, offering due process, access to 

records and appeals, and serving as an impartial resource for questions and concerns (Tull 

et al., 2015).  In the absence of an academic integrity office, student affairs generalists 

usually provide training and development for student, faculty, and staff hearing panels.  

Where available, honor code offices are often housed in student affairs divisions. 

Research suggests that Honor Codes provide students an opportunity to become 

moral leaders within their own academic community.  To this end, honor codes focus on 

the quality of moral behavior, with the responsibility of reporting left to students.  In this 

model, exams are rarely proctored, a decision based on a relationship of trust in the 

academic community.  In addition, students undertake a large portion of responsibility 

both in reporting violations of their peers, and in serving on judicial boards for cases of 

academic dishonesty.  McCabe and Pavela (2000) contended that the creation and 

sustainment of honor codes create a strong sense of community around academic honor.  

For this reason, it is easier to implement honor codes in smaller residential campus 

settings with traditional populations.  These codes are often institutional culture shifts, 

and require years of implementation and consistency to achieve transformative results. 

The use of academic honor codes is reliant on student leadership.  To this end, 

institutions have worked with students to promote integrity while preventing academic 
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dishonesty, even in the absence of a formal honor code.  Components of student-led 

policies often include the use of student leaders as peer educators, chairs of student 

conduct boards around academic integrity, student clubs and organizations, and student 

opportunities for professional development.  ICAI offers students the opportunity to serve 

as active participants in the academic integrity community, recognizing the importance of 

peer leadership in this area.  Here students present best practices to an international 

audience.  

Sweeney, Imboden, and Hannah (2015) offered a review of moral and ethical 

student development in their work to link moral responsibility to student actions.  The 

authors suggested that student leadership in promoting integrity and preventing academic 

dishonesty provides role-modeling opportunities, and offers a pathway to change.  The 

authors highlighted the importance of moral aspiration, providing students and student 

leaders with goal to measure honor and integrity, rather than the prevention of bad 

behavior.  Specifically, the research finds that initiations, recognition, and reflection are 

helpful in developing student-led systems.  Buruss, Jones, Sackley, and Walker (2013) 

also argued that students take a lead role in preventing academic dishonesty.  This study 

analyzed the response of 330 students at a four-year institution to determine the level of 

importance students placed on preventing academic misconduct.  The results indicate that 

the fear peer reporting was a greater deterrent than clear policy and procedure, or the 

perception of a vigilant faculty.  This study also suggested that peer influence might have 

a greater impact than honor codes.  Student led policies are dependent on formal 

expectations that are easily taught and understood.  Ease of use is a core component of 

success in reporting academic misconduct; as a result, technology offers additional 
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options for academic misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion, including 

the use of third party prevention and enforcement. 

More recently, it has become popular to review academic integrity work through a 

third party.  In addition to regular search engine investigation, institutions and faculty 

alike may choose to use online services such as turnitin.com, grammerly, ithenticate.com, 

and plagchecker.com.  These companies maintain databases of scholarly work and report 

a likelihood of student plagiarism by assigning percentage points based on the number of 

identical phrases, organizational themes, and word choice.  The programs also provide 

the user with links to the source material when available.  Many institutions use these 

programs as the first line of enforcement, doing so in part because the software is 

objective and does not take into account personal relationships or intent, factors known to 

affect the handling of academic honesty issues.  These companies have recently come 

under fire (Rivard, 2013; Turner, 2014) for two reasons.  Opponents of the software 

argue that the software labels students as plagiarists before the faculty begin the grading 

process.  In addition, turnitin.com in particular saves copies of submitted papers, 

including them in its database.  This practice has led to litigation regarding student 

copyright throughout the US that is currently unresolved (Foster, 2002; Rivard, 2013).   

Other third party products serve as educational tools to promote academic 

honesty.  Literature supporting these programs provides serves as marketing tools for 

eager institutions (McCabe, 2005a; Vilic & Cini, 2006).  Vendors in the field such as 

integrityseminar.com and epigeum.com, provide institutions with best practice modeling 

solutions and sanctions as a supplement to university policies (McCabe, 2005a; Vilic & 

Cini, 2006).  For example, students with one violation may be subject to complete a 
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number of modules focused on plagiarism should an instance occur.  Completion of the 

module serves as the educational outcome for the student necessary in order to return to 

positive academic standing (academicintegrity.org, 2015).  

Outsourcing misconduct detection is another method for some institutions.  For 

example, Walden University has a policy that an integrity office grades all exams; 

investigations of alleged academic dishonesty undergo a review by the academic fraud 

office or designee (Walden University Student Handbook, 2014).  

Hoshiar, Dunlap, Li, and Friedel (2014) noted the effectiveness of academic 

authenticity procedures.  In their study of 100 California community colleges, the 

researchers found that faculty teaching online are aware of the importance of student 

authenticity in online education.  The study showed that faculty perceived a higher 

potential for academically dishonest behavior in the online environment.  The researchers 

noted a relationship between faculty professional development and awareness of 

authenticity issues.  Faculty with strong professional development opportunities had a 

greater awareness of authenticity issues.  To a lesser, but still significant extent, faculty 

practicing in an institution with clearly written and disseminated policies also have a 

greater awareness of authenticity in online learning.  Literature on the institutional 

response to academic misconduct provides insight into how faculty respond to incidents 

of academic dishonesty. 

Institutional and Faculty Responses to Academic Misconduct 

When considering addressing academic dishonesty, research indicates that faculty 

members prefer to handle student issues independently, rather than going through 

administrative policies (Coren, 2011; McCabe & Pavela, 2004; Robinson-Zañartu et al., 
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2005; Roig, 2001).  In a study of 2,500 faculty members, McCabe and Pavela (2004) 

found that less than two thirds of faculty members include statements of academic 

integrity in their syllabi.  Keith-Spiegel, Tabachnick, Whitley, and Washburn (1998) 

contended that faculty do not pursue academic integrity violations due to time constraints 

and insufficient evidence.  Coren (2011) studied faculty who choose to ignore violations 

of academic integrity, and found 40.3% of faculty admitted to ignoring academic 

dishonesty at least once.  Reasons for ignoring academic dishonesty included a perceived 

lack of time and/ or evidence.  According to a study of 270-psychology faculty by 

Robinson-Zañartu et al. (2005), only 31% would choose a formal conduct process to 

handle a clear-cut case of plagiarism.  

 Judgments on intent, defining plagiarism, and perceived consequences seemed to 

have an effect on the decision to pursue a formal conduct process.  Despite the ability of 

researchers to ascertain what a clear cut case of plagiarism might be, there is a perception 

that less significant cases might receive sanctions that were too severe resulted in faculty 

refusing to bring forward cases at all (Behrendt, Bennett, & Boothby, 2010; Cook-

Morales & Peña, 2005; McCabe & Pavela, 2004; Robinson-Zañartu et al., 2005; Singh & 

Bennington, 2012 ).  One example of this disconnect is in defining dishonest behavior.  

Roig (1997) found that faculty responses to academic misconduct are varied and 

dependent on individual faculty member discretion.  In his study of university faculty 

Roig (1997) identified discrepancies of plagiarized material between faculty participants 

who reviewed the same passage of rewritten material from a psychology journal.  The 

inability to find equity in sanctioning is also a factor in faculty refusal to participate in a 

formal, documented process (Behrendt et al., 2010).  In this instructor study, Behrendt et 
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al. found that instructors agreed that failing to attribute sources was plagiarism; however, 

instructors disagreed on whether or not the recycling of papers was academically 

dishonest.  In addressing these issues, instructors were also disparate in choosing to hold 

students responsible for academic misconduct.  In short, faculty often value academic 

freedom in decision making more than they value a consistent approach to addressing 

issues of academic integrity (Ritter, 1993). 

Faculty who do address issues do so in a variety of ways including one-on-one 

conversations with students, grade changes, opportunity for resubmittal, and the formal 

code of conduct process (McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield, 2001).  These responses are 

largely personal, dependent on individual faculty member’s definitions of plagiarism, 

assumptions of intent, reaction to confrontation (perceived or actual) and individual ideas 

of justice (Ritter, 1993; Singh & Bennington, 2012).   

Bretag (2016) summarized the complexity of academic integrity.  Her overview 

identified the differences of discipline based academic integrity perspectives given the 

wide range of priorities and skill sets needed in academic departments.  Understanding 

common strategies between these competing ideals provides a starting place for 

understanding responses to preventing academic misconduct and promoting academic 

integrity. 

Ritter (1993) described five strategies in addressing academic misconduct: 

prevention, detection, investigation, confrontation, and outcomes.  Serviss (2016) used 

literature on academic integrity to make the case that faculty development is necessary to 

promote academic integrity, namely when dealing with issues of plagiarism.  Serviss 

(2016) synthesized the literatures into three categories, a conceptualization of academic 
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misconduct, best practices to prevent academic misconduct, and a holistic approach to 

address academic misconduct.  Serviss (2016) found that a holistic approach, combining 

curriculum design, research driven data, and student engagement is the most positive 

strategy for faculty in addressing student academic misconduct. 

Studies focused on preventing and limiting academic dishonesty indicate that 

students, faculty, and institutions are responsible for efforts to prevent academic 

dishonesty.  Researchers have suggested that an institutional focus on moral and ethical 

development would have a greater impact on student’s decision-making than punitive 

measures (Kibler, 1993; Tittle & Rowe, 1974).  Kibler (1993) surveyed senior academic 

and student affairs officers to gain perspective on the extent of student development as a 

preventative strategy in academic misconduct.  Kibler’s work finds educational 

opportunities in academic misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion.  

Hollinger and Lanza Kaduce (2009) identified prevention strategies such as rotating test 

questions, smaller courses, and using multiple proctors.  This study of students in 27 

different classes at a Southeastern university sought to compare the perceived 

effectiveness of countermeasures between students admitting to academic misconduct 

and those who did not.  Here, peer influence provided the greatest opportunity to deter 

dishonest actions.  Peer behavior, institutional culture, and perceived consequence affect 

student and faculty response to academic integrity.  While methods to prevent cheating 

and promote academic integrity can vary, a review of the literature on trends in the 

formal adjudication of academic misconduct can provide a framework for decision 

making around this topic. 
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Hamlin, Barczyk, Powell, and Frost (2013) conducted a study of ten universities 

to isolate and define what formal actions to address academic misconduct on campus.  

This study described the administrative efforts in detail, ranking the predominance of 

methods.  The authors found that websites are the leading method of sharing information 

on academic integrity policy.  In order of frequency, the authors found student handbook 

literature, academic integrity hearing boards, honor pledges, faculty managed policies, 

and general administrative procedures, are additional ways the institutions handled 

academic misconduct.  The use of educational websites had the lowest frequency in 

actions addressing academic dishonesty in the study.  The predominate form of 

addressing academic misconduct on campus is punitive (Boehm et al., 2009). 

Sanctions holding students responsible for academic dishonesty violations come 

in a variety of forms.  While most schools have some focus on education, the realities of 

time and resolution often prevail, leaving punitive responses as the most common way to 

address violations.  Bertram Gallant (2008) identified the manner in which institutions 

resolve academic dishonesty issues, separating the resolutions into two categories, rule 

compliance and academic integrity education. 

Bertram Gallant (2008) defines punitive or rule- compliance measures as 

responses that demonstrate the severity of the violation through punishment.  These 

resolutions include special notations on transcripts identifying academic dishonesty, 

formal notations on student records, failure in coursework or reduced grade, dismissal 

from course, suspension, and expulsion.  While written broadly, the ramifications for 

students vary in significant ways.  For example, the effect of an academic integrity 

violation for a student dependent on a scholarship in way that differs for those who are 
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not.  Likewise, an international student whose residency is determined by credit hours 

may face the end of their academic career in the U.S. as the result of a course dismissal or 

expulsion.  The idea of fairness in the face of increased globalization and access makes 

subjective fairness a challenging scale to use when considering punitive judgments.  As a 

result, boards are often unduly harsh or light to compensate for factors they assume, but 

may not know.  Teaching students academic honesty requires an educational component 

in handling cases. 

Educational methods, or academic integrity education are also used to address 

academic misconduct.  Bertram Gallant (2008) identified these as measures that focus on 

the learning and prevention of academic misconduct by providing opportunities for the 

student to understand what academic responsibilities are.  These practices are often time 

consuming and require a collaborative effort by many institutional stakeholders (Bertram 

Gallant, 2008; Morris, 2016; Volpe et al., 2008).  Students are provided coursework or 

curriculum which allows them to practice academically honest behaviors, there are 

assessments of understanding, the ability to see other role model behaviors of integrity, 

and opportunities for resolution both within the classroom and within the institution as a 

whole (Bertram Gallant, 2008).  These responses require collaboration with academic and 

student affairs offices, the participation of other students, and program faculty.  These 

practices require additional time from faculty who have already gone through the process 

of investigation.  Time, morale, and equity are additional barriers to educational 

outcomes (Volpe et al., 2008) 

Bertram Gallant (2008, 2015) has conducted focused research on educational 

opportunities for students that promote academic integrity on campus.  Her work 
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provides an alternative perspective to increasing punitive responses to academic 

dishonesty.  Specifically, Bertram Gallant suggested that faculty role model integrity for 

students.  This includes citing sources, showing up prepared and on time, and focusing on 

five fundamental values: honesty, respect, responsibility, fairness, and trustworthiness.   

McDougal and Moore (2012) identified nine research universities to compare 

aspects of integrity education, and found most of the schools researched had an office 

dedicated to integrity initiatives and all of them housed this office in a division of student 

affairs of student services.  Additional characteristics included specialized programming 

for international students, student engagement and leadership to meet the goals of the 

integrity office, campus wide initiatives that are well publicized and disseminated in a 

variety of formats, faculty education on academic integrity concerns, and an early 

introduction to issues of integrity, some as early as campus visit programs. 

Some studies address integrity education through course mastery.  In an 

Australian study focused on mastery, Curtis, Gouldthorp, Thomas, O’Brien, and Corriea 

(2013) identified modules on academic integrity as a valuable tool in educating students 

and promoting a culture of honesty.  In this study, students completing academic integrity 

modules reported greater understanding of plagiarism, and believed that plagiarism was a 

serious violation that those who did not completed the module.  Owens and White (2013) 

compared outcomes for psychology students who had the benefit of an educational 

program versus those that did not.  The researchers found that students who completed 

the mastery modules had significantly reduced amounts of reported academic 

misconduct.  When considering the use of mastery modules in response to a growing 

technological environment, it is important to understand the changing landscape of 
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academic misconduct in online education.  Modern issues are not limited to the online 

environment; there is a need for academic integrity education designed for international 

students, and for those for whom English is a second language (Olshen, 2013; 

Pennycook, 2012; Pecorari, 2016; Shaw, Moore, & Gadhidisan; 2007).  

Next, a closer look at the modern issues of increased globalization and online 

education is necessary. 

Modern Issues in Academic Integrity Education 

There are limited studies on academic integrity education related to culturally 

mindful approaches to academic integrity education.  Heuser, Martindale, and Lazo 

(2016) described the increased internationalization of higher education and the challenges 

and opportunities as they relate to academic integrity.  The authors noted increased 

globalization, creating more marketable students, increased opportunities for international 

research, and intercultural influences on curriculum as perceived benefits in the higher 

education sector (Heuser et al., 2016).  Given these opportunities, understanding what 

opportunities exist for academic integrity education that crosses cultural difference is 

important. 

   Shaw et al. (2007) analyzed the benefits of an academic integrity program for 

graduate students in a public health program.  In this study, an intervention based in task-

based pedagogy taught students Western concepts of academic integrity.  The public 

health program found success using writing exercises and integrity concepts such as 

appropriate citations, referencing and use of source material.  Olshen’s (2013) qualitative 

study on academic success identified some of the challenges for international students, 

and specifically described issues such as faculty staff collaboration, shared messaging, 
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pressure to succeed, and intentional education as needed interventions.  Students in the 

study were able to articulate that academic misconduct could lead to dismissal, but did 

not have a consistent definition of what the act of plagiarism was (Olshen, 2013).  

Academic integrity education for international students presents cultural 

challenges that are important to address.  There have been several studies that address the 

differences in student cultural perspectives.  These studies are important for several 

reasons, as access to higher education increases, U.S. institutions have not only 

welcomed more international students, but have built campuses in other countries, 

bringing together culture and expectations at an unprecedented speed. 

  For example, Lupton, Chapman and Weiss (2000) found differences in cheating, 

using a definition encompassing a wide range of academically dishonest behaviors of 

Polish and U.S. business students.  Findings note that in scenarios where students were to 

identify academic misconduct, 44% of Polish students identified behaviors as cheating, 

compared to 9% of U.S. students; likewise, 55% of U.S. students in the sample reported 

cheating themselves, while 85% of Polish students did the same.  Notable findings 

included differences in what students considered cheating.  In this study, U.S. students 

did not find the act of distributing previous exams as cheating, while Polish students did 

(Lupton et al., 2000).  Yet, the majority of Polish students in the study did not feel it was 

bad to cheat on an exam.  In addition Polish students believed it was the expectation of 

the faculty member to prevent students from cheating, while U.S. students reported a 

belief that it was up to the students themselves to prevent cheating behaviors (Lupton et 

al., 2000).  Chapman and Lupton (2004) continued this line of inquiry, next looking at 

differences between U.S. undergraduate business students and students from Hong Kong.  
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In this study, and using the same broad definition, Chapman and Lupton reported that in 

China, Hong Kong, Korea, and Taiwan was pervasive; in this study, one third of students 

from Hong Kong reported cheating behaviors compared to 50% of U.S. students.  While 

this appears to suggest that students from Hong Kong are less likely to cheat, the 

researchers noted that this finding is only applicable to a student’s wiliness to self-report.  

Therefore, students from Hong Kong are less likely to consider certain behaviors 

cheating, and even less likely to self-report cheating behaviors themselves.  Students 

from Hong Kong were more likely to believe that their peers were cheating on out-of-

class assignments.  In both sets of literature, the authors (Lupton & Chapman, 2004; 

Lupton et al., 2000) noted that differences in reported cheating behaviors do not signify 

less cheating, in some instances in may mean more.  The most significant take away is 

that there are clear cultural differences around what academic misconduct is, who is 

responsible for the prevention the behavior, and understanding what academic 

misconduct is.  

In other research, McCabe, Feghali, and Abdallah (2008) conceptualized factors 

affecting academic honesty in Middle Eastern students, using U.S. based research as a 

framework.  Their study, which compared three institutions in Lebanon to U.S. 

institutions, found that Lebanese students self-reported higher levels of cheating 

behaviors and lower levels of importance placed on consequences.  The authors 

suggested that factors of peer influence, defined as “coordination effect” coupled with a 

collective society, might hold greater weight in decision making than perceived 

punishment.  In other words, if the environment is one accepting of academic dishonesty, 
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academic misconduct behaviors become normal.  This study highlighted other important 

factors including culture (individual vs. collective), and the educational system. 

These studies provide a few examples of how an ethical culture affects the 

perception of what it means to be academically honest.  Understanding the cultural 

components of teaching academic integrity education provides resources to all students, 

and can serve as a tool for faculty and students navigating what academic integrity means 

on campus.  In addition to methods pertinent to a changing global student population, an 

increase in online course taking and technology warrants a closer look at academic 

integrity in the online environment.   

 Opportunities for education and prevention of academic misconduct in the online 

environment are significant.  Over 6.7 million students, or 32% of students in 

postsecondary education have enrolled in online courses since 2012, and the number 

continues to climb (Sheehy, 2013).     

With institutions becoming increasingly friendly to asynchronous coursework, the 

potential for student to obtain course credit or even an entire degree without a face-to-

face interaction is increasing (Trenholm, 2006); 2.6 million students were enrolled in 

fully online programs in 2014 (NCES, 2016).  Growth in online education is rapid and 

promoted within higher education (Symonds, 2003).  Research suggests limited 

differences in quality between courses delivered online and those facilitated face – to -

face.  There are several factors to consider in the online environment.  First, current 

research shows an increased workload for faculty developing course content online.  

Academic integrity literature acknowledges the need for meaningful connections between 

students and faculty in creating communities of academic honesty.  The question of what, 
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if any resources are provided to faculty to create relationships with trust and integrity in 

mind is a concern.  Trenholm (2006) noted that while instructional designers find reward 

in efforts to modernize course content to include new technologies, “in this competitive 

environment administrators backed by many working in instructional design appear in no 

rush to examine issues of quality assurance and academic integrity” (p. 287).  

It is necessary to engage students in education around academic integrity in ways 

that are both unique to the online environment and in ways that echo on campus 

initiatives.  The majority of college and university students will use online platforms for 

coursework, or engage in the online proliferation of research.  An up-to-date, 

technologically perceptive response is necessary to engage students in this way.  Olt 

(2002) identified four strategies for online instructors to use as tools in preventing 

academic misconduct:  identify limitations for the student instructor and include 

relationships; design effective, mastery based online assessments; curriculum rotation; 

and providing students with a written academic dishonesty policy.   

Technology presents a unique opportunity to prevent academic misconduct and 

promote integrity.  While many studies on technology and academic integrity focus on 

four-year institutions, the community college has emerged as a notable provider of online 

education.  Online courses have become one of the greatest sources on enrollment growth 

in the community college sector (Cejda, 2010).  Few studies address academic integrity 

in the community college; however, a closer look at academic integrity research focused 

on community colleges provides a better understanding of the issues.  
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Academic Integrity in the Community College 

As noted previously, much of the previous research on academic integrity in 

higher education has focused on four-year institutions.  Some research on academic 

integrity in the community college does exist and broadly covers topics related to the 

management, perception, and frequency of academic misconduct.  A review of literature 

specific to community colleges provides additional context.  Aaron (1992) obtained data 

from 157 senior student affairs officers, on how they address academic integrity.  In this 

study, 4-year institutions were overwhelmingly more likely to have a separate and 

specific set of guidelines for addressing academic misconduct, with 70% of 4-year public 

and 72.4% of 4-year private colleges providing specific policy guidance.  In contrast, 

only 20.9% of community colleges maintained specific guidelines for handling academic 

misconduct.  In the same study, methods of sharing information on academic honesty 

relied on the student handbook and orientation.  Only 9.1% of community colleges 

surveyed provided a stand-alone document addressing academic integrity (Aaron, 1992).  

Despite relying on senior student affairs officers to resolve issues of academic 

misconduct, only 4.7% of institutions held programs promoting academic integrity as it 

relates to student development (Aaron, 1992).  In terms of researching the prevalence of 

academic integrity on the community college campus, only 4.7% of community colleges 

participated in assessment efforts on academic integrity (Aaron, 1992).   

Burke’s (1997) study of community college faculty also sheds some light on how 

faculty address academic integrity.  Specifically, faculty most often use informal 

processes to address the issue with students.  In this study, faculty did not believe that 

academic misconduct was an important concern in the institution.  The study also 
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suggested that faculty do not pursue formal institutional action due to time, adversarial 

processes, and a lack of support.  Aaron and Georgia (1994) validated these findings.  

Their study found that 60% of community colleges believed that faculty handled their 

own academic misconduct issues independent of a formal process.  Despite this, 20% of 

community colleges did not disseminate any information on academic honesty to faculty 

(Aaron & Georgia, 1994).   

A Canadian study of 365 community college students identified self-reported 

estimates that 35% or students were frequent cheaters and 50.1% of students would 

consider themselves occasional cheaters (Genereux & McLeod, 1995).  Using a broad 

definition of cheating more aligned with academic dishonesty, this study also found that 

85% of males and 95% of females admitted to cheating behaviors in the community 

college.  In a later study, Smyth and Davis (2003) conducted a study on academic 

dishonesty in the community college.  The researchers surveyed 265 students to 

understand academic integrity.  The study found that they witnessed fewer academically 

dishonest behaviors in college than in high school; however, 82% of students report 

witnessing cheating in college; 45.6% of students have admitted to academic misconduct.  

The authors also found many students ask other student to cheat for them, with 66% of 

students reporting this request.  Forty-five percent of students considered cheating 

socially acceptable.  In this study, males were more likely to cheat than females.  There 

were no significant differences between freshman and sophomore students.  Given the 

limited research in community colleges on academic integrity education, this study serves 

as a baseline comparison for future studies. 
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Gerdeman (2000) reviewed studies on academic honesty from the perspective of 

literature from 2- and 4-year institutions.  In his review, he recommended clear 

communication of policies, encouraging faculty to promote academic integrity and 

prevent academic misconduct in the classroom, and provide fair and equitable resolutions 

to academic dishonesty.  Boehm et al. (2009) find similar results in a national mixed 

methods study inclusive of community college academic integrity perceptions.  This 

study sought to identify best practices that contribute to academic integrity while 

preventing academic dishonesty.  In this study, 64% of community colleges noted 

moderate amounts of academic dishonesty, compared to 57% of private colleges and 

universities who note low levels of academic dishonesty.  Senior academic officers at 

community colleges were found to have statistically significant rankings on four best 

practices in academic integrity education, including: (1)  Faculty training on topics such 

as classroom management and  academic misconduct prevention; (2) Support in 

classroom management techniques such as small class sizes; and prohibiting electronic 

devices; (3) Clear expectations for students and faculty on academic integrity code 

violations; (4) Placing a notation on a transcript to indicate an academic integrity 

violation.  This research suggests that senior academic officers in community colleges 

may have specific ideas on policy and practice that may or may not currently match the 

perceptions of the greater institution.  An example of opportunities to review best 

practices are found in Hensley’s (2013) To cheat or not to cheat: A review with 

implications for practice summarized the research on academic dishonesty in the 

community college and identified best practices for  academic misconduct prevention and 

academic integrity promotion.  Using a broad definition of cheating including a broad 
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spectrum of dishonest behaviors, this research found certain implications for community 

college policy and practice important to the study of academic integrity education.  

Students who may have low levels of academic confidence may be more likely to cheat 

(Hensley, 2013).  The number of developmental courses in the community college 

environment suggests that a lower measure of academic self-efficacy may exist (Hensley, 

2013).  Another risk factor academic dishonesty is a lack of engagement.  In the 

community college setting, this can be especially concerning as the majority of the 

population is nonresidential. Institution wide efforts to promote character and integrity 

are important to preventing academic misconduct and promoting integrity (Boehm et al., 

2009; Hensley, 2013).  For online learners, virtual tutoring and dedicated study spaces are 

suggested actions in research in promoting an academically honest environment 

(Hensley, 2013).  

Chapter II Summary 

  A review of the literature provides information on what academic integrity is, 

who violates academic misconduct, why and how they are dishonest, policy norms, 

limitations, and prevention strategies to promote academic honesty.  These studies almost 

exclusively focus on students at four-year colleges (Moeck, 2002; Smyth & Davis, 2003).  

They find that the majority of students have violated academic integrity or witnessed 

academic dishonesty.  Prevention includes academic integrity initiatives focused on 

education and community building. 

As campuses become both increasingly diverse and more technologically 

advanced, opportunities to provide academic integrity education transcend established 

norms.  As organizations, colleges and universities have the opportunity to promote 
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ethical principles in innovative ways in order to affect a culture of academic honor on 

campus.   

The reviewed literature describes the evolution of academic integrity at the 

organizational level.  It goes on to identify common practices of adjudicating behavior 

and opportunities for educating students and faculty on academic integrity.  The historical 

frameworks demonstrate the ways in which academic integrity has evolved to be more 

inclusive of modern issues in academic integrity. 

Throughout the literature, opportunities for academic integrity education are clear.  

The first are resources for those who maintain ownership of the process.  In most 

universities, this means faculty members.  Support for students in preventing academic 

dishonesty, creating an expectation of academic honor, and a role-modeling expectation 

is necessary.  A modern approach that includes explicit opportunities to engage in online 

dissemination of education and specific content suitable for the online environment is 

valuable.  Lastly, a system of academic integrity education that honors the globalization 

of U.S. higher education, providing a space for dialogue around expectations, differences 

in cultural norms, and promoting standards of academic honor is a component of 

environments that value academic integrity.  Chapter III details the methods for my study 

on academic integrity issues within a community college setting.  
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CHAPTER III 

 Chapter I serves as an overview of the study describing the problem, defining the 

purpose of this research, and providing questions that guide the study.  The chapter 

conceptualizes the idea of academic integrity education through a conceptual lens of 

academic misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion, using theoretical 

frameworks guiding academic integrity practice today.   

 Chapter II synthesized the current literature on academic dishonesty and policies 

to prevent academic misconduct and promote student integrity.  The chapter included 

trends and definitions of academic dishonesty, the prevalence of academic misconduct on 

campus, a history of policy and practice, modern policy and practice, modern issues 

affecting academic honor, and academic integrity in the community college context.  The 

previous chapters provided an overview of academic integrity issues through a 

conceptual framework of student and faculty roles in academic integrity education.  To 

do this, both a view of policy and practice through theories supporting researched efforts 

in academic integrity education, and as revealed via document analysis of key policies 

and procedures.  These theories, including social learning, moral and ethical student 

development, social bonds, and cultural dimension, can inform academic honesty 

programming, prevention, and integrity promotion.  This chapter describes the 

methodology, focus, perspective, and methods for my research involving the in-depth, 

single case study of academic integrity education at a community college.  

Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of my study is to help fill a gap in academic integrity research by 

examining the components of academic integrity education at one Mid-West community 
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college as perceived by faculty and staff.  , This study used the following research 

questions: 

1. What are the strategies used in one community college to equip their 

faculty with institutional programs and policies to promote academic integrity and 

reduce academic dishonesty, and how have these strategies changed over the past 

five years?  

2. How does a community college encourage students to participate in 

promoting academic integrity and reducing academic dishonesty?   

3. What are the initiatives perceived to be most effective in promoting 

academic integrity and reducing academic dishonesty?  

Academic integrity research identifies factors such as environment, institutional 

culture, consequences, student concern, and faculty response as key indicators of 

preventing academic misconduct and promoting academic honesty (Bleeker, 2007; 

Boehm et al., 2009; Bertram Gallant, 2008; McCabe, 2016; McCabe et al., 2003; 

McCabe & Pavela, 2004; Stone et al., 2009).  The literature suggests a direct relationship 

between promoting academic integrity and the frequency of academic misconduct 

(Coren, 2011; McCabe, 2005b; Volpe et al., 2008); however, there is limited literature 

describing academic integrity in the community college setting.  To better understand this 

issue, a detailed exploration of policy in practice is necessary.  I used a case study 

approach to examine academic integrity education on a community college campus, via 

the experiences of faculty and administrators working to prevent academic misconduct 

and promote academic integrity.  
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Methodology Overview and Rationale 

The methodology used to explore the research questions uses multiple methods, 

yet is qualitatively driven.  This method is as a partially mixed, concurrent, dominant 

status design (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007).  This method incorporated: 

1. Qualitative content analysis, 

2. Quantitative survey data, and 

3. Qualitative interview data.  

While the study began with the survey, interviews occurred concurrently during 

survey data collection.  During this time, an analysis of documents collected from the 

host institution was also taking place.  This study relies more heavily on the qualitative 

elements of the research; specifically semi structured interviewing, and the coding of 

open-ended survey questions, and document analysis.  The quantitative elements included 

13 years of institutional data points and a survey instrument.  These provided background 

information on the recorded cases of academic misconduct, summarized demographic 

information, gauged academic environment, and summarized specific behaviors of 

academic honesty as standardized by the instrument.  Given the descriptive nature of the 

data, limited statistical analysis occurred.  This was the most appropriate choice due to 

the speculated and actual number of survey participants, the limited amount of data 

available on academic misconduct violations at the institution, and the high quality of the 

qualitative data available to the researcher.  The quantitative and qualitative analysis was 

separate.  Triangulation occurred following the initial findings. 

To execute this research design, I used in-depth, single bounded case study 

(Creswell, 2013).  Case study research was suitable for this line of inquiry since such 
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research is ideal for research conducted in a natural setting (Marshall & Rossman, 2014).  

An environmental context helps to create greater understanding of policy and practice, 

which, in my study, involved immersion in a typical Mid-Western community college 

and through the disseminated literature of the college.  This methodological overview and 

rationale outlines the importance of this method to my project. 

Case Study 

Case study research requires “complex reasoning through inductive and deductive 

logic, participant meaning, emergent design, reflexivity and a holistic account of a case” 

(Creswell, 2013, pp. 46-47).  A case study allows the researcher to gain an in-depth 

knowledge of a process.  In addition to exploring how academic integrity education is 

implemented, this project will “explore where and why policy and local knowledge and 

practice are at odds” (Marshall & Rossman, 2014, p. 91).  Creswell (2013) defined case 

study research as “a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a real life, 

contemporary bounded system…over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection 

involving multiple sources of data” (p. 97).  Collecting detailed experiences of faculty 

and staff while also reviewing the policies they choose to follow allowed me to 

understand the implementation of policy and process simultaneously.  Understanding this 

process also adds to research on community college academic integrity education and 

process in a realistic, campus bound context.  

A case study was the appropriate methodology for this research for several 

reasons.  First, this study of academic integrity education is a phenomenon.  Yin (2009) 

describes the observation and naming without manipulation of contemporary events, such 

as changes in academic integrity education, and participant behaviors.  Specifically, the 
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single case study technique is appropriately suited for my research, as Yin (2009) 

described elements of the case study as a methodology:   

The case study inquiry copes with the technically distinctive situation in which 

there were many more variables of interest than data points; …relies on multiple 

sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a triangulating fashion; and 

…benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide data 

collection and analysis.  (pp. 13-14) 

There are limited studies on academic integrity initiatives in the community 

college.  As a result, it is usually in comparison to four-year institutions, a comparison 

that does not account for the unique characteristics of the community college setting.  

The complex nature of the community college presents multiple viewpoints including 

community college administration, faculty, department, certification body, and so on.  To 

honor the different perspectives present in the case, it was necessary to turn my attention 

to a single institution.  Focusing on one institution allows for the type of in depth analysis 

that might be lost when attempting to compare multiple institutions.  The goal of the 

design was to gather as much data as available on the subject.  A single case study 

allowed me to do that, using qualitative and quantitative elements in a tightly bound 

design.  Yin (2009) specifically describes the necessity of single case designs, noting that 

a single case offers an in-depth examination into policies, procedure, engagement, and 

perception, in the absence of a cross case analysis.  This type of focus allows for the 

consideration of a wide variety of data to in a narrow context. 

Academic integrity education has layers of institutional complexity and 

theoretical backing described in depth in Chapters 1 and 2.  Yin (2009) contends that a 
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case study is the most appropriate method when the understanding the case requires 

framing the context of the phenomenon.  Here, understanding academic integrity 

education through multiple contexts is necessary to describe the phenomenon of 

academic integrity policy and practice in the community college.  In order to understand 

the policy and perception of this institution, a case study provides the flexibility to 

include multiple streams of data within a bounded population.  Here, the units of analysis 

are the faculty, staff, and institutional policies.  The case was bound to the confines of 

one community college, from the perspective of individuals directly responsible for 

educating and administering academic integrity education on campus.  Single case studies 

are not generalizations, but serve as nuanced examples that can inform opportunities for 

research of a similar size, scope, and intention. 

Parameters of the Study  

This study is a single bounded case study examining academic integrity education 

in the community college setting.  Case study research often involves multiple methods, 

and Yin (2009) identified the need for data triangulation in case study research to provide 

a balanced and comprehensive view of the phenomenon.  In order to answer the research 

questions, this study took a three-pronged approach.  First, I used a faculty survey in 

order to gather baseline information on the attitudes, knowledge, and experience faculty 

members had regarding academic integrity.  Next, I held semi structured interviews to 

gain a more nuanced understanding of faculty and staff experiences with academic 

integrity.  Then, I reviewed all documents that were accessible, permitted, and available 

regarding academic integrity at the institution.  Using a three-pronged approach allowed 

me to build up and triangulate the data.  The combination of a faculty survey, faculty and 
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staff interviews, and document analysis provided rich data on academic integrity policies 

and practice within the community college.  My study incorporates these elements to 

create a detailed understanding of educational process and practices in academic 

integrity.    

My study identifies the characteristics of academic misconduct prevention and 

academic integrity promotion for faculty, staff, and administrators of the academic 

integrity process using surveys, interviews, and document analysis.  Four theoretical 

viewpoints: social learning theory, moral and ethical student development, social control 

theory, and cultural dimension theory frame the phenomenon of academic integrity 

education as promoted at the host institution.  The perspectives, faculty, staff, and 

academic integrity administrators explain the theoretical connections.   

 It was my intention to select a mid-sized community college in the mid-west that, 

as an institution, was interested in learning more about the use of academic integrity 

policy and practice on campus.  I began the study by researching community colleges in 

general, choosing to focus in the mid-west.  I chose the selected community college for 

its size, class size, academic integrity policy, and course offerings.  I first gathered 

information about the policy through informal conversations with administrative staff, 

and by gaining access to policy language that has existed over the last decade. 

Mid-West Community College is a rurally located institution of approximately 

5800 students.  There are between 315- 410 faculty in full – time and part – time roles.  

The majority (75%) of the faculty are part-time.  The faculty work in four locations, 

including a military installation in a Mid-West state.  
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Conversations with the Senior Academic Affairs officers, Senior Student Affairs 

officer, Dean of Students, and Director of HSIRB occurred over the course of three 

months to propose and agree upon documents that would be available.  I first generated a 

list of potential documents guided by:  

1.  literature that addresses academic integrity education (Löfström et al., 2012), 

2.  the conceptual framework defining the study,  

3. the research questions guiding the study, and  

4. my professional experience in educating and resolving issues of academic      

                 integrity. 

Over the course of the study, it became apparent that the bulk of the documents I 

requested did not exist at the institution.  This was not surprising.  It is common for 

institutions to have a limited amount of campus wide resources on academic integrity 

(Bertram Gallant, 2008; Löfström et al., 2012).  As the researcher, I assumed that I would 

find policy documents related to academic misconduct conduct boards, case summaries, 

newspaper articles, and training documents.  No newspaper articles, student group 

information, posters, or orientation guides contained information regarding academic 

integrity.  I also assumed that I would find educational resources for specific populations, 

namely for international and online students.  When considering international students, as 

identified in the research questions, no printed information on academic integrity is 

specific to international students at Mid-West Community College.   

While many of the items I requested were not available, I had not anticipated 

some documents.  Unexpected finds included resource guides.  One example is the 

library website.  The website contains in depth resource video modules on proper writing 
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and citations.  The second resource that was a surprise to me was The Pocket Prof, a 

guide that addresses proper writing skills.  This handbook specifically references the 

academic integrity policy in a section on avoiding plagiarism.  In addition to receiving 

policy and process documents from the institution, I asked for and received a spreadsheet 

of resolved academic integrity matters.  This spreadsheet included information on the 

infraction, the resolution, the semester, and the course where the incident occurred. 

A document analysis of print and electronic materials provided context on the 

state of academic integrity programming, dissemination of information, and opportunity 

for engagement in the selected institution.  The violation data provided an account of 

formal reports of academic misconduct.  Following these items, I launched a survey.   

Survey data in case study research as a valuable method for measuring baseline 

information.  The baseline information collected include demographic information, 

perception of the academic environment, and addressing academic misconduct.  The 

survey provided a contextual description using measures of frequency for issues of 

academic integrity.  An email to complete the instrument, the Academic Integrity Survey 

went to all current, full and part-time faculty at a community college in the mid-west.  

The institution also provided 13 years of academic misconduct violation data.  Semi 

structured interviews and open-ended qualitative data round out the data points.  To 

understand the perspectives of academic integrity, I conducted interviews of faculty, 

staff, and academic integrity administrators.  This data provided insight into the 

experiences of campus colleagues’ understanding of and ability to navigate academic 

honor on campus. I also reviewed qualitative open-ended survey responses with the 

interview data.   
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Setting 

 The institution selected for my study is Carnegie classified as a medium sized, 

rural serving community college that has international admissions.  This setting satisfies 

many of the characteristics of the majority of US community colleges.  National data on 

community colleges provided a guide to make comparisons.  Two-thirds of community 

colleges have enrollments of 6,000 students or less (Cohen et al., 2014), and per the 

institution’s website, the selected institution serves approximately 5,800 students on its 

main campus.  The institution offers over 30 associate’s degrees, a university transfer 

program, and career and technical education programs and certifications for students.  

While course offerings in community colleges vary, these offerings are typical of those 

offered nationwide (AACC, 2015).  The institution is approximately 66% female and 

34% male, which is similar to the national average of 57% women and 43% male 

enrolled students in community colleges (AACC, 2015).  Online courses are available at 

the institution, which supports national data finding that 27% of students enroll in online 

courses.  There is no number of international students listed on the institutional website; 

however, international students enroll as both first time and transfer students according to 

the institution’s website.  Regardless of citizenship status, the institution also supports 

students with limited English proficiency.  These characteristics all relate to my study in 

that they represent the reality for the majority of community colleges within the US.  In 

addition, the host institution provides a current case that helps us to understand change.  

The institutional characteristics meet the needs of my line of inquiry, a community 

college adapting to policy change with influences, such as increased globalization and 

technology, which are key issues in academic integrity education.  The institution has an 
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academic integrity policy updated within the last five years, and an academic discipline 

procedure.  This speaks both to the nature of case study methodology as a contemporary 

phenomenon, and to the nature or change in a modern context.  

Recruitment and Consent Procedures 

 To gather participants, I first sent a list of prospective administrators, based on 

title, to the senior student services and academic affairs staff.  There was some confusion 

on my part as to how the recruitment would occur.  I believed that the endorsement of the 

project would come from senior leadership and focused on networking in that way.  

Instead, the chair of the HSIRB via email listserv provided all information on the project.  

Despite the support of senior leaders at the institution, as an outsider, it was difficult to 

develop trust.  I expected that my early relationship building would help to develop trust 

and enthusiasm for the project.  I overestimated my this position, and as a result began 

with very little survey participation.  I held three meetings with senior leadership over the 

course of two weeks to strategize the best methods of earning participation.  Eventually, I 

learned that immersing more intentionally within the institution would be necessary.  I 

reserved table space through student services over the course of a month in the most 

heavily trafficked common area of the institution.  

During this time, I passed out flyers, business cards, and spent time discussing the 

survey and interviews.  I spoke with faculty and staff in the halls, introducing myself and 

sharing the premise of my project.  The hall where I was located is a shared common 

space.  Individuals choose to advertise there because they have the greatest chance of 

visibility by the campus community.  The design of the institution connects all of the 

buildings with a walkway system.  Sitting in the most centrally located part of this system 
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allowed me to visit with many individuals as they went to grab food, consult with 

colleagues, or head to and from their classroom.  I learned about their roles on campus as 

they considered participating in my study.  Several individuals were willing to share my 

information with colleagues.  By the time I had completed my visits, I had cordial 

relationships with several faculty and staff that wished me well and agreed to share 

information with colleagues.  

Ultimately, I posted flyers in every academic department office, emails went to all 

current full-time and part-time faculty members, and the HSIRB director sent additional 

emails to department Chairs and division leaders encouraging participation.  The division 

leaders then forwarded the emails to the faculty.  Follow-ups with prospective 

participants for both the survey and interviews occurred via email, office visits, and 

phone calls.  In discussing my study with prospective participants, I learned that several 

individuals identifying as faculty also had administrative responsibilities.  This was 

important because the interviews included perspectives of faculty, administration, and 

staff designations.  This required me to be more flexible in my requests for participation, 

allowing individuals to define roles for themselves, rather than placing my perception on 

them. 

Prior to each interview, participants read and reviewed the consent document 

describing the process in detail.  Each participant received an email confirming the time 

and date of the interview, along with a copy of the interview questions, and informed 

consent.  Upon agreeing to participate, the interview participants signed a consent 

document permitting the session to be audio taped and transcribed verbatim for data 

analysis.  In two cases, I held interviews by phone after receiving permission from my 
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advisor and the HSIRB of both institutions.  In these cases, the participants also received 

the informed consent ahead of time, and agreed to audiotaping and transcription.  As the 

researcher, I honored all details of the informed consent.  All interview participants 

received a copy of the transcript and a copy of a summary of our interview for comments 

and member checking. 

Survey participants received consent information (See Appendix B) via the 

introductory page of the online survey instrument.  Participants acknowledged 

understanding of the informed consent by choosing to start the survey.   

Participants 

The study used a purposeful sample of participants generated from faculty and 

staff at the community college.  Creswell (2013) described this method as valuable, 

noting that the sampling technique can “purposefully inform an understanding of the 

research problem and central phenomenon in the study” (p. 125).   

 To gather baseline information on policy and practice of academic integrity, I 

intended to offer all full and part-time faculty the opportunity to participate in a survey.  

This decision was made because full and part-time faculty members are largely 

responsible for addressing issues of academic integrity (Volpe et al., 2008), and as such 

can offer valuable perspectives to the study.  Typically, faculty members can have the 

biggest impact on academic misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion, 

given their direct interactions with the students.  Ultimately, the HSIRB of the host 

institution sent emails to 315 faculty registered within their system.  Of these, 67 (21%) 

began the survey instrument, and 57 (18%) completed the survey. 
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 In addition, I planned to conduct individual faculty interviews with 12-16 faculty 

and staff.  To select faculty, those completing the survey had the chance to share their 

email addresses via a link that was set to maintain confidentiality of the survey responses 

while capturing email addresses of these interested in participating in a face-to-face 

interview.  From this group, I intended to select six to ten random faculty and four to six 

staff, with the ideal criteria being representation from as many of the 10 academic 

programs at the institution as possible.  I planned to solicit suggestions from the Senior 

Academic Administrator for faculty who I felt played a more defined role in the 

implementation of academic integrity education of campus.  The Senior Academic 

Administrator deferred to the host institutions’ HSIRB, and removed herself from the 

recruitment and participation process.  In all, six faculty agreed to participate through the 

survey link, with two declining to participate.  Two administrators volunteered to speak 

with me.  One additional administrator participated in the interviews, and three faculty 

members contacted me after hearing about the study.  I interviewed two faculty selected 

from this pool, and the other faculty member declined participation.  Ultimately, I was 

able to secure 10 interviews with seven faculty, two of them department chairs and three 

administrators.   

Instrumentation and Data Collection  

As mentioned, this research project consists of survey analysis, in-depth, semi-

structured interviewing, and document analysis.  I received permission to conduct the 

study from the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) of the host 

institution and my institution.   



  
 

 

80 

 

Conversations with the Senior Academic Affairs officers, Senior Student Affairs 

officer, Dean of Students, and Director of HSIRB occurred over the course of three 

months to propose and agree upon documents for the study.  As mentioned previously, I 

first generated a list of potential documents guided by: (a.) literature that addresses 

academic integrity education (Löfström et al., 2012), (b.) the conceptual framework 

defining the study, (c.) the research questions guiding the study, and, (d.)  my 

professional experience in educating and resolving issues of academic integrity. 

The bulk of the documents I requested were not available.  According to the 

literature, it is common for institutions to have a limited amount of campus wide 

resources on academic integrity (Bertram Gallant, 2008; Löfström et al., 2012).  As the 

researcher, I assumed that I would find policy documents related to academic 

misconduct.  I also assumed that educational resources for international and online 

students would be available.  There was no evidence of printed information on academic 

integrity for international students at Mid-West Community College.  It was also 

challenging to gain access to some departmental documents, such as student handbooks.  

All documents that were publically available, and those supplied by the institution were 

included in the analysis.  I was surprised to gather several resources I had not anticipated, 

including a writing resource guide with a reference to the academic integrity statement 

and tips to avoid plagiarism.  Links to resource guides from the library were also 

available. 

After gaining approval and supplying a final list, the Director of HSIRB at Mid-

West Community College provided information regarding violations and resolutions for 

alleged academic misconduct over the past 13 years.  In addition, the Director sent out an 
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email requesting syllabus language from department chairs.  Several departments sent 

copies of academic integrity policy language.  After receiving these, I followed up with 

multiple Internet searches using Google search.  I used the search terms “Mid-West 

Community College 2015 syllabus.”  The Senior Student Affairs officer sent the student 

and faculty handbooks to me.  I found the library reference page during a keyword search 

on the Mid West Community College website using the terms “academic integrity.”  The 

course catalog and a resource handbook known as The Pocket Prof were in a public 

display in the college’s student life office.  The director of the HSIRB at Mid-West 

Community College gave me forwards of all of the emails sent by department chairs and 

academic deans.  The primary audience was determined by specific language within the 

document, or inference (i.e., syllabi are created primarily for students).  The creator of the 

document was determined through interviews and conversations with the senior 

administration team at Mid-West Community College.  

Following the document organization, I read each document thoroughly.  I 

compared each document to the 2015-2016 student handbook for similarities and 

differences.  For each, I took notes on the following items:  

1. if the policy was outlined completely or referenced; 

2. if the language matched the language in the student handbook 2015-16, 

and if not, how the language differed; 

3. if the language was specific to a group or academic major (i.e. Faculty, 

Nursing students), and; 

4. if the items provided examples or tutorials of appropriate (or 

inappropriate) academic behavior. 



  
 

 

82 

 

After this, I took each item, read the policy language again, and determined 

whether the information regarding academic integrity provided evidence to support or 

answer one or more research questions.  I then reviewed the documents again to 

determine if my original perceptions remained the same, or, if there were other nuances 

that I noticed during the additional review.  

Academic Integrity Survey  

Another instrument used in my study was a self-administered Internet survey.  

This is the preferred method of survey distribution, and is cost effective (Dillman, Smyth, 

& Christian, 2014).  After securing permission to use the instrument from the 

International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI), the instrument was adapted based on 

the needs of the host institution.  Following this, I uploaded the instrument to Qualtrics, 

an online survey hosting software.  The host institution on behalf of the researcher to all 

full and part-time faculty, summarizing the purpose of the research, and including the 

survey link, sent an email invitation.  The survey was open for a total of eight weeks. 

Mid-West Community College distributed the survey through their campus email 

list to increase response rates.  I anticipated two follow-up emails over a three-week 

period, sent at the beginning of weeks two and three.  Early low response rates required 

an extension of the study.  Ultimately, I requested two extensions granted by the HSIRB 

of both my institution and the host institution. 

Survey Instrumentation  

I used data collected from the ICAI faculty survey instrument, the Academic 

Integrity Survey.  Participants provided information on (a) types of interventions 

conducted by the institution, (b) the prevalence of academic misconduct, (c) prevention 
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of academic misconduct, and (d) integrity promotion.  Given the small sample size and 

survey questions providing a contextual framework, statistical data is almost solely 

limited to descriptive data.  Using SPSS version 22, descriptive statistics including mean, 

mode, median, and standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis present a picture of the 

institution and the perceptions of faculty addressing academic misconduct.  Analyzing the 

frequency distribution of the academic integrity policy characteristics provide descriptive 

information on academic integrity.  To analyze returned surveys, first, I reviewed the 

descriptive data, then, the reviewed the data by faculty status (full vs. part-time), the 

frequency of academic misconduct by academic department, and responses to academic 

misconduct.  Qualitative data, including open-ended survey questions combine for a 

comprehensive qualitative analysis.  

The survey portion of my study used the tailored design method of survey 

methodology (Dillman et al., 2014).  The tailored design method refers to a series of 

actions in developing surveys that limit cost, increase benefits, and promote trust 

(Dillman et al., 2014). In doing so, I considered the best practices of social design theory, 

incorporating a variety of tools to promote participation.  This method assumes that the 

benefits to the participants outweigh the costs of participation (Dillman et al., 2014).  In 

this instance, data collection does not exist specifically for this community college, 

presenting an opportunity for the institution to understand the characteristics of their 

academic integrity education issues.  In addition, I earned trust through collaborating with 

senior leadership at the institution, attaining permission to use the survey instrument from 

the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI), limiting the inclusion of personal 
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information, assuring confidentiality where possible, creating a visually interesting 

instrument, and providing the institution with a research report following data collection.   

The survey instrument itself is the Academic Integrity Survey (Appendix H).  The 

late Dr. Don McCabe of Rutgers University developed the instrument for the 

International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI) to assess perceptions of academic 

integrity issues.  While psychometric measures addressing reliability and validity were 

not readily available, this survey instrument has been used over the last 15 years at more 

than 200 schools, with over 250,000 student and faculty responses (ICAI, 2015).  An 

expert review panel representing 12 higher education institutions established content 

validity for the instrument.  The instrument assesses faculty views of academic integrity, 

how they perceive the climate of academic dishonesty, the prevalence of academic 

dishonesty, and addressing specific violations of academic integrity (ICAI, 2015). 

This survey provided baseline information including perceived frequency, faculty 

response, and institutional support on academic misconduct prevention and academic 

integrity promotion in the community college from the faculty perspective.  The survey 

contained 28 questions.  While I did not obtain permission to include specific survey 

questions within the dissertation, the subject matter of the questions include the perceived 

severity of campus policies, knowledge of policies, perceived misconduct, frequency of 

actual misconduct, and willingness to address academic misconduct. 

Mid-West Community College provided violation data including violations and 

resolutions for alleged academic misconduct over the past 13 years.  Academic 

misconduct type, resolution, and date, frequency and academic program type summarizes 

the data. 
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The survey gathered baseline information on the attitudes, knowledge, and 

experiences faculty members had regarding academic integrity.  Gathering baseline 

information is an important step in establishing an understanding of general perceptions 

and feelings of a phenomenon.  The baseline information collected included, 

demographic information, perception of the academic environment, and, if and how 

faculty address academic misconduct.  The survey findings provided a contextual 

description of academic integrity at the host institution using frequency data. 

The survey was adapted based on the structure and organization of the host institution.  

This included changing the descriptions of faculty status, and adding the specific colleges 

found at the host institution.  Following this adaptation, I received approval by the 

HSIRB of both the researcher’s and the host institutions.   

Survey Data and Analysis 

As a part of the survey, participants provided information on (a) types of 

interventions conducted by the institution, (b) the perception and prevalence of academic 

misconduct, (c) prevention of academic misconduct, and (d) integrity promotion.  The 

number of respondents in the study made descriptive data especially important.  I 

downloaded the data from Qualtrics to SPSS version 22.  The data set was cleaned to 

remove identifying information such as IP addresses.  I also compiled multiple responses 

to single questions into one variable where appropriate, and gave yes/no responses 

numerical values.  

Following cleaning of the data set, I calculated descriptive statistics including 

mean, mode, median, and standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis to present a picture 

of the institution and the perceptions of faculty addressing academic misconduct.  I then 
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reviewed frequency data for every survey question.  Frequency responses describe the 

bulk of survey questions.  The survey consists of three sections, Demographic 

Information, Academic Environment, and Specific Behaviors. 

Demographic Information.  The survey included questions related to 

demographic information.  This included gender, referred to as “sex” in the survey as 

male and female but renamed “gender” hereafter, academic rank, referred to as full and 

part-time faculty, and department, which referred to the academic departments that exist 

at Mid-West Community College.  

There is a full representation of participation across academic departments, 

academic rank, and gender.  On some level, there is respondent data from every sector of 

the faculty at Mid-West Community College.  Faculty data on gender indicates higher 

numbers of female (59.3%) then male (40.7%) participants. More part – time faculty 

(67.9%) responded to the survey than full – time faculty (32.1%).  All academic 

departments at the institution are represented, with health (21.2%) having the highest 

representation.  Additional details on the table are in Chapter IV. 

Qualitative Responses and Analysis 

In all, 22 individual qualitative responses were captured related to what faculty 

felt could assist in integrity promotion and the prevention of academic dishonesty.  The 

open-ended responses are with the remaining qualitative data analysis, semi-structured 

interviews.  

After selecting interview questions that would align with my research questions, I 

reviewed interview questions using feedback from two faculty and two administrators.  

Prior to conducting the interviews, I researched and created interview questions using the 
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best practices of ICAI review documents and previous studies on academic integrity 

education.  This pilot refined the interview process, to strengthen my role as the 

instrument, and to ensure a process that was as smooth as possible.   

Interview Questions.  There are three sets of interview questions, one for faculty, 

one for staff, and one for administrators.  Questions focusing on faculty experiences with 

the current academic integrity policy of full and part- time faculty (Appendix D) were 

included in the interviews.  The interview questions explore the type of engagement 

faculty have with preventing academic misconduct and promoting integrity.  The 

interviews closed by asking participants the most important techniques to promote 

integrity and prevent academic misconduct on campus.  I asked questions to identify role 

and understanding of the academic integrity policy, to examine engagement in academic 

misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion, to offer a critique of the 

current policies, and to discuss perceptions of effective technique to educate students.  I 

ended the interviews by asking participants the most important techniques to promote 

academic integrity and to prevent academic misconduct.  

The second set of questions is for staff who work directly with academic integrity 

policy (Appendix E).  This includes individuals who are involved with the management 

of the academic integrity process.  This interview protocol includes questions about the 

academic integrity policy, the level of engagement for faculty and staff, and current 

issues in preventing academic misconduct and promoting integrity.  These address the 

current state of the academic integrity policies and changes made in the last five years.  

The questions address academic misconduct and the opportunities available for campus 
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partners to participate in preventing academic misconduct and promoting integrity, and 

the questions address perceptions of effective techniques to educate students. 

The third set of questions is for staff that work indirectly with academic integrity, 

but work directly with students in some capacity (Appendix F).  These individuals have 

the opportunity to impact generally available opportunities and awareness of academic 

misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion, but are not directly responsible 

for established outcomes.  This list of questions aims to identify knowledge about the 

academic integrity policy, perception of opportunities to engage in academic misconduct 

prevention/integrity promotion initiatives, and the technique this group of staff believes is 

most useful in academic integrity education.  Here, questions identify role and 

understanding of the academic integrity policy, questions examined engagement in  

academic misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion, questions address the 

extent of personal responsibility staff feel to participate in the process, questions offered a 

critique of the current policies, and questions addressed perceptions of effective 

technique in educating students. 

Interview Data Collection.  Recordings and transcription captured the data.  I, as 

the researcher, served as the sole interviewer.  I conducted face – to - face interviews in 

one of two centrally located rooms in the Student Success Center at Mid-West 

Community College.  Each room was equipped with a door capable of closing; blinds on 

the windows of each room provided some privacy.  I excluded personal information from 

the interviews, and participants received pseudonyms using a web based auto name 

generator.  These pseudonyms replaced any identifying information.  I used a digital 

voice recorder to record interviews and computer software to manage the data files.  
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After transcribing three interviews, I used a professional transcription service to translate 

the remaining voice files into text documents.  The transcripts are stored in a secure, 

locked file cabinet in an office owned and maintained by the researcher.  I destroyed the 

audio transcripts after collecting the transcripts, reviewing them for accuracy, and 

confirming this review with each interview participant.  Upon conclusion of the study, 

the data was stored on a Universal Serial Bus (USB) and transported from the host 

institution to WMU via the researcher.  After erasing the USB, I placed the data on a 

secure server. 

Saldaña (2012) suggested the use of analytic memos to organize and qualify 

thoughts on the emerging data.  This reflective exercise captured my assumptions, 

surprises, challenges, and feelings throughout the process.  This type of memoing 

provided added accountability in the form of a real time document, which summarizes 

my process from a personal and critical thinking perspective.  This memo also serves as a 

place to outline concepts and definitions, which ultimately emerged into categories.  

During this time, similarities developed which assisted in the early organization of the 

interview data.  These developments allowed me to organize the interview questions into 

categories.  The categories were refined, and coded, ultimately organizing the data in 

Chapter IV. 

Qualitative Data Analysis.  I used a cyclical coding approach (Saldaña, 2012) for 

the qualitative data.  Cyclical coding refers to repeated identification of patterns and 

categories.  Examining the academic integrity program through the experiences of faculty 

and staff followed the epistemological tradition.  In doing so, the research uncovered 

perception and practice.  Saldaña identified several first round coding methods as 
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appropriate for this type of inquiry, including initial emergent coding (Saldaña, 2012).  I 

used initial emergent coding in order to document initial impressions of the data as a 

response to the information presented.  Following the review of interview notes, I wrote 

the first initial emergent coding by hand.  Specifically after noting initial codes in a text 

document, I printed the transcripts and highlighted the codes in text as a visual aid.  I 

organized the data by separating it into pieces by separating and organizing the 

highlighted text into categories.  During this process of reading and rereading these 

pieces of text, I added and deleted codes.  I rearranged and organized the text.  Following 

several cycles of the initial coding, I used the research questions and literature review 

framing the study.  This method, supported by Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw (1995) refers to 

the use of research questions to frame the collected data.  Next, I searched for patterns, 

and contrasts based on the codes I had created.  Yin (2009) describes this method as 

explanation building, by checking the data for its dissimilarity to existing research.  I 

chose to use the research questions and literature review framework to provide 

boundaries given the complex perspectives and differing information I received.  Doing 

so allowed me as the researcher to remove my preconceived notions as much as possible 

in order to focus of the perspectives and experiences of the participants.  As I intended, I 

used the initial emergent data to begin framing a loose interpretation in a chronological, 

open coding process.  Secondary coding confirmed the legitimacy of these categories, 

and the process continued until I reached a pattern of repetition.  In line with guidance on 

coding methods, the analysis was complete when the results reflect an adequate 

representation of the institution and the faculty and staff within in it (Yin, 2009).  This 
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coding, in conjunction with the analytic memos, provided a thorough picture of the 

interview data.  

It was important to be sure that the representation of participants are accurate.  

Participants received a copy of their transcript for review, so that they could add or revise 

areas that they believed were not clear.  This is referred to as member checking, which 

helps ensure the researcher has captured their perceptions in the manner they intended 

(Marshall & Rossman, 2014).  This review helped to ensure that the interpretation of the 

transcripts reflect the intent, tone, and meaning of each participant.  There were 

omissions that occurred because of this review.  I edited the transcripts as necessary 

before proceeding.  

Themes.  Four themes emerged from the cyclical coding process.  The first, It’s 

on us: We are all responsible, personally and collectively, for understanding and 

promoting academic integrity.  This theme, represented as a sense of responsibility for 

faculty, staff, and students, individually and collaboratively, for academic integrity.  The 

second theme,  Faculty set a tone of integrity with classroom management and 

curriculum design, is defined by the sense of importance faculty, staff, and administrators 

place on the planning and cultivation of relationships between faculty and their students 

within the interviews.  The third theme, Faculty take personal approaches to academic 

integrity education, emerged by the many individualized responses, driven by both 

discipline and prior experiences in preventing misconduct and promoting integrity 

present within the data.  The fourth and final theme, Lean times limit resources for 

academic integrity education, is defined by a perceived loss of opportunity as budgets 
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decrease and responsibilities increase. A detailed discussion of the themes is included in 

Chapter IV. 

Trustworthiness 

To ensure trustworthiness, I focused on multiple methods to confirm study results.  

Lincoln and Guba (1985) identified four constructs necessary for a sound study: (a) 

credibility, (b) transferability, (c) dependability, and (d) confirmability.  Credibility refers 

to the use of methodologies proven effective in related research.  Survey research is the 

primary methodology for academic integrity research.  The survey used in this study is a 

verified and replicated instrument used hundreds of times over a 25-year period (McCabe 

et al., 2012).  Creation of the three sets of interview questions was completed following a 

review of the ICAI’s academic integrity assessment program, as well a significant review 

of literature spanning 50 years.  In addition, my experience as a student conduct 

administrator, a review of the ICAI academic integrity assessment, and conversations 

with academic integrity administrators influence organization of the document analysis 

elements.  Other techniques included member checking, which entailed reviewing the 

results of the interview with each participant to verify accuracy (Marshall & Rossman, 

2014; Yin, 2009).  Steps taken to provide credibility also included a thorough review of 

the literature, and a pilot study to refine interview questions.  A thick, rich description of 

the phenomena through the description of the case aids in the credibility of the analysis 

(Creswell, 2013)   

Transferability refers to the extent in which the study may provide insight for 

related research (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  My study is applicable within the parameters 

of the sample because the sample was purposeful with a specific subset in mind, the 
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faculty and staff of a typical Midwest community college.  My study is only transferable 

if used as a guide to generate conversation rather than a prescribed experience of all 

community colleges.  The results are comparative baseline information for institutions of 

similar size, type, structure, and policy. 

The detailed overview of the methodology, links to literature, and specific 

research questions (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), provide dependability to the study.  I 

followed a specific process with protocols for each element of the study.  An in-depth 

description of the process as the study occurs, coupled with a clear reflection of the 

process will serve to ensure dependability. 

Confirmability relates to a researcher’s ability to acknowledge inherent bias, 

beliefs, and assumptions (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Understanding my role as the 

researcher, as well as acknowledging my inherent feelings on academic integrity is 

necessary in order to move forward.  As such, a reflection on my role as the researcher, 

and a breakdown of my experience in the field has been included.  In addition, the data 

triangulation that sill occur as a part of the case study will provided support or detraction 

from any identified themes, thus reducing research bias.   

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

My study is delimited to the experiences of the selected institution included in the 

study and cannot be generalized to other institutions.  Variances in university policies, 

honor code systems, and university mission are examples of those factors that are 

uncontrollable in this study, making it impossible to draw broad conclusions.  This study 

provides an introductory step from which other studies may offer additional site-specific 
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insights.  Despite this, case study research describing a phenomenon through 

predominately-qualitative methods is not generalizable. 

 In reference to interviews, despite a desire to allow the research subjects to be as 

comfortable as possible, addressing dishonesty in the classroom and institution can be 

controversial, and may be perceived as judgmental.  Marshall and Rossman (2014) 

argued that inherently, “interviewing has limitations dependent on trust” (p. 145).  

Several factors make trust challenging in this project.  First, my role as researcher created 

a divide given my background and bias toward coordinated efforts to address academic 

honor.  Secondly, as a student and former administrator not directly affiliated with the 

institution, I am not a peer or colleague, which may alter the answers to questions.  As a 

result, interviewees may not answer as candidly as they might with someone they have 

had a long-standing relationship.  These factors may have affected levels of comfort and 

the ability to be completely forthright (Marshall & Rossman, 2014).  

The Researcher 

As the researcher, I recognize my role as an instrument of data collection 

(Marshall & Rossman, 2014).  Professionally, I have worked in the area of student 

conduct administration for six years.  My experience also includes serving as an 

instructor for undergraduate and graduate students on a part-time basis.  My experience 

working with faculty on issues of academic misconduct has led me to this area of 

research.  Confronted by the realities of difficult process, time restraints, and the emotion 

of conflict, I have served as mediator and organizer for many proceedings.  This 

perspective helped me to understand the complexities inherent in describing a process 

that many people are responsible for upholding.  I believe that it is my role as an educator 
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to provide timely and appropriate resolutions to cases of academic dishonesty.  This also 

informs my research in that standards for what is timely and appropriate are important for 

institutions to consider.  In addition, in my roles in student conduct I was responsible for 

educating new faculty, staff, and students when appropriate.  I believe that coordinated 

responses to academic misconduct serve to create a culture of honesty and integrity.  I 

also believe that faculty do and should lead the expectation of academic honesty on 

campus.   

I have a professional investment in educating students, faculty, and staff on best 

practices in academic integrity education.  In order to create a case study that speaks to 

the realities of the community college rather than my own perspective, I have 

intentionally approached the study using a design bound by literature and research 

questions.   

Chapter III Summary 

This chapter provided an overview of the methodology used in this study, a 

partially mixed, concurrent, dominant status design (Johnson et al., 2007) which is 

conducted through an in-depth, single bounded case study (Creswell, 2013).  Data 

included a survey distributed to all faculty, semi structured interviews, and document 

analysis.  Methodological details include sampling, subjects, and access, instrumentation, 

data collection and data analysis procedures.  In addition, reflections of research identity 

and a summary of limitations and delimitations conclude the chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 Chapter I serves as an overview of the study describing the problem, defining the 

purpose of this research, and providing questions that guide the study.  The chapter 

conceptualizes the idea of academic integrity education through a conceptual lens of 

academic misconduct prevention and academic integrity promotion, using theoretical 

frameworks guiding academic integrity practice today.  

 Chapter II synthesized the current literature on academic dishonesty and policies 

to prevent academic misconduct and promote student integrity.  The chapter included 

trends and definitions of academic dishonesty, the prevalence of academic misconduct on 

campus, a history of policy and practice, modern policy and practice, modern issues 

affecting academic honor, and academic integrity in the community college context.  

 Chapter III provided an overview of the methodology used in this study, a 

partially mixed, concurrent, dominant status design (Johnson et al., 2007) which is 

conducted through an in-depth, single bounded case study (Creswell, 2013).  Data for the 

study includes a survey distributed to all faculty, semi structured interviews, and 

document analysis.  Methodological details include sampling, subjects, and access, 

instrumentation, data collection and data analysis procedures.  In addition, reflections of 

research identity and a summary of limitations and delimitations conclude the chapter. 

 Chapter IV provides a review of the findings present in the case.  An in-depth 

study into the perceptions of academic dishonesty by faculty and staff was beneficial to 

understanding academic integrity education as it relates to the policies and practices 
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occurring within the institution.  To do so, I conducted interviews with six faculty and 

four staff at a public community college, using an open-ended, semi-structured interview 

process.  The type of data collected organizes the chapter by document analysis, survey 

data, and interview and qualitative data.  

Document Analysis 

In all, 28 documents were analyzed.  The categories for analysis were document 

type, who the document is for, and who created the document.  The type of document 

was either on the document itself, or in emails identifying the language or document.  

The director of the HSIRB at Mid-West Community College forwarded all email 

responses to me.  The emails were responses to a direct request for handbook and policy 

materials.  Only documents provided by the institution and/or those available via web 

search were included in the analysis.  The primary audience was determined by specific 

language within the document, or inference (i.e., syllabi are created primarily for 

students).  The creator of the document was determined through interviews and 

conversations with the senior administration team at Mid-West Community College.  

List of Documents 

 Once the collection of the documents occurred, through online searches, 

electronic copies, and hard copies, I organized them by document type as illustrated in 

Table 4.1.  This is to compare the document in context accurately.  For example, a course 

syllabus for a major specific course addresses a different audience than a faculty 

handbook disseminated at orientation. 
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Table 4.1 

 

 List of Documents by Type, Primary Audience, and Creator 
Type         Primary Audience            Creator 

Academic Integrity Policy (host institutions)   Students, Faculty             faculty 

(committee) 

Academic integrity policy (transfer institutions)  Students              faculty 

(committee) 

Emergency Medical Services Handbook                Students, Faculty              EMS faculty 

Course syllabi (15)       

 Music      Students                            faculty 

 Nursing      Students                           faculty 

 Communications     Students                           faculty 

 Nursing      Students                           faculty 

 Regional Technical Manufacturing Center                  Students                           faculty 

 Psychology     Students              faculty 

 Engineering Technology                                               Students                           faculty 

 Graphic Design                                                             Students                           faculty 

 Web Design     Students              faculty 

 Art Appreciation     Students              faculty 

 Art-2 dimensional Design    Students              faculty 

 Information Technology    Students              faculty 

 Sociology      Students              faculty 

 Macroeconomics     Students              faculty 

 English      Students              faculty 

The Pocket Prof                                                                           Students                          faculty committee 

Course Catalog   09-10                                                                Students                          administration     

Course Catalog   10-11                                                                Students                          administration 

Course Catalog   11-12                                                                Students                          administration 

Course Catalog   12-13                                                                Students                          administration 

Course Catalog   13-14                                                                Students                          administration 

Course Catalog   14-15                                                                Students                          administration 

Course Catalog   15-16                                                                Students                          administration 

Website Search words    “Academic integrity”                           Students                          IT 

Library website                                                                            Students                          IT 

Faculty Handbook                                                                        Students                         faculty committee 

Student Handbook 10-11                                                             Students                          faculty committee 

Student Handbook 15-16                                                              Students                         faculty committee 

 

Course Catalog and Handbook Language.  There were several findings as a 

part of this analysis.  First, I reviewed course catalogs from 2009-10, 2010-11, 2012-

2013, 2013-14, and 2015-16.  The Academic Discipline Policy is how matters of 

academic dishonesty resolved.  A description of the policy is in the course catalog.  The 

language for all course catalogs included the following: 
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Procedures in cases of academic integrity infractions will begin with the 

individual instructor who has reason to believe an incident has occurred.  

The instructor must first review the information and determine whether 

there is sufficient reason to proceed with the charge of academic integrity 

violation.  If the instructor determines to proceed, the instructor must 

communicate, in writing, the charge to the student with a copy to the 

instructor’s chair or director.  (Mid-West Community College Course 

Catalogs, 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, 2012- 2013, 2013-2014, 

2014-2015, 2015-2016). 

This language written above is the same in the faculty handbook.  In 2009-10, the 

language went on to specifically outline the steps faculty and administrators should take, 

stating, 

Penalties imposed by the instructor fall with-in the confines of the course, i.e., 

failure of the assignment, requirement of an alternate assignment, or failure of the 

course.  Dismissal from the program or suspension from the College are actions 

outside of the instructor’s purview and must be dealt with by the appropriate 

department chair or director.  (Mid-West Community College Course Catalog, 

2009) 

The language changed in the 2010-11 course catalog to eliminate specific language on 

the role of faculty in determining penalties.  Instead, the course catalogs refer to the 

student handbook for additional information.  

From 2009-10 to 2012-2013, the catalog language also included language using 

the terms guilt and innocence as follows:  
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If the student admits his or her guilt and accepts and completes the penalty 

prescribed by the instructor, the matter is resolved, and a copy of the incident 

report detailing the allegations, the student’s response, and the penalty must be 

sent to and filed with the appropriate chair or director and the Vice President for 

Student Services office…If the student maintains his or her innocence, the 

instructor will apply the penalty and refer the student to the appropriate chair or 

director who shall process the matter. 

The 2013-14 to 2015-16 catalogs did not include this language.  All course catalogs refer 

to a corresponding student handbook, which provides detailed information on the 

Academic Integrity Policy at the institution.   

 Student handbooks from 2011-12 and 2015-16 were available and permitted for 

me to use.  Student handbooks from spring 2012 to spring 2014 were not available after 

several requests.  As a result, there are only comparisons of the two handbooks.  

Table 4.2  

Student Handbook Comparison Table 

Handbook Date 2011-12 2015-16 

Handbook language title Policy on Academic Integrity, 

Academic Discipline Procedure 

  

Academic Integrity Policy, 

Academic discipline procedure  

Definitions Cheating, Denying Access, 

Fabrication, Facilitating academic 

dishonesty, Plagiarism 

Cheating, Denying Access, 

Fabrication, Facilitating academic 

dishonesty, Plagiarism 

Organization and language (2009-10) Course catalog 

language addressing responsibility 

Bulleted list organized by student 

acceptance/denial of responsibility 

How are academic integrity 

issues resolved? 

Paragraph suggesting 

administrative actions by 

department chair or academic 

dean 

Bulleted list with example 

Institutional resolutions and course 

resolution  

How are appeals resolved? Appeal process conducted by the 

president with bulleted 

requirements for appeal 

No “appeal” language present, 

instead “If the issue is not 

resolved.”  Student may elect to 

meet with Academic Dean, if not 

resolved, the student may petition 

for a formal judicial board hearing 
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There are clear differences in the language and organization of the two handbooks 

that were available to review.  As outlined in Table 4.2, some of the differences included: 

(a) the use of bullets instead of paragraphs to outline academic integrity policy options, 

and, (b) changing language to focus on student behaviors rather than faculty action.  The 

changes also include the elimination of appeal language, instead focusing on resolution 

language including the terms “resolved” and “not resolved.”  The largest change appears 

with (c), the elimination of the President as an appeals officer.  Instead, the final option is 

a judicial board hearing. 

The text in the student handbooks provided insight into expectations of how 

issues of academic misconduct should be resolved.  These include institutional sanctions 

of warnings, probation, suspension, and dismissal.  Faculty receive suggested sanctions 

including “failure of the assignment, requirement of an alternate assignment, or failure of 

the course” (Mid-West Community College Student Handbook, 2016). 

Syllabus Language.  While reviewing academic integrity policy at Mid-West 

Community college, I found several documents outlining additional policy and position 

language.  Several 4-year institutions have created agreements with Mid-West 

Community College to offer degree programs on site.  These students take a blend of 

classes satisfying requirements from each institution’s course catalog.  As a result, some 

of the courses from the other institutions offer additional policy statements on academic 

integrity.  For example, one institution defines academic dishonesty:  “Academic 

dishonesty is unethical behavior which in any way violates the standards of scholarly 

conduct…students are not excused from adherence to the policy even if they have not 

read it” (Misty Creek University at Mid-West Community College, 2016). 
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Another example includes the statement above, but adds on the following 

statement: 

Willowbend University at Mid-West Community College expects 

its students to use resources with consideration for ethical concerns 

and legal restrictions.  The principles of truth and honesty are 

recognized qualities of a scholar and of a competent, purposeful, 

and ethical individual…  (Academic integrity) refers to the 

representation of one’s self and ones work honestly while 

demonstrating respect for the accomplishments and contributions 

of others.  (Willowbend University at Mid-West Community 

College syllabus, 2016) 

Here, you can see that the University’s policy and principles are included, 

and students enrolled in dual programs must abide by them. 

Of the available sample syllabi, every syllabus contained language related to the 

academic integrity policy in some way.  Of those available syllabi, six of the 15 syllabi 

(40%) used the same language found in the introductory paragraph, which is also in the 

course catalogs during 2009-2016, and in student handbooks to address academic 

misconduct.  In all of these cases, the language follows a bolded heading including the 

words Policy Statements.   

The remaining nine (60%) altered or added language addressing academic 

integrity.  For example, the nursing department adds specific language regarding 

additional departmental requirements, such as clinical field experience hours, adding, “In 

addition, students are asked to obtain signatures and other verifying information to 
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document field hours and observational visits, etc.”  (Mid- West Community College 

Nursing Program, 2016).  The nursing program also outlines falsification of hours as an 

academic misconduct violation stating, “This includes falsifying observations and field 

experience hours where applicable” (Mid- West Community College Nursing Program, 

2016).  

The Social Sciences department also referenced field experience hours, providing 

a disclaimer that records may be examined for authenticity, noting “The instructor 

reserves the right to contact sites and parents to verify field experience hours” (Mid- West 

Community College Social Sciences Program, 2016). 

 In addition to the standard institutional language addressing academic integrity, 

the English department specifically addresses plagiarism in its syllabi language noting, 

“Plagiarism can take many forms including copying and pasting sources found on the 

Internet such as Wikipedia.  Suggestion: whether or not a source has an identified author, 

credit it” (Mid-West Community College English Program, 2016).  The Information and 

Technology Department also adds specific information on plagiarism stating in the 

sample syllabus I collected: “it is important, especially because this is a college course, 

that all thoughts and ideas (intellectual property) that you reference and present in your 

writings and designs for this course cite the originator(s) of these ideas.  Just as you 

wouldn’t want anyone claiming your great ideas as their own, you shouldn’t do it to 

another” (Mid-West Community College Department of Information Technology, 2016).  

As is evident by the examples, academic disciplines define form of academic integrity 

based on what is most appropriate for their programs.  In another example, a syllabus 

addressed the copying of images.  An Art syllabus included resubmitting a previous 
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assignment as plagiarism: “Using assignments from previous classes for current course 

projects is also unacceptable” (Mid-West Community College Art Department, 2016).  An 

online web technologies course lead me to an online syllabus.  In it, a faculty member 

linked the policy to a PDF version of the student handbook.  In addition, the faculty 

member shared their own definition and philosophy, linking the syllabus to a personal 

website defining plagiarism and explaining expectations in detail.  

 Five syllabi (33%) outline specific consequences for violating the academic 

integrity policy including failing assignments, dismissal from the course, and receiving 

an automatic failing grade for the course.  The student handbooks also outlines these 

consequences as example resolutions to academic misconduct.  For example, an 

engineering technology syllabus described consequences in detail, stating, “Anyone 

found cheating on a quiz or test will be given a zero for that item they cheated on and a 

warning will be issued.  If anyone is detected cheating a second time, they will be asked 

to leave the course with no credit” (Mid-West Community College Engineering 

Technology program, 2016).  Beyond syllabus language, resource documents were also 

available. 

Resource Materials.  A group of faculty including one in information literacy, 

two in English composition, one in the institution’s technology learning center, and one 

in history designed a handbook called The Pocket Prof.  This handbook focuses on 

effective writing techniques.  Two pages of the handbook include language on academic 

honesty, specifically on avoiding plagiarism, providing examples of appropriate citations.  

The handbook also points out the nuance of appropriate paraphrasing through case study 

examples. 



  
 

 

105 

 

The handbook is available in selected classes, and all students checking out 

textbooks from the library receive it in the first semester.  In addition, the handbook is 

available in the student services suite, a centrally located set of offices including services 

such as student life and academic advising.  While specific numbers were not available, 

the assumption that all students in English composition classes and all students who 

check out books receive the manual suggests a sizable amount of the student population 

have received the handbook.  

Online resources, such as the Mid-West Community College library resource 

website, provides links to several videos from other institutions describing paraphrasing 

and plagiarism.  A frequently asked questions list is also included.  An infographic 

addressing plagiarism and paraphrasing is included.  The 2009-10 academic integrity 

policy language is included on the site as well.  The excerpt of the language on the 

website has not changed since that time. 

Findings of Document Analysis 

My document analysis uncovered the following elements.  Faculty receive sample 

syllabus language to introduce the policy and procedure.  This boilerplate language 

describes academic integrity as an ethical requirement.  In addition, the policy defines 

academic integrity as submitting work that is wholly one’s own.  Syllabi that also 

reference the student handbook for information to the formal policy is included.  

While most faculty use boilerplate language referring to the academic misconduct 

policy, some define misconduct and consequences for misconduct in specific ways.  

These policies are in addition to or they elaborate upon policies listed in the student code 

of conduct.  In addition, each academic department has an opportunity to create a 
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statement inclusive of its needs, specifically concerning additional responsibilities such 

as reporting, observation, and/or requirements for handling misconduct.  Faculty receive 

suggestions from departmental syllabi and the faculty handbook. 

The Mid-West Community College Faculty Handbook provides guidance on many 

aspects of faculty life at the institution.  As it relates to academic integrity, the language 

found in the course catalog is in the faculty handbook.  I continued to look for additional 

information that would inform academic integrity policy at Mid-West Community 

College.  While considering information on how technology is used, I came across a 

website for online education.  The Office of Learning Technologies uses the same 

language for online students as it does its face- to -face counterparts, and, as a result, no 

additional information was available from this office.  

The documents provided evidence of academic integrity promotion and academic 

misconduct prevention for faculty, staff, and students.  While there are important 

differences in language and structure, it is also apparent that a shared message of policy 

language implemented at the institution.  The documents reviewed also provide a context 

for the multiple audiences discussed within the study.   

Survey 

 The quantitative Academic Integrity Survey item data is organized in three 

sections, Demographic information, defined as selected characteristics of the faculty 

group, Academic Environment, defined as the perceptions of academic misconduct within 

the institution, and Specific Behaviors, which addresses actual instances of academic 

misconduct.  The survey included open-ended response data.  I analyzed this data with 
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the remaining qualitative interview data collected during the study.  All responses were 

anonymous. 

Demographic Information 

The survey included questions related to demographic information.  This included 

gender, referred to as “sex” in the survey as male and female but renamed gender 

hereafter, academic rank, referred to as full and part-time faculty, and department, which 

referred to the academic departments that exist at Mid-West Community College.  Table 

4.3 depicts the Academic Integrity Survey respondent data. 

Table 4.3 

Academic Integrity Survey Respondent Demographics 

Variable    f  %                    

Gender        

 Male       22  40.7   

 Female       32  59.3   

Academic Rank 

 Full-time Faculty                17             32.1 

Part-time Faculty                36              67.9 

Department 

 Health      11        21.2  

Arts and Communication       7        13.5  

Business       4          7.7  

Criminal Justice     4          7.7  

Early Childhood and 

Teacher Education 
    3          5.8 

 

Human Services     1          1.9  

Industrial Trades     3           5.8  

Information Technology     1           1.9  

Math and Science   10          19.2  

Social Science Education    8          15.4  
 

As described in Chapter III, participation across academic departments, academic 

rank, and gender is present.  On some level, there is respondent data from every sector of 

the faculty at Mid-West Community College.  Faculty data represents a similar gender 
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breakdown of the institution, with female faculty (57%) and male faculty (43%)  (Mid-

West Community College Self Study, 2015).  Faculty data is similar to the full and part-

time faculty data where part-time faculty comprise the majority (75%) of faculty on 

campus.  Full-time faculty (25%) make up the rest of the population (Mid-West 

Community College Self Study, 2015). 

Academic Environment   

The Academic Environment portion of the survey relates to questions about 

faculty knowledge of academic integrity policy and academic dishonesty at Mid-West 

Community College.  First, I looked at what faculty felt they know about academic 

misconduct policies. 

Descriptive statistics indicate that most faculty perceive the severity of penalties 

for academic misconduct to be average (51.8%) or high (21.4%).  When asked about the 

average student’s understanding of academic misconduct policies, faculty selected 

average (35.7%) or low (28.6%).  Faculty were most likely to select high (40%) or 

average (29%) when asked about faculty understanding of academic misconduct policies.  

In terms of effectiveness, faculty selected average (42.9%) or high (28.6%) most often. 

Campus Policy Knowledge.  Faculty have similar responses regarding the 

average student’s understanding of campus policies concerning academic misconduct 

Here, 39.3 % of the participants find that students have a very low or low understanding 

of campus policies regarding academic dishonesty.  Faculty reported that, overall, faculty 

have high or very high knowledge of campus policies regarding academic misconduct.  

The majority (52.3%) of the participants reported that faculty colleagues have a high to 

very high understanding of campus polices concerning academic misconduct.  This 
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suggests that participants feel that they have an understanding of campus policies related 

to academic misconduct that is high or very high. 

The survey also assessed perceptions of student and faculty support of academic 

integrity policy.  Again, descriptive statistics explain the findings.  Participants answered 

survey items related to the perceived support of policies.  The majority (60.7%) of the 

participants described faculty support of policies as high or very high.  There was no 

significance difference found when looking at student support of policies.  The faculty, 

irrespective of faculty status or gender, have similar feelings about faculty and student 

support of the policies.  Most faculty (59%) indicated that students maintain an average 

level of support for academic integrity policy at Mid-West Community College.  The 

survey results also indicated that as a group faculty have high to very high perceptions of 

faculty support for academic integrity policies.  Participants then identified the way that 

they received information on the academic integrity policy, referred to as a primary 

source.  

Table 4.4  

 

Primary Sources of Academic Integrity Policy Information   

Source      Frequency Reported 

Faculty handbook     32 

Other faculty      24  

Department Chair     23 

Faculty orientation program    23 

University catalog     20   

Deans or other administrators    12   

Campus website     10 

I have never really been informed   3 

Publicized results of judicial hearings  2  

Students                                                  0 
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The majority of respondents learn about the academic integrity policy using a 

faculty handbook (f=32).  The next most common response was that faculty became 

aware of the academic integrity policy from other faculty (f=24).  No (f=0) faculty 

reported learning about the policy from students.  This indicates that the majority of the 

faculty identify training materials and/or peers as a primary source of academic integrity 

policy information.  

Next, faculty selected how frequently they believe certain types of academic 

misconduct occur at Mid-West Community College.  The items include plagiarism, 

group assignments, and cheating on exams.  Participants selected from a scale including 

never, very seldom, seldom/sometimes, often, or very often.  Table 4.5 presents the 

findings. 

Table 4.5 

 

Frequency of Perceived Academic Misconduct 
                                                                         f                % 

Plagiarism on written assignments 
 Never 1 1.8 

Very seldom 7 12.3 

Seldom/Sometimes 32 56.1 

Often 13 22.8 

Very Often 4 7.0 

Total 57 100.0 

Group Assignments   

 Never 1 1.8 

Very seldom 7 12.5 

Seldom/Sometimes 27 48.2 

Often 19 33.9 

Very Often 2 3.6 

Total 56 100.0 

Cheating on exams 

 Never 3 5.3 

Very seldom 21 36.8 

Seldom/Sometimes 26 45.6 

Often 6 10.5 

Very Often 1 1.8 

Total 57 100.0 
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Over half (56.1%) of the faculty participants  report that they think plagiarism occurs 

seldom or sometimes, with 29.8% of faculty reporting plagiarism as a behavior that 

occurs often or very often.  On group assignments, 48.2% participants believe that 

academic dishonesty occurs.  Of the participants, 37.5% of faculty believe that this 

misconduct occurs often or very often on campus.  In terms of cheating on exams, 45.6% 

of faculty believe that cheating occurs seldom/sometimes.  Here, 42.1% believe that 

cheating on exams occurs very seldom or never. 

Frequency of Academic Misconduct.  The survey included questions regarding 

instances of academic dishonesty.  Within the survey, faculty could report what they 

would do in a clear-cut case of academic dishonesty occurred.  Faculty participants chose 

from seven options, and participants could choose all options that applied.  Table 4.6 

highlights the faculty responses.  

Table 4.6 

 

Frequency of Options Used to Resolve Instances of Perceived Academic Misconduct 

Resolutions                                     f    
 
*Report student to your Chair, director, 

or dean 
                                   36   

 
*Fail the student on the test or          

assignment                                                                       
                                   33   

 
*Report student to the disciplinary dean 

for referral to disciplinary committee                      

                                   18 

 
  

 
*Require student to retake test/redo 

assignment 
                                   13   

 
*Lower the student’s grade                                                                                    7   

 
*Fail the student for the course                                                                   5   

 
    

Faculty chose reporting a student to a Chair, director, or dean most frequently 

(f=36).  Next frequently was the choice to fail a student on the test or assignment in 
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question (f=33).  The least likely response was to fail a student for the course (f=5) in the 

event of academic misconduct. 

Specific Behaviors 

Survey questions addressing issues of specific examples of academic misconduct 

observed by faculty were included.  Of survey participants, 60% of faculty reported they 

have personally seen academic misconduct at least once, with 41% of the group reported 

having observed dishonest behaviors more than once.  When asked how they have 

addressed academic misconduct, slightly over half (52.6%) of faculty who have 

witnessed academic misconduct indicated that they have referred academic misconduct to 

a dean, a Chair, or someone else on campus.  A low percentage 7.7% of faculty observed 

academic misconduct through online exams.  

The survey listed 29 individual academically dishonest behaviors.  Faculty 

selected how often they had witnessed these behaviors in the classroom.  The options 

were never, once, more than once, and not relevant.  The top three behaviors faculty 

reported witnessing in the classroom were paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from 

a book, magazine, or journal (49.1%), paraphrasing from an electronic source (48.1%), 

and copying word for word from any written source and turning it is as your own work 

(38.9%).  

Perceived Severity of Behaviors.  Next, faculty marked responses based on 

perceived severity of the behavior for the same 29 individual academically dishonest 

behaviors.  The response options were not cheating, trivial cheating, moderate cheating 

and serious cheating.  Behaviors that were reported as not cheating included  using a 

drug such as Adderall to enhance his/her ability to study (35.9%), submitting the same 
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paper in more than one course without permission (17.6%), and using a false or forged 

excuse to obtain an extension on a due date or delay taking an exam (1.9%) .  Selected 

behaviors that were reported as serious cheating were submitting a paper you purchased 

or obtained from a website and claimed it as your own work ( 98.1%), turning in work 

done by someone else (94%), and using electronic crib notes to cheat on a test or exam 

(92.4%). 

How Students are Educated.  Following the review of academically dishonest 

behaviors, faculty participants selected items describing how they educate students on 

academic integrity.  There were four types of misconduct to choose from, and six options 

to address the behaviors.  For this set of questions, participants could to check all that 

apply.  

Table 4.7 

 

Misconduct and Responses to Misconduct 
Type of misconduct   Responses     

Plagiarism    1 do not discuss                                 

Inappropriate group collaboration  2 on individual assignments           

Fabrication and falsification of data  3 in syllabus/course  

Proper citation of references                           4 start of semester 

     5 other 

     6 not relevant 

 

As shown in Table 4.7, the types of academic misconduct in this question were 

plagiarism, proper citation of references, permitted and prohibited collaboration, and 

fabrication and falsification of data.  Choices for each behavior were the same for each 

type of academic misconduct; they were do not discuss, on individual assignments, on 

course syllabus, start of syllabus, other, and/or not relevant.  The sixth option (not 

relevant), was not included in the analysis in order to focus on the actions of the 

participants, rather than the perceived relevance.  In this section of the survey, 
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participants selected all educational opportunities that apply, therefore eliminating 

traditional assumptions regarding descriptive data.  Proportions of responses provide an 

understanding of how faculty participants address academic misconduct.  With regard to 

proportions of the responses regarding plagiarism, the most selected option was that 

faculty (N=53, f=42, p=.79) address the issue while reviewing the syllabus.  For 

falsifying/fabricating research data (N=35, f=19, p=.34), permitted and prohibited group 

work (N=52, f=34, p=.65), and proper citation and referencing (N=46, f=28, p=.61).  The 

frequency data indicate faculty are most likely to review expectations on individual 

assignments.  Following a review of the survey data, I turned my attention to data 

provided by Mid-West Community College on academic misconduct violations. 

Mid-West Community College Violation Data 

Institutionally, there are formal reports of 177 cases from faculty in the last 13 

years, and 119 of these were warnings.  Other resolutions included probation, 

suspension, point deduction, zero/failed grade, required rewrite, removal from the 

program, and administrative withdrawal.  Warnings are a formal administrative 

recognition that a violation has occurred (Mid-West Community College Student 

Handbook, 2015-16).  In instances where a warning is outcome, there were no other 

indications of resolution, either educational or punitive in nature.  This means that faculty 

agreed that the institutional response would be sufficient, without further academic 

resolution.  

 In conversations with academic integrity staff, reporting and recording has 

changed significantly over the past 13 years, with 45% of all recorded violations 

occurring after the 2011-12 academic integrity policy change (Cortell, 2016).  The most 
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frequently selected response to academic integrity violations was Warning.  No other 

recorded action is included in the warning outcome, either educational or punitive.  

According to the data, a student was required to resubmit an assignment once in the last 

13 years.  Of recorded resolutions, 21%, or 38 incidents resulted in a student receiving a 

zero for the assignment or failure from a course.  Plagiarism (52.5%) was the most 

frequent violation followed by academic cheating (41.2%). 

Interview and Qualitative Data  

To discuss the themes in the context of the interviews and open-ended survey 

questions, the data is organized by a brief introduction to the participants, and then 

through the emergent themes.  The following table summarizes information on the 

participants.  The information gathered in Table 4.7 includes data generated by the 

participants over the course of the interview.  Following the initial participant data, the 

interview profiles and themes follow. The Academic Integrity Survey contained 

additional qualitative data.  Participants in the faculty survey provided 22 unique 

responses to two open-ended survey questions.  All responses were anonymous.  I 

reviewed the interviews and open-ended survey questions together.  Descriptions of the 

interview participants are in Table 4.8 below. 
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Table 4.8 

 Interview Participants 
Participant  

Pseudonym  

Position Academic Dept. Policy experience  Methods of 

prevention 

Dr. Abbott Faculty (PT) Psychology Institutional policy 

development 

Classroom 

management 

Dr. Weil Faculty/ (FT) 

Department Chair 

Emergency 

Medical Services 

Departmental 

Development 

Open book exams, 

group work, labs, 

licensing 

Dr. Ferris Faculty (PT) Anatomy K-12, instruction Multiple copies of 

exams, boosting 

self confidence 

Dr. Cortell Senior 

Administrator 

N/A Institutional policy 

Developer, 

Administrator 

N/A 

Ms. Elliott Institutional 

stakeholder 

N/A N/A N/A 

Ms. Paul Support 

Administrator 

N/A Administrator N/A 

Dr. Kipling Faculty (PT) Communications Instructor Course design, 

relationship 

building 

Dr. Frair Faculty (FT) Library Instructor, 

Resource 

Developer 

Online instruction, 

Collaboration, 

Course design 

Dr. Galmacci Faculty (FT) Criminal Justice Instructor Field Standards, 

enforcement, 

honor pledge 

Dr. Laning Faculty (FT) Sociology Instructor Course instruction, 

curriculum design 

 

 Description of Interview Participants 

 There were 10 participants interviewed for the study.  The breakdown of these 

participants were two full-time faculty, three part-time faculty, two department chairs, 

two student services administrators, and one administrative support staff member in 

academic integrity administration.  Seven of the participants have held previous positions 

at the institution providing additional perspective and depth to the interview data.  

Participant information including position, department, and experience is included in the 
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interview profiles.  The participant descriptions follow, using pseudonyms generated fir 

the study. 

Dr. Abbott 

Dr. Abbott is currently serving as part-time faculty in psychology.  Dr. Abbott has 

enjoyed a 25-year career as a member of the faculty at Mid-West Community College.  

During this time, Dr. Abbott served as a department chair and a full-time faculty member 

with Mid-West Community College.  He is currently serving as part-time faculty in a 

social science department.  Dr. Abbott teaches a discipline that is a core course for most 

degree-seeking students at Mid-West Community College.  Previously, Dr. Abbott has 

served on a committee to change policy and process of academic integrity at Mid-West 

Community College.  

Dr. Weil 

Dr. Weil is a teaching department chair and division leader in the Emergency 

Medical Services department at the institution and has been at Mid-West Community 

College for over 20 years.  He began working at the institution as a part-time faculty in 

1988.  In addition to his work within the organization, he has served as a practitioner at 

the state level in his field.  As a result, Dr. Weil is in charge of testing and certification 

for a Mid-West state.  This responsibility places a self-defined high level of integrity on 

him and his program, in the allied health field.  Dr. Weil often linked his professional 

commitments to issues of integrity.  Dr. Weil has created and edited a departmental 

handbook for students addressing issues of academic misconduct.  
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Dr. Ferris 

 Dr. Ferris is a part-time instructor in Anatomy.  She has previous experience in 

both K-12 and college settings, and has taught at Mid-West Community College for the 

past four years at the main and satellite campuses.  Dr. Ferris considers academic 

integrity to be an important part of the learning experience.  Dr. Ferris teaches a class 

required for all students interested in allied health.  She also teaches a required lab 

science offering for general education students.  As a part-time instructor, Dr. Ferris was 

a late addition to the instructional staff for the 2015-16 academic years.  Previously, she 

has taught for three years at the institution.  Dr. Ferris participated in a half-day faculty 

orientation program years ago and became familiar with the academic integrity policy 

there.  

Dr. Cortell 

 Dr. Cortell is a senior administrator at Mid-West Community College.  She 

manages academic integrity on campus as one of her many roles.  She was also 

instrumental in policy changes occurring in the last five years.  Dr. Cortell has been at 

Mid-West Community College first as a student, then as an administrator.  Previously, 

she worked in enrollment management and as the Dean of Student Services prior to her 

current appointment.  She is a proud, lifelong resident of the area.  Dr. Cortell oversees 

academic integrity reporting, presents at faculty orientation, and adjudicates formal cases 

of academic misconduct when necessary. 

Ms. Eliot 

 Ms. Eliot is an administrative staff member at Mid-West Community College.  

Her role involves the administration of the academic integrity process.  In her work, she 

typically receives electronic reports from faculty and department Chairs.  From these 
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reports, she prepares summary letters for students outlining the details of the violation 

and the resolution.  Ms. Eliot, in consult with Dr. Cortell, formally records violations and 

creates outcome letters based on the number of academic integrity violations a student 

has.  

Ms. Paul   

 Ms. Paul is an administrator who works with students in the Student Services 

department.  Her title is Dean of Student Services.  Previously, Ms. Paul worked at Mid-

West Community College in college admissions, student life, and as a director in student 

life and student advising.  Her role currently includes the supervision of five functional 

areas.  Ms. Paul receives reports of academic integrity when they include to behavioral or 

student concern issue she is managing.  

Dr. Kipling  

Dr. Kipling is a part-time faculty member in Communications and in Western 

Civilization, and has does so for 10 years.  He teaches in three different topical areas, two 

of which are core courses for students.  In addition, Dr. Kipling teaches a noncredit 

course in composition.  He estimates that he has taught over 1,000 students.  Dr. Kipling 

does not formally report issues of academic misconduct, but addresses them within his 

own classroom.  Dr. Kipling’s previous experience includes part-time faculty positions at 

private, four-year liberal arts universities.  Dr. Kipling often takes on teaching 

assignments at multiple institutions.  

Dr. Frair  

  Dr. Frair has a full-time faculty appointment in at Mid-West Community College.  

She has been at the institution for approximately 5 years.  The nature of her work often 

leads to providing information on academic integrity for students and faculty colleagues.  
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Dr. Frair holds a cross functional academic appointment, meaning her work spans most 

academic departments on campus.  As a librarian, she teaches information literacy in 

addition to her other duties.  Dr. Frair has collaborated with several faculty to promote 

information literacy and academic integrity through presentations and resource guides.   

Dr. Galmacci 

` Dr. Galmacci is a recently named department chair in Criminal Justice.  He has 

worked at the institution since 2001.  First serving as a part-time instructor, Dr. Galmacci 

then became a full-time faculty member and academy director.  During this time, he 

taught courses while also running a subsection of a larger department.  Dr. Galmacci’s 

experience includes an academic curriculum with an honor code component.  His 

department is maintains legal and ethical guidelines for the completion of coursework 

and within the workplace.  As an administrator, he is aware of issues of academic 

misconduct within his department. 

Dr. Laning 

 Dr. Laning is a full-time faculty member in Sociology.  Dr. Laning has been a 

faculty member at the institution for five years.  She has 18 years of teaching experience.  

At Mid-West Community College, Dr. Laning began as a part-time faculty member, and 

has been full-time for one year.  She is the only non-tenured faculty member in the social 

sciences.  She teaches courses that are a part of the college core, and her classes consist 

of first and second year students.  Dr. Laning also teaches an upper level elective course, 

for student pursuing specific majors or interests.  Prior to this, Dr. Laning taught at a four 

year, private institution with an honor code.  In addition, Dr. Laning attended an 
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institution with an honor code during her own academic studies.  Dr. Laning has gone 

through the formal process of reporting a violation of academic misconduct. 

Themes 

Adhering to the cyclical coding procedure outlined in Chapter III, four 

overarching themes emerged and follows the description of interview participants.  These 

themes capture the perceptions of academic integrity education and policy at Mid-West 

Community College for faculty, staff, and administrators.  

Description of the Themes 

Theme one: It’s on us: We are all responsible, personally and collectively, for 

understanding and promoting academic integrity.   

This theme describes the internalized and shared responsibility that participants 

demonstrated in addressing issues of academic misconduct, as well as in promoting 

academic integrity.  All of the interview participants indicated that promoting academic 

integrity was a personal responsibility, and one they felt is common throughout the 

institution.  All of the participants believe they have a role in understanding the policy 

and process, and in promoting academic integrity on campus.  

 Responsible for administering the academic integrity process, Dr. Cortell 

described her role in managing academic integrity violations.  She described the trial and 

error of designing a process for reporting:  

One of the things we are doing, we didn't get it in place for this semester, so it'll 

probably be for fall, is when we first built Retention Alert, we took all of the code 

of conduct, and each one was a separate type of report that you could do.  That 

totally confuses people.  They got tired of reading down through the list, and so 

(the misconduct report) it says, ‘Animal on campus’ (the first item on the drop 
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down list).  We have shortened the list quite dramatically, and we'll roll that out 

probably in the next couple of months, making it just easier. 

Beyond managing the reporting software, the interview data indicated that administrators 

feel responsible for teaching faculty about the policy in an effort to promote academic 

integrity policies on campus.  Dr. Cortell described her responsibility in discussing the 

process with faculty. 

You have to break it down by, is this classroom management?  What's happening 

within the classroom?  Is the chairperson involved in that?  No, I can't just 

withdraw your student and get them out because you're uncomfortable.  Then 

that's going back to the chairperson with some training.  

Dr. Cortell described her experiences with part-time faculty challenged by the academic 

integrity policy, mentioning, “in particular, if it's an adjunct, sometimes adjuncts don't 

realize what they're signing on for.  They used to believe they were going to come in and 

embark their knowledge on this group of just eagerly awaiting students.” 

Other staff also described their perceived responsibilities sharing information on 

academic integrity.  As Dean of Students, Ms. Paul described her role, as a point of 

contact for many faculty, and stated, “A faculty member might come to me and say, ‘I 

don't know what to do with this, help me out.’  I think it's difficult for them to know 

always where to go for what.”  She explained that it was her responsibility to explain the 

reporting process to faculty as needed.  A willingness to assist in reporting academic 

misconduct violations and preventing misconduct is something she and other participants 

revealed over the course of our conversations.  This sense of responsibility extended to 

peers, colleagues, and students across the institution.  
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Ms. Paul described in detail who she felt was responsible for preventing academic 

dishonesty and promoting academic integrity.  

Well, big picture I would say all college employees to some extent or a 

different extent have responsibility to help prevent it…  Ultimately, 

prevention, while that sounds nice to say…how well do we or do we not 

do that?  My next level would be faculty in the class coupled closely with 

other students. 

While a sense responsibility was evident, the nuance of responsibility was more 

difficult to ascertain.  Full-time faculty noted an expectation that their colleagues 

are responsible for academic integrity on campus.  This was not as apparent in 

part-time faculty interviews.  An overall sense of responsibility, and concern for 

academic integrity was apparent.  Some faculty described the collective standards 

of academic departments by discipline.  For example, Dr. Galmacci stated “the 

responsibility of managing academic integrity is one that I would say that we 

probably have a more conservative department.  They're probably held to a 

standard and our instructors are pretty savvy ... to make sure that they don't do 

that.” 

Other faculty, such as Dr. Laning, described the importance of student 

education stating, “I try to understand from the perspective of students the issues 

of why it is they resort to that (academic misconduct).”  

Full-time and part-time faculty indicated that they are solely responsible for 

managing academic integrity outside of an institutional process.  Dr. Laning 

provided an example of this stating, “I believe it's up to the professor.  I've never 
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been told otherwise.”  Supporting this belief, Dr. Kipling described his view of 

the formal policy: 

 (The policy) is meant to scare students, but is broad enough to enforce or not 

to enforce.  It doesn’t have a specific enforcement link to it.  We don’t know 

how enforcement works, it doesn’t say that there is a procedure to be 

followed, it is just a general statement. 

Perhaps due to this perception, some faculty have taken it upon themselves to 

develop policies and practices within their own classrooms in order to promote 

academic integrity and prevent academic misconduct.  Over the course of the 

interviews, this became clear on several occasions.  Dr. Weil described the policy 

he shared with his faculty in addressing issues of academic misconduct:   

You educate them and make sure they know it’s not right and then move 

on.  If it happens again, now it’s a different situation, but right up until that 

point, that’s not worthy of throwing them out of the program. 

Dr. Weil considered the responsibility and necessity of academic integrity as he identified 

the ramifications of academic dishonesty emerging in the workplace, inquiring, “You got 

to look at that and say, ‘do I really want this person in people’s homes where they’re 

going to have access to things they could really destroy the profession and really destroy 

people’s lives’?”  He went on to link the importance of academic integrity to the 

discipline process in his department: 

 When we get into discipline for integrity issues, very often in that disciplinary 

process, we talk about integrity and how, well, this might seem a very minor thing 

to plagiarize, which somebody else wrote, would copy somebody else’s work and 
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call it your own.  It’s very important, because what it says is you lack integrity 

and that lack of integrity translates right up the food chain to, can I trust you to 

practice?  Ultimately, that’s where it comes down to so what you’re writing on is 

an extremely important topic even though many would not see it that way. 

For many interview participants, personal anecdotes of faculty supported the idea that 

the participants felt a sense of responsibility by discipline, by profession, and by a 

personal moral code.  To exercise this responsibility within the classroom, both faculty 

and staff believe that the responsibility lies with faculty in the context of classroom 

management and curriculum design. 

Theme two: Faculty set a tone of integrity with classroom management and 

curriculum design 

 All interview participants identified faculty as the most influential stakeholders in 

preventing academic misconduct and promoting academic integrity.  Faculty in particular 

spoke confidently about the ways that course design and classroom expectations prevent 

academic misconduct.  Faculty participants indicated a confidence about classroom and 

curricular strategies to share information on academic integrity, and to serve as tools in 

academic misconduct prevention.  For the faculty participants, early intervention was 

important.  One professor, Dr. Abbott, described what he does at the beginning of each 

semester, stating, “Here is the college catalog, here is the handbook.  Be familiar with 

student rights and responsibilities.”  Other faculty agreed with this method.  Dr. Galmacci 

shared his confidence in setting expectations in the beginning. 

 I would discuss that usually within the first two days of class when we'd go 

over the syllabus, but I would also explain exactly what it means… all the 

students, they know.  If I go and talk to the intro class, I tell them.  I say, 
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‘This is what I expect, and if you are going to lie, cheat, plagiarize, and it 

comes to my attention, don't think that you're going to get away with it.  I 

set the tone in the beginning.’  Not to be a jerk, and I tell them like, 

‘Listen, I'm not being a jerk, but I'm letting you know that this is your 

warning.’  

Beyond setting early expectations, some faculty described the ways they prevent 

academic misconduct while in class.  For example, Dr. Ferris has a policy of having 

students sit with one empty desk next to them.  She walks the aisle, describing herself as 

“walking back and forth, taking notes away, saying, ‘I don’t want to see your cell phone, 

I don’t want to see your notes’…I barely sit at the desk, I’m up every ten minutes.”  In 

situations where this seating arrangement is not possible, such as a lab, Dr. Ferris gives 

multiple copies of the same exam.  She regularly designs multiple copies of exams to 

prevent academic dishonesty such as exam cheating.  She noted that she purposefully 

assigns few papers, and believes that plagiarism does not come up due to this. A review 

of the open-ended survey responses also supported the use of course design and 

curriculum development in academic misconduct prevention and academic integrity 

promotion.  An anonymous faculty member described a strategy for preventing academic 

misconduct, writing, “My course does not utilize exams/tests but rather final writing and 

presentation projects.”  Yet another anonymous survey respondent echoed this statement, 

writing, “in my area, I allow use of the text during tests/quizzes with a time limit.  That 

way, cheating isn't involved.”  

Others also described the importance of designing assignments and course 

content.  A department chair, Dr. Weil, described his use of partner work to allow student 
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to engage in real life scenarios and promote integrity.  He described what he expects from 

the exchange, stating, “If I’m going to work with you, I need to know you have integrity 

as well.  I need to be able to trust you and if I can’t trust you, I can’t work with you.”  

This response resonated with me.  It is important for me to engage students in 

conversations around moral and ethical expectations is important as a student affairs 

professional.  Faculty described encouraging students to look beyond memorization to 

engage in higher order learning.  These perspectives emerged multiple times in the 

qualitative data.  For example, a faculty survey respondent notes, “If there were better 

assignments, students wouldn't be able to plagiarize and it would be easier to see it along 

the way” (Anonymous, 2016).  Dr. Laning, who described more specifically her 

techniques in creating assignments, echoes this: 

 I've made all of my exams open note, open book, and so that eliminated the 

cheating pressure from any sort of quiz or short answer in class kind of exam, so I 

don't really talk about it in terms of … I'm not really worried that students are 

going to have a cheat sheet in their hand or something, because they can have it 

out anyway, basically. 

Dr. Laning also mentioned the work she does within the classroom, which limits the 

opportunities for students to choose academic dishonesty.  

I do a lot of material in class, and so if you haven't been in my class, if you're just 

working with a textbook, if you're an outsider, you also won't be able to pass the 

assignment because you won't be familiar with the material. 

Full- time and part – time faculty were confident that they design assignments that limit 

academic dishonesty.  When asked, faculty went to great lengths to describe curriculum 



  
 

 

128 

 

design and classroom management strategies.  Dr. Kipling, who was also very confident 

is his curriculum design, shared his methods in designing a presentation assignment, 

“Personalization of assignments helps prevent academic dishonesty.  We encourage 

students to choose a topic they are very comfortable with and they know very well, so 

there is no need to engage in academic dishonesty.” 

  Some instructors provide open note, or open book testing.  When asked for 

details, Dr. Abbott described her open note exam method, as he explained, “I allow them 

to use their book.  I want them to use their book.  It’s like good quality cheating, but 

usually they have to have read the book before to know where to go to find the answers.”  

Others choose a more formal route.  As Dr. Laning explains, “Online classes, even here, 

have proctored exams.  There is a person who will take their I.D., make sure they don’t 

have the book.”  The testing and assessment center at Mid-West community college 

manages proctored exams on campus.  The office is responsible for standardized tests and 

requires identification to complete exams, as per federal regulations (Mid-West 

Community College, 2016).  Administrators supported this assertion, also noting the 

challenges that occur when faculty do not choose to address academic misconduct in 

these ways.  In one example, Dr. Cortell discusses the challenges she faces when issues 

of academic integrity appear without set expectations: 

 It can be difficult to educate people that the process is educational in nature, and 

it's not first intended to be punitive.  It's actually never intended to be 

punitive…(so expectations are important so) that we not merely take the student 

through a process without a dialog with the student, Those are very hard for me, 



  
 

 

129 

 

and I have to keep my judgment out of it, as well, and just go back in with, ‘What 

was your conversation with a student?’  

The participants perceived  numerous challenges; working independently to resolve 

instances of academic integrity, while relying on one another for full resolution of formal 

academic integrity violations.  While administrators identified the need for faculty to set 

expectations and manage academic integrity within the classroom before an issue arises, 

faculty described the methods that work best for them. 

Faculty identified specific requirements and techniques that aid in preventing 

academic misconduct and promoting academic integrity.  Specific tailoring of course 

material to require critical thinking rather than rote memorization emerges as a preferred 

manner of course design.  In addition, creating meaningful relationships with students 

using consistent classroom management techniques including proctoring exams, 

responding to perceived stress and disruption, and varying content delivery appear to set 

a tone, or create a sense of expectation for students within the classroom.  

  Faculty also identify instances where expectations are not appropriately set, as a 

result, academic misconduct may be difficult to enforce.  In one instance, Dr. Galmacci 

described resolving a difficult case of academic misconduct after the incident, stating, 

“There's a lot of effort into something that, in my opinion, could have been dealt with 

much better on the front-end.”  

 In a few instances, full-time faculty and department chairs discussed some 

frustrations with the way part-time faculty set classroom expectations.  Noting the 

importance of setting expectations through course design, Dr. Laning described her 

experience using a colleague’s curriculum design: 
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 I think I need to overhaul entirely my online class.  Because this is the first time 

I've done it, I borrowed it from a (part-time) colleague who's taught it before and 

I'm using a lot of her assignments and stuff.  I'm adding some of my own, but the 

core of it is her approach, and I think that her approach is just very easy to cheat, 

and I have not even actually pursued the plagiarism question because I'm sure that 

if I did it would be so rampant. 

Dr. Galmacci also described this frustration, “the adjunct, in my opinion, was kind of 

timid.  She wanted something done (about academic misconduct), but she didn't want to 

do anything.”  To conclude, the second theme, Faculty set a tone of integrity with 

classroom management and curriculum design, emerges from the sense of importance 

faculty, staff, and administrators place on the planning and cultivation of relationships 

through course expectations between faculty and their students within the interviews.  In 

interviewing the participants, it became apparent that the choices faculty make are often 

personal in nature, combining academic, personal preference, and moral perspectives to 

manage academic integrity within the classroom. 

Theme three: Faculty take personal approaches to academic integrity education 

The interview data revealed the individualized nature of academic integrity education 

at the institution.  Faculty participants described in depth the methods they use to teach 

expectation of academic honesty in the classroom.  A review of the qualitative data 

indicated that the faculty described the importance of academic integrity in very personal 

ways.  These ways included professional affiliation, prior experience, self-preservation, 

and moral perspectives.  
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For many, the discipline with which they affiliate is a large part of how the approach 

the classroom, as a scholar practitioner.  As a result, workplace practices, requirements, 

and scenarios inform the decisions they make within the classroom.  Here, a description 

of academic integrity was in the context of a job requirement.  For some faculty, the 

discipline they belong to may affect how students perceive them.  Dr. Galmacci 

exemplified this when discussing the straightforward and direct personalities needed for 

law enforcement work.  As a result, he depends on the professional experience of part-

time faculty in his area to deal with issues independently.  

When people don't like what's going on, our instructors have an ability to address 

the issue without coming to me all the time for me to deal with it.  We are much 

more apt to do that, where I would say in other disciplines here they're not.  

They're not as, I'd not say stern, but more lax…  I'm sure when Chris comes in (to 

the classroom) and she's a circuit court judge, and she's looking at him and they 

go over that, I know that that's a big thing.  They know. 

Beyond personality, academic disciplines have strict requirements that faculty feel 

strongly about adhering to.  This emerged in several interviews.  For example, Dr. Weil 

discussed the importance of integrity in EMT work: 

We’re going into homes, in which things are exposed to us both legal and illegal.  

We’re going into homes, in which people have money out.  They have valuable 

items.  We’re dealing with very sensitive information regarding personal 

health…As they (students) conduct themselves through the education that’s when 

we learn more about them, in how they handle things. 
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Integrity within a profession also extends to integrity within an academic concentration.  

In reviewing the qualitative data, there were several mentions of the English department 

and a focus on honest writing emerged.  “In my class, students are beginning to 

understand professional writing.  When a sentence is not quoted properly, I bring it to 

their attention as early as I can so that they can learn what is and what is not plagiarism.  

They must change how they cite it or paraphrase it” (Anonymous, 2016).  Staff supported 

the perception that English faculty take exception to issues of plagiarism.  Dr. Cortell also 

referenced the violation data, explaining, “The discipline you probably saw in there the 

most often was English.  That's almost offensive to them, the academic integrity side of 

it, where other areas it's maybe, maybe not.”  

 Beyond approaches informed by professional affiliations, faculty use their own  

 

personal philosophies to reach students enrolled in their course.  This stood out in 

discussions with the faculty.  It was clear that they viewed themselves as visible 

deterrents, motivators, support systems, and change agents when it comes to promoting 

academic integrity.  It became apparent that confidence building was a tool promoting 

integrity.  To do so, Dr. Ferris uses success tips, personal conversation, and motivational 

talks before exams.  Dr. Ferris described an example of this: 

One of the things I said to them before that first test was, hey, you've been 

working hard at this.  Show me what great work you've already done.  Which is to 

say, I know you've got greatness.  You don't have to stoop to something that isn't 

so great to prove it.  If you let them know that you believe what they're able to do, 

they're not going to want to slip back in how you perceive them or how they think 

you perceive them.  I think that's a really big piece of it. 
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In another example, Dr. Abbott discusses his method for preventing cheating “So 

I’ll say we are going to have a test every week.  A 4x6 card, typed.  That has information 

that you want front and back.  And you can use that as your cheat sheet.”  He went on to 

describe the types of personal conversations he has with students who may be at risk of 

academic dishonesty.  

You can cheat.  (But)  There is a price to be paid.  (The student might say)  ‘Who 

is going to stop me, a cop?  You?  Or me?’  ‘But what is the cost to your personal 

integrity?  What does that (cheating) say about me?  What does that say about 

you?’ 

Two faculty described approaches to prepare to address misconduct, ensuring they have 

all of the information they need to back up the allegation. Despite the confidence that 

faculty instill in students, academic misconduct occurs on campus. Personal experience 

and moral ideals affect faculty approaches to prevention and resolution of academic 

misconduct.  In terms of previous experience, Dr. Weil described an incident where a 

student took a picture of answers to a state exam, a violation of state law.  As a result, he 

created handbook language to address this issue.  Dr. Weil describes the outcome: 

I never thought somebody would be stupid enough to do something like that, but 

we now have that in our handbook and we have it not only for tests, but quizzes 

and we actually don’t just use the term, take a picture of, but reproduce in any 

way, shape or form.  Now I never had to have that before.  The student caused us 

to do that. 

In one example, Dr. Laning described her perspective, as both a sociologist and an 

instructor in the community college setting: 
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I sort of wonder, well, what is going on in the larger culture where people have 

that approach, and when you think about it, people lie and cheat all the time and 

they get ahead, and particularly like a population at a community college where 

people (aren't)  generally coming from layers of the population that are not getting 

ahead.  

Here, and in other interviews, it is apparent that faculty interpretation of the 

policy may be at odds with the personal perspective of the faculty.  In another instance, a 

faculty member admits that he would never formally report a student because of the 

potential impact it could have on his position.  Dr. Kipling explained his position: “We 

are very much at risk, so it is very important that we solve the problem as soon as 

possible within the classroom.”   

The notion that part-time faculty do not have as much influence as full-time 

faculty was also apparent in the interview data.  Faculty mentioned increased “influence” 

as a full-time faculty member or department chair.  As Dr. Galmacci notes, “Obviously I 

have more pull than any other adjunct on campus as an instructor.”  Dr. Abbott described 

to the faculty union as a potential funding source for professional development on 

academic integrity. This is a resource not available to part-time faculty.  Dr. Kipling 

elaborated on his perspective as a part-time faculty member more directly: 

We have no tenure, we are viewed as independent contractors, and we 

don’t have relationships with administration.  Typically, administrators 

don’t know if we have been effective instructors, all they know is there is 

an unhappy student.  I don’t want to get administration involved.  I won’t 

escalate these incidents to the administration. 
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Staff also grapple with the difficult choice to address academic misconduct for 

varying reasons.  For some, balancing student retention and student outcome is 

challenging.  In sympathizing with the student, Dr. Cortell described a response to the 

decision to suspend a student, stating, “The individual was just so absolutely blown away, 

they almost didn't come back to the community college.  Four year engineering degree, 

and (as a result of the outcome) almost walked away from us.”  The data shows a very 

personal influence in addressing academic misconduct.  While not directly stated, several 

interviews suggested that faculty discuss issues of academic misconduct with others, but 

do not formally document them using the Retention Manager software.  All faculty 

experienced academic misconduct as instructors in the classroom, but when asked, only 

two mentioned formally reporting the incident.  Dr. Cortell confirmed this perspective, 

sharing, “a lot of faculty keep the academic integrity conversation within their own 

classroom, and they don't report it, and then we can't see the entire picture for a student, 

even within the class or among classes across the institution.”   

These approaches also rely on personal perspective of policy.  There are differences 

in the ways faculty perceive potential penalties for academic dishonesty.  For example, 

Dr. Abbott described the penalties for academic misconduct on campus as severe, stating 

“The way they are laid out I think they are pretty severe.  You can end up with a zero on 

an assignment or even fail a course.”  Dr. Laning does not feel that the penalties are 

severe, based on her previous experience, shared her perspective: 

I don't think that Mid-West Community College’s policy is all that rigorous based 

on that experience, I would say, because other schools I've taught at, well, the 

student would not be allowed to withdraw.  They'd get a failing grade and there 
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would probably be a disciplinary hearing and they might even be required to 

withdraw from the college or something. 

Of the faculty participants, several disclosed that they were not familiar with the 

academic integrity policy in a formal sense.  As a result, they make independent decisions 

based on their experiences and opinions.  For example, Dr. Abbott noted that despite 

serving on a committee to review the policy, he “can’t say I have looked at it word to 

word.”  Dr. Laning explained she is not specifically familiar with the policy and process 

at Mid-West Community College.  “I'm familiar with academic integrity overall in an 

institution, but I have not read word for word Mid-West Community College’s policy, 

and that has created certain challenges, actually.”  Dr. Frair also shared “I know it's 

online because I have a link to it in my syllabus, but I actually haven't read it.”  Students 

are also dependent on the personal interpretation of academic integrity.   

Despite not reading the academic integrity policy, or being familiar with the 

handbook, in several instances, participants provided specific examples of the ways they 

interact with students when defining expectations, promoting academic integrity, or 

addressing alleged instances of academic misconduct.  Faculty wanted to discuss the 

ways they handle academic integrity in the classroom.  Some faculty rely on creating 

personal relationships with students.  This includes getting to know the students and 

building trust from there.  Faculty who make these inroads with students feel less likely 

to experience issues of academic misconduct in the classroom.  Dr. Laning explained that 

she knows there are varieties of reasons why a student may struggle, stating, “I get 

frustrated with the cheating thing, but then on the other hand I try to be sympathetic.”  

She goes on to discuss the approach she takes in letting students know she understands: 
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With my students I usually, at the first class, emphasize that if they're facing a 

crisis of some sort, rather than do something dishonest, talk to me about what is 

happening and I might be able to make some sort of (adjustment). 

Other faculty do not want to cause severe consequences for the students as well.  Dr. 

Kipling described understanding how hard it is to present in the front of a class. 

If someone is very, very, nervous, and they stand up and read an article 

they found online.  To a certain extent, I understand their predicament.  I 

don’t have some draconian policy.  So they will lose a lot of points, but I 

think that is enough.  I wouldn’t want that to impact the test that they take, 

or the degree. 

Faculty personally decide how serious or lenient approaches to academic 

misconduct should be without guidance from the policy, or in many cases, from 

academic departments. 

To conclude, theme three, faculty take personal approaches to academic integrity 

education, defined by the many individualized responses, driven by academic and 

professional discipline, temperament, and prior experiences in preventing misconduct and 

promoting integrity present within the data emerged from the qualitative data.  The lack 

of common understanding of policy and process is also apparent within this theme.  

There appear to be few opportunities to share and disseminate information.  A closer 

review of the qualitative data presented a fourth theme relate to a lack of resources. 

Theme four: Lean times limit resources for academic integrity education 

 The fourth and final theme emerged from a concept of limited resources.  Faculty 

and administrators referred to lowered budgets, dwindling professional development 
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funds, and the elimination of detection tools.  Everyone experiences the impact of budget 

cuts in some form.  For department chairs, this often means that teaching and filling in if 

numbers of part-time faculty are low is common.  Dr. Galmacci discussed this, and said, 

“If I can’t find somebody to teach something, I may end up teaching it.”  Other 

department chairs echo this sentiment.  For Dr. Weil, a lean staff affects classroom 

regulations, due to ratio requirements of instructors to students.  Dr. Weil described the 

situation:  

Just now as I was coming down here, it’s a minor thing, but we had an instructor 

just now that didn’t show up.  They put us under a ratio and so I said, okay, if 

we’re only over by one student, I said, do the best you can for the next hour when 

I get back, I’ll jump in. 

From the faculty perspective, in addition to increase teaching loads for full-time 

staff and administrators, curriculum changes in response to budget cuts have occurred as 

well.  Dr. Frair described incorporating academic integrity into a model focused on 

student career pathways as “a way of restructuring the whole college to make it easy for 

students to be directed on a pathway instead of exploring whatever you want to do.  

That's (exploration) not useful anymore with funding the way it is.” 

Full-time faculty have limited access to professional development funds.  Dr. Abbott 

described the opportunities for full-time faculty, when he mentioned, “somebody might 

offer a presentation.  The faculty union has monies that are provided by the 

administration so that faculty can get money for or be reimbursed for workshops like 

that.”  Full-time faculty attend one half day orientation session per semester.  These 

professional development funds are not open to the majority of faculty, who are part-time 
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at the institution.  During this session, staff interviews revealed that less than one hour of 

presentation time is available to review all behavioral and academic policies for the 

institution.  Staff interviews also indicated that part-time faculty do not attend these 

sessions and receive an online power point of the training for review.  From the staff 

perspective, there is a sense that academic integrity is not a priority on campus, not 

because it is not important, but because there are so many competing priorities.  Ms. Paul 

described this, stating, “Academic integrity is not; well we think it's important and we do 

our best.  I think that's where we struggle, getting it to the top of the list.”  

Professional development has dwindled due to budget cuts, and faculty feel the 

impact.  For example, Dr. Frair described a working group who created online modules 

that were shelved due to a loss of funding and low faculty support.  Funding cuts include 

resources for detecting academic misconduct, such as plagiarism detection by the 

institution.  This is a concern for several faculty.  Dr. Laning openly discussed the impact 

of the loss of detection software: 

to me seemed to be a sign that it's not taken very seriously, because if it's 

incumbent upon the professor to be monitoring and then googling stuff, it 

doesn't relieve the burden … It's already burdensome to deal with a 

plagiarism incident, and to not have a resource that is readily available that 

could help at least deal with the basics of discovering a problem seems to 

me to say you don't have a very serious attitude towards it. 

The interviews also revealed that in the absence of detection software, new part-time 

faculty might not be aware of tools to assist in addressing academic misconduct.  An 
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open-ended survey participant responded, “I am not sure many adjuncts know there are 

tools and software that can help identify cheating.” 

Aside from budget constraints, faculty feel that they take on high numbers of courses 

and have no time, and no peer or institutional support for additional initiatives.  Some 

faculty shared frustrations that they do not feel supported in their efforts to promote 

academic misconduct, and have no recourse.  Dr. Frair states, “for the most part I feel 

pretty frustrated that it's just me doing these things.  I feel there are tools that they could 

have with embedding this (academic integrity education).”  This perception was 

confirmed through open-ended survey data. One respondent described some of the tools 

that would assist in addressing academic integrity. 

We need adequate computers and software to create our exams in a way 

that questions can be mixed up but still be tracked by statistical analysis 

for validity.  The paper and pencil testing is an outdated methodology and 

does not prepare our students for how they will take their boards.  This 

method will help minimize cheating too. 

In another example, Dr. Frair suggests that staffing and offering a first year experience 

course could be helpful, stating, “What would be so helpful is a first-year experience 

class.  tons of research has gone in and shown that that just helps so much with all of 

these different things, so that would be a way to embed these things (academic integrity) 

throughout the curriculum.” 

Faculty and staff described themselves in positions requiring them to take on 

additional work when compared to years past.  In addition, as funding and accreditation 

precipitate specialized attention to certain educational competencies, these 
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responsibilities and priorities do not include academic integrity.  The perceived lack or 

resources extend beyond money and time.  Some participants also described dwindling 

support from faculty colleagues to collaborate on academic integrity initiatives.  For 

example, some full and part-time faculty suggest that there is limited support from the 

institution and faculty colleagues to look more carefully at issues of academic dishonesty.  

For example, Dr. Frair shared,  

I had (presented in) a sociology class where the instructor was just like, "Forget 

responding because they don't care.  You shouldn't even bother.”  I'm like, 

"Okay.”  (sarcasm)  Since I've got all of these students, I'm like, I can write them 

off, but yeah, so that's been good, but it is so labor intensive that I think I'm going 

to have to set limits as to how many classes I'm going to be embedded in and how 

that happens.   

From the staff perspective, the consensus is that resources are very limited, and they 

do the best with what they have.  An example of this is the retention management 

software.  Staff interviews revealed that the software documents anything that may have 

an impact on retention.  As Dr. Cortell explains,  

we used it for so many things that the system that it wasn't intended for, because 

your counseling contacts are in there, you're advising those for on their progress 

reports for students, and any code of conduct retention alert cases on there. 

As a result, the system is cumbersome to some staff, who concede that faculty may have 

trouble navigating the system.  Despite the limited resources, the staff feel that they 

provide information on academic integrity and that everyone should be equipped and 

aware of policy and procedure.  To that end, they feel that some of the resources that are 
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free go unused by faculty.  For example, Ms. Paul noted that policy and process 

information should be easy to understand for all faculty and staff, stating, “It’s in 

emails….it's brought up at chairs and directors meetings, different departmental 

meetings.  It's their choice not to take in that information.” 

Staff and faculty appear to have differing perspectives on handling academic misconduct 

in a time of limited financial support.  

To conclude, theme four, Lean times limit resources for academic integrity 

education is defined by the perceived shift in support for initiatives related to academic 

integrity.  Specifically, budget cuts have affected professional development funds and 

faculty detection resources.  Many faculty feel that they have large course loads and 

volunteering to participate in separate initiatives on academic integrity would be 

burdensome.  Some faculty feel frustration with the reluctance of faculty colleague 

participation.  Part-time faculty appear to receive the fewest resources of all, the 

experience limited orientation and do not receive professional development opportunities.  

Staff also perceive limited resources as a concern, but suggest that they have adapted to 

provide as much policy and procedure information as possible given institutional 

priorities. Table 4.9 presents all of the themes by faculty group, while Table 4.10 presents 

all of the themes by administrative group. 
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Table 4.9: Breakdown of Themes by Position for Full and Part-Time Faculty 

Themes Full-time faculty Part-time faculty  

Theme one: It’s on 

us: We are all 

responsible, 

personally and 

collectively, for 

understanding and 

promoting 

academic integrity. 

We are responsible for 

academic integrity in 

the classroom. 

We are responsible for academic 

integrity in the classroom. 

Theme two: 

Faculty set a tone 

of integrity with 

classroom 

management and 

curriculum design 

 

We prevent 

misconduct and 

promote integrity 

through classroom 

management and 

curriculum design. 

We prevent misconduct and promote 

integrity through classroom 

management and curriculum design. 

Theme three: 

Faculty take 

personal 

approaches to 

academic integrity 

education 

 

We take personal 

approaches to 

addressing academic 

integrity using 

professional and 

personal experiences. 

We take personal approaches to 

addressing academic integrity using 

professional and personal experiences. 

Theme four: Lean 

times limit 

resources for 

academic integrity 

education 

 

We have some 

resources, but they are 

limited/ 

We do not have resources to address 

academic misconduct. 
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Table 4.10: Breakdown of Themes by Position for Department Chairs and Academic 

Integrity Administrators 

 

 

Themes Department Chairs Academic Integrity 

Administrators 

Theme one: It’s on us: 

We are all responsible, 

personally and 

collectively, for 

understanding and 

promoting academic 

integrity. 

We are responsible in the 

classroom (when we teach) 

and for our faculty. 

We are responsible for 

bookkeeping, reporting, and 

discussing, but faculty are 

responsible for promoting 

integrity/preventing 

dishonesty. 

Theme two: Faculty set 

a tone of integrity with 

classroom management 

and curriculum design 

 

Faculty are responsible for 

setting a tone of integrity.  

We create guidelines for 

faculty to follow in the 

classroom. 

Faculty are responsible for 

setting a tone of integrity and 

should be setting expectations 

in the classroom. 

Theme three: Faculty 

take personal 

approaches to academic 

integrity education 

 

Our perspectives on how 

academic integrity is 

handled influence faculty 

approaches.  As instructors, 

we also bring in our own 

personal style. 

Faculty take personalizes 

approaches to academic 

integrity education.  This 

presents challenges in 

equitable outcomes for 

violations of academic 

integrity. 

Theme four: Lean times 

limit resources for 

academic integrity 

education 

 

There are few resources 

available to address 

academic misconduct. 

We attempt to do as much as 

possible given our limited 

resources. 


