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Appendix A: What is Academic Integrity? A Literature Review
One of our long-term objectives is to fill a gap in how institutions typically respond to
academic integrity breaches. In this appendix we define the key terms and breach types
commonly cited in the literature in this context, and then explore the potential harm caused
by academic integrity breaches, the contributing factors most often linked to breaches, and
finally, the types of institutional responses currently in place. We will concludes with a focus
on managing academic integrity via student participation – an approach that is
conspicuously absent at Australian institutions. An analogous participatory approach to
student academic integrity (based on US institutions) is provided as an example, and we
discuss the merits of this approach as well as the rationale for exploring its viability in
Australian universities.
Varieties of Academic Integrity Breaches
The International Center for Academic Integrity’s (ICAI) defines academic integrity as ‘a
commitment, even in the face of adversity, to five fundamental values: honesty, trust,
fairness, respect, and responsibility’ (ICAI, 2014). A current draft of the ICAI Fundamental
Values Project has recently added ‘courage’ as an additional value to this list. A breach of
academic integrity, therefore, may be viewed as behaviour that is incongruent with these
inherent values of academia and scholarship (Gallant, 2008). Related concepts found in the
literature include academic misconduct, academic dishonesty and cheating.
In an audit of academic integrity policy across Australian universities, Bretag, et al. (2011)
reported that 51% of institutions used ‘misconduct’ and ‘plagiarism’ as key terms in
academic integrity policy, while 41% utilised the term ‘academic integrity’. Academic
misconduct is broadly described as either wilful or unintentional misrepresentation of the
work of others (Blum, 2009; Callahan, 2004).
Marsden, Carroll & Neill (2005:4) define academic misconduct as, ‘…dishonest behaviour in a
test or exam situation, with possible cheating behaviours including copying from other
students using non-permitted notes, obtaining information about a test from someone who
attended an earlier session, and otherwise inappropriately obtaining questions prior to an
exam.’ Examples of such misconduct include plagiarism, collusion, utilising falsified data,
information or records, cheating in exams, ghost writing, purchasing assignments,
submitting the same assignment more than once, or indeed, ‘any such act designed to give
unfair academic advantage to the student.’ (Texas Tech University, 2012). Sheard, Markham
& Dick (2003:92) define cheating in more general terms as [that which] ‘violates the rules
that have been set of an assignment task or it violates the accepted standard of student
behaviour of the institution’. Less commonly cited examples of academic integrity breaches
include enlisting a proxy to take a test or examination, bribing invigilators or course
instructors for academic advantage, removing the question paper from an exam room when
not permitted to do so, and, making a lesser or no contribution to a group project whilst
claiming the same marks as fellow group members (Devlin, 2002).
In more recent times, increasing attention is being paid to the possible effects of language
and register in academic integrity policy and breach definitions (see Kaktins, 2013). In a
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similar vein, Sutherland-Smith’s (2010) critical discourse analysis of academic integrity
policies at 18 Australian universities points to how definitions, terminology and procedures
in university academic integrity policies are borrowed from criminal law, effectively placing
students in the role of potential offenders, and academic staff in a policing and judgment
role. Sutherland-Smith (2010:7) reported that all the institutions in the study listed
plagiarism as an ‘offence’. Couching academic integrity breaches in legalese makes it
convenient to justify as well as highlight moralistic stances and ethical perspectives on
breach behaviour (see Dick et al., 2002). However, it is rather limiting to rely on moralistic or
value-laden terminology to assess the wide array of possible institutional responses to
academic integrity breaches (Briggs, 2003; Sutherland-Smith, 2010). This point is particularly
pertinent considering that a lack of knowledge and skill in academic writing conventions
rather than a deliberate will to flout the rules is identified as a major factor associated with
breach behaviour (Briggs, 2003; Marshall & Garry, 2005). Hence a more neutral phrase
‘academic integrity breach’ will be utilised in this proposed study instead. This encompasses
both intentional and unintentional behaviours, and is more appropriate in the context of
examining the range of reasons provided by the students to explain their breach behaviour,
and the corresponding range of responses employed by institutions.
The Harm of Academic Integrity Breaches
Academic integrity breaches are harmful in ways as wide-ranging as the postulated reasons
behind their occurrence. We broadly classify them as follows:
1. Damage to Curriculum. In terms of program efficacy, breaches have the potential to
disrupt the transmission of knowledge and the assessment of student competencies.
Students who commit breaches may not be attaining the learning outcomes that
constitute the primary goals of their program (Turner & Beemsterboer, 2003).
Correspondingly, course instructors cannot realistically appraise student
performance and identify curricular shortcomings if students resort to submitting
work that does not genuinely reflect their understanding of course content.
2. Damage to Scholarship. A more general category of harm concerns the undermining
of good scholarship (VAIL, 2012). Failure to recognise the contributions of past
scholars can make it harder to track the development of a field, theory or concept,
and build upon that past knowledge.
3. Damage to Student Perception. The persistence of breaches in a program may also
raise doubts regarding the efficacy of rules designed to manage academic integrity.
This may in turn lead to the perception by students of systemic unfairness and a lack
of trust in governance. Indeed, if breaches are seen as commonplace, tolerated or
inconsistently handled, students’ opinions regarding their program or institution may
become increasingly negative.
4. Damage to Institutional Reputation. Persistent academic integrity breach behaviour
damages a university’s reputation. Organisational reputation theorists perceive trust
as a critical component relating to students’ expectations as stakeholders of their
program or institution (Alsop, 2004). Students’ satisfaction as consumers of their
institutions’ educational ‘product’ (Vidaver-Cohen, 2007) within a global knowledge
economy (see Boston, Mischewski & Smyth, 2005) has been shown to be
significantly correlated with students’ views regarding supportive learning
environments (AUSSE, 2008).
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5. Damage to Graduate Employability. Breach behaviours may also have negative
implications well beyond university, particularly in light of such behaviours in high
school or university being a strong predictor as to whether an individual is likely to
commit ethical breaches professionally (Sims, 1993; Thompson, 2000). Given this,
employers might be justified in their reticence to hire graduates from institutions
where academic integrity breaches have been known, or are rumoured to occur with
greater frequency. Such considerations may not only be due to an unwillingness to
hire potentially unethical employees, but due to perceptions regarding the lack of
competency of graduates.
6. Damage to Institutional Sustainability. Finally, students and employers are not the
only stakeholders concerned about reputation. Educational institutions that suffer
widely publicized cheating scandals can become less desirable destinations for
students, faculty and research. Conversely, good reputation provides a competitive
advantage to an institution, its staff, students and industry partners, boosting public
esteem and increasing confidence in its research output and calibre of graduates
(Vidaver-Cohen, 2007).
Contributing Factors
Past studies have investigated a variety of intrinsic and extrinsic factors that contribute to
breach behaviour. The commonly postulated reasons for the increasing prevalence of
breaches may be summarised as follows:
•

The broadening array of internet-based resources that can be utilised by students for
breach purposes (Keuskamp & Sliuzas, 2007; Larkham & Manns, 2002).

•

Differing discourses relating to authorship (VAIL, 2012) with emphasis on the new,
digital age and commonplace sharing of information available on the Internet.

•

The convergence of higher education participants schooled in different (potentially
competing) pedagogical philosophies (Maxwell, Curtis & Vardanega, 2008)

•

Perceived lack of relevance of assessments [Rudolph & Timm (1998) as cited in
Burnett, Rudolph & Clifford (1998)]

•

Program design, assessment type, assessment weighting and too many assessments
(Devlin, 2002; 2003)

•

Students’ lack of skill and knowledge regarding expected academic writing
conventions (Carroll, 2004).

•

Time management issues. Students’ increasing work commitments affecting their
ability to cope with academic workload (Song-Turner, 2008).

•

Increasing competitiveness among students (McCabe & Trevino, 1997)

•

Changing student values and the speculated social and moral decline among
students in higher education (Hawthorn, 2001).

These factors have been examined in the context of uncovering reasons for why students
breach academic integrity rules. On the other hand, this project was more interested in
investigating academic integrity culture. Culture as it relates to academic integrity at
universities can be broached from three main perspectives — (1) demographic variables
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such as students’ background, previous schooling experiences and discipline; (2)
institutional philosophy and values regarding academic integrity; and (3) normative peer
culture. These three categories naturally influence each other; it is the third type of
academic integrity culture that we seek to explore in this study with the aim of uncovering
how students can be drivers of positive academic integrity culture.
Peer Culture
Peer culture has been put forward as one of the strongest, empirically supported influences
on students’ breach behaviour. This finding was initially based on North American college
student surveys undertaken by McCabe & Trevino (1993; 1997). These large, multi-campus
studies revealed that peer behaviour and attitudes are more positively correlated with
breach behaviour than intrinsic factors such as age, gender or academic aptitude (McCabe,
Trevino & Butterfield, 2002). Correspondingly, peer disapproval of cheating is associated
with decreased cheating (McCabe & Trevino, 1993). Echoing the possible reasons behind
this finding, Rettinger & Kramer (2009) contend that students are likely to make the decision
to commit a breach according to socialised norms within the academic integrity culture of
their institution—i.e., if they believe that others often commit breaches, and if such acts are
not appropriately managed, students may feel justified engaging in the behaviour
themselves. Smith et al. (2007) state that such behavioural alignment occurs when
individuals see themselves as being part of a group and identify and conform to normative
behaviours they think their peers are engaged in. Put simply, students may engage in more
breach behaviours because it is considered acceptable and commonplace, or alternatively,
value academic integrity if its attendant behaviours are valued by the group. The key,
therefore, is to make academic integrity among students positive, rewarding and valuable,
and to provide normative support for good academic integrity behaviours (McCabe &
Trevino, 1993; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 2002). Educators
have developed responses to academic integrity breaches, typically by providing
disincentives to breaching, educating students regarding correct procedure and rules, and
providing academic support. Below, we briefly overview current institutional responses to
academic integrity breaches, highlighting the absence of a key factor, student participation.
Institutional responses to academic integrity breaches
Australian universities currently employ a mixture of punitive and educative academic
integrity management approaches to control academic integrity breach behaviour among
students. These strategies, and the institutional philosophies that drive them, have been
studied in the context of academic integrity policies. Past research has highlighted the
negative discourses that typically characterise policy language (Kaktins, 2013), especially in
relation to how policies deal with students, e.g. judgment-laden assumptions regarding
student ethics and honesty (Grigg, 2009) and the use of terminology derived from criminal
law (Sutherland-Smith, 2010). These findings indicate a relatively adversarial approach to
dealing with breaches and the absence of student voice in academic integrity policy and
process. Reassuringly, Bretag et al. (2011) point to a shift away from a punitive stance to a
more educative and proactive approach. Nonetheless, student input and opportunities for
their participation in these processes is glaringly absent.
For a complex and multifaceted problem like academic integrity breaches, there is unlikely
to be a pre-fabricated solution that will immunise an institution. Rather, researchers
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recommend a suite of measures as a holistic response (Devlin 2002; Freeman, et al., 2007;
JISC, 2011; MacDonald & Carroll, 2006; Park, 2003), incorporating a combination of punitive,
and educative approaches. These approaches need to be used in conjunction, with the level
of expression of each approach largely determined by the institution’s overall philosophy
regarding academic integrity. Findings from Bretag et al. (2011) revealed that 38% of the
surveyed academic integrity policies across 39 Australian universities focussed on integrity,
28% on a mixture of punitive and pedagogical approaches while 21% demonstrated a mainly
punitive focus, indicating a move away from the catch and punish models of managing
academic integrity, to a more proactive approach that focuses on prevention and education.
Punitive Approach
Punitive measures can be construed as a basic, utilitarian method for managing breaches.
Operationally, the punitive approach involves monitoring, warning, using plagiarism
detection software such as Turnitin, applying penalties, and in some instances, a focus on
catching and disciplining (Devlin, 2002). The central aim of the punitive approach is to
manage breaches via deterrence. In terms of efficacy, some (e.g. Zobel & Hamilton, 2002)
would argue that if appropriately applied, punitive approaches are likely to contribute to a
measurable decline in breach rates. Others (e.g. Devlin, 2002; Freeman, et al., 2007; Park,
2003) are less convinced of this approach due to its inherently narrow scope as a deterrent.
Most, if not all academic integrity policies stipulate sanctions for proven breaches. However,
excessive reliance on this approach would indicate a misalignment between the intended
aims and outcomes of an institution’s academic integrity policy on the one hand, and the
relevant procedural implementation on the other.
Educative Approach
With a lack of skill and understanding regarding academic integrity rules and expectations
consistently identified as one of the main reasons why students commit breaches (Turner &
Beemsterboer, 2003; Carroll, 2004), educative measures are naturally touted as the best,
long-term strategy (Devlin, 2002; Hartle, Kimmins & Huijser, 2009). Such measures have
shown signs of success (see Dee & Jacob, 2010; Shaw, Moore & Gandhidasan 2007;
Yakovchuk, Badge, & Scott, 2011). While the punitive approach serves to deter students
from committing breaches, the educative approach aims to reduce the likelihood of
students committing breaches by addressing their motivations for doing so. The goal of the
educative approach is to equip students with information, skills, preparation and knowledge
necessary to operating in academia. Skills and preparation, in this sense, refers to the
acculturation or apprenticeship of students into academic learning environments (Briggs,
2003, Devlin, 2003; McGowan, 2005). Students are provided with support and resources
that better prepare them to cope with their academic commitments (Devlin, 2002; 2003).
The dissemination of knowledge is not limited to how to write, cite and use information, but
also extends to familiarising students with the different types of academic integrity breaches
(e.g. ‘patchwork’ plagiarism), how they occur and how they can be avoided (ibid).
Holistic Approach
While the benefits of using a combination of punitive and educative measures may seem
intuitive, more meaningful student involvement in academic integrity has been advanced as
a yet un-tapped method of engendering longer-lasting cultural change in academic integrity
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(Dufresne, 2004; McCabe & Pavela, 2005). Indeed, student engagement would play a pivotal
role in the holistic approach to managing academic integrity, often advocated as the logical
and appropriate strategy (Devlin, 2002; Freeman, et al., 2007; JISC, 2011; MacDonald &
Carroll, 2006; Park, 2003). ‘Holistic’ here refers to the embedment, articulation and
promotion of an institution’s academic integrity values and expectations in all areas of its
academic environment. This would necessitate positioning students to be more than merely
passive recipients of information (Saddiqui, 2013). The holistic approach calls for meaningful
engagement between students, their institution and academic integrity. As Bretag et al.,
(2013:4) suggest, such an approach, “acknowledges that not only is academic integrity more
than an individual responsibility, universities have a role to play in developing student
perceptions and understandings of academic integrity.” Support for the holistic approach
has not just been derived from researchers in the field of academic integrity, but also from
students themselves.
The benefits of involving and engaging students are well articulated in the literature on
student engagement in higher education processes (Bensimon, 2009; Lizzio & Wilson, 2009;
Rush & Balamoutsou, 2006). The addition of student participation to the current punitive
and educative approaches would serve to operationalise a truly holistic approach to
managing student academic integrity.
Student Participation in Academic Integrity—filling a gap
This concept of student participation in academic integrity complements the traditional topdown approach of policies formulated and implemented by the administrative body or
faculty. Increased participation of students also serves to raise questions of ownership and
responsibility of academic integrity—who is responsible and to what extent? (Nayak et al.,
2013). An additional, pertinent issue concerns the benefits to be garnered from students
participating more actively in promoting and driving academic integrity.
Lizzio and Wilson (2009:70), speaking from a perspective of student representation in
university governance, describe the positive outcomes to be derived as encompassing three
main areas – functional, developmental and social. In identifying what the positive outcomes
for students and their institutions might entail, it is useful to look at examples of proposed
assistive roles that students would play in promoting academic integrity. Figure 1 below
represents the common role categories suggested by the research participants in the
present study.
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Figure 2: Roles for a proposed Academic Integrity Student Society

Positive functional outcomes include increased accountability, responsibility and
transparency in process deliberations and thoughtful consideration of stakeholder
perspectives (Sabin & Daniels, 2001; Bensimon, 2009; Rush & Balamoutsou, 2006). These
benefits may, for example, arise from students taking on conduit, referral, support and
sounding board roles—roles which assist in disseminating academic integrity information
and resources among students, and relaying ‘user’ feedback from students to the
institution.
Positive developmental benefits include the creation of new learning opportunities, critical
thinking, teamwork skills and improvements in other aspects of students’ personal (Coates,
2005; Graham et al., 2007; Kuh & Lund 1994) and academic development (Cress et al.,
2001). Engaging with the university environment in academic activities (Astin, 1993) and
interpersonal activities (Pace, 1990) has also been associated with positive developmental
outcomes in educational achievement and personal values. All the suggested roles in Figure
1 have the potential to contribute to developmental benefits for student society members,
but in particular, in the areas of leadership and becoming a role model for student academic
integrity.
Positive social benefits, meanwhile, include the potential to create empowered, civicminded and socially responsible students who internalise ethical academic practice while at
university, and carry these attitudes through to their professional life (Cress et al, 2001). The
leadership, support and conduit roles depicted in Figure 1 are relevant in this regard. As
stakeholders of the academic integrity at their enrolled institution, students are more likely
to feel like invested participants if they are able to provide input into academic integrity
processes and perceive a sense of ownership or co-responsibility of the academic integrity
at their institution. Ideally, students would not merely be affected by academic integrity
policy, but would also play a crucial role in effecting rules and policies (Saddiqui, 2013).
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Honour Codes – a Potentially Useful Analogue
Facilitating student participation and engagement in academic integrity processes as a
means of improving academic integrity outcomes is not a new idea (see Dufresne, 2004;
McCabe & Pavela, 2005; McCabe, & Trevino, 1993; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2002).
Arguably the most salient example of student-led academic integrity is the academic honour
code.
Honour codes are ratified systems of values, rules and ethical principles by which all
members of a community are expected to abide (Turner & Beemsterboer, 2003). Depending
on the type of code, both students and staff at an institution may be required to sign an
oath or recite a pledge to signify their commitment to the community code of conduct.
Honour code systems aim to maintain honesty and ethical conduct among community
members by relying on the honourable behaviour of individuals within the community who
voluntarily seek to uphold the reputation of the institution. Codes values and philosophies
may be present in every aspect of academic life and often form an essential component of
the institution’s reputation. Community members who are found to be in violation of the
code may be subject to sanctions such as a failing grade, suspension or expulsion from the
institution. Although all members of a code community are expected to uphold and
promote honour code principles, code application and adjudication is typically the remit of
committees called ‘honour code councils’ (or similar). These committees may comprise only
of students, or a mixture of academic staff and students.
The following is an example of a statement of purpose from the Honour Code from the
University of Virginia, which is one of the oldest honour code academic institutions in the
US:
“The Honor System at the University of Virginia exists to foster a cohesive bond of trust
among all members of the University community and to instil in all students a mutual
reverence for the ideal of honorable behavior. Honor, of course, is a complex and
multidimensional principle—a moral aspiration that defies simple characterizations. At the
University of Virginia, however, the Honor System rests on a particular conception of that
ideal. The cardinal injunction of our system is that students must refrain from Lying,
Cheating, and Stealing or face permanent dismissal from the University, and, where
applicable, revocation of their University degree.” (University of Virginia, 2013)
The largest study into honour codes was conducted by Donald McCabe and Linda Trevino
(1993). The authors undertook a survey of 6000 students from 31 North American
institutions, fourteen of which utilised honour codes. They found the rate of breaches at
code institutions to be lower than at institutions with no honour code, and that peer
attitudes among students were correlated with the likelihood of breach activity (McCabe &
Trevino, 1993; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2002; O’Neill & Pfeiffer, 2012). In short,
students were more likely to commit beaches if they perceived that it was normalised
behaviour among other students. Research into honour codes outside of the US is rare, with
one study of academic staff and student attitudes to honour codes by Yakovchuk, Badge,
and Scott (2011) reporting that despite concerns about the code system being too culturally
American, both participant students and staff perceived benefits, specifically in increasing
student involvement in improving AI outcomes.
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While the potential of the academic integrity governance aspects of code systems are
interesting to ponder in the Australian context, it is the highly visible and distinctive,
student-led feature of honour codes that is of particular interest to this study, as it
represents a unique, bottom-up approach to the promotion of academic integrity that has
not been trialled in Australia before now. It is this interest that has informed the research
questions and the methodology we have employed to answer those questions.
We have shown that academic integrity breach phenomena is a complex and multi-faceted
issue, stemming from the likely confluence of internal and external contributing factors that
provide impetus and opportunity for students to commit breaches. We have also described
the different approaches that institutions have utilised, in order to mitigate these
contributing factors and manage academic integrity. In light of recommendations for a
holistic approach to be taken, we highlight the absence of student voice and student
participation in academic integrity management, and provide an example in the form of
academic honour codes currently used in some US institutions.
Accordingly, it is the viability of the student participation approach in the Australian
university context that the project team sought to explore in this study. With this goal in
mind, this study aimed to discover what students and staff think regarding academic
integrity issues at their campus, and the idea of a student society that would facilitate
student participation in academic integrity.
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Appendix B: Theoretical Basis of our Project Methodology
As described in the project report, the project team utilised the Theory of Change as the
underlying theoretical framework to guide the four project stages. Emerging in the 1990s,
the Theory of Change was the result of the Aspen Institute Roundtable on Community
Change, culminating in the work of Fulbright-Anderson (1995) and other notable Aspen
Institute members. From the nineties, Theory of Change has been used in different contexts,
but most notably to facilitate community change programs (Connell & Kubisch, 1998) and,
rather fittingly for the purposes of this study, to evaluate educational programs (Hart et al.,
2009).
Typically employed as a methodology for program implementation, Theory of Change serves
as a roadmap or pathway to achieving long term-goals by articulating intended short term
and long term outcomes first, followed by the necessary preconditions, drivers and
resources to achieve these outcomes. Preconditions and assumptions are made explicit and
rationales are provided for each process activity. More than just a common-sense
framework for evaluation and planning, Theory of Change serves as a transparent and
iterative process to track the progress and impact of program activities, so that results can
be continually evaluated against the intended outcomes (Weiss, 1995).
A Generalisable Theory of Change Model
The project team created a generalizable framework to carry out the present study. This
framework may be used for intervention at different institutions. As shown in Figure 2,
there are five components that comprise a Generalizable Theory of Change Model—
Conception of Intervention, Intended Outcomes, Drivers for change, Enabling Factors and
Long-term Impact.
The Generalisable Theory of Change model begins with Intervention Conception, that is, the
idea for an intervention or program that fills a gap or addresses shortcomings. Intervention
Conception includes consideration of the Drivers for Change that provides the impetus,
rationale and motivation for the intervention. Drivers for Change are the first set of
preconditions that precede the proposed intervention. Implementers then consider the
Intended Outcomes of the intervention. These outcomes should ideally be accompanied by
operationalisable Indicators of Success in the form of an Evaluation Checklist of key
indicators that are aligned to the immediate goals of the intervention. As implementors give
more thought to what kind of measurable outcomes they wish to achieve with the
intervention, the Long-Term Impact of the intervention should also be considered. These are
outcomes that may occur much further along the Theory of Change pathway and are not
always easy to operationalise. However, it is important to articulate the goals relating to
long-term change and include an Evaluation Checklist so that future successes can be
compared against original goals.
Once implementers have articulated what it is that they wish to achieve in the short and
long term, they can assess the second set of preconditions required on the pathway to
enacting the intervention, Enabling Factors. These factors include different kinds of tangible
and intangible resources (e.g. human resources, funds, time) needed to implement the
intervention. The next component in the Theory of Change model is Process, comprising all
Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

B-1

the activities required to realise the initiative (e.g. gathering stakeholder input, carrying out
research, funding applications, administration, recruitment of human resources, marketing,
trials and launching of the initiative). The types of Process activities are influenced by
preconditions and resources (i.e., Drivers for Change and Enabling Factors). Finally, the
Process also influences Intended Outcomes, as outcomes are aligned according to feedback,
experience and results garnered through Process activities.
Figure 3: Model of Generalizable Theory of Change for setting up an academic integrity
student society
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Applying the Theory of Change Framework
With a Generalizable Theory of Change model now at hand, the following section will
describe how the model has been applied in the formation of an Academic Integrity Student
Society at MQ.
Intended outcomes
Typically, ideas for programs are conceived when a problem or gap in a service or system is
identified, and a more desirable end result is envisaged following an intervention. In the
context of this study the desirable outcomes are to find out how students prefer to engage
with academic integrity and to accordingly create opportunities for students to become
drivers and promoters of academic integrity. As implementors progress further along a
Theory of Change pathway, intended outcomes may be revisited and modified depending
on the extent to which necessary preconditions (i.e., Drivers and Enabling Factors) are
realised. The design and execution of Process activities are also modified accordingly.
Intended Outcomes may be a mixture of priority outcomes (i.e., core outcomes that are
operationalisable [Taplin et al., 2013]) and high-level outcomes that are sometimes beyond
the scope of the practitioner to measure, but are important goals nonetheless.
Below is a list of intended outcomes of the present study:
•

The creation of new opportunities for students to engage with academic integrity
information and processes

•

Functional, developmental and social outcomes for student participants (Lizzio &
Wilson, 2009)
o Functional outcomes – Students are able to provide their unique perspectives
and feedback on issues pertaining to academic integrity; students serve as
conduits for feedback between students and the institution; academic
integrity processes become more transparent and democratic; academic
integrity has a more tangible presence on campus and has positive value
rather than being associated with penalties.
o Developmental outcomes – Students learn about academic integrity through
experience and active engagement, personal development benefits such as
learning leadership and organisational skills.
o Social outcomes – Students are given a stake in the academic integrity of
their institution, encourages sense of community and civic responsibility
(Cress et al, 2001)

Drivers for change
Drivers for change constitute one of two sets of preconditions that must be assessed prior
to implementing the study. They are the impetus for an intervention. Implementors should
take stock of their institution’s academic integrity culture, in particular, the role and
responsibilities of students (if any). To this end, it is useful to seek answers to the following
questions:
•

What are stakeholder perceptions regarding academic integrity at the institutions?

•

Are breaches considered a problem at the institution?
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•

Do stakeholders in the university community have similar understandings of
academic integrity?

•

Are student perspectives present in academic integrity processes? If not, how can
they be incorporated?

•

How are students currently engaging with academic integrity processes? (e.g. is it a
case of affecting and not effecting? [Saddiqui, 2013])

•

How would students like to engage with academic integrity? Perhaps an autonomous
student society is not practical?

•

What suggestions do stakeholders have for how students may participate?

While it is not always necessary to conduct formal research to answer these questions, it is
essential to consult with stakeholders in order to get a sense of the institutions’ academic
integrity culture and issues. The type of feedback received can in turn become powerful
internal drivers, as gaps may be identified and allies recruited along the way.
Other drivers for change may be external. The current higher education sector focus on
benchmarking and ensuring consistent standards for teaching and learning comprise part of
the external rationale for improving academic integrity outcomes. Research conducted
overseas (McCabe & Trevino, 1993; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2002) has
demonstrated that positive outcomes in the form of fewer incidences of breach activity may
be garnered when students are participants in the promotion and maintenance of academic
integrity at their institution.
Enabling Factors
It is useful to think of enabling factors in terms of the different types of resources that are
required to conduct research and then bring an academic integrity student society to
fruition. As with many fledgling interventions the resource-commitment is heavier at the
outset, but will lessen once structures and protocols are in place. The different types of
resources required are as follows:
Human resources
Human resources are the individuals or team that provide expertise and time to work
through the various process activities listed in the Generalisable Theory of Change
framework—from research design, to data collection analysis. Even the most enthusiastic
and committed student society will benefit from the initial assistance of academic integrity
‘allies’ from their institution’s staff. All project team members in the present take on the
role of academic integrity allies and assist in the long-term support of the student society
and dissemination of the study’s findings and resources. Project team members continue to
source engagement opportunities for the student society (e.g. organising presentations in
classes and informing the society of relevant activities such as competitions). Gallant and
Drinan (2008), describe a more specific support role—that of the ‘academic integrity
champion’, who demonstrates enthusiasm, initiative and willingness to commit to academic
integrity initiatives. The role of the staff member (or members) is to assist in the
consultation of stakeholders, to navigate the administrative and procedural rigmarole
potentially involved in society registration (locally or with affiliated organisations), allocation
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of funding, organising the booking of meeting rooms and other logistical arrangements, until
such time that the society members can assume most of these responsibilities themselves.
Alternatively, academic integrity allies and champions need not be sourced from among the
institution’s staff. For example, they may be sourced from among higher degree research
students who have an academic interest in learning and teaching, organisational change,
psychology or ethics. Accordingly, for the purposes of Stage 4 of this project, Project
Manager, Sonia Saddiqui (who is currently undertaking a PhD in Education) has assumed the
role of Academic Integrity Champion in this context and will be attached as the student
society Chair for a duration of twelve months following project completion. Her role over
the next year will be to nurture the society and facilitate its long term independence.
Institutional resources
Institutional support overlaps somewhat with human and logistical resources, but with
some additional characteristics. These resources can be derived from the university
executive, departments and schools, learning and teaching centres and through
collaboration with staff already on the coal-face of academic integrity matters (e.g. staff
working in advocacy, equity, student association, guild and union positions). In addition to
support for the project from the university executive, in the present study the project team
consulted with the University’s Advocacy Officer, Student Engagement Manager and
coordinators of successful mentoring groups on campus 1 to gather their input regarding the
viability of the student society ideas and any suggestions they had for how it might be
implemented.
Logistical resources (including inter-institutional resources)
Logistical resources mainly take on the form of research funding (in this case, provided by
the OLT). This has enabled small but crucial seed funding for the student society. Other
logistical considerations include meeting spaces, launch venue space, catering, marketing
and printing needs. External resources include research publications and the support and
endorsement from other professional academic integrity organisations that it may be
beneficial to affiliate with. Affiliation with larger, established student organisations allows
for the sharing of expertise, the sharing of resources that have already been disseminated
and ‘field-tested’ and can provide significant savings in terms of time and funds.
Process
The process component within the Theory of Change framework involves the steps and
activities that need to take place in order to realise the study’s intended outcomes. The four
stages of the present study’s process are presented below.

1

For example, the Telemachus Ancient History Mentor Group (or ‘Teles Angels’) at MQ are 2010 winners of the
Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) Australian Awards for University Teaching - Award for
Programs that Enhance Learning. <http://www.telesangels.com.au/>
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The Project Stages
Stage 1: Academic Integrity Student Survey
(December 2012 – April 2013)
Stage 1 was exploratory. The purpose of this stage was to identify student attitudes
and perceptions regarding academic integrity and the ways in which students prefer
to engage with academic integrity information. The data gathered from this survey
sought to identify deeper culturally-based issues regarding how students perceive
academic integrity, gaps in how academic integrity information is disseminated at
institutions and insight into how students currently engage (and how they prefer to
engage) with academic integrity processes and resources.
Students at three institutions participated in the survey — Macquarie University
(MQ), Australian Catholic University (ACU), Sydney University (USyd) and the Sydney
Institute of Business and Technology (SIBT). The survey was disseminated to MQ
students in December 2012. At SIBT, the Institute’s Director provided assistance in
disseminating the survey to SIBT students in February 2013. Team members from
ACU and USyd were responsible for the dissemination of the survey at these two
institutions in March and April 2013.
The survey was not a student self-report survey of the kind typically undertaken in
academic integrity studies that aim to report on the prevalence of breaches. Instead,
it had three objectives:
1. To find out what students thought about the academic integrity environments
and at their enrolled institution
2. To find out what kinds of academic integrity resources students used and
prefer to use
3. To gauge the level of interest and support for a student-led academic integrity
society.
The questionnaire comprised two sections – Section 1: Demographic and Section 2:
Attitudinal (with between 12 to 18 questions, depending on the institution at which
it was disseminated.)
In Section 1, students were asked to supply demographic information according to
the following 12 variables:
•

Age

•

Gender

•

Level of study (e.g. undergraduate, postgraduate)

•

Mode of study (internal, external)

•

Years or semesters of study

•

International or local student status

•

Full-time or part-time enrolment
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•

Non-study activities

•

Language spoken at home

•

Number of years speaking English

•

Discipline

•

Ethnicity

In Section 2, students were asked about the following:
•

Academic integrity values and perceptions

•

Special circumstances for dishonesty

•

Contributing factors to breaches of academic integrity

•

Perceived seriousness of different types of academic integrity breach

•

Sources of academic Integrity information and preferences

•

Interest in participating in a student society

•

Proposed academic integrity student society activities

Survey data was analysed for any association between particular student cohorts
(e.g. institution, gender, year level, international or local student status) and
attitudes and preferences regarding academic integrity. Findings from the student
survey were used to identify key issues and topics to be used in Stage 2 focus group,
Stage 3 interview and Stage 4 student society formation. See Appendix C for the
survey results.
Stage 2: Student Focus Groups
(April – May 2013)
The study adhered to the methodology presented in the original research proposal
to undertake focus groups. However, the scope narrowed from involving staff and
students in focus groups, to only students. Focus group participants were selected
from a pool of volunteers who had flagged their interest in participating in the focus
groups via the Stage 1 survey. Following ethics approval at the participating
institutions, students were sent an email inviting them to participate in the focus
groups. The purpose of this stage was to identify deeper contextual issues regarding
student experience, preconceptions and concerns about academic integrity. Student
focus groups constituted a logical follow-up investigation into the common issues
previously identified in the online survey at four institutions. Students were asked
about their understanding and experiences of academic integrity, the types of
support sources they turned to when academic integrity issues arose, and were
asked to discuss the concept of an academic integrity student society.
In the interests of promoting inclusivity and to maximise the variety of collected
student viewpoints, external students and students from other parts of Australia
who expressed a desire to participate were accommodated. They were invited to
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provide responses to the focus group questions either via an emailed questionnaire,
telephone interview or through an online questionnaire consisting of identical focus
group questions utilised at on-site focus groups. Onsite focus groups of one-hour
duration were conducted at MQ and USyd. Forty students participated in total.
The question topics covered in the focus groups were:
•

The meaning of academic integrity

•

The common values of academic integrity

•

Concept of university community

•

The harm of academic integrity breaches

•

Awareness of the different breach types

•

Students who may require additional support

•

Personal experiences with breach cases

•

Useful sources of support

•

Sources and preferences regarding academic integrity information

•

The role of university staff

•

Thoughts regarding an academic integrity student society

•

Thoughts regarding academic honour codes as a means to promote positive
academic integrity values

See Appendix D for the findings from the Stage 2 focus groups.
Stage 3: Structured Interviews
(August – October 2013)
The original project approach involved interviews with lecturers and tutors. Instead,
structured interviews were conducted with 45 participants from 22 institutions
around Australia. 37 interviewees were academic and professional staff members
indirectly or directly involved in academic integrity support roles, while eight
interviewees were student representatives and student leaders.
The participants occupied the following types of roles:
•

Student services

•

Student Ombuds

•

Deans of Students

•

Student Representative Council members

•

Academic Advocacy Officers

•

Academic Integrity Officers

Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

B-8

•

Student Association, Guild and Union officers

Given their particular roles and responsibilities at universities, it was envisioned that
these particular participants would be able to provide valuable insight into the issues
that students face with regards to engaging with academic integrity processes on
campus. The interviews also provided a broader look at how other institutions
engaged their students in academic integrity. Interviews ranged from between
twenty minutes to one hour in duration. Contact details for individuals that occupied
the above positions (or similar) were sourced from university websites. An email was
sent to each individual inviting them to participate in the study. All 39 Australian
universities were included in the email recruitment, with individuals from 22
institutions choosing to participate.
Interview questions topics encompassed the following topics:
•

Academic integrity values

•

Ways by which academic integrity values are communicated to students

•

Sources of academic integrity information

•

Views regarding an academic integrity student society

•

Views regarding academic honour codes as a means of engaging students in
academic integrity

To read about the findings from the Stage 3 interviews, please see Appendix D.
Stage 4: Brainstorming Activity and Creation of Academic Integrity Student Society
(January 2014 onwards)
The fourth and final stage of the study involved the combined analysis of findings
from the first three stages and using these findings to inform the creation of an
academic integrity student society. Before this stage of the study commenced, a
‘preconditions spot-check’ was undertaken in order to revisit the Drivers for Change
and Enabling Factors components in the Theory of Change framework.
All preconditions, listed below, were checked off the list before the project team
commenced Stage 4.
 Review of the literature regarding academic integrity and student
participation therein
 Identification of a gap in how students engage with academic integrity at MQ
 Sufficient support from the University (in particular, the MQ Executive) and
input from study participants at other institutions as to the concept of an
academic integrity student society
 Support from students to start the student society at MQ based
 Sufficient project resources allocated to the creation and long-term nurturing
of the student society
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Recruitment
Stage 4 began with recruitment of students who were interested in participating in
an academic integrity student society. The participants were recruited from the
following two pools:
•

The 491 Stage 1 survey participants who indicated that they were interested
in taking part in the student society

•

Students from the exiting 36 discipline-specific and professional student
societies affiliated with MQ

Invitations to attend an Academic Integrity Ambassadors Luncheon on 28 February
2014 were sent to the students via email and Facebook messaging. Students were
asked to RSVP if they were interested in signing up or to merely attend the
information session.
Brainstorming
At the Luncheon, the project team delivered a thirty-minute presentation on the
project findings and the concept of an academic integrity student society. This was
followed by a discussion session and then lunch.
All attendees were provided with the following items:
•

Academic Integrity Ambassadors Information Booklet

•

Academic Integrity Ambassadors application and suggestions form

•

Participant feedback form

Application to join
At the conclusion of the luncheon, students submitted their application forms to join
the student society, which included their suggestions for activities and their
feedback regarding the event. Over the next month, further applications were
received by interested students who had found out about the initiative via their
peers.
Inaugural meeting
Following discussions as to roles, activities and executive positions, the first meeting
of the Academic Integrity Matters Ambassadors at Macquarie University was held on
28 March 2014. The roles and activities of the student society are presented in more
detail in Appendix E.
Long-term Impact
Long-term impacts are future intended outcomes that may not be immediately
evaluated (or indeed, operationalisable), until some later stage in the life of the
intervention. Intended long-term impacts may comprise goals relating to broader
changes in organisational culture, policy, philosophy or ethos.
The intended long-term impacts for this study, in no particular order, are as follows:
•

MQ becomes known for its novel, student-led approach to managing student
academic integrity which is expected to percolate to other institutions
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•

Improved institutional reputation with regards to academic integrity

•

Greater awareness of student academic integrity issues among staff and
students at MQ

•

Increased collaboration between student support sources, in relation to
academic integrity

•

Collaboration with other institutions in facilitating student participation in
academic integrity

•

Opportunities for further research and development into student
participation with academic integrity

In this appendix we have described the methodological approach the project team has
utilised for the study, presented the theoretical framework (Theory of Change) that has
guided the study, as well as provided a generalizable model of the same framework that can
be utilised by other institutions seeking to undertake a similar intervention. This appendix
has also described how the four project stages for this study have been incorporated as
components of the Generalisable Theory of Change framework. Findings and outcomes from
the four project stages are presented in Appendices C-E.
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Appendix C: Findings from the Online Survey
The first step in understanding the institutional culture and attitudes of students towards
academic integrity involved the collection of data via an online survey. The results of this
first stage are presented in this appendix.
Stage 1: Online Student Survey
A total of 5538 students completed the online survey from the four participating institutions
— Macquarie University (MQ, n=3575), the Australian Catholic University (ACU, n=1020),
the University of Sydney (USyd, n=811) and the Sydney Institute of Business and Technology
(SIBT, n=130). MQ and USyd are both large, metropolitan universities located in Sydney.
ACU has the distinction of being a national university with five metropolitan campuses and
one regional campus, located across four states. All three universities have large and diverse
student enrolments in numerous disciplines. SIBT is a small, private tertiary college that
offers Certificate and Diploma courses for direct entry into MQ undergraduate programs.
Table 2: Survey dissemination across the four institutions

After the appropriate Human Research Ethics applications were lodged and approved at
each site, all enrolled students at the other three institutions were invited to participate in
the survey, with the exception of USyd.
At USyd, due to two project team members being from the School of Psychology, only first
semester Psyc1001 students were invited to participate in the survey. The high response
rate from USyd (52.3%) (see Table 1) is attributable to the particular mode of dissemination
employed at this site (i.e., the survey was advertised via the Sydney University Psychology
Research Participation System [SONA], and students were awarded 0.5 Psych1001 course
credit points for participation). Despite these students taking an introductory Psychology
course, nine other degree pathways offered at USyd allow a major in Psychology. As such,
Psych1001 students come from 22 other disciplines and therefore comprise a useful and
diverse cohort of students to add to the survey.
Findings from Section 1: Demographic characteristics of respondents
The majority of students who took part in the survey were female (65%), with only SIBT’s
cohort comprising of more male respondents (62.3%) than female (37.7%). Most students
were aged between 18 and 25 (65%). Not surprisingly, given the lower-level courses studied
by these two cohorts, the youngest students (aged between 18 and 25) were from SIBT
(91.5%) and USyd (89.9%).
Most SIBT students were enrolled in diploma courses (95.4%), while the majority of the
remaining respondents (75.1%) were enrolled in undergraduate programs. This was
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especially the case for the USyd cohort (98.8% enrolled in undergraduate programs) and
ACU cohort (82.1% enrolled in undergraduate programs).
In terms of mode of study, 81.3% of respondents were enrolled in full-time programs. SIBT
students were full-time students by default as SIBT does not offer part-time programs.
Excluding SIBT students (who are enrolled according to semesters, not years), there
appeared to be a sizeable representation of students in each of the five year-level
categories provided—26.6% of respondent were still in their first year of university study,
15.9% had completed one year, 15.5% had completed two years, 13.4% had completed
three years and 28.6% had completed more than three years of university study.
Seventy-nine percent of the respondents were enrolled as internal students. ACU had the
least number of internal students taking part in the survey (5% compared to a total of 15.4%
across all four institutions). Unfortunately, due to a coding error in the online questionnaire,
MQ students were the only cohort who was not asked for their international or local
student status. As a consequence, the figures for any survey questions relating to students’
international or local status are only based on the other three institutions (ACU, USyd and
SIBT). The majority of students (89.3%) from these three institutions identified themselves
to be local students. The exception was SIBT, where more students were international
(57.7%). This likely explains why the findings in relation to language spoken and number of
years speaking English were different at SIBT compared to the other three institutions.
76.6% of all respondents stated that English was the language they spoke at home.
Additionally, 80.6% stated that they had been speaking English for all or most of their lives.
At SIBT, however, 58.5% of the students spoke a language other than English in their home,
and only 41.2% indicated that they had been speaking English for all or most of their lives.
Students were also asked to indicate which discipline they were enrolled in. The distribution
of students across the seven provided categories is as follows – Arts: 28.5%,
Commerce/Economics: 20.2%, Medical Science: 18.1%, Social Science: 16.3%, Science:
13.1%, Information Technology: 2.2%, and Technology: 1.6%
Given that one of the survey’s aims was to ascertain the level of interest (and indeed,
viability) of a voluntary academic integrity student society, it was useful to find out how
respondents spent their free time when they were not studying. These findings could then
be assessed for any association in relation to students’ willingness to volunteer their time
with the student society. Unsurprisingly, across the four institutions, most students spent
their time in paid outside work (54.7%). The exception was at ACU (40.7%) and SIBT (35.5%).
These were also the only two cohorts that spent the most time participating in sport (ACU:
23.5%, SIBT: 30.2%), compared to overall percentage of 15.1%.
In terms of ethnicity, 59.1% of all students identified themselves as Australasian, 19.3% as
Asian, 9.2% as European, 4.5% as Sub-continental, 3.9% as minority groups, 2.9% as Middle
Eastern and 1.1% as South American. The demographic characteristics of the survey
respondents are shown in Table 2.
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Table 3: Summary of survey participants’ demographic characteristics

Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

C-3

Findings from Section 2: Academic Integrity Attitudes and Perceptions
Academic integrity values and perceptions
In this series of questions, students were provided with statements about academic
integrity and were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each statement according
to the following response categories: agree, neutral or disagree. The International Center
for Academic Integrity’s (ICAI) five ‘fundamental academic integrity values’ of honesty,
fairness, respect, trust and responsibility were incorporated into these statements (ICAI
2014 2. The findings presented below show the average level of agreement across the four
institutional cohorts only in the most popular response category (i.e., ‘agree’).

2

At the time of launching the survey in 2013, the ICAI were in the process of adding a sixth value—courage.
Accordingly, courage was not added to this question in the survey at the time the survey was launched.
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Table 3a: Average level of agreement in most popular response category for statements
about academic integrity values

Table 3a above shows the average level of agreement for statements about academic
integrity values. Students overwhelmingly agreed that academic integrity was about honesty
(92.2%), a view that is also reflected across similar questions asked in student focus groups,
and in student and staff interviews conducted for the qualitative data collection
components of this study. Fairness (85.8%), respect (84%) and trust (75.8%) also ranked
highly as academic integrity values. 69% of students agreed that academic integrity was a
shared community value.
Table 3b: Average level of agreement in most popular response category for statements
about academic integrity onus of responsibility

Table 3b shows the average level of agreement for statements about the onus of academic
integrity responsibility. Most students (84%) agreed that academic integrity is the shared
responsibility of the entire university community. The agreement level was 56% when it
came to academic integrity being the responsibility of students. Students were less inclined
to agree with academic integrity being the responsibility of academic staff (27%) and
administration staff (21%). Though individual institution figures are not shown in the above
table, the major notable finding from the analysis of individual institutions in relation to
these statements regarding academic integrity responsibility revealed a comparatively
higher percentage of SIBT students (47.3%) agreeing that academic integrity is the
responsibility of academic staff. This finding may be attributable to the smaller, pastoral
nature of SIBT’s student management policies, possibly increasing the likelihood of SIBT
students viewing their teachers as key authorities and supervisors of academic integrity. A
further contributing factor to this anomaly could be the comparatively higher proportion of
international students at SIBT. Later findings from the survey regarding SIBT students’
preferences about how they liked to receive information about academic integrity further
support such conclusions. Overwhelmingly, SIBT students preferred to learn about it from
Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

C-5

their teachers, which is in contrast to the findings from the other institutions.
Table 3c: Average level of agreement in most popular response category for statements
about academic integrity rules, penalties and breaches

Table 3c shows the average level of agreement for statements about the punitive aspects of
academic integrity management (i.e., rules, penalties and breaches). There was a high level
of agreement (84%) regarding academic integrity being about following rules and policies.
When it came to academic integrity being about penalties for dishonesty, the level of
agreement was lower (61.2%). When students were presented with the statement that
academic integrity breaches are a serious problem, the average level of agreement was
55%.
Special circumstances for dishonesty
Students were asked to indicate if there were any special circumstances where it was
acceptable to act dishonestly in their academic work. At each institution, respondents
ranked the acceptability of the four categories of circumstances, in order of most to least
acceptable. In total, 69.1% of respondents felt that there were no special circumstances
where it is OK to be dishonest. While 26.4% felt there were very few circumstances where it
is OK to be dishonest, 4% felt there were some circumstances where it is OK to be dishonest
and 0.5% felt there were a lot of circumstances where it was OK to be dishonest. SIBT
students were more likely to perceive some circumstances where it was OK to be dishonest
(15.4%, compared to between 2.2% and 4.6% at the other institutions). Table 4 shows the
breakdown of responses across each category of circumstance.

Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

C-6

Table 4: Special circumstances for dishonesty

Contributing factors to breaches of academic integrity
Following a review of the relevant literature (see Anyanwu, 2004; Barnett & Dalton, 1981;
Devlin, 2002; Davis & Ludvigson, 1995; Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Joyce, 2007;
Lipson & McGravern, 1993) 13 factors commonly associated with academic integrity breach
phenomena were shortlisted and provided to students to consider:
•

Time pressures

•

Financial pressures

•

Pressure to succeed

•

Other priorities (e.g. work or family)

•

Poorly-designed assessment tasks

•

Course work is not relevant to future goals

•

Opportunities to act dishonestly

•

Ineffective academic integrity policy

•

Lack of knowledge about academic integrity policy

•

Lack of awareness of academic dishonesty penalties

•

Lack of academic writing skills

•

Lack of learning support for students

•

Lack of monitoring by academic staff

The students were then asked to score each factor using a five-point Likert scale ranging
from not at all (1), to very much (5). Due to the non-normal nature of the data as well as
uneven sample sizes for some of the statistical tests, Kruskal–Wallis one-way analysis of
variance tests were used instead of ANOVAs. Where required, Mann-Whitney tests were
used afterwards instead of Tukey’s HSD tests with a Holm’s sequential Bonferroni
adjustment for alpha values (Holm, 1979).
A total of 5521 students answered this question. As shown in Table 5 below, the factor with
the highest mean score is pressure to succeed (3.72), followed by time pressures (3.65). The
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factor with the lowest average score is ineffective academic integrity policy (2.62).
Table 5a: Descriptive statistics for factors contributing to Academic Integrity breaches

A Kruskal–Wallis one-way analysis of variance was undertaken, indicating a significant
difference between the 13 factors (H=8722.66, DF=12, P=0.000 [adjusted for ties],
alpha=0.05). Mann-Whitney tests were then run on each pair of factors. The tests showed
that pressure to succeed had a statistically significantly higher average score than the other
factors. The factor with the second highest average score, time pressures, also had a
statistically significantly higher average score than the 11 other factors with lower scores.
The tests also showed that ineffective academic integrity policy had a statistically
significantly lower score than all other factors.
Highest reported contributing factors by institution
Table 5b and Figure 3 show the percentage of students from each institution who allocated
the highest score (i.e., ‘very much’) to each contributing factor.
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Table 5b: Factors contributing to Academic Integrity breaches – by institution

Again, we note that pressure to succeed, time pressures, lack of academic writing skills and
other priorities make up the factors that students across all four institutions were more
likely to select as being major contributing factors to academic integrity breaches. Financial
pressures was given the highest score at SIBT, in particular (14.5% of students selected ‘very
much’), which is double the percentage of students who ranked this factor similarly at ACU
and MQ (7.25% and 7.19%, respectively), and nearly three times the percentage of students
at USyd (4.93%). The difference between the percentages of students at USyd who gave
time pressures the highest score (31.28%) and the percentage of students at each of the
other institutions who did (ACU: 22.25%, MQ: 20.81%, SIBT: 14.5%) is noticeably larger than
the differences between the percentages for any of the other factors.
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Figure 4: Contributing factors for academic integrity breaches by institution

Contributing factors according to local or international student status
Only ACU, USyd and SIBT students were asked if they were international or local students.
Table 5c shows the mean score for each factor, relative to international and local students
across the three institutions, as well as the Kruskal–Wallis p-value (a Mann-Whitney test
was not required as there was only one comparison for each factor).
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Table 5c: Contributing factors according to local or international status

Among local students, the factor with the highest average score is pressure to succeed
(3.77) followed closely by time pressures (3.77). The factor with the highest average score
for international students is time pressures (3.45) followed closely by pressure to succeed
(3.44). The factor with the lowest average score for local students is ineffective academic
integrity policy (2.05) and the factor with the lowest average score for international
students is opportunities to act dishonestly (2.55).
Perceptions regarding prevalence of academic integrity breaches
Students were asked how commonly they thought academic integrity breaches were
occurring at their institution. A total of 5503 students answered this question. Two percent
felt breaches do not occur at all, 75% felt that they were fairly uncommon, 38% felt they
were fairly common and 3% felt they were extremely common. Looking at differences
between the institutions, more SIBT students (9%) perceived that breaches were extremely
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common at their institution, compared to the overall percentage (3%) and other three
institutions (MQ:3%, ACU:2% and USyd:2%). The greatest percentage of students who felt
that breaches were fairly common at their institution were also from SIBT (50%), compared
to the overall percentage and the other three institutions (MQ:39%, ACU:31% and
USyd:46%). ACU students were least likely to perceive breaches as a serious problem at
their institution, given that 65% of ACU students felt breaches were fairly uncommon, in
comparison to the much lower overall percentage of 38%, and the percentages at other
three institutions, respectively (MQ:65%, USyd:51% and SIBT:35%).
Table 6: Perceptions of how commonly academic integrity breaches occur

Perceived seriousness of academic integrity breach types
A survey of the literature regarding academic integrity breach types revealed six common
types of breaches (for more detailed examples, see Devlin, 2002; Marsden, Carroll & Neill,
2005 and the Macquarie University Student Code of Conduct, 2014).
Examples of each breach type were provided as follows:
Cheating, e.g. copying someone else's work, taking notes into an exam
Plagiarism, e.g. presenting someone else's work as your own (paid or otherwise)
Fabrication, e.g. making up information, data, quotations or bibliography
Sabotage, e.g. hiding books in the library, deleting another student's files
Falsification, e.g. submitting fraudulent documents such as fake medical certificates,
falsifying experimental data to fit one's thesis
Collusion, e.g. unauthorised group work on assignments
Students were asked to rank the perceived seriousness of breaches, from 1 (most serious) to
6 (least serious). The median rankings for six common breach types are presented in Table
7. Not surprisingly, the less common (and arguably less well-defined) types—collusion,
falsification and sabotage—were deemed to be less serious in terms of their median ranking
when compared to cheating and plagiarism.
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Table 7: Median rankings for six common breach types

Sources of Academic Integrity information & student’s preferences
In this section of the survey, students were asked how or from where they had acquired
academic integrity knowledge, and to identify their preferred method for receiving
academic integrity information. In the initial questionnaire administered to MQ students,
this question only allowed the participants to choose one method of academic integrity
information dissemination. After participant feedback regarding this question, subsequent
questionnaires at ACU, SIBT and USyd were altered to allow respondents to be able to select
multiple sources of academic integrity information. The list of information sources provided
to students at all four institutions is as follows:
•

During Orientation week

•

During lectures

•

During tutorials

•

From unit/course materials

•

From unit/course website

•

From university website

•

From the library

•

From learning support staff

•

From other students

•

From the Learning Centre (only asked at ACU and USyd)

•

From student advisors (only asked at SIBT)

•

From the Student Portal (only asked at ACU and SIBT)

•

From teachers (only asked at SIBT)

At all four institutions, students were mostly satisfied with the method or mode of academic
integrity information they had selected. Overwhelmingly, the most common source of
information regarding academic integrity that was cited by students at all four institutions,
across all disciplines, year levels and regardless of local or international status, was unit
guide. Students were also most likely to be satisfied with this source. This was followed by
during lectures and during orientation week as the other most commonly identified sources
of information.
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There were some differences in relation to preferences, but overall, students who mostly
received academic integrity information via unit guides were also satisfied with this source
and preferred it. For new students at ACU, SIBT and USyd, (who had not yet completed one
year), tutorials were their preferred source of receiving information about academic
integrity, despite unit guides being the most prolific source. At MQ, the preferences were
also slightly different across year levels. New students who had completed one year or less,
selected during orientation as their preferred source of learning about academic integrity.
However, students who had completed two or more years selected lectures as their
preferred source of learning about academic integrity. Only SIBT students were given
teachers as a source category, and this was also SIBT students’ most highly preferred source.
In terms of what students were less likely to select as being a chief source of information
about academic integrity, most students selected other students. The only difference was
with international students, who were less likely to pick the library as a source of academic
integrity information, compared to other sources.
Interest in learning about academic integrity via different modes/methods
In this question, students were asked to indicate if they were interested or not interested in
learning about academic integrity via the following proposed eight modes and methods.
1. Interactive online resources
2. Informative apps
3. Student societies
4. Videos
5. Workshops
6. Discussion forums
7. In-class exercises
8. Orientation seminars
Table 8a shows student preferences for mode/method of learning about academic integrity
across all four institutions.
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Table 8a: Interest in different methods of academic integrity information dissemination

The responses shown in Table 8a indicate that students were more likely to prefer
interactive online resources above other modes and methods of learning about academic
integrity. The majority of students (63.5%) who responded in this category indicated that
they were interested in this method. Indeed, this finding was consistent across all four
institutions, with USyd students (73.7%) and SIBT students (71.2%) demonstrating a
pronounced preference for interactive online resources.
Other preferred methods that students were interested in include information apps (60.7%
USyd students, 67.2% SIBT students) and in-class exercises (67.4% USyd students, 62.3%
ACU students and 61.6% SIBT students). 71.2% of the SIBT students indicated that they were
interested in orientation seminars, which is in contrast to the lower level of interest in this
method, expressed by students at the other three institutions. In terms of methods students
were not likely to prefer to utilise to learn about academic integrity, student societies,
videos, workshops and discussion forums ranked least favourably. The majority of students
(73.1%) indicated that they were not interested in student societies, while 60.4% were not
interested in workshops, 56.8% were not interested in videos and 55.6% said they were not
interested in discussion forums. At SIBT, however, a greater number of students were
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interested in student societies (54.4%), compared to not interested (45.6%).
Interest in learning about AI via different modes/methods- by major discipline
The 24 disciplines that students could select from were classified into three major
disciplines: Business, Humanities, and Science (see Table 8b).
Table 8b: Discipline classifications
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Table 8c: Chi-square test results for interest in different methods of academic integrity
information dissemination – by discipline

A chi-square test of independence was performed to examine the relation between major
discipline and interest for each method of delivering AI information (Table 8c). The
relationship between the two variables was significant for five of the methods: student
societies, videos, workshops, discussion forums and orientation seminars.
Business students showed the most amount of interest in interactive online resources,
orientation seminars and informative apps. Humanities and science students preferred
interactive online resources, in-class exercises and orientation seminars. Additional sources
of academic integrity information (which students provided via qualitative responses)
included the six most popular response categories across the total respondent population:
• Activities conducted during lectures and tutorials
• Make resources available online
• Make activities and resources more interactive and engaging
• Emphasise the punitive aspects of academic integrity management (i.e., ‘catch and
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•
•

punish’)
Emphasise the positive aspects of academic integrity (e.g. espouse the benefits of
ethical personal and professional conduct)
Rewarding students for good practice

Other suggestions from students:
• Extra academic support (e.g. help with referencing and citation styles)
• Raising the profile of academic integrity and creating a stronger presence for
academic integrity on campus (e.g. through posters, promotional campaigns,
handouts)
• Additional support for students from non-English speaking backgrounds (NESB)
• Provide more information during enrolment and orientation
The quotes below are examples of the types of comments and suggestions collected in the
survey.
On the benefits and positive aspects of academic integrity:
“There could be a greater explanation as to why academic integrity is so important.
The rules are fairly clear however the intellectual, cultural and ethical justification is
less clear.”
(Sixty-year old, male undergraduate Arts student)
“Teaching students properly about how doing well at university and ensuring your
time at university is worthwhile goes well beyond simply getting good marks.”
(Nineteen-year old, male undergraduate Journalism student)
On the need for additional academic writing assistance:
“Teaching students to write would help. Course conveners assume it is something
students already know and developing students writing skill is not their priority.
Courses outside of the students unit are rarely used as they are not directly relevant
to the subject and the writing style. I think [plagiarism] often comes from the student
not understanding what they have read. [Perhaps] workshops (or something) as a
part of the unit of study which helps students understand the language and extract
meaning quickly would help.”
(Thirty-three-year old, female postgraduate Education student)
On providing examples of breaches:
“The most useful would be those where it is presented face to face by staff to
students in simple language, with lots of examples and in detail (especially about
penalties).”
(Twenty-four-year old female undergraduate Law student)
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On a preference for interactive online methods
“Talks or exercises during class punish the majority of the class who have the
common sense not to breach academic integrity, and the initiative to look up the
policy if they are unsure of anything. I would hate to be lectured about academic
integrity during class, although I think [it’s] fair to talk about it on Orientation day.
Online tutorials or videos that students have the opportunity to access in their own
time would be the most effective in terms of time, because only people with
questions have to look at them. Please don't make an iPhone app—that's a huge
waste of money.”
(Nineteen-year old, female undergraduate History and Archaeology student)
Willingness to participate in an academic integrity student society
Students were asked if they were interested in taking on a role in an academic integrity
student society. The question was answered by 5509 students. The majority of the students
(73%) indicated that they were not interested in participating in a student society. It should
however be noted here that the aim of this question was to elicit interest from potential
student society members from among the survey population. So although only 27% selected
(or 1488 students) said yes, this represents a sizeable and diverse pool of students from
which to recruit members for the student society. The table 9 below shows the distribution
of interest in a student society role, across the four institutions.
Table 9: Interest in participating in academic integrity student society – by institution

Demography and willingness to play an active role in academic an integrity student
society
Tables 10a-c show the demographic characteristics of students who indicated whether they
were willing to participate in an academic integrity student society, or not. Chi-squared
statistics was used to test for proportions between institutions. Mann Whitney test was
used to test for differences between median scores between two groups. Kruskal Wallis test
was used to test median scores of more than two independent groups.
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Table 10a Demographic characteristics of students who choose to participate in an AI student society

Table 10b Demographic characteristics of students who choose to participate in an AI student society
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Table 10c Demographic characteristics of students who choose to participate in an AI student society
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Gender
There were no significant statistical differences in the proportion of those who
showed an interest in playing an active role among males and females in all four
institutions.
Age
There was also no statistical difference between the age groups in their preference
to play an active role in the student society with the exception of ACU (p=0.03),
where students over 40 years of age were more likely to take on a role in student
society (19.5%) than younger students aged 18-25 years (12.5%).
Ethnic background
Interestingly, at USyd, MQ and ACU, there were statistically significant differences
among the different ethnic backgrounds of the students, in relation to their
willingness to play an active role in the student society (p<0.001). Students who
identified as coming from non-Australasian backgrounds were more likely to want to
engage with the concept of an academic integrity student society. At USyd, 17% of
students from Middle Eastern backgrounds were willing to participate in student
society activities compared to other communities (ranging between 3% and 7%). At
MQ, 29% of students of Sub-Continental background were willing to participate in
the student society compared with 9% of students from an Australasian background.
At ACU, a smaller proportion of students with a European background (9%) were
willing to participate compared to students from other backgrounds (12% – 33%).
Language and international/local status
Students’ language background also seemed to impact their likelihood of being
interested in an academic integrity student society. At USyd, a lower percentage of
English-speaking participants professed an interest in participating in the student
society compared to those who spoke a language other than English (4.7% vs 8.9%)
(p=0.02). Likewise, there was a statistical difference in the proportion of participants
at USyd, in relation to the duration they have been speaking English, and their choice
to play an active role in the student society (p<0.001). Students who were exposed
to fewer years of speaking English (29%) were more likely to opt to participate in the
student society activities. At ACU, English speaking students (13%) were less likely to
participate than others (24%). Similarly, MQ students from an English-speaking
background (10%) were less willing to participate compared to students from a non
English-speaking background (25%). In relation to international or local status of
students, at SIBT, there was statistical difference in the proportion of local and
international students who opted to play an active role in the student society
(p<0.001). International students reported greater willingness to participate (48%)
compared to local students (20%).
Non-study activities
At both USyd and MQ, there were no statistically significant difference in the type of
non-study activity and students’ willingness to participate in the student society
(p=0.35 and p=0.26, respectively). At ACU, there was statistical difference in how
students spent their non-study time and their preference to participate in a student
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society (p=<0.001). A smaller proportion of ACU students who spent their time on
sports (9%) indicated an interest in participating, when compared to ACU students
who were engaged in other activities (14% - 31%).
Non-study activities
At both USyd and MQ, there were no statistically significant difference in the type of
non-study activity and students’ willingness to participate in the student society
(p=0.35 and p=0.26, respectively). At ACU, there was statistical difference in how
students spent their non-study time and their preference to participate in a student
society (p=<0.001). A smaller proportion of ACU students who spent their time on
sports (9%) indicated an interest in participating, when compared to ACU students
who were engaged in other activities (14% - 31%).
Mode and level of study
At MQ, internal students (15%) were more likely to participate than external
students (10%). Postgraduate research students (10%) were less likely to participate
than postgraduate coursework students (17%). Students who had been at the
University for longer than three years were less likely to participate than others.
Discipline
At ACU, there was a higher proportion of students from the Faculty of Business
(30%) compared to Education (10%) who were willing to participate. More
international students (30%) opted to participate than local students (13%).
Activities that an academic integrity student society should run
Students were provided with a list of seven activities that an academic integrity
student society might run and were asked to indicate which activities appealed to
them (multiple responses were permitted.) The most popular response categories
concerned activities whereby the student society was a source of academic integrity
information and advice, and also a conduit for feedback. These categories were as
follows: provide academic integrity advice (21.9%), providing feedback to staff
(20.5%) and running information booths (17.3%). Table 11 shows the total response
rates for each activity, across the four institutions.
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Table 11: Proposed academic integrity student society activities

Interest in taking part in a focus group
The last question in the survey asked the students to indicate if they were interested in
taking part in a focus group to further discuss the topics covered in the survey.
Table 12: Focus group volunteers by institution

As shown in Table 12, the response was extremely promising. In total, 952 students from
the four institutions indicated that they were willing to be contacted regarding participation
in focus groups. Students provided their email addresses for the project team to contact
them.
Results from the Stage 1 survey revealed the main values that students attached to their
understanding of academic integrity. Students felt that academic integrity was about
honesty, fairness, respect, following rules and policies and that it was a shared responsibility
of the entire university community. However, students also felt that they were more
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responsible for academic integrity than academic and professional staff at university.
While most students felt that there were no special circumstances where it is OK to be
dishonest in their academic work, 26.4% (1455 students) indicated there were very few
circumstances where academic dishonesty might be acceptable. Related to this issue are the
contributing factors that students associate with breach behaviour. The survey findings
clearly indicate that it is a problem of pressure: time pressure, financial pressure, the
pressure to succeed and competing priorities.
In terms of how students perceived the seriousness of the various breach types,
unsurprisingly, the more common types—cheating and plagiarism—garnered the most
serious rankings. Sabotage, falsification and collusion were deemed to be less serious. With
regards to student views as to how they engaged with academic integrity information, most
students reported receiving academic integrity information from a similar source—their unit
outlines. This finding was consistent across all the four surveyed institutions. Students
tended to be satisfied with this source, but there were differences in their preferred source.
Younger students from SIBT, USyd and ACU (who had not yet completed one year of
undergraduate study) preferred to receive academic integrity information from tutorials.
This similar cohort of students from MQ preferred orientation seminars, while older
students from MQ (who had completed two years or more of study) preferred lectures. SIBT
students were the only cohort who could select teachers as an option and they preferred
this source above all other options. When asked what kind of method or mode of
dissemination students were most interested in, students across all demographic groups
demonstrated a strong preference for interactive online resources, in-class exercises and
information apps. A common suggestion from the qualitative responses to this question was
that methods for learning about academic integrity should be engaging and allow for
student participation, discussion interaction. Students wanted examples, not just of breach
types but also of the consequences in terms of penalties.
The survey findings also showed that although academic integrity student societies as a
source of academic integrity information dissemination was not a popular choice (26.9% of
students were interested in this option), the number of students who expressed an interest
in participating in the society (27% or 1488 students) was more than sufficient to undertake
a trial of the concept. In order to further test the concept, focus groups and interviews were
conducted in Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the project, respectively. Results of these two are
presented in Appendix D.
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Appendix D: Findings from Focus Groups and Interviews
Stage 2 of the study involved focus groups with students who had participated in the Stage 1
survey and had indicated they were willing to volunteer to be contacted regarding taking
part in follow-up focus groups. Following Human Research Ethics approval for Stages 2 and 3
at the participating institutions, prospective focus group and interview participants were
contacted via email.
In the Stage 2 focus groups, 40 students were asked about their understanding, experiences
and engagement preferences relating to academic integrity, and their views regarding the
viability and potential role of an academic integrity student society at their institution.
Stage 3 of the study involved structured interviews with 45 students in student leadership
positions and staff members who undertook direct or indirect academic integrity support
roles at 22 Australian universities. Interviewees were asked about the academic integrity
culture at their institutions, how students learned about and engaged with academic
integrity, and about the potential of student-led academic integrity societies that promoted
and championed academic integrity.
Key themes and concepts uncovered from the Stage 1 survey were further explored in
Stages 2 and 3, in order to obtain a more nuanced picture of academic integrity cultures at
Australian institutions and students engagement with academic integrity. Focus groups and
interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed. Coding of the qualitative data was
carried out using Nvivo 10 by QSR International. The coding process began with open coding
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990), whereby tentative labels for categories were created. This was
followed by axial coding, which identified relationships between the primary created in the
open coding stage. Finally, selective coding was undertaken, whereby the key themes and
variables under were identified and the transcripts coded accordingly.
Findings from Stage 2 and 3 are presented in this appendix, with quote included to show
examples of participants’ opinions and comments concerning major themes. As it was
envisaged that potentially sensitive information regarding academic integrity breaches
could be revealed during focus groups and interviews, participants were assured that no
identifying information from the transcripts would be attached to research reports.
Stage 2: Focus Groups
A total of 40 students from MQ, USyd and ACU took part the focus group stage of the study,
conducted from April to May 2013. No SIBT students volunteered for focus groups. Table 12
shows the breakdown of focus group participants across the three institutions. Most focus
group participants were from MQ (62%), followed by ACU (25%) and USyd (13%).
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Table 13: Focus group participants by institution
All MQ (%) USyd (%) ACU (%)
40 25 (62)
5
(13) 10 (25)
In the interests of promoting inclusivity and to maximise the variety of collected student
viewpoints, external students and students from other parts of Australia who expressed a
desire to participate in Stage 2 were accommodated. They were invited to provide
responses to the focus group questions either via an emailed questionnaire, telephone
interview, or through an online questionnaire consisting of identical focus group questions
utilised at on-site focus groups. The onsite focus groups of one-hour duration were
conducted at MQ and USyd. Focus group questions are available in the Appendices.
The question topics covered in the focus groups were:
• The meaning of academic integrity
• The common values of academic integrity
• Concept of university community
• The harm of academic integrity breaches
• Awareness of the different breach types
• Students who may require additional support
• Personal experiences with breach cases
• Useful sources of support
• Sources and preferences regarding academic integrity information
• The role of university staff
• Thoughts regarding an academic integrity student society
• Thoughts regarding academic honour codes as a means to promote positive
academic integrity values
Focus Group Participants
Table 14 provides a summary of the focus group participants’ demographic characteristics
from all four participating institutions 3. The majority of the focus group participants were
aged 26 years and over (35% were aged 26 to 39 years and 48% were aged over 40) and
were full-time students (65%). Most were female (70%) and most students were enrolled in
undergraduate programs (47%) and postgraduate coursework programs (37%). In terms of
year level, 40% of the students had been studying for more than three years, while the
second largest year-level category was students who had been studying for less than a year
(25%). The majority of the students were enrolled in Humanities programs (65%), followed
by Science (25%) and Business (10%).

3

The first column in Table 14 presents actual numbers, and the second column the corresponding
percentages.
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Table 14: Demographic characteristics of all focus group participants (4 institutions)

Focus Group Responses
The students were asked 14 questions about academic integrity and their opinion on an
academic integrity student society. The following section shows the responses to each
question in the focus groups. Tables have been provided to show the complete range of
responses, with common and standout themes highlighted in the explanations that
accompany each table.
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Question 1: What does academic integrity mean to you?
Table 15: Focus Group [Question 1] responses

As shown in Table 15, honesty/transparency was the most commonly discussed response
with 17 students (42.5%) specifically referring to honesty and/or transparency in academic
practice and 4 students (10%) mentioning the associated example of not falsifying one’s
data or work.
The next most frequently cited theme was respecting the intellectual property of other
people, with 16 students (40%) referring to not plagiarising work, 15 students (37.5%)
mentioning the importance of crediting sources and 3 students (7.5%) mentioning not
cheating. The third theme was doing things the ‘right’ way, implying that that there is an
objectively appropriate set of rules that students should adhere to in their academic work.
Ten students (25%) mentioned performing research and other academic endeavours legally
and morally, four (10%) mentioned using the appropriate methods and sources, and two
students mentioned students learning ‘properly’—referring to learning about academic
integrity rules and expectations.
“It means academic honesty, that anything reported/resulted from scientific work is
based on real and true experience.”
“Academic Integrity involves considering the intellectual property of individuals,
institutions and organizations vis a vis all manner of publications and
communications and giving due acknowledgement verbally and/or especially in
writing to the creators.”
“…the work is peer reviewed and can be relied upon as rigorous and thorough and
meeting appropriate ethical standards governed by an open and transparent ‘bestpractice’ framework.”
Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

D-4

The final notable theme mentioned in response to Question 1 was respect for students and
all other members of community. Six students mentioned respecting the institution and
academia in general, three students mentioned fair treatment of students, and two
students mentioned communication within the university community being an important
aspect of disseminating academic integrity rules and expectations.
“…basically just having respect for academia as a discipline and the university
…having respect for the uni, but also having respect for … academia as a discipline”
Question 2a: If academic integrity at university is about common values, what are those
values?
Table 16: Focus Group [Question 2a] responses

The classifications in Table 16 were sorted into commonly discussed themes.
Honesty/transparency was the value mentioned by a large majority of the students (22 –
55%). The second most frequently discussed value was protecting and being ethical to
others in research (six students – 15%), which was classified under ‘respect for others’.
“Just honesty regardless of how bad that might be for your career or your marks.”
“Ethical (avoiding discriminatory practices; being mindful of bias; acknowledging
diversity.)”

Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

D-5

Question 2b: How are these (academic integrity) values communicated to the University
community?
Table 17: Focus Group [Question 2b] responses

Table 17 shows that the method most students mentioned was ‘common sense’ (11 –
27.5%) implying that they perceived academic integrity to be an intrinsic value for most
students. The second most frequently mentioned method was University academic integrity
policy (10 students – 25%) indicating that most students were aware of institutional policy
covering academic integrity.
“A lot of it is just common sense—they [academic integrity policies] aren't
communicated explicitly, at least not in places people will actually look.”
“Partly, I think, should be common sense, because working in academia (or in a
university) requires honesty as part of scientific thinking. It may need to be expressed
explicitly in University policy, as there are still people that do not have this sense of
honesty.”
“From my experience so far, I'm sure they're communicated in the University policies.
University policy is kind of wordy and you don't really feel like sitting down and
reading them on the weekend. Every now and then, like really, really important three
line subsections get highlighted and so in a unit outline or on a unit web page or
something like that they'll actually quote the policies and you'll see 4.5.7 subsection
(c) - blah.“
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Question 3a: Which groups make up the University ‘community’?
Table 18: Focus Group [Question 3a] responses

Table 18 shows the different groups mentioned by the students. Academic staff (30
students – 75%) and administrative/professional staff (22 – 55%), and students (29 – 72.5%)
were the most frequently mentioned groups. Students and staff were typically mentioned
together. The next most frequently mentioned group within the wider community was the
research sector. Students were less likely to consider external groups such as employers,
industry and the public as being indirect stakeholders of the university, but after discussion
and reflection, students indicated that these groups also belonged to the wider, university
community.
“The university community consists of students, professors or instructors,
administrators, guest lecturers, researchers and anyone else contributing to the
academic pool of knowledge at [the university].”
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Question 3b: Is academic integrity the responsibility of the University community?
Table 19: Focus Group [Question 3b] responses

Table 19 shows the response categories for this question about academic integrity
responsibility. Reflecting the findings from the Stage 1 survey in terms of academic integrity
onus of responsibility, nearly all the students who answered this question in the focus
groups agreed that the whole community was responsible for upholding academic integrity.
“In terms of whether it's the responsibility of the whole community, I think it is and it
needs to be communicated probably more explicitly.”
Question 4: Why are breaches of academic integrity harmful?
Table 20: Focus Group [Question 4] responses

Table 20 shows students’ responses regarding the perceived harm of academic integrity
breaches. A large number of students mentioned academic integrity breaches affecting the
reputation of both the perpetrator (12 students – 26.67%) and the students’ program and
institution (18 students – 45%). A slightly lower number discussed how breaches harmed
students’ learning (11 students – 27.5%). These three themes all relate to the practical and
more immediate ramifications of breaching academic integrity. The themes that tackled the
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ethical ramifications such as being unfair to the other students in the course (7 students –
17.5%), setting a bad example to others (4 students – 10%), and generally making you a less
moral person (four students), were mentioned less frequently.
“At a community level, a breach of academic integrity undermines the academic
authority, influence and gravitas of the University in that particular field of
research/study. At a personal level, it undermines notions of honesty and reliability
and directly impacts on future employment prospects.”
Question 5a: These are example of academic integrity breaches provided in the survey:
cheating, plagiarism, fabrication, sabotage, falsification and collusion. Were you aware of
these forms of breaches prior to taking part in the survey? Did any of these examples
surprise you?
Table 21: Focus Group [Question 5a] responses

Table 21 shows the students responses regarding their awareness of the breach types listed
in the Stage 1 survey. Many students stated that they were both aware of the types of
breaches (23 students – 57.5%) and were not surprised by them (18 students – 45%). A few
said that they were either unaware of, or were surprised by sabotage (7 students – 17.5%)
and fewer said they were either not aware of or were surprised by collusion (3 students –
7.5%).
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Question 5b: These are example of academic integrity breaches provided in the survey:
cheating, plagiarism, fabrication, sabotage, falsification and collusion. How common are
these forms of breaches?
Table 22: Focus Group [Questions 5b] responses

Table 22 shows students’ responses with regards to how commonly occurring they
perceived the listed breaches to be. Students spent some time pondering this question. A
small majority (10 students – 25%) said that the breaches were either very or fairly
common. Students indicated that some breaches were more common than others and there
were 4 students who felt that the listed breaches weren’t that common.
“I suspect some of these breaches are more common than others, but overall I think
breaches would be the exception rather than the rule. For example, I imagine
collusion would be more common than sabotage or falsification.”
Question 6: Do you think there are any groups of students who require additional support
in learning about academic integrity rules?
Table 23: Focus Group [Question 6] responses

Table 23 lists the different student groups within the university community that focus group
participants felt were in need of additional instruction and support regarding to academic
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integrity. The top three most frequently mentioned and discussed student groups were
students for whom English was a second language (ESL, 14 – 35%), undergraduates coming
straight from high school to university (13 – 32.5%), and international students in general
(12 – 30%). Mature-aged students or students returning to study after a long break were
mentioned by 7 students (17.5%), and 5 students (12.5%) said that all students needed
additional support. Language, cultural and communication barriers were commonly
discussed examples in relation to international and ESL students coming to grips with
academic oftentimes complicated and inconsistent academic integrity rules.
“I believe that all new students need a lot of support initially when learning about
academic integrity as the subject is probably fairly new to them (especially if they
have not been studying for some time). People from non-English speaking
backgrounds might need a little extra help to understand the language used but I
imagine the concepts involved would be universal.”
Question 7: Tell me about experiences that you (or others) have had with academic
integrity issues at this University.
Table 24: Focus Group [Question 7] responses

Table 24 shows students experiences in relation to academic integrity issues. None of the
students mentioned that they had been involved in any direct academic integrity breach
activity. Most of the discussed experiences involved students observing breaches or hearing
about breach behaviours from their friends.
“…a lecturer distributed a hard copy example of an assignment with the warning it
was for observation only and she would be collecting the documents in a few
minutes. I observed a student pick up a copy and place it under her jacket. She left
the room, returned a few minutes later and replaced the document on the table.”
“I did an assignment many years ago in Law and it was an open book exam and I was
at this person's place, the whole group was at this person's place and they rang up a
barrister. They got the barrister to do the assignment...”
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Observations of cheating were mentioned most frequently (13 students – 32.5%) followed
by observations of plagiarism (10 references or 25%), or no relevant experiences with
academic integrity breach behaviour (10 students or 25%). When students were asked what
action they took in response to these experiences, most students mentioned that they had
not told any staff members and the few who did, indicated that they had not been
contacted by staff members to follow-up the matter.
“A … non-ESL background student asked me to proof-read her essay. It was a mixture
of work that I thought was blatantly cut and pasted or ghost-written as it was highly
articulate (way beyond her spoken language skills), put together with grammatically
incomprehensible sentences. I was stunned. There were two very different writing
styles apparent.”
Question 8: Based on your experience or opinion, what would you have found useful to
assist you (or someone else) with this academic integrity issue?
Table 25: Focus Group [Question 8] responses

Table 25 shows the type and sources of assistance students would prefer to receive for
academic integrity issues. Students suggested many methods of preferred assistance, but
there wasn’t a clear consensus for most of the methods. Student seemed unsure about
where to go to for support. The most frequently mentioned methods concerned a
preference to receive counselling and support for the problem (8 students – 20%).
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“I think initially it has to be at a group level and then if you can actually identify
someone, then it would be good to know that you had some student counsel that
someone could be referred to for counselling around this aspect without any
ramification initially”
Question 9: Many students acquire academic integrity information from their unit or
course materials. Is this enough?
Table 26: Focus Group [Question 9] responses

As shown in Table 26, fourteen students (35%) felt that it was not enough to receive
academic integrity information only from the unit and course materials and nine students
(22.5%) thought that it was. Among the suggestions for ways of receiving more information
about academic integrity via other means, the perception that lecturers and other academic
staff members needed to do more to provide information and support was mentioned the
most frequently (9 students – 22.5%).
“I think it needs to be stressed by lecturers and tutors as well as having more detailed
(and easily found) information on the university website”
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Question 10: If you were to experience a problem regarding an academic integrity issue,
where would you go to seek advice or assistance?
Table 27: Focus Group [Question 10] responses

As show in Table 27, most students had some idea of where they would go to seek help for
an academic integrity issue and many mentioned several options. Only three students said
that they didn’t know who they would go to, and three students said that they wouldn’t tell
anyone. Fourteen students (35%) said that they would see their lecturer or tutor and 10
(25%) said that they would go to student services or academic services.
“I didn't do anything about it hey [laughs]. There's - what can you do really?”
“I guess if I had a good relationship with the lecturer I could go there, but if I didn’t in
the sense that I didn’t know them that well because it was a new subject or
whatever, then I probably wouldn’t know how to approach it.”
Question 11: What role can the following University staff/resources play in teaching
students about academic integrity?
a.
b.
c.
d.

Tutors/lecturers
Faculty, Department or School
Library
Academic Skills Unit/ Learning Centre
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Table 28: Focus Group [Question 11] responses

Table 28 shows the responses for Question 11 divided into categories. The category that
received the most responses was Tutors/lecturers. Eleven students (27.5%) mentioned that
they wanted more information about academic integrity in their lectures and five students
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(12.5%) indicated that they wanted lecturers to be more available to them after class.
“Establishing expectations early on, discussing requirements in an open forum so
students can understand and personalise the concept (i.e. what it means for them in
how they go about their study), and reinforcing them in assignment guidelines and in
feedback.”
“Tutors/lecturers set the tone of the Unit and are the most direct contact with
students. An upfront discussion would help in addition to including details in the Unit
outlines. Being available, confidentially, to discuss concerns.”
Quotes from students in relation to the main categories presented in Table 27 are included
below.
Faculty, Department or School:
“The Faculty/Department of School plays a role in setting a positive example
including clear guidelines on unacceptable behaviour and direct consequences that
are well known and well published.”
“Faculty: Needs to support lecturers and tutors as they are the key pathway of
distributing the Academic Honesty Ideas.”
Library:
“I think actually they could do a lot when it comes to obviously essay writing in
holding classes, workshops or whatever in just helping the students even to know
how to approach an essay and what does it mean to put it in the body of the essay
you’re quoting or using someone else’s thoughts. Probably for some younger
students they wouldn’t even know that that was incorrect.”
Academic Skills Unit/ Learning Centre:
“Both the library and the Academic Skills Unit are seen as out of the loop on a day to
day basis by students. They have to support all students regardless of their courses.”
Miscellaneous:
“I think that all of the above are important. I believe academic integrity is a
"guidance" issue. Academic integrity ought to be an awareness in every student and
reinforced by university staff.”
“All can constantly advertise the policy on eLearning resources and provide constant
reminders of the policy.”
Question 12: One possible way of engaging students in promoting academic integrity at
university is by forming an Academic Integrity Student Society. Among many possible
activities, the student members of this society could be trained to provide peer support
and advice to students who are experiencing issues with academic integrity. What do you
think of this idea?
Table 29: Focus Group [Question 12] responses
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As shown in Table 29, more than half the students in the focus groups thought that a
student society was a good idea (21 students – 52.5%), while two students thought it was a
bad idea. The most frequently occurring negative comment regarding the idea of an
academic integrity student society was the concern that students would not be interested in
it. This was mentioned by 5 students (12.5%).
“So a group of people who are responsible for a third party to your lecturer. I think
it's a good idea.”
“The idea is great, but will it be useful to other people? Maybe for those who
supervisors are just simply too busy, but I'm not sure how this will work for
everyone.”
“Yeah. I think it would be really good for students to have somebody they saw as a
peer who if they saw something a bit fishy and they were worried about getting
someone in trouble or getting in trouble themselves, they have a less intimidating
place to go.”
Question 13: Academic Honour codes are used in many American universities to promote
academic integrity. Do you think such a code (with possible variations) would work at this
University? What would you add to this code if you were to help design it?
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Table 30: Focus Group [Question 13] responses

[
Table 30 shows the response categories for Question 13. Honour codes were raised as an
example of a student-led academic integrity management system so that focus group
participants could see how such a system might operate and ponder the viability of such a
system for Australian institutions. To assist the discussion, examples of common honour
code policies were given to the students, as per below:
•

All members of the university community agree to a code of ethical conduct.

•

May involve contracts, pledges or oaths signed by students who promise to commit
to ethical personal and academic conduct.

•

The university website will contain a description of the honour code policy and
procedures.

•

The responsibility for maintaining academic integrity can lie mainly with the
students, or with students and academics.

•

Students are required to inform the university if they witness another student
committing a breach of academic integrity.

•

Students may be granted unsupervised exams.

•

University disciplinary committees may consist entirely of student members, or a mix
of students and academics.

•

Penalties for proven cases of honour code breaches are typically harsh

The most frequently expressed opinion by the students on implementing an honour code
system at their university was that it was a good idea (16 students – 40%). Eight students
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(20%) thought highlighting punishments and naming and shaming offenders was a good
idea, ands seven students (17.5%) felt strongly that the suggestion of unsupervised exams
was a bad one. Six students (15%) thought that Australian students might not adopt an
honour code as easily as students in the US, and four students (10%) thought that having a
disciplinary committee of only students was not a good idea.
“It could work. I am uncomfortable with the ‘dob in your mates or face harsh
penalty’ aspects. Yet, I do see value in an upfront Code of some sort which puts the
issue into everyone's mind. Work would be needed to ensure it ‘fits’.”
“Yeah. The penalties should be harsher as well. A fairly kind of big stick will bring a
few people into line on the idea but that doesn't really get the - but that helps but it
also teaches people to try and be better at getting around things.”
“All ok, but without the unsupervised exams bit and the disciplinary communities
with entirely student members.”
Question 14: And finally, have your attitudes or opinions regarding academic integrity
changed since participating in this study? Do you have any additional comments you wish
to add?
Table 31: Focus Group [Question 14] responses

Table 31 shows the response categories for Question 14, relating to whether students’
attitudes had changed since participating in the study. Most students in the focus group
either said that their attitude hadn’t changed (15 students – 37.5%), or that they were now
more aware of academic integrity issues (10 student – 25%).
“A little bit. The opinions and attitudes are somewhat the same just a little bit
stronger. You know I've essentially been forced to think about it a little bit more
deeply. You know before it was always … yes it's very important; yes you should be
punished if you have breaches, so on and so forth. Now I've thought a little bit more
about why it's important and also about who is responsible for enforcing it, who is
responsible for shaping how it should be enforced, who is responsible for shaping
about how it should be codified.”
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Stage 3: Staff and Student Interviews
The aim of this stage was to explore the academic integrity cultures at other institutions,
particularly staff perceptions regarding how students engaged with academic integrity.
Stage 3 also aimed to further explore the feasibility of the academic integrity student society
concept, and to gather ideas regarding the types of roles and tasks such a society might
undertake.
University staff and student leaders at the 39 Australian universities who were involved in
providing support, advice and referral to students regarding academic integrity issues were
invited to participate in the interviews. A total of 45 interviewees across 22 Australian
universities were interviewed and were asked the same four questions about academic
integrity and the viability of an academic integrity student society at their university.
Interview question topics were as follows:
•

Academic integrity values

•

How academic integrity values are communicated at universities

•

How students acquire information about academic integrity

•

Views regarding an academic integrity student society

•

Views regarding academic honour codes

There were 29 males and 16 female interviewees who generally performed a variety of roles
and tasks relating to student academic integrity. Among the 37 staff members that were
interviewed, the majority of their job titles student support. Some individuals occupied
more than one role. Examples of interviewee roles are as follows:
•

Student Assist Manager

•

Student Rights Officer

•

Student Participation Officer

•

Student Services Officer

•

Student Experience Officer

•

Student Matters Officer

•

Student Support Officer

•

Academic Integrity Officer

•

Advocacy Officer

•

Student Ombudsman

Eight students participated in the interviews. All were student leaders in some capacity,
occupying roles on Student Representative Councils, Representative Committees within
programs or held Executive positions within Student Associations, Guilds or Unions.
Although these students do not exclusively provide academic integrity support or referral
services to their peers, their duties as student representatives place them in a favourable
position to comment on any academic integrity issues they perceive among the student
communities they represent, and on the academic integrity peer culture at their institutions.
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A breakdown of the interviewee role categories is as follows: 23 interviewees were
members of university staff (including a Student Ombudsman), 15 interviewees were part of
Student Guilds, Association or Unions, six interviewees were student representatives or
were support staff hired by Student Representative Councils and there was one other
Student Ombudsman who was hired as an external grievance resolution facilitator (as
opposed to an ‘on-site’ Student Ombudsman who is a member of university staff).
As with the student focus groups findings, interview findings are displayed in tables showing
the response categories. Common and stand-out themes are highlighted in the explanation
that accompanies each table.
Question 1a: If academic integrity at university is about common values, what are those
values?
Table 32: Interview [Question 1a] responses

As shown in Table 32, the most frequently mentioned value was honesty/transparency (31
interviewees – 68.8%). Fairness/impartiality was also a frequently mentioned category
raised by 17 interviewees (37.7%). Interviewees generally spent less time considering their
responses to this question as compared to focus group participants. They were able to
provide not only suggested academic integrity values, but often followed this up with
examples of how those values manifested in terms of actions and behaviours.
“Honesty, transparency, respect, pretty normal areas. Fairness would be nice. That’s
probably the core five I guess.”
“The values we're trying to instil to students and across the university is to be
respectful of other people and their work”
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Question 1b: How are these values communicated to the university community?
Table 33: Interview [Question 1b] responses

As shown in Table 33, most interviewees mentioned the university academic integrity policy
and other similar documents as a method of communicating academic integrity (35
interviewees – 77.7%). The second most frequently mentioned method of communication
was in class, by academic staff members (i.e., lecturers and tutors: 19 mentions – 42.2%).
Sixteen interviewees (35.5%) from nine different institutions said that they felt academic
integrity values were not communicated effectively to students at their institution.
“Trouble is it’s not communicated, it’s available and that’s a big gap. It always has
been, but students will only…all the information in the world is there, in one form or
another … but it’s not communicated to any great length.”
“Look, long and convoluted emails, difficult to interpret or understand emails. Policies
which are a minefield that students really don't access at all unless they're in trouble.
That's when they're sent a policy personally, otherwise they're expected to navigate
the policies on the website which are difficult enough for a staff member to do.”
Question 2: In the survey we performed, we asked the students where they receive their
academic integrity information and also what was their preferred format. Many of them
said they received it from their lecturers and from their unit outlines. Do you think that's
enough?
Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

D-22

Table 34: Interview [Question 2] responses

Table 34 shows the response categories for Question 2. Most of the interviewees agreed
that it was not enough for students to only receive academic integrity information from
teachers and teaching materials (32 interviewees – 71.1%). Eight interviewees (17.7%)
suggested that academics should be in charge of providing more information, and only four
(8.89%) suggested that students should be getting information from their peers.
"I don't think it's…it's not thorough enough. It's not. It's more - I think it varies of
course from course to course, or program to program, but I think it's not instructive
enough, or not detailed enough.”
“They will definitely listen to the lecturers because most of the students perceive that
lecturers are the one who is marking their paper, you've got to be nice with them,
and you've got to listen to them. I think there is one human behaviour as well,
subconsciously; you try to listen to your trainer and teacher more than the other
people.”
Question 3: One possible way of engaging students in promoting academic integrity at
university is by forming an Academic Integrity Student Society. Among many possible
activities, the student members of this society could be trained to provide peer support
and advice to students who are experiencing issues with academic integrity. What do you
think of this idea?
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Table 35: Interview [Question 3] responses

As shown in Table 35, when asked about the possibility of creating an academic integrity
student society at their institution, 24 interviewees (53.3%) thought that it was a good idea,
and 21 (46.6%) agreed that combining it with an existing organisation, such a mentoring
society, would afford the best chance of success. Although less than 9% of the stakeholders
mentioned peer mentoring when discussing Question 2, a significantly larger percentage
(51.1% - 23 interviewees) made a reference to students valuing and needing peer input
when it came to academic integrity advice and assistance. The most frequently mentioned
issue that might affect the success of an academic integrity student society was that
students would simply not be interested in it (33.3% - 15 interviewees).
“I think there's lots of room, that the research and the experience has shown the real
value of peer mentoring programs and peer tutoring programs that they work very
well. So having students reinforcing these values with other students and skills would
be very useful.”
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“…a lot of students don't have engagement with the university community outside of
their classes. So whilst many people are involved in extracurricular activities or clubs
and have a greater awareness, the - a large proportion of students do just come to
university to go to their classes and go home.”
Question 4: Academic Honour codes are used in many American universities to promote
academic integrity. Do you think such a code (with possible variations) would work at this
University? What would you add to this code if you were to help design it?
Table 36: Interview [Question 4] responses

Similar to Focus Group question 13, interviewees were also provided with an example list of
honour code policies and asked about their thoughts regarding the viability of an honour
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code-like model for student engagement with academic integrity at their institution. Table
35 shows the categories of interviewee responses.
A larger number of interviewees reacted negatively to the idea of their institution adopting
an honour code (12 interviewees – 26.6%) compared to the number who reacted negatively
to the idea of a student society at their institution (4 interviewees – 8.8%). However, the
most frequent response was that it was a good idea (17 interviewees – 37.7%). The second
most frequent response was that Australian students would have more trouble adopting an
honour code than their American counterparts (15 interviewees – 33.3%). Three
interviewees mentioned that in their experience of attending disciplinary hearings, students
tended to deal harsher punishments than staff members. This perception is supported
somewhat in the data collected from the student focus groups. Table 30 showed that the
second most popular response by students in the focus groups regarding implementing
honour codes at Australian universities was that it should focus on discipline and
punishment.
Only five of the stakeholders thought that a student-only disciplinary committee would be
acceptable, and seven thought the discipline committee should be a mix of staff and
students.
“…if the general thrust of your interviews is to establish an honour code, well, yes,
that's fine, go for it. But I don't hold great prospects for it changing things. Sorry, I'm
a bit jaded.”
“Yeah look, I actually like it. It's more - it's a bit more active, it's not so passive and
it's putting it in front of the students, you know, so that they can see it, so that they
can take note of it.”
“I thought a bit about this when I read it first. I'm not entirely persuaded that it
would, because I think that what is proposed here contains a level of detail and
implied compliance that many Australian students would find difficult, because of the
way our society operates.”
“I think maybe a mixture of both [students and staff on the disciplinary committee] is
probably good because I think some students will respond well to people in authority,
and some will respond better to just their peers, in terms of providing that
information. So I think both would probably be the way to go.”
Findings from Stages 2 and 3 revealed similar attitudes expressed by both groups of participants
in relation to ideas about academic integrity values and the sources that students relied on and
preferred to utilise for their academic integrity information. Both participant groups felt that
although students received most of their information about academic integrity from their unit
outlines, this could and should be supplemented by information disseminated to student by
other means deployed in combination. However, participants also felt that teaching staff were
mainly responsible for disseminating this information and that students were more likely to
expect to receive it from this source.
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The focus groups demonstrated that students seemed cognisant of why academic integrity
breaches are harmful and that they perceived the harm mainly in terms of damage to the
reputation of all academic integrity stakeholders, followed by harming students’ learning.
Although students felt that forms of breaches were more common than others, they also
revealed that they were not as familiar with the less common forms and were uncertain about
them and asked for examples. Students indicated that they were likely to seek support from
teaching staff first, if they ever encountered academic integrity issues, but stated that
counselling services were also a preferred additional source of support in these circumstances.
In terms how the Stage 2 and 3 participants felt about student-led academic integrity
movements, both participant groups were tentatively supportive of the idea. They were more
supportive of a customised academic integrity student society than they were about the existing
example of US institution academic honour codes that were provided to participants to
consider. Although supportive of the student society concept, interview participants shared
their thoughts regarding likely obstacles to the concept. Chief among these concerns was
student apathy, students being time poor and other issues pertaining to resource, logistic and
structural obstacles within institutions. Interviewees were sceptical as to the long-term viability
of a standalone student society, and suggested that combining it or embedding it within existing
student support programs would promote the success of the initiative.
The next appendix will present the outcomes from the final stage of the study – Stage 4, the
formation of the Academic Integrity Matters Ambassadors.
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Appendix E: Academic Integrity Matters Ambassadors (AIMA)
Stage 4: Brainstorming and formation of academic integrity student society
Stage 4 commenced in February of 2014, comprising the final key activity in the Process
component of the Project Team’s Theory of Change framework (see Appendix B for a
description of the framework). This stage was undertaken following collation of findings
from the first three project stages. The goal of Stage 4 was to scaffold the development of
the student society such that it could ultimately be student led, student driven and
importantly, sustainable. The project team originally proposed setting up student societies
at each of the team member institutions (i.e. USyd, MQ and ACU), however after assessing
the preconditions required to simultaneously create and launch three separate student
societies at different institutions, it became apparent that project resources would not
support multiple societies as effectively as a single society. Therefore it was decided that the
student society concept would be trialled initially at MQ, as a ‘beta-test’ society.
Marketing the Concept
The concept of an academic integrity student society was initially advertised to the MQ
student community via the dissemination of the Stage 1 survey in late 2012. At MQ, 491
students had indicated an interest in participating in the society.
The Project Team began a recruitment drive in early January 2014. Figure 4 depicts the
project team’s experience in undertaking this recruitment and brainstorming stage, guided
by Dr Tricia Bertram Gallant’s advice regarding the important points that needed to be
communicated to students in order to generate interest, enthusiasm and a sense of purpose
regarding the student society (see Appendix F for more details regarding the project team’s
collaboration with Dr Bertram Gallant).
Figure 4 depicts four major categories of information that were communicated to students
in the brainstorming session prior to the society launch — space, need, opportunity and
resources. Information about the initiative was relayed to students through these
categories, which are described briefly below.
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Figure 5: Academic Integrity Ambassador Recruitment Process

Need
The survey undertaken by Bretag et al., (2013) of Australian university students revealed
that students believed they had a sound understanding of academic integrity rules and
policies. However, as mentioned by the authors, there exists the notion that students may
be slightly overconfident regarding their grasp of academic integrity rules. The prevalence
and impact of breaches are a concerning phenomena and much of it seems to be a hidden
issue on Australian campuses. Breach rates within schools and departments do not tend to
be made known to the university community. At the brainstorming session, it was helpful to
provide attendees with an overview of student perceptions as to the extent of the
phenomena and to discuss what might be contributing factors. The end goal of the
brainstorming session was to confirm whether students perceived the need for an
intervention and whether they felt that need strongly enough to be motivated to establish,
join or promote an academic integrity student society
Opportunity
Informing students about the opportunity to form an academic integrity student society is a
prelude to an invitation to join. The project provided this opportunity to students after
assessing the viability of the idea through Stages 1, 2 and 3. In discussing the opportunity,
potential roles and activities for the society were presented to the students to consider and
to build upon. Opportunity also extends to the positives to be derived from joining. The
information session highlighted a positive reciprocal relationship between the students and
the university community. Here, the project team conveyed to the students the benefits of
meaningful student engagement at university, i.e., the functional, developmental and social
benefits cited by Lizzio and Wilson (2009).
Space
In discussing the concept of space in relation to an academic integrity student society, the
project team refer to both a virtual and physical space. As Dr Tricia Bertam Gallant
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articulates in her information video on the project website, ‘On Creating a Student Society’,
students need to believe in the institution’s commitment to the potential of the society and
in assisting the society to achieve its aims. In the most basic sense, this can be created by
providing students with a venue to meet regularly or a section of a noticeboard to call their
own, and also an online presence. Space can also take the form of promoting inclusivity, e.g.
by including the society in discussions around academic integrity issues with the University,
and in doing so, acknowledging society members as partners in academic integrity and not
as a separate interest group merely working in parallel with the University.
Resources
While seeding funds and endowments are immeasurably useful in the setting up and
maintenance of the student society, there are also other forms of support which can be
called upon. These types of resources are described in the Enabling Factors component in
the Theory of Change framework detailed in Appendix B. Students should be informed of
the human, financial and logistical resources they can reasonably rely on. Appraisal of these
resources will allow the students to be more creative, realistic and targeted with their ideas.
Human resource examples include receiving training from staff, consultation with staff
regarding rules and procedures, collaboration on academic integrity initiatives. University
staff already working in academic advocacy can be excellent sources of advice, information
and referral. Logistical resources include printing, marketing and graphic design.
Fortunately, AIMA will not need to reinvent the wheel as they are a chapter of the
International Academic Integrity Matters Student Organisation (IAIMSO) and as such, are
able to utilise or adapt the same brochures, marketing material, t-shirt designs and logos.
This makes initial start-up a less labour-intensive process.
About AIM and IAIMSO
The Academic Integrity Matters student organisation or AIM, is a
non-profit organisation founded by the University of California
San Diego’s Academic Integrity Office Director, Dr Tricia Betram
Gallant in 2009. The purpose of AIM at UCSD 4 is to raise
awareness of the problems caused by breach activity at school and promote the
importance of academic integrity among university, colleges and high school
students, educators and parents. AIM’s mission is to create a culture of academic
integrity. As Dr Bertram Gallant states in the IAIMSO information video on the
project website, [AIM is a] “counter-cultural argument to ‘cheating is OK’.”
AIM Constitution Mission Statement and Annual Goals
1. Promoting the Culture of Academic Integrity on campus through the effort of
expanding the organization’s membership and recognition
2. Continuing the History of Academic Integrity on campus through the organization’s
traditional events, i.e. Face2Face Week and the AI Awards Ceremony.

4

AIM website <http://ucsdaim.org/>

Academic Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice

E-3

3. Expanding the Legacy of Academic Integrity on campus through the mentorship of
our fellow sister chapters, especially on the local high schools level
(USCD Center for Student Involvement, 2014)
As more AIM chapters were founded, the International Academic Integrity Matters
Student Organisation was created in 2011 5, serving as a peak body to unite the
chapters and their resources. Examples of the areas of advice and types of resources
provided to new AIM chapters includes the following:
•

Establishing an Executive

•

Writing the Society’s Constitution

•

Recruiting members

•

Securing a Faculty Advisor

•

Running an AI Awareness Campaign

•

Connecting with Local High Schools

•

Finding Faculty and Administrator Allies

•

Tips for Building Alliances & Support

•

Making Presentations on AI and Cheating

•

Conducting a Survey on Campus

Two years after IAIMSO was created, two more US universities formed new AIM
chapters – Bentley University and Missouri State University. AIMA at MQ is the first
AIM chapter outside of the US and the first international chapter.
Academic Integrity Ambassadors Luncheon
Students were invited to attend an information and brainstorming session, followed by a
luncheon on 28 February 2014. To this end, it was immensely useful to already have a
shortlisted group of candidates from among the general student population (i.e., the 491
Stage 1 survey participants who indicated that they were interested in taking part in the
student society). The project team additionally recruited from the 36 discipline-specific and
professional student societies already affiliated with MQ. These societies were contacted as
it was deemed that their members could assist in targeted approaches to communicating
the benefits of linking ethical practice at university, to ethical professional practice in the
workplace. Some examples of the societies the project team contacted include the
Accounting Students Society; Economics, Commerce and Finance Society; Engineering
Society; Psychology Society and Law Society.
The survey participants were contacted via email (as they had already provided their email
addresses for this specific reason). MQ professional and discipline-based student societies

5

IAMSO website <http://iaimso.org>
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were also contacted via email. Where email addresses were not provided, invitations were
sent via Facebook message to the groups’ Facebook community pages. Altogether, the
project team received 54 expressions of interest from students. Due to the Luncheon being
held just before the commencement of Term 1, not all students were able to attend, but all
interested applicants were sent the same recruitment materials received by Luncheon
attendees.
The information session and brainstorming was facilitated by project manager and
designated ‘Academic Integrity Champion’ Sonia Saddiqui. The session covered the space,
need, opportunity and resource information categories described above. Twenty-four
students attended the Luncheon. All participants were provided with an Information
Booklet, an application form to join the society and a participant feedback form. Following
the luncheon, 21 applications were received from students wanting to become Academic
Integrity Ambassadors. More applications were received later from students who were
unable to attend the event. At the time of completing this report, there were 29
Ambassadors.
AIMA Inaugural Meeting
Following discussions as to roles, activities and executive positions, the first meeting of the
Macquarie University Academic Integrity Ambassadors was held on 28 March 2014. The
students were given free rein to select a group title of their choice, but were happy with the
project manager’s suggestion of ‘Academic Integrity Ambassadors’. As they are a branch of
the AIM family, their official title is therefore the ‘Academic Integrity Matters Ambassadors
at MQ’.

Photo 1: Project manager Sonia Saddiqui delivering the information presentation to students
at the Academic Integrity Ambassadors Luncheon, 28 February 2014
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Photo 2: Academic Integrity Ambassadors

Photo 3: From left, project manager Sonia Saddiqui and project officer Meredith Taylor
speaking to an Academic Integrity Ambassador

Photo 4: Members of the AIMA Executive at the inaugural AIMA meeting on March 28, 2014
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Figure 6: AIMA Facebook Community page

Figure 7: AIMA website
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The ‘AIMA Doodles’
The AIMA team is very pleased to have Iva Aminuddin assist them
with custom designed graphics for AIMA marketing materials in
order to create a consistent AIMA graphics ‘brand’. Ms Aminuddin
is Assistant Director of Organisational Development Curriculum
Development at the Civil Service College, Singapore. She joins the
extended AIMA team as a collaborator and Academic Integrity Ally,
lending skills derived from her role as facilitator for creative
leadership and team-building workshops in the area of
Figure 8:
Iva Aminuddin self-portrait

organisational development. The graphics are referred to as AIMA
Doodles. Ms Aminnudin was provided with a series of scenarios

6

The AIMA facebook page is regularly updated and is available at the following URL:
www.facebook.com/AIMAMQ
7
AIMA website URL: http://aimamq.squarespace.com/
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which she turned into simple and engaging drawings. More AIMA Doodles are to come,
pending further brainstorming regarding scenarios that students wish to use in their
marketing campaign. A sample of the AIMA Doodles are included below.

Figure 9: AIMA Doodles

At the AIMA inaugural meeting, the students shortlisted activities that they would like to
undertake. Table 37 shows a summary of AIMA’s proposed activities list for the remainder
of 2014 and for 2015.
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Table 37: Proposed AIMA Activity List for 2014 and 2015
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Appendix F: Disseminating Project Findings
This appendix details the Project Team’s dissemination events, activities and artefacts. A
number of different dissemination strategies were used including a conference paper,
Project website, development of informative handouts and videos, attendance and
presentation at seminars, OLT events and the 6APCEI. Table 38 summarises the
dissemination activities that were undertaken. Notable events are described in more detail
later in this appendix.
Table 38: Summary of project dissemination events
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Notable Activities and Events
Information Videos with Dr Tricia Bertram Gallant
As part of the EAIP’s International Experts
National Speaking Tour, the MQ project
team hosted EAIP team member Dr Tricia
Bertram Gallant to give a seminar to
educators and academics in Sydney on
findings from the EAIP in March 2013. The
EAIP’s project manager, Dr Saadia
Mahmud, also spoke at the seminar.
Following the seminar, Dr Bertram Gallant
generously shared her experience and
insight regarding the benefits of student
participation and engagement in academic
integrity, and the practical aspects of
Photo 5: Behind the scenes with Dr Tricia Bertram Gallant
recording two information videos at MQ, on academic integrity implementing an academic integrity student
group. This was followed by a discussion
with the project team, who were able to ask questions and further fine-tune ideas regarding
setting up an academic integrity student society at MQ. The project team also arranged for Dr
Bertram Gallant to shoot two information videos 8—one for use on the project website to
promote academic integrity student societies and a second video on the benefits and steps to
setting up academic integrity student societies, for general dissemination to other HEIs.

About Dr Tricia Bertram Gallant
In addition to being the Director of UCSD’s
Academic Integrity Center since 2006, Dr
Bertram Gallant is an internationally known
expert on integrity and ethics in education,
having authored or edited publications as
well as serving as an academic integrity
consultant at high schools, colleges and
universities in the U.S., Egypt, Australia and
Figure 10: One of two information videos shot and edited
England.
She is a Past Chair on the Advisory
for the project website, and for general dissemination at
other HEIS.
Council of the ICAI and is the author of
Academic Integrity in the Twenty-First Century
(Jossey-Bass, 2008), co-author of Cheating in School (Wiley-Blackwell, 2009) and editor of
Creating the Ethical Academy (Routledge, 2011).

8

The two information videos can be viewed at the project website.
Video 1 (on IAIMSO): <http://web.science.mq.edu.au/academic-integrity/approach.html>
Video 2 (on setting up an AI student society): <http://web.science.mq.edu.au/academic-integrity/events.html>
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Sixth Asia Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity
6APCEI was held at MQ from
October 2-4 in 2013. The APCEI
biennial
conference
is
coordinated by the Asia Pacific
Forum for Educational Integrity
(APFEI), along with the
Conference convenors project
leader Associate Professor
Abhaya Nayak and project
manager Sonia Saddiqui. The
APCEI series remains the
premier venue for academics
(in particular, from learning
and teaching backgrounds),
scholars,
practitioners,
professional staff and students
from a range of disciplines to
share their experiences of
working and researching in
academic integrity. Attendees
were also able to network and
form exciting collaborations. In
2013, the Conference theme
was ‘From policy to practice:
Bridging the Gap’, a fitting
theme given the focus on the
Figure 11: 6APCEI poster

potential applications of new research into academic integrity policy and process. Financial
support for the Conference was received from MQ, in particular the Office of its Provost.
6APCEI's generous sponsors also included the OLT, Turnitin and Springer. 99 delegates from
34 institutions in Australia and overseas attended the conference. A total of 37 submissions
with authors from eleven countries were received, in the form of abstracts and full papers.
Following two rounds of peer-reviewing, twenty-seven of these submissions were selected
for presentation at the conference and for publication in the 6APCEI Proceedings.
The project team delivered four presentations at 6APCEI:
•

Keynote address by project team member and international academic integrity
expert, Professor Donald McCabe (Rutgers University)

•

Project presentation as part of OLT Academic Integrity Project Special Track by
project manager Sonia Saddiqui and project leader Associate Professor Abhaya
Nayak, from MQ.

•

Abstract presentation by project team members Dr Roger Vallance and Leanne
Cameron (ACU) entitled, Academic Integrity: Student Experiences and
Perceptions in a Multi Campus Australian University
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•

Paper presentation by project team member Professor Deborah Richards (MQ),
entitled, Academic Integrity: Bottom Up
6APCEI Proceedings 9 contained the following sections:
• Reports of the four OLT-sponsored projects
• Promoting academic integrity
• Interpreting and understanding academic
integrity
• Teaching and academic integrity
• Academic integrity in context
Conference Paper:
Nayak, A., Richards, D., Saddiqui, S., Homewood, J.,
White F., Mcguigan, N., Meredith T., & Sureshkumar,
P. (2013), Academic Integrity: Bottom up,
Proceedings of the 6th Asia Pacific Forum on
Educational Integrity, October 2-4, 2013.

Figure 12: 6APCEI Proceedings

Sydney Region IT Education Conventicle (SRITEC 13)
Project leader, Associate Professor Abhaya Nayak, delivered a presentation at the
Conventicle on 11 November 2013, which was hosted by the MQ Computing Department.
The IT aspects of promoting academic integrity among students is of interest to the project
team given the possibility of working together with an academic integrity student society to
create more interactive and engaging ways for students to learn about academic integrity.
In addition, one of the interesting developments that emerged from the recent 6APCEI was
the prevalence of online academic integrity modules for students—an endeavour that is of
interest to education technologists who seek to create new platforms for students to
engage with academic integrity information.
Office for Learning & Teaching Showcase of 2012
Commissioned Projects

Photo 6: MQ Project team members at the OLT
Showcase (from left), Team Leader Associate
Professor Abhaya Nayak, Associate Professor
Judi Homewood, Project Manager Sonia
Saddiqui and Professor Deborah Richards.

The Showcase was held in Canberra on 20 November
2013, attended by project team leader Associate
Professor Abhaya Nayak and team members Professor
Deborah Richards, Associate Professor Judi
Homewood, and project manager Sonia Saddiqui.
Associate Professor Nayak participated in a Q&A panel
with the three OLT Academic Integrity project leaders,

9

6APCEI Proceedings:
<http://web.science.mq.edu.au/conferences/6apcei/Proceedings/6APCEI_Proceedings.pdf>
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Dr Tracey Bretag (University of South Australia), Mr Simon (University of Newcastle) and Dr
Fiona Henderson (Victoria University). Team leaders took questions from the floor and
engaged in a lively discussion about their respective projects and academic integrity issues
in higher education. The Showcase provided an opportunity to spotlight the concurrent
academic integrity projects and share findings and approaches amongst the project teams.
It also allowed the project team to discuss the wider implications of project fin
dings with our colleagues engaged in learning and teaching across the sector.
Academic Integrity Ambassadors Luncheon
The project team held a brainstorming session and
luncheon for potential Academic Integrity
Ambassadors on 28 February 2014. Twenty-four
students attended the event and to date, 29
students have signed up to join AIMA. Details of
the Luncheon have been provided in Appendix E.

Information Booklet
Appendix E details the project team’s
experience
in
setting up an academic integrity
student society at
MQ (Stage 4). During the recruitment
phase, as depicted
in Figure 4, in order to communicate
to
students
regarding the need for the society,
the space and
resources that would be assist them
to bring the society
to fruition, the opportunity that was
available to them
to participate in the initiative, the
project
team
created an Information Booklet to
disseminate at MQ
recruitment events. The booklet was
distributed
to
attendees at the Academic Integrity
Ambassadors
Luncheon (described above), and Figure 13: Information Booklet
included
an
application form and participant
feedback form. The
Booklet, application form and participant feedback forms are included Appendix J.
‘Quick Start’ Guide
The feedback obtained from staff at other HEIs and the type of questions asked during the
Stage 3 interviews indicated to the Project Team that a concise summary of how to set up
an academic integrity student society was a necessary resource. This resource would have
to be suitable for use as a standalone artefact to be distributed to other HEIs, or preferably,
to be attached to the Project Final Report and disseminated. A brochure was designed with
these considerations in mind. Copies of the Final Report and the Quick Start Guide will be
printed and distributed to all Stage 3 participants who are members of university staff. The
Guide summarises the Theory of Change components in the setting up of an academic
integrity student society (i.e., intended outcomes, preconditions, resources and provides
examples of process activities). The brochure is included in Appendix I.
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Figure 14: Quick Start Guide to setting up an academic integrity student society
(For institutions)
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Figure 15: AIMA@MQ Handout for Students

Figure 16: The Project Website 10
The Project website evolved to
become a major dissemination tool.
This was especially apparent during
Stage 3, which involved recruitment
of university staff members at the
39 Australian universities. It details
the Project’s approach, activities and
events, and research findings. Given
the specific nature of the research
topic, and the fact that all interview
participant were involved in support,
referral or advice roles regarding
student academic integrity issues,
participants were keen to find out
more about the Project beyond what had been presented to them in the participant
information statement. Many participants were uncertain about the potential of involving
students as disseminators of academic integrity information and were interested to see an
example of such an approach. In these instances, participants were directed to the Project

10

Project website URL: <http://web.science.mq.edu.au/academic-integrity/index.html>
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website to view the study findings and resources. Participants also requested further
information to be sent to them upon project completion.
Importantly, the website also currently houses AIMA resources. As the Ambassador’s
website is still under construction, the Project Team decided that AIMA would require a
secure location to store their membership list, AIMA event photos, logos, marketing
material and other miscellaneous AIMA documentation. Accordingly, a password protected
area on the website menu was created, allowing Ambassadors to access a temporary online
repository. These resources will be moved across to the AIMA website when it is completed.
Proposed Springer Volume on Academic Integrity
Springer has agreed to publish a volume in 2015, to be edited by Project Leader Associate
Professor Abhaya Nayak and Project Manager Sonia Saddiqui. This volume will comprise
expanded and revised versions of a selection of papers presented at the 6APCEI, including
the Project’s Conference paper, which outlines project findings and implications for student
academic integrity society viability. The editors have currently received 19 manuscripts, all
of which are currently undergoing the first round of peer review.
Television Broadcasts Limited (TVB) interview for Community Forum
In late April 2014, the Project Team was asked to
participate in the TVB Network’s current affair program
called Community Forum. TVB is a Hong Kong-based
television network and one of the largest Chinese
program broadcasters in the world. The interview
involved the Project Team speaking about the Academic
Integrity in Australia Project and student academic
integrity breach issues in general. The program was aired
Figure 17: Project Leader Abhaya Nayak
interviewed on TVBJ.

on the night of June 2, 2014, and can be accessed via
Youtube at: www.youtube.com/watch?v=3DBg5jZFnBM.
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Appendix G: Report from the External Evaluator
Associate Professor Margaret Wallace from the University of Wollongong, acting as the
independent evaluator, has kindly provided the following report.
By its very nature this project was a challenging one to implement and interesting to evaluate.
While there had been several projects investigating student academic integrity in Australian
higher education each of them was hampered by the fact that the ‘problem’ of student
academic integrity tended to be framed as the imposition of the academy’s values on illinformed or naive students. So any ‘solution’ to the problem was seen to rest in the provision of
appropriate forms of education for students so that they could better understand the value of
academic integrity. The project was distinctive in that it asked about student engagement with
the concept of academic integrity and whether any of the strategies which had been considered
to work in the setting of higher education in the United States of America would work here.
This project’s distinctiveness and strength was its focus on student engagement and its aim to
take a ‘grassroots’ approach to the issue of student engagement in academic integrity in higher
education. By finding out more about student experiences, perceptions and preferences the
hope was to find a way of complementing the existing ‘top down’ policy and teaching practice
approaches so well investigated in other projects.
The Project Leader paid tribute to the important work in crafting and re-crafting the project
proposal undertaken by key team members, particularly Judi Homewood and Deborah Richards.
The discipline background and student contacts provided by Fiona White were deeply
appreciated and the advice of all team members on project management much relied upon.
There is no doubt that the Project Manager played a pivotal role in the success of the project.
The Project Leader himself acknowledges the important part that her personal enthusiasm and
passion played in so many aspects of her work as the Project Manager, indicating in an interview
with the Evaluator that Sonia Saddiqui, the Project Manager put much more into the project
than the Project Leader, Associate Professor Abhaya Nayak, would have ordinarily have
expected.
Longstanding research from the US identified the power of student honour codes and, more
recently of on-campus student honour societies, in building a culture of integrity around student
academic work. The conception of this project is to be commended because, in order for any of
the existing work on academic integrity to be sustainable, it has be valued and adopted by
future students and staff and not just by the current staff of Australian universities. One
courageous aspect of this project was the possibility that it might uncover the fact that our
modern Australian university student interprets the concept of academic integrity in a different
way to that outlined by current policies and practices, or that academic integrity might not be
valued in the same way by students as it is by the academy.
In order to say something worthwhile about student perceptions in the whole of the Australian
Higher Education landscape it was important that the project be a collaborative one, drawing on
the expertise and resources of a number of universities. Collaborative efforts conducted across
more than one university are challenging to implement, but they have the power to provide
great engagement with the sector, spread the workload more evenly and to extend
dissemination opportunities. The involvement of not only the lead institution, Macquarie
University, but also the partners, The University of Sydney, the Australian Catholic University,
and Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey had the potential to increase the quality of the
project immensely.

1. Project clarification
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The planned outcomes of the project are listed below and a summary statement of the project’s
progress towards the realisation of those outcomes is provided below.
Intangible Outcomes

Progress

Add to our understanding of
student participation and
engagement with academic
integrity.

The quantity and quality of the data obtained certainly
demonstrates substantial progress towards this aim.
The provision of conference papers at the 6th Asian
Pacific Conference for Educational Integrity and the
commissioning of a monograph of papers from this
conference by the publisher Springer are indicators of
the quality and relevance of this work and of the project
team’s aim to ‘capture targeted qualitative data that
will provide deep insights into the cultural issues’.

Fill a gap in the existing body of
knowledge regarding culturallyladen aspects of academic
integrity.

By virtue of its multi-phased approach and a design
which used a range of methods to capture the
perceptions of a broad range of stakeholders at a
number of different institutions this project has
addressed a gap in the existing body of knowledge
around academic integrity. The interpretation of
‘culturally-laden’ in this context relates, not to specific
cultures (and the idea that people of different cultures
having different ideas of what academic integrity is and
how it should be taught), but to the sense that there
exists, in relation to academic integrity, a broad range of
conceptions (which are themselves the result of
sometimes unrecognised, long held and sometime
uncritical views) of what academic integrity is and how
it should be taught.

Stimulate or enable teaching,
learning, and research
communities to reconceptualise
academic integrity culture and
modes of student engagement
with academic integrity.

Further dissemination of the project’s work beyond
those with specialist interest in academic integrity and
into the spheres of higher education and university
policy and practice will take time beyond the funded life
of this particular project. While the Project undertook
various forms of dissemination appropriate to reach
specific academics with an interest in academic integrity
(and principally in the form of seminars, conference,
papers and publication) a project of this type with
students as likely key stakeholders may have benefited
from even more creative and imaginative forms of
dissemination beyond the web site, videos and
guidelines. But these take time and talent to develop.
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Tangible Outcomes

Progress

Survey data and focus group data
from students at the participating
institutions, allowing for deep
exploration of academicintegrity-related issues.

The project team are to be commended for their agility
in altering their selected data collection methods in light
of the recent use of student survey data in other studies
and in the context of the nature of the project’s
objectives in relation to, filling ‘a gap in the existing
body of knowledge regarding culturally-laden aspects of
academic integrity’. This probably reflects their original
intent to apply, ‘design-based methodology that
involves a flexible, iterative process of analysis, design,
development, implementation and evaluation’. While
the use of interviews and focus groups rewards project
teams with rich qualitative data, focus groups are
logistically demanding to arrange and the analysis of
qualitative data is time-consuming. Effectively
communicating findings from interview and focus group
data can be challenging.

Extended review of the literature
and other relevant resources
with a particular focus on cultural
issues and comparison of existing
policies and Academic Integrityrelated learning and teaching
resources.

Much of this work in evidenced in the paper presented
to the 6th Asian Pacific Conference on Educational
Integrity:
Nayak, A, Richards, D, Saddiqui, S, Homewood, J, White,
F, McGuigan, N, Taylor, M & Sureshkumar, P 2013,
‘Academic integrity: Bottom up’, APCEI, Macquarie
University, Sydney, 2-4 October 2014.

Set of recommendations to
enhance student engagement
with academic integrity. Higher
education institutions will be able
to use these guidelines to
develop new policies or augment
existing ones. The guidelines will
assist in benchmarking across the
sector.

The recommendations provided in the report derive,
logically from the project findings, discussion and
recommendations. A future project might explore the
best ways to operationalise and measure concepts
contained in the recommendations such as:
• gauging the extent of student participation in
academic integrity management approaches
• developing opportunities for students to be involved
in academic integrity management
• assessment of methods used to disseminate
academic integrity information
• staff consultation on how student collaboration in
information dissemination and promotion of
academic integrity
• institution readiness to support student Academic
Integrity Champions
• appropriate use of existing resources

A suite of online and publicly
accessible resources will be
designed and implemented that
seek to fill key gaps identified in
the review of existing resources.

While a web page has been established, components of
it are still under development. I have been able to
review a draft version of the Guidelines for Academic
Integrity Ambassadors. It seems that the final version is
only available to those with designated access to this
online resource. It would valuable to ascertain whether
this resource provides and overt connections between
the findings derived from the project data and the
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Tangible Outcomes

Progress
Academic Integrity Ambassador guidelines. It would also
be worthwhile for the project to provide some easilyaccessible resources on university responsibilities in
relation to the initiation, development, sustainability
and scalability of student academic integrity societies.
At present Australian universities would, of necessity,
need to rely on resources they might find at well-known
US universities, and, as some of the project findings
suggest, these might not be transferable to the
Australian setting. The web site itself is not easy to find
and does not seem to be linked to/from the web sites of
any of the other key OLT Academic Integrity projects or
to the web site of the key organisation for academic
integrity in education (the Asia Pacific Forum on
Educational Integrity – APFEI). Such linkages would offer
greater visibility and accessibility to the project web site
or the Center for Academic Integrity. There is now an
active Facebook page and this may well be a more
accessible resource and more viable dissemination
technique than many of those traditionally used.

A special track of the 6APCEI will
be devoted to the findings from
this project. Participants will be
able to join in-person or
remotely. This forum will be used
to disseminate findings from the
review of literature, policies and
resources and gain feedback on
resource designs and set of
guidelines.

The special track of the 6APCEI was shared by this
particular project and the three other 2012 OLT
Commissioned projects. I did not observe any
participants joining the discussion remotely (but I was
perhaps unaware of this). There was dissemination of
the literature review and preliminary data analysis,
interpretation and discussion. It was probably
premature to have undertaken any dissemination of
policies and resources because of the stage of the data
collection at that point. However, it may have been
possible to undertake a colloquium at a later point in
order to disseminate findings, policies (if developed)
and resources (when available) and to obtain feedback
on resource design and guidelines. What was
outstanding about the special track of the 6APCEI was
the distinctive opportunity for each of the three other
OLT Commissioned projects on academic integrity to be
presented together and for the symbiotic interactions of
the members of the projects team to be fostered.

Student leadership at the three
universities, Macquarie
University, The University of
Sydney and the Australian
Catholic University will be
nourished and prodded to
establish student societies on
Academic Integrity.

Given the entrenched beliefs that so many hold about
the relevance and palatability of a Student Honour
Society or Student Academic Integrity Society in the
Australian higher education setting it is unsurprising
that the objective of establishing a student academic
integrity society at all three of the participating
Australian universities was not achieved. However, what
is outstanding is that a viable Student Academic
Integrity Society has been established at Macquarie
University. No doubt this was due in part to support
from the executive of the university, and the hard work
and tenacity of the Project Team (particularly the
Project Leader and Project Manager).
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The operational process developed to achieve the intended outcomes related principally to the
establishment of the project team, the appointment of a talented and capable Project Manager,
and the creation of a detailed project plan, including methods for facilitating communication
within the Project Team, and between the Project Team and the Reference Group and
Evaluator.
The driver for the project came from the sense that students are key players in academic
integrity and while there had been efforts to find out their views about academic integrity there
had been little work done on the area of student engagement with, and responsibility for
leadership in academic integrity. This project acknowledged that the student voice needed to be
even more closely attended to, that the ‘culture’ of academic integrity needed to be nurtured
from a ‘grass-roots’ level as well as from the lofty treetops of university administration. An ethos
shared by the team members was a sense that student leadership in the area of academic
integrity might develop if afforded the opportunity (and trust) to do so. If the responsibility for
developing student understanding, and valuing of, academic integrity only ever rests with
teachers and administrators of the university they will become fatigued and cynical, whereas
engaging future academics and citizens offers students personal and professional development
opportunities and, ideally, bridges the gap that develops when those with endorsed authority
have to continually persuade those who are new to the academy of the intrinsic values of the
academy.

2. Evaluation purpose and scope
A key component of the project management included the early development of an Evaluation
Plan. This plan included details of the factors that were to be evaluated, the specific questions
to be addressed, the methods used to address the identified questions and indicators of
success. Bound up in this Evaluation Plan was the sense that project evaluation would be carried
out in an iterative way throughout the life of the project. The Independent Evaluator and the
Reference Group were key to this cyclical evaluation process.
The purpose of the ongoing evaluation was the refine the project deliverables and methods in
light of changing circumstances and available feedback. Given that this project was designed to
be conducted in just 12 months and with three Australian University partners and one US-based
advising university some components of the evaluation were ambitious. For example, while the
Project has established a website the accessibility and utility of the website cannot be
adequately assessed until it has been live for some time and awareness of the web site’s
existence and resources have been disseminated and permeated the information networks of
Australian higher education institutions.
Given the constraints within which the project was conducted (short time frame, collaborative
effort across three Australian universities, competition with other surveys and studies for
student attention) the project was able to gather a huge amount of data. I am confident that
this was in large part due to the leadership of the Project Leader, but particularly due to the
sustained and tireless efforts of the Project Manager and their combined creative problemsolving.

3. Project stakeholders and study audiences
Apart from the organisation which funded this project (the Office for Learning and Teaching)
other stakeholders included the executive at each of the partner universities (particularly that of
the lead university), the Project Team (including the Project Manager), the Reference Group and
(to some extent) the Evaluator. Students were not represented on the Reference Group. These
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same individuals and groups also have a stake in the project and its outcomes, including the
evaluation information.
The wider higher education sector has an interest in the project outcomes and evaluation. This
is partly because they will be interested to see if the project offers them a viable strategy for
engaging students in academic integrity and partly because as potential applicants for future
teaching and learning grants they have an interest in understanding what are the key features of
a successful project and how should they emulate those feature in their own applications for
project funding. Finally, students, all students, but especially those students interested in taking
and leadership role in relation to academic integrity could have an interest in what this project
has to say about understanding and changing student academic integrity culture and practice in
Australian higher education. University governance and the wider higher education sector will
seek policy and practice guidelines based on sound evidence and demonstrated through
relevant examples. Students will seek evidence of intrinsic and extrinsic benefits to the project
and to the possible implementation of the project’s recommendations at their own university.
In sharing the outcomes of the project likely audiences will seek an accessible, current and
enduring source of information such as a well-developed web site hosted by a stable
organisation supported by some resourcing and infrastructure; an opportunity to interact
directly with those involved in the project (including perhaps the first set of students to take on
the challenge of establishing the first Australian student academic integrity society. From the
evaluation the stakeholders will seek credible information on how well the project achieved its
aims and what could have been improved on.
With such a broad range of stakeholders and a project team made up of representatives of
three different Australian universities and one US university keeping all members of the team in
close communication with one another and committed to a project which necessarily has to
evolve in its intent, scope, method and impact from that which was originally proposed was
challenging. In many ways the project team needed to become a ‘professional learning
community’ (Alkema 2012), ‘. . . reflective and collaborative team members who are prepared
to ask themselves:
• What are we doing?
• Why do we do it this way?
• What is happening as a result of what we are doing?
• What data are we using that tell us that this is happening’ (p. 4).
Given that this project is funded by an office of an Australian Commonwealth Government
Department, to some extent, the interests of this particular stakeholder take precedence. The
funds had to be expended in a way that achieved the intended project outcomes and any advice
offered by the organisation in relation to ‘fine tuning’ the project to more closely resonate with
the other OLT Academic Integrity Commissioned projects and better address identified gaps in
knowledge had to be attended to. Through the Project Leader the host university also bore a
significant responsibility for the integrity of the project and for its success, and so its preferences
and concerns were also highly influential to the conduct of the project.
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4. Key evaluation questions
The project had in place a number of processes to facilitate project success. These included
regular meetings of the project team and the reference group as well as regular teleconferences
between the Project Manager and the Independent Evaluator and the provision of monthly
updates to the Independent Evaluator. The spread of the project team across three Australian
universities and one US university combined with the high workloads experienced by most team
members made the scheduling of regular, productive project team meetings very challenging.
Even though most team members worked in the same city, arranging face to face meetings in a
context where some team members would therefore endure a long commute was not tenable.
While it is possible to maintain a cohesive and productive team with regularly scheduled
teleconferences this involves an extra layer of organisation, highly developed communication
skills, and recognition that other informal communication channels are essential to maintain
project team cohesion and focus.
Key members of the project team had responsibilities for the organisation of related events
including the visit of Dr Trisha Bertram Gallant (as part of the related OLT Commissioned Project
Exemplary Academic Integrity) and the coordination of the 6th Asia Pacific Conference for
Educational Integrity (6APCEI). While each of these events offered distinctive opportunities for
networking and dissemination they also increased the burden of work, particularly for the
Project Team Leader and the Project Manager.
Processes instigated at the beginning of the project were altered to attend to issues that arose.
For example, the decision to extent the data collection to include telephone interviews as well
as an online student survey and focus groups meant that the project could access the ideas of
key stakeholders without further extending the timeframe for the project.

5. Data collection methods
Given the relatively short timeframe of the project and the very broad range of stakeholders
consulted the project selected an appropriate range of data collection methods. The selected
methods aligned with the objectives of the project. By combining the Student Academic
Integrity Survey with Student Focus Groups, Structured Interviews with other stakeholders and a
Brainstorming session the Project Team ably addressed a complex and unwieldy set of project
objectives and generated a wealth of interesting data.

6. Criteria for judgements
Self-monitoring of the Project Team
The involvement of the Independent Evaluator extended through the life of the project. So the
role was not only one of providing a summative evaluation, but also offering formative
evaluation as the project progressed. The Project Team had evaluation in mind as one of their
key responsibilities from the very outset of the project and developed an Evaluation Plan to
align project activities with project objectives and to ensure that, where possible, evaluation
data was collected and considered iteratively throughout the project life. Features of the
Evaluation Plan included
• Project aims and methodology
• Project website
• Data collection processes (student survey & student focus groups)
• Project recommendations for improving/augmenting existing AI policy
• Resources developed to increase/improve student engagement with AI
• Implementation of resources
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•

Dissemination of project findings and resources

In this way the Project Team devised for themselves indicators of project success and provided
for the eventual summative project evaluation. This project can be evaluated against its own
Evaluation Plan as well as against the Independent Evaluator’s judgement about achievements
against the Project’s Aims and Questions. The conduct of Project Team meetings (by
teleconference or face to face) the documenting of meetings and decisions and the use of a
Dropbox site to share documents along with regular teleconference meetings of the Project
Manager with the Independent Evaluator offered multiple opportunities for the project progress
to be monitored, recorded, and reflected upon. The scale of the project and the range of logistic
challenges faced in operationalising the project meant that the Project Team needed to exercise
great flexibility in terms of the methods they used to enact the project while adhering to the
original project objectives.

Independent Evaluator Criteria for Judgements
Judgements about the findings of the evaluation itself were guided by the question: To what
extent have the project’s aims been met and the project questions answered?
The project had two main aims. The first was to discover student perceptions and experience of
academic integrity at their own educational institution in order to inform the development of a
peer-led approach to engaging in academic integrity. The second purpose was to foster student
engagement and leadership in academic integrity and so create resources that could be
transferable across the Australian Higher Education Sector.
Project Aim 1: Student perceptions and experiences of academic integrity
The range of investigative methods used (Academic Integrity Student Survey, Student Focus
Groups, Structured Interviews, Brainstorming Activity and Creation of Academic Integrity)
generated a wealth of information which met the Project’s first aim: to uncover student
perceptions and experience of academic integrity. Some particular points are worth noting.
The Project Report indicates that given the level of responsibility for academic integrity
that students in the study perceived they had, it is interesting that students are not
afforded more opportunities to guide student academic integrity policy and practice at
Australian Universities. However, it is worth noting that, of the five statements about
academic integrity values included in the online student survey (honesty, fairness,
respect, trust, shared values), the statement receiving the least frequent affirmation by
students was the one that said, ‘Academic integrity is about shared community values’
(69%, compared with the next most frequent ‘trust’ with 75.8%). This might explain why
the idea of an honour code or the development of a role for Academic Integrity
Ambassadors sits so uncomfortably with students and staff of Australian universities.
Perhaps the notion of ‘academic integrity’ is considered an individual pursuit and value,
not connected with the wider society or any obligations to behave ‘with integrity’. This
finding is itself at odds with indication that students tended to agree (84%) that the onus
of responsibility for academic integrity is one shared with the entire university
community.
The finding that the pressures faced by students (in terms of time management,
work/study balance, managing pressure and so on) is one which might not be
ameliorated by time and stress management strategies. This finding about the possible
interaction between pressures experienced by students should, I think, cause
universities to reconsider a range of other issues such as the assessment workload that
may current curricula impose on students and whether there is scope, through the
design of curricula and of assessment tasks in particular, to, ‘encourage students to do
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their own work rather than copy others’ efforts or commission other to do the work for
them’ (Carroll 2009, p. 115).
The interview participants’ feedback on the usefulness of Honour Codes is interesting
because they indicated that for such codes to work they would need to be highly visible,
endorsed by the University Executive, and supported by the university community.
While the participants considered that all these conditions would be difficult to satisfy at
Australian campuses these same three conditions are requirements for any university
academic integrity policy (whether or not it includes an honour code) to be successful.
Perhaps, what is needed is a concerted and sustained effort on the part of universities to
maintain the visibility of academic policy and practice, continue to highlight the
endorsement of university executive (through words and actions) and resource ongoing
work to garner the support of the university community (students and staff).
Project Aim 2: Student engagement and leadership and developing related resources
In achieving the Project’s second aim of fostering student engagement and leadership in
academic integrity so as to create resources that could be transferable across the Australian
Higher Education Sector the Project Team demonstrated immense resilience and creativity. The
initial data collection did not indicate that there was a groundswell of support for this initiative
and the logistics of seeding a student organisation at each of the Australian partners could have
resulted in this project aim being relinquished entirely. However, some creative thinking and the
sourcing of some important support from the executive of the lead university saw the
establishment of the Academic Integrity Matters Ambassadors at Macquarie University. The
advice and support of an active Reference Group was instrumental in bringing this particular
aspect of the project to fruition.

7. Required resources and skills
Both the Team Leader and the Project Manager were relatively new to the task of conducting a
large teaching and learning project. While they had a large multi-disciplinary project team to
draw upon each of those team members was themselves fully occupied with their regular
academic responsibilities. This meant that their capacity to respond to requests for
contributions to the efforts required to implement the project were inconsistent and dependent
largely upon the cycle of academic workloads. While having people of many different
backgrounds on the project team could be strength it also meant that there were competing
priorities and expectations and a broad range of ideas about what should be done and how the
project should be conducted. The Project Leader and the Project Manager identified the
importance of being a good role model for collegial working practices and the value of
developing protocols early in the project for dealing with disagreements.

8. Dissemination of findings
Given that one of the objectives of this project was to seed the establishment of a student
academic integrity society the dissemination strategy probably needed to be different to some
other teaching and learning projects. Most projects consider academic teaching staff, sessional
staff, central teaching and learning units or university governance units to be their key audience.
Ideally this project would have found a way to share the project with a broader student
audience that just those who participated in the survey, focus groups, or interviews. Obviously a
key group of students at Macquarie University have been exposed to the findings and
recommendations of the project through the Academic Integrity Ambassadors Luncheon (28
February 2014) and the ongoing work of those Academic Integrity Ambassadors. However, it is
unclear how the broader Australian university student body can be made aware of the project
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and its outcomes.
The ongoing support of Macquarie University for the Academic Integrity Ambassadors program
is commendable and this will certainly contribute to the sustainability of this particular project
outcome over the next few years. However, it leaves the question of the long-term sustainability
and the scalability of this particular outcome unaddressed. At some US institutions (for example
Rice University as mentioned by Martin, 2011) breaches of student academic integrity are dealt
with by a panel run by students. At other universities student members are included in panels
convened to consider allegations of student academic misconduct. Perhaps there is value in
including student on disciplinary panels in that is that while they must adhere to agreements
about the confidentiality surrounding the actual proceedings and the identity of those involved,
they have the capacity to seed their student peers with awareness that offending behaviour is
detected and dealt with. As well as the valuable insights the panel might hear from student
members, the recognition that such an important role might offer students along with the
developmental leadership opportunities that such service could provide, might help to raise the
profile of Academic Integrity Ambassadors beyond their currently perceived role. There is
growing interest in the role of the student co-curricular experience in
• Developing students intellectually, socially and personally in preparation for their role in
the community and workplace
• Involving students in activities which contribute to the life and culture of the university
and the broader community.
Perhaps creating a formal role in the disciplinary panels of the university as part of a university
governance experience might become a viable and supported co-curricular experience for
students in the future.
There is also a suggestion that the participation of students in the disciplinary panels which
consider alleged breaches of student academic integrity provides the Honour Code with
credibility (McCabe & Trevino 2002).
As well as the regular ways of disseminating project information and outcomes, such as seminar
and conference presentations, conference and academic papers this project identified the 45
telephone interviews with key stakeholders across a broad range of Australian universities as a
form of dissemination. The interview and the information provided to the interviewer
heightened awareness of the project and its objectives more broadly and with an intensity that
that is not otherwise possible. While one would never recommend ‘interviews’ as a form of
dissemination in themselves, future projects might do well to consider how they could use these
important interview contacts to more actively disseminate project outcomes. In this project
interviewees were provided with a summary version of their interview and will be sent a copy of
the Project Report once it is completed. Perhaps some incentive could be provided to those who
took part in the study to visit the project web site and to share the web site with colleagues.
The project web site is sustainable because it is now a permanent part of the Internet presence
of the Faculty of Science at Macquarie University and will be maintained by the Project Leader
who is a senior member that faculty. However, this does mean that its ongoing maintenance will
be the responsibility of just one person with the attendant risks that work load, ill-health or
relocation might have on the sustainability of the web site and the currency of its information.
Perhaps there is a committee or governance unit who could at as a reference group to ensure
that the resources are available well beyond the life of this particular project. At the moment
the web site is not easy to find using any of the most popular search engines. It might be worth
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‘tagging’ the site in appropriate ways to increase the hit rate. In addition ensuring that there are
links to and from similar project pages such as
Plagiarism and related issues in assessments not involving text (PRIANIT).
http://www.newcastle.edu.au/about-uon/governance-and-leadership/faculties-andschools/faculty-of-science-and-informationtechnology/resources/newsroom/article/prianit
Building academic integrity - Resources for university academics to use in their teaching
practice
http://www.buildingacademicintegrity.org/home
Exemplary Academic Integrity Project
http://resource.unisa.edu.au/course/view.php?id=6633&topic=0#section-1
and the web site of the key academic integrity organisation in the Asia Pacific (APFEI) the
Asia Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity
http://apfei.edu.au/
The Student Academic Integrity Ambassador program at Macquarie University now has a
Facebook page and it is well-badged and has evidence of currency and interaction. Given that
students are the focus of this Academic Integrity Ambassador program the selection of a
Facebook page for information sharing and engagement is ideal.
In order for the outcomes of the project to continue to be disseminated it would be ideal if the
Student Academic Integrity Ambassador program established at Macquarie University was
sustainable. At the moment the plan is for the Project Manager along with another student at
Macquarie University to voluntarily spend a small amount of time each week providing guidance
to these student ambassadors. The hope is to emulate the formula devised by Dr Tricia Bertram
Gallant and enable student to mentor new students into the role and to gradually withdraw the
support of Project Manager (who would be doing this for some time beyond the project) and
her colleague students. Other universities may wish to consider the model implemented at one
university where student volunteers and mentors are paid for the time they spend contributing
to the development of student leadership in a particular area. The project has correctly
identified strategies to maintain a Student Academic Integrity Society as a key challenge for this
sort of student-led initiative.
One way to support students as Student Academic Integrity Ambassadors is by providing useful
guidelines and role statements. There is, however, a tension between offering students a useful
‘start up’ formula and providing students with the freedom to develop the role of Student
Academic Integrity Ambassador in the their own way. The project team received advice that the
project avoid dictating the roles of Student Academic Integrity Ambassadors to student and
instead guide students to draw on the scholarship in the area to inform the ways that they
develop and enact their roles.
One unexpected form of dissemination arose when the Project Team were approached by, a TV
channel in Hong Kong, TVBJ (one of the free-to-air Hong Kong Cantonese television channels in
Hong Kong, available by subscription satellite TV in Australia), TVBJ Public Forum TV, who were
preparing a segment on Academic Integrity, Essay Mills and Student Academic Misconduct. The
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segment developers were interested in speaking to the Project Leader and the Project Manager
because of the perception by some parent of Hong Kong students studying in Australia that the
quality of the degrees available in Australia might be called into question because of news
stories about plagiarism, cheating and the widespread use of ‘essay mills’. The segment is now
available on YouTube. The Project Leader and Project Manager once again demonstrated their
enterprising skills when they responded to this opportunity to share their project more widely.

9. Review evaluation plan
Recommendations about the conduct of teaching and learning projects
1. In a project of this size and complexity it is essential for the success of the project that there is
some thoughtful sharing of the project tasks. A precise project plan needs to be developed and
reviewed regularly. It should identify the stages of the project, who has responsibility for
particular tasks/outcomes and the timeframe for the completion of agreed tasks/outcomes.
Team members miss important professional development opportunities and put the success of
the project at risk if they are do not take up the opportunity to share some of the workload with
the Project Leader and the Project Manager. Perhaps this is one way in which teaching and
learning projects such as this one differ from research projects where a research project leader
will often delegate the conduct of the research itself, as well as the initial data analysis and
interpretation to a research assistant.
Keeping the project team focussed and committed takes some significant capability and time on
the part of a Project Leader and Project Manager and this is an area where the project manager
and the project leader themselves may have benefited from some coaching and professional
development. As deadlines approached the Project Leader and Project Manager needed to
move from a more consultative approach to decision-making and delegation to one where they
individually or collaboratively worked out what was best and then sought Project Team
endorsement of their decisions. One of the claimed strengths in this projects proposal was the
fact that it was to be, ‘a collaborative enterprise between academic professionals from different
areas who supplement each other’s knowledge and expertise’. However, drawing on expertise
takes time and the short time frame of this project along with its large multi-institution team
challenged the project’s capacity to be a truly ‘collaborative enterprise’ even though each of the
selected team members were themselves, great experts.
With the benefit of hindsight it is possible for the Project Team to see that their planned project
perhaps had an unrealistic timeframe. My knowledge of other projects would tend to confirm
their own evaluation. Projects that are able to achieve their outcomes within the short
timeframe of 12 months are often those that are developed from existing projects with an
experienced Project Leader and an identified and/or established Project Manager. They often
have a small, cohesive Project Team who has worked closely together on other related activities
(so there is an existing shared understanding of ways of working and likely outcomes). Given the
constraints within which it operated this project has done well to achieve as much as it has
within the available timeframe and it has done so in an area that was relatively unexplored in
Australian higher education and with only a few relevant models to turn to.
2. Project teams that are able to respond to their circumstances and project findings in an agile
way are, perhaps, better placed that those that adhere uncompromisingly to their original plans
and objectives, to undertake work that is relevant and responsive.
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On advice from the funding body this project altered from its original focus this project took a
more holistic approach to the problem the project was trying to understand and, instead of
relying entirely on another student survey (and risk merely replicating what had been uncovered
by a recent large Australian online student survey) the methodology was developed to
encompass not only survey data, but also student focus groups and interviews of student
ombudsmen, deans of students, student representative council members and academic
advocacy officers. In addition, while much of the data indicated, at worst, extreme scepticism
and, at best, tentativeness, about the potential for a student academic integrity society to be
established, the Project Team saw a glimmer of hope in the suggestion made by one respondent
to the online student survey, that, ‘I think somehow you need to get leaders of current student
organisations who already have some influence in the peer group’ to garner interest in a student
academic integrity society.
Buoyed by the confirmation that the data provided to the idea that promoting academic
integrity in Australian universities was possible the Project Team then determined that, rather
than establishing yet another student society, it might be more useful to engaged those
students who were already involved in existing student societies to determine their interest in
becoming academic integrity ambassadors. So, the evolution of this particular project outcome
was much more organic than had been originally anticipated. By drawing on the analogue of the
honour code system established in many US universities, but permitting the students
themselves to develop the society at Macquarie University, it has been possible to make this
initiative much more ‘grassroots’ than it otherwise might have been and so more authentically
acknowledge the ‘student voice’.

Concluding statement
This project has ably addressed a gap in knowledge and practice in relation to student
engagement in, and leadership of, academic integrity within the Australian higher education
sector. The Project Team seem to have been undaunted by the task of dealing with multiple
stakeholders and with initiating a different approach to engaging students in activities designed
to shape and to raise the profile of academic integrity at an Australian university. The progress
of this initiative will be observed with anticipation to see if it offers a viable way of offering
students, an opportunity to shape the academic integrity culture of their institutions, to
motivate their peers to feel invested in academic integrity, and as such will be better positioned
to take ownership of the institution’s academic integrity failures and successes (Academic
Integrity in Australia – Understanding and Changing Culture and Practice – Draft Report).
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Appendix H: Other forms of Evaluation
Apart from the independent evaluators regular suggestions, the project received frequent
feedback from its team members, students, advocacy officers, the wider university
community, as well as the conference attendees. Here we discuss a few of them.
The Project team collected summative feedback from three activities. Feedback was
positive, but also provided constructive suggestions that allowed the Project team to reflect
on the study approach and augment subsequent Project stages accordingly.
Feedback from 6APCEI participants on the value of the conference
I will definitely go back and look at some of the OLT project resources and see if there
are any that I can use in my work or recommend to colleagues
I will probably call upon the information contained in the proceedings to advance my
own understanding and that of my colleagues. I'll also use it to ensure that I am
current with the relevant research
It was instrumental in clarifying to myself the separateness and interconnectivity
between my own area of work, which is student complaints, misconduct, and the
pedagogy of academic integrity. And more importantly, the need to make a case for
the importance and necessity of my work.
The conference theme was Bridging the Gap - from Policy to Practice. I would have
liked more presentations on the wider social and cultural contexts that give rise to, or
have implications for, understandings (especially within students) of academic
integrity and why students fail to act with academic integrity.
I'm still buzzing one week after the conference. The information I gained from
participating in it is immeasurable. My thinking is clearer and my knowledge of the
area has definitely increased. As I'm still writing my PhD and am only a sessional
lecturer, I don't think I will have much impact at work, although I've spoken to my
unit coordinator about how we could better help our students know about academic
integrity.
The conference gave me both a broader and a deeper view of the issues in AI related
to policy, implementation, possible pedagogy, and student perspectives. It was also
very interesting to hear the current debates about different aspects of AI, and to
learn how the Australian government is supporting research in this field.
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6APCEI feedback was collected via an online form 11 on the Conference website.
Feedback collected from SIBT (excerpt)
Thank you for including SIBT students in your Academic Integrity Student Survey
which sought to obtain the students' opinions and experiences regarding the
academic integrity environment at SIBT. It also allowed us to benchmark SIBT
students' responses of matters of academic integrity and plagiarism compared to the
cohorts at the other institutions.
- Sonia Jeffares, College Director and Principal
The complete piece of feedback from Ms Jeffares constitutes the last page of this appendix.
Feedback from Academic Integrity Ambassadors Luncheon
Information is clear and easy to understand. Well presented, etc.
Motivating statistics and ideas. I am excited to be involved.
As an education student have found it interesting looking at why students might
cheat and be dishonest, as well as ways to help.
The facts were good. The information about setting up the society is informative and
will allow students to achieve, I believe
This matter is important in everyday university life and should be reiterated not only
loosely in unit guides but on the enrolment pages of every university. I found this
luncheon very significant and informative, hence my choice 'agree' regarding
academic integrity.
I was delighted to attend today's event and encouraged by the steps being taken to
promote academic integrity. This is something I feel very strongly about and I am
willing to contribute to the establishment of an AI society at MQ.
Luncheon attendees were provided with a participant feedback form to fill out during at the
end of the event. Of the 24 who attended, 19 participants returned the feedback form. 17 of
the 19 participants (89.5%) agreed that they had found the event to be interesting and
useful. A copy of the form is available in the Appendices. The next and final chapter will
summarise the project and present recommendations applicable to the Australian higher
education sector.

11

The 6APCEI feedback from can be viewed online at this address:
http://web.science.mq.edu.au/conferences/6apcei/feedback/
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Appendix I: Research Instruments
Student Survey
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Focus group questions
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Interview Questions
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Appendix J: Dissemination Materials
Information Booklet (a digital copy of this booklet is available at the project
website http://web.science.mq.edu.au/academic-integrity/index.html)
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Quick Start brochure (digital copy available at the project website: http://web.science.mq.edu.au/academic-integrity/index.html)
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