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Welcome
Welcome to the 3rd Asia-Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity.
While previous conferences have focussed on specific issues relating to educational integrity such as
plagiarism and values in teaching and learning, this conference aims to examine the broader educational
context. Participants will be asked to consider the following questions:
x

Who is responsible for educational integrity? Is it students, educators, administrators, senior managers
or policy makers?

x

How can a culture of integrity be created so that the current model of ‘police action’ is replaced by selfregulation and mutual respect?

Our keynote and invited presenters provide a number of perspectives on academic integrity, including: the
context within which students in the 21st century manage their lives, work and study; the implications of
internationalisation of higher education in Australia; the obstacles to integrity experienced by academics; and
the particular ethical issues of postgraduate research.
Concurrent sessions include:
x

institutional approaches to educational integrity

x

educational integrity and research

x

educational integrity, teaching and learning

x

educational integrity and contextual factors

x

educational integrity and specific student groups

x

educational integrity as ethics in practice.

The pre-conference workshop held on December 5, 2007 aimed to enable Academic Integrity Officers (and
their equivalent positions) from Australian and international universities to network and share ideas on best
practice in dealing with academic integrity issues.
We trust you will benefit from the presentations at the conference, and enjoy the opportunities to network
with like-minded scholars from around the world.
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Asia-Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity
Chair: Tracey Bretag, University of South Australia
Deputy Chair: Martin Dick, RMIT
Committee Members:
Charmian Eckersley, formerly of the University of Newcastle
Colin James, University of Newcastle
Ingrid Kennedy, Central Queensland University
Julianne East, La Trobe University
Margaret Green, University of South Australia
The Asia-Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity (APFEI) is an inter-organisational body whose mission is to
collaborate towards the research and promotion of educational integrity. The Forum aims to provide a
platform for educators across all sectors to investigate, collaborate and access resources in the field of
educational integrity. In addition, APFEI also aims to provide an opportunity for researchers and
practitioners in the Asia-Pacific region to take a leadership role in the relatively new field of educational
integrity.
APFEI was established as a result of consultations held during the inaugural Asia-Pacific Educational
Integrity Conference (University of South Australia, Adelaide, November 21-22, 2003). Practitioners and
researchers from Australia and internationally agreed on the importance of having a central point of
reference where issues of educational integrity could be discussed, researched, progressed and shared with
the wider academic community. APFEI became an incorporated body in April 2007 and is currently building
a repository of online resources, based on the model provided by the Center for Academic Integrity, based in
the United States. Institutional memberships from all universities in the Asia-Pacific region will be sought in
2008.
One of the objectives of APFEI was the production of an international refereed journal where research on
educational integrity could be disseminated in an accessible and cost-effective format. The first issue of the
International Journal for Educational Integrity was launched in December 2005. There have since been
three issues, with the next issue due to be published after 3APCEI, in December 2007. The journal
challenges readers to consider the changing nature of education in a globalised environment, and the impact
that conceptions of educational integrity have on issues of pedagogy, academic standards, intercultural
understanding and equity. Another responsibility of APFEI is to oversee the ongoing, biennial conference on
educational integrity. An invitation is extended to delegates at 3APCEI to consider hosting the next
conference in 2009, with the support of seed funding from APFEI. For further details about APFEI, see:
http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/.
The International Journal for Educational Integrity can be found at: http://www.ojs.unisa.edu.au/index.php/
IJEI. Enquiries about submissions can be directed to the Editor, Tracey Bretag. Email:
tracey.bretag@unisa.edu.au.
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The 2007 Inaugural Awards for
Outstanding Academic Integrity Resources
A major strategy of the Asia Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity (APFEI) is to promote the highest
standards of integrity in education. A key to this is the development and dissemination of high quality,
innovative teaching and learning materials, and research on academic integrity. In order to encourage
continued development and to ensure the dissemination of excellent resources, APFEI has established two
new awards which acknowledge outstanding work.
Nominations were accepted for the following two categories:
x
x

best original academic integrity resource
best annotated bibliography of online academic integrity resources.

Best Original Academic Integrity Resource Award
For this category, nominations came from individuals or teams who had created a resource such as, but not
limited to, the following:
x
x
x
x
x

higher education website explaining plagiarism and how to avoid it
school website for primary or secondary students
library guide to ethical research practices
learning materials from language and academic skills advisers
teaching materials at all levels of education.

Criteria
The resource had to be:
x
x
x
x
x
x

in electronic format
in English
innovative in its format
clearly targeted at its audience
dealing with an important issue of educational integrity
original in the way it deals with this issue.

Best Annotated Bibliography of Online Academic Integrity Resources
For this category, applicants were invited to compile a comprehensive annotated bibliography of online
resources relating to academic/educational integrity. The bibliography needed to provide the full reference for
each resource, including URL, plus a short description (e.g. two sentences) of that resource. It was expected
that the bibliography would entail a minimum of ten entries. All resources in the bibliography needed to be in
electronic format and in English. It was a condition of entry that all annotated resources be made available to
be published on the APFEI website (with appropriate acknowledgement to the author).

The prizes
The recipients will receive a plaque and a grant to cover the cost of registration for the 3rd Asia-Pacific
Conference on Educational Integrity. Where a team has created the Academic Integrity Resource, up to
two registrations will be provided. One registration will be provided for the winner of the Annotated
Bibliography Award. The award winners will also be named on the APFEI website and will have the right to
label the award winning resource accordingly.

Presentation
The awards will be presented at the Conference Dinner, South Australian Wine Centre, North Terrace, on
December 6, 2007.

The decision
The judges were members of the Conference Organising Committee. Their decision is final, with no further
correspondence entered into.
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Day 1, Thursday 6 December 2007
8.45am
9.00am
9.05am
9.20am10.30am

REGISTRATION AND MORNING COFFEE (8.00am)
Tracey Bretag and Margaret Green,Co-Chairs 3APCEI
Introductions, housekeeping
Lewis O’Brien, Kaurna Elder
Welcome to country
Prof Peter Lee, Pro Vice Chancellor, Academic (University of South Australia)
Official welcome
Keynote address
The culture of the university: Challenges and
Prof Cathy Small, Northern Arizona University
implications for academic integrity
MORNING TEA (10.30-11.00am)

11.00am

1a,
P1-06
Institutional approaches to educational
integrity, Chair: Howard Harris
Patrick Baughan & Nigel Duncan
City University, United Kingdom.
A University-wide approach to developing
good academic practices.

11.30am

12.00

12.30

23.00pm

3.30pm
5.00pm

5.00-

Fiona Duggan,
JISC Plagiarism Advisory Service, United
Kingdom.
The AMBeR project; informing institutional
and national policy.
Ursula McGowan,
University of Adelaide, Australia.
Plugging a hole in holistic institutional
approaches to plagiarism: A focus on
research*.

PARALLEL SESSIONS (11am - 1pm)
1b,
P6-01
1c,
P5-10
Educational integrity & research
Educational integrity, teaching & learning
Chair: Chris Provis
Chair: Liz Horrocks
Tracey Bretag & Saadia Carapiet,
Sultana Lubna Alam & Peter Donnan
University of South Australia
University of Canberra, Australia.
Self-plagiarism in Australian academic
The missing link: An educational module to
research: Identifying the gap in codes of ethical
promote a culture of academic integrity*.
conduct*
Irene Bugeja,
Nerilee Flint,
University of South Australia.
University of South Australia.
Academic integrity, the RQF and journal
Unfairness in educational assessment:
metrics: The incompatible trio*
Modifiers that influence the response students
have to a perception of unfair assessment*.
Colin James,
Clair Hughes,
University of Newcastle, Australia.
University of Queensland, Australia.
Human Research Ethics – Challenging issues
Ten ways to change assessment tasks to
and the need for education.
design out plagiarism*.

Jackie Street, Wendy Rogers, Mark Israel &
Henk Huijser & Lindy Kimmins,
Annette Braunack-Mayer,
University of Southern Queensland, Australia.
From consensus to compromise: An
University of Adelaide and Flinders University,
Beyond policing: Towards an integrated
institutional approach to a campus-wide
Australia.
approach to educational integrity.
initiative for students addressing issues of
‘The way the game is played’: Practice, perils
academic integrity.
and pitfalls in supervision and authorship.
LUNCH (1-2pm)
English language levels, migration selection and
Plenary
education standards in Australia’s universities
Prof Bob Birrell, Monash University
AFTERNOON TEA (3.00-3.30pm)
Lee Partridge & Beverley McNamara
University of Western Australia

WORKSHOP SESSIONS 3: 30-5.00pm
Workshop 2 ,
P5-15
Workshop 3,
P5-10
Chair: Margaret Green
Chair: Ian Clark
Claire Guthrie,
Teddi Fishman,
University of Waikato, New Zealand.
Clemson University, South Carolina,
How do we do it? Presentation and
USA.
discussion of findings, problems and
Ethical Practices in Undergraduate
ethical dilemmas from a current
Research.
research project into student
academic integrity/dishonesty.
(maximum participants: 16)
Asia-Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity, AGM

Workshop 1 ,
P3-19
Chair: Marie Stevenson
Kathleen Gray,
University of Melbourne,
Australia.
Acknowledgement: Originality
and plagiarism resources for
academic staff development
(maximum participants: 20)

Workshop 4,
P1-06
Chair: Liz Horrocks
Nerilee Flint,
University of South Australia
The emotional work of
assessment

Hetzel lecture theatre

1d,
P5-15
Educational integrity and contextual factors
Chair: Margaret Green
Kylie Brass and Ruth Walker
University of Western Sydney, Australia.
Hot copy: Media representations of plagiarism
in higher education.
Heather Hancock,
University of South Australia.
Australian academic environments –
enhancing educational integrity or
extinguishing it?
Michael Kremmer, Peta Stevenson-Clarke &
Mark Brimble,
Griffith University, Australia.
The instance and ingenuity of cheating
strategies among university students*
Helen Marsden,
University of Canberra. Australia.
‘I only did it because…’: Constructing a
framework for identifying critical risk factors
for student cheating.

Hetzel Lecture Theatre

Workshop 5,
P6-01
Chair: Tracey Bretag
Jackie Street & Wendy Rogers,
University of Adelaide and Flinders
University, Australia.
How can institutions support good
practice in publication of research?
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6.00pm
7.00pm

DINNER - Presentation of Inaugural Academic Integrity Resource Awards

South Australian Wine Centre, North Terrace, Adelaide

Day 2, Friday 7 December 2007
8.45am

Tracey Bretag and Margaret Green, Co-Chairs 3APCEI

9.15

Keynote address
Prof Brian Martin, University of Wollongong

REGISTRATION AND MORNING COFFEE (8.30am)
Welcome
Introduction to the Asia-Pacific Forum on
Educational Integrity, Inc.
Obstacles to academic integrity

Hetzel Lecture Theatre

MORNING TEA (10.30-11am)
2a
P6-01
Educational integrity & specific student groups
Chair: Ursula McGowan
Bronwyn James, Margaret Wallace, Paul Moore and
Isla Bowen,
University of Wollongong, Australia.
Educational integrity: Broadening learning and
teaching responses.
Robert Kennelly and Anna Maldoni,
University of Canberra, Australia.
Establishing a discipline support program for students
with English as an additional language at the
University of Canberra.*
Fande Liu,
University of Adelaide, Australia.
The different perceptions of plagiarism by overseas
Chinese tertiary students on Western campuses: The
effect of globalization.
Suzi Vaughn & Michelle Markham,
Queensland University of Technology, Australia.
Alice through the looking Glass: Fashion students
check into the real world of law.

11.00am

11.30am

12.00

12.30pm

PARALLEL SESSION 2 (11.00-1.00pm)
2b
P1-06
Educational integrity as ethics in practice
Chair: Colin James
Julianne East,
La Trobe University, Australia.
Plagiarism as a moral problem; you be the judge.

2c
P5-15
Educational integrity, teaching and learning
Chair: Nerilee Flint
Sue Cheah & Tracey Bretag,
Taylors College Malaysia and University of South Australia.
Making technology work for academic integrity

Howard Harris,
University of South Australia.
Transparency can be less than a virtue in the pursuit of
integrity.

Xiuping Jia,
University College, Australian Defence Force Academy, Australia.
Learn from mistakes: Flexible marking schemes for active learning

Daniel Wueste,
Clemson University, South Carolina USA
Academic integrity and ethics across the curriculum:
addressing the challenges of academic integrity
normatively rather than instrumentally.

Marie Stevenson, University of South Australia.
Citation education: The what, why and how.

Ruth Walker,
University of Wollongong, Australia.
The eyes of the university: Paranoia, plagiarism and pedagogy.

LUNCH (1:00 – 2:00pm)
Plenary
Ethical aspects of the research doctorate
Hetzel Lecture Theatre
Emeritus Prof Robert Crotty, Ethics Centre of South Australia
Hypothetical: Honesty and integrity at the
3.00-4.00
Chair: Heather Hancock
Facilitator: Prof John Keeler, University of Adelaide
University of Scrupulosity
Hypothetical panel members:
Cathy Small, Brian Martin, Bob Birrell, Robert Crotty, Tracey Bretag, Margaret
Green, Howard Harris, Nerilee Flint, Helen Marsden, Colin James.
Concluding remarks
4.00pm
Tracey Bretag and Margaret Green
4.15pm
Program closes
* Refereed papers available in full in the CD-Rom of Conference Proceedings (provided in delegates’ conference satchels).
Please note that abstracts from all presentations are available in the Conference Program (listed alphabetically according to presenters’ surnames).
2.00-3.00
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Bob Birrell
Bob Birrell is the Director of the Centre for Population and Urban Research
(CPUR) and Reader in Sociology at Monash University. He is also joint editor, with
Katharine Betts, of the quarterly demographic journal People and Place, published
by CPUR.
Bob has a degree in economics from Melbourne University, in history from London
University (first class honours) and a PhD in Sociology from Princeton University.
Most of his academic work has been at Monash University and since 1991 this work has focussed on
running the CPUR. He has acted as an advisor on immigration issues to both Labor and Coalition
governments and was a member of the Commonwealth Government’s National Population Council from
1987–1993. Recently he was a member of the independent Review of the General Skilled Migration Program
which reported in May 2006.
His recent work has been critical of the Australian government’s higher education policy and his recent
review (with Virginia Rapson) of Australia’s higher education training record, Clearing the myths away: higher
education output and workforce demand (Dusseldorp Skills Forum), summarises this work. The paper
‘Implications of low English standards among overseas students at Australian universities’ (People and
Place, December 2006) explored the impact of overseas student enrolments on the quality of university
training in Australia.

Abstract:
English language levels, migration selection and education standards in Australia’s
universities
Australia’s universities have developed a lucrative market providing courses for overseas students which
have facilitated subsequent applications for permanent residence on completion of these courses. The paper
examines what happened when the Department of Immigration and Citizenship (DIAC) discovered that a
significant minority of these students fell short of the ‘competent’ English standard it had been assuming they
possessed. This assumption had been based on the expectation that since they had completed their courses
successfully they must have possessed ‘competent’ English. The paper critically examines the reactions to
the evidence of low English standards on the part of the key federal Departments involved (DIAC and the
Department of Education, Science and Training) and of Australia’s universities.
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Robert Crotty
Emeritus Professor Robert Crotty has spent over forty years in the university and
higher education sector. His academic fields are history and social sciences,
including religion studies, education and ethics. He holds Masters degrees in
History, Theology and Biblical Studies and a doctorate in Education.
Professor Crotty has been Visiting Fellow at the Centre for Jewish/Christian Relations at Cambridge
University, Visiting Scholar at the Centre for Hebrew and Jewish Studies at Oxford University and Visiting
Scholar at the British School of Archaeology in Athens. In 2006 he was appointed Director of the Ethics
Centre of South Australia. Professor Crotty has authored six research books and authored or co-authored
over twenty other academic books and over fifty journal articles.

Abstract:
Ethical aspects of the research doctorate
Within Australia the doctorate, in its many models, has become the rite de passage for the academic and,
increasingly, for the professional and industrial leader. Its history as an academic rite is far from straight
forward and so its role within present day academic discourse is also unclear. When the number of academic
doctors was limited, there hardly seemed reason to expend effort on determining the root meaning of a
doctorate or its status within academic culture. That has changed. Today there are more higher degree
students enrolled than there were undergraduates in the 1970s.
Consequently much has been written lately within Australia about the quality and accountability of the
processes for selecting, supervising and examining doctoral candidates (Johnston, 1997; Mullins & Kiley,
2002; Lawson, Marsh, & Tansley, 2003; Holbrook, Bourke, Lovat, & Dally, 2004a). However, there has been
relatively little written about the ethical dimension of this burgeoning doctorate.
What are the ethical issues involved in undertaking a doctorate, supervising a doctorate and examining a
doctorate in order to maintain academic integrity? Before we can answer this question, we need to review
the ethical discourse1.
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Brian Martin
Brian Martin is Professor in the School of Social Sciences, Media and
Communication at the University of Wollongong, Australia. He is the author
of 200 major papers in a range of areas including scientific controversies,
war and peace, information issues, suppression of dissent, democracy and
strategies for social movements. His writings concerning education include studies
of plagiarism, dissent in academia, and academic-activist links. He is also the
author of 12 books, most recently Nonviolence Speaks: Communicating against
Repression (co-author: Wendy Varney; Hampton Press, 2003) and Justice Ignited: The Dynamics of Backfire
(Rowman & Littlefield, 2007, in press). His writings have been translated into 18 languages.
He has advised hundreds of whistleblowers and dissidents, including many academics and students. He
maintains a large website on suppression of dissent and is international director of Whistleblowers Australia.
In his teaching, he has used a wide range of innovative techniques to foster student initiative, as well as
unusual assignments that reduce plagiarism and make marking interesting. For further details and a full list
of publications, see http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/.

Abstract:
Obstacles to academic integrity
Five obstacles to academic integrity are fear, double standards, personal connections, formal processes and
corruptions of power. These are illustrated with personal examples. The five obstacles can be used as
pointers to tactics to promote integrity.
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Cathy Small
Cathy Small, PhD. is Professor of Anthropology at Northern Arizona University, in
Flagstaff, Arizona where she has taught for 17 years. Her primary research and
writing (including her book Voyages: From Tongan Villages to American Suburbs)
focuses on immigration and transnational issues, and her special expertise is in
Tongan culture. In 2002, she took a detour from her primary research to try to better
understand her students, and enrolled in her own university as a college freshman.
Small moved out of her house and into the dorms, took a full load of courses, joined
student activities, and ate in the student dining hall. What she found on her year-long journey as a student
profoundly changed her and will be the basis for her presentation.
Dr. Small is the recipient of numerous local awards, including her university’s Teacher of the Year and the
Faculty Mentor Awards, and has served as a Faculty Fellow and a member of the PEW Higher Education
Roundtable. Nationally, she is the recipient of the Praxis Award for Excellence in Applied Anthropology and
the national Points of Light award for co-founding the Pipeline mentoring and college scholarship program for
low-income youth. Her program received the Governor's Special Recognition award as well as first prize for
Best Educational Practices in Post-Secondary Education in the state of Arizona.

Abstract:
The culture of the university: Challenges and implications for academic integrity
Creating a culture of academic integrity begins with understanding the university world in which
contemporary students live. Based on my observations and experiences living as a freshman student, I take
an anthropological look at undergraduate life, and the wider forces affecting it. I will describe how students
today form community and how they understand intellectual life, and will consider the implications of my
observations for academic integrity.
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The missing link:
An educational module to promote a culture of
academic integrity
Sultana Lubna Alam
The University of Canberra
Telephone: +61 02 6201 5143
lubna.alam@canberra.edu.au
Peter Donnan
The University of Canberra
Telephone: +61 02 6201 5266
peter.donnan@canberra.edu.au
Keywords: Academic integrity, developmental step, intervention, educational module, plagiarism

Abstract
This paper reports on the background, rationale, development and 2007 first-semester trial of an educational
module, Understanding Plagiarism, designed to promote academic integrity within the School of Information
Sciences and Engineering (ISE) at the University of Canberra. The module was designed as an early
intervention, discipline-specific resource for students to understand plagiarism from an educational
perspective. It recognises that even within a policy framework many academic staff may still be reluctant to
initiate formal reporting processes with punitive implications for students unless the intention to plagiarise is
conclusive. As an interim report and evaluation of the trial of the module, this paper triangulates student
survey data, analysis of graded quizzes and some staff observations. An important finding was that the
module has the potential to be embedded in the learning management system of multiple sites and extended
to every undergraduate unit within the University where it can be used as an online resource to support
learning and teaching about academic integrity.

Sultana Lubna Alam is a lecturer in Information Systems in the School of Information Sciences and Engineering at the University of
Canberra. Her research background is in human computer interaction, social software, CSCW, plagiarism, assessment design, and
international student support. She is currently undertaking a PhD in organisational learning using social software.
Dr Peter Donnan is a lecturer in the Centre for the Enhancement of Learning, Teaching and Scholarship (CELTS) at the University of
Canberra. He teaches in the Graduate Certificate of Higher Education (GCHE) and assists staff who are adopting elements of e-learning
in their teaching. His background is in open, distance and flexible learning and in recent years he has been particularly involved with
online learning and teaching.

The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
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A university-wide approach to developing good academic
practices
Patrick Baughan
Centre for Educational and Academic Practices
City University, London, EC1V OHB
Telephone: 00 44 207 040 0175
p.baughan@city.ac.uk
Nigel Duncan
Inns of Court School of Law
City University, London, EC1V OHB
Telephone: 00 44 207 040 0175
Keywords: academic practice, academic conduct, plagiarism

Abstract
This paper details a new project being undertaken at City University (London), the intention of which is to
encourage good academic practice in students, and dissuade students from undertaking plagiarism or other
forms of academic misconduct. The paper considers the increasing problem of plagiarism in the UK context,
and examines the literature which has informed past and current initiatives undertaken at City University. It
briefly discusses previous events undertaken at City University, which have provided advice about academic
conduct issues.
The focus of the paper is on a new, long-term initiative at the University; the development of a Good
Academic Practice Group, comprised of eight Educational Development Associates (EDAs, one in each
School) to act as a catalyst for change within their School, and as an interface between the University and
their School on issues of good academic practice. The report details two projects being undertaken by the
EDAs: the first is the development of a learning activity, to be undertaken by all new students at the
beginning of their programme (to develop their understanding of good academic practice); the second is the
promotion of assessment methods in Schools to promote deeper level learning amongst students. Although
the project is a work in progress, early indications are that EDAs are working successfully and disseminating
the importance of good academic conduct to students and staff; thus, that a ‘culture change’ is being
achieved.
Patrick Baughan is a Lecturer in Educational Development at City University. He directs and teaches on the MA Academic Practice
program, and is one of the University’s Educational Development Associates. He has written on various assessment and academic
conduct issues, and spoken at a number of conferences on these issues.
Nigel Duncan is a Principal Lecturer in Law and Academic Lead on Assessment for City University. He teaches on professional and
LLM programs, edits the UK’s main academic journal on legal education, is a National Teaching Fellow with the Higher Education
Academy and a member of the Strategy Group and Advisory Board of the UK Centre for Legal Education.

The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
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Hot copy:
Media representations of plagiarism in higher education
Kylie Brass
Centre for Cultural Research
University of Western Sydney
Telephone: +61 02 9685 9668
k.brass@uws.edu.au
Ruth Walker
Centre for Cultural Research
University of Western Sydney
Telephone: +61 02 9685 9668
Keywords: media, plagiarism, public discourse, university policies

Abstract
In recent years, media coverage of higher education plagiarism scandals has contributed to an affective
public discourse of shame, dishonesty and weakened academic standards. In response to the seeming
epidemic of plagiarism, Australian universities have crafted increasingly rigorous and unyielding policy
statements to set the tone for 'zero tolerance' governance. The language of these policy documents, as well
as other efforts by universities to redress public perceptions of academic integrity, evidences a striking
correlation with censorious media representations of plagiarism. However, the diffusion of plagiarist
methodologies in the popular cultural fields of music, literature, and television confound the underlying
assumptions about student responsibility and duplicity in newspaper reports and higher education policies.
This paper examines popular discourses about plagiarism in the media, while also considering some of the
incongruities in expectations of educational integrity and models of academic subjectivity.
Dr Kylie Brass is a Research Officer at the Centre for Cultural Research (CCR) at the University of Western Sydney working in the
areas of media, popular culture, cultural policy and higher education. Dr Ruth Walker is a Learning Development Lecturer at the
University of Wollongong, and is currently working on a research project about plagiarism and international student performativity. Ruth
and Kylie co-edited the book Anatomies of Violence (RIHSS: The University of Sydney, 2000).

The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
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Self-plagiarism in Australian academic research:
Identifying a gap in codes of ethical conduct
Tracey Bretag
School of Management, University of South Australia
tracey.bretag@unisa.edu.au
Saadia Carapiet
School of Management, University of South Australia
saadia.carapiet@unisa.edu.au
Keywords: self-plagiarism, ethics, research, professional codes

Abstract
Self-plagiarism is a contentious issue in academic research. This paper identifies a lack of specific guidelines
in current university codes of ethical conduct relating to appropriate textual re-use in academic publications.
Data from a pilot project which sought to identify self-plagiarism in Australian academic publications, using
the definition “10% or more textual re-use of any one previous publication by the author without attribution”,
found that self-plagiarism is widespread. Sixty percent of the authors in the sample had committed selfplagiarism in at least one of their published papers in the period 2003-2006 (Bretag & Carapiet, 2007). The
current paper contextualises these findings within the broader field of professional and applied ethics, and
proposes a number of additions to current Codes of Ethical Conduct, which specifically deal with the issue of
self-plagiarism.
Tracey Bretag, BA (Hons), MA, Ed.D, teaches a range of communication courses in the School of Management at the University of
South Australia. Her research interests include internationalisation of higher education, academic integrity, teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), developing learning communities, computer mediated communication, interculturality, and
gender equity.
Saadia Carapiet, MBA (Univ. of Karachi), MPhil (Univ. of Cambridge), PhD (UniSA) is a lecturer in the School of Management at the
University of South Australia. She complements her passion for management research with industry involvement as a financial planner,
holding a Graduate Diploma in Financial Planning (Finsia). Her research interests include self-organisation and adaptive capability,
academic integrity and management of technology.
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Academic integrity, the Research Quality Framework and
Journal metrics: The incompatible trio
Irene Bugeja
School of Nursing and Midwifery
University of South Australia
Telephone: +61 08 8302 2915
irene.bugeja@unisa.edu.au
Keywords: quality improvement, research quality framework, metrics, quality

Abstract
Academic integrity, the Research Quality Framework (RQF) and journal metrics are mechanisms that make
appeal to ‘quality’ as part of their rationale for utilisation. This paper explores the concept of academic
integrity considering it to be concerned with the promotion of positive attitudes to learning and requiring a
supportive organisational culture and role modelling from academics. The framework for such an
environment is established through government and organisational policies. While academic integrity relates
to the environment for teaching and the upholding of qualities associated with academic excellence, the RQF
is concerned with the impact and quality of research. Journal impact factor and metrics are a component of
the RQF and a measure of a journal’s quality and the research it reports. Academic integrity is compatible
with quality improvement issues and is sensitive to organisational climate. However, the RQF while using
some of the language of quality improvement, is expected to be utilised as a tool for the distribution of part of
the public funding for university research. Issues of quality in research are explored with particular emphasis
on journal metrics and the effect that may be produced. The paper argues that academic integrity concerns
academic practices in a broad sense, which also includes research activities. Responses to previous
research assessment exercises have demonstrated a potential for compromising academic integrity. These
examples are drawn from experiences in the UK and New Zealand where similar research assessment
exercises are utilised.
Irene Bugeja teaches in the clinical courses of the second year of undergraduate Bachelor of Nursing program at the City East campus
of the University of South Australia. She has recently completed a PhD on the impact of postmodernism on nursing journal publications.
An aspect of this study included the implications of the use of metrics for future postmodern publications.
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Making technology work for academic integrity
Sou Wan (Sue) Cheah
Taylors College, Malaysia
cheah.souwan@taylors.edu.my
Tracey Bretag
School of Management, University of South Australia
Telephone:+61 08 8302 0224
tracey.bretag@unisa.edu.au
Keywords: Turnitin, academic integrity, plagiarism, academic skills

Abstract
Cheah Sou Wan and Tracey Bretag share the coordination of the core communication course in the
Bachelor of Business Administration, jointly run by Taylors College Malaysia and the University of South
Australia. A key objective of the course is for students to be aware of academic integrity, and the
conventions involved in writing essays for assessment. In the first three offerings of the course, students
were required to submit all of their hard copy sources with their first essay so that both the student and
teacher could check that sources had been cited appropriately. In the fourth offering, university
requirements stipulated that all assignments be submitted electronically through the program AssignIT. This
requirement threatened to undermine the rationale behind the first assessment which was to ensure that
students had a clear understanding and application of academic conventions. Working collaboratively, the
Coordinators decided to use the text-matching software program Turnitin in a student-centred way, to enable
students to take responsibility for ensuring that their essays were not plagiarised. Students were required to
submit a draft of their essay into Turnitin, and use the report to make revisions as necessary. In their final
submission to AssignIT, students were potentially required to submit three documents: the final essay, the
first report from Turnitin and a second Turnitin report based on the revised essay (in cases where there was
a high text-match in the original report). This paper reports on how this innovation was carried out in
practice, the effect it had on students’ learning outcomes, as well as the administrative issues faced by the
Coordinators.
Sou Wan (Sue) Cheah coordinates and teaches Managing Communication in Business at Taylor’s University College, Malaysia. Her
areas of interest include teaching English as a Second language , teaching Business English and academic integrity.
Tracey Bretag coordinates Managing Communication in Business, the core communication course in the Division of Business at the
University of South Australia, in Singapore and Malaysia. Her research interests include computer mediated communication, Teaching
English to Speakers of Other Languages, academic integrity and publication ethics.
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The AMBeR project: Informing institutional and national policy
Fiona Duggan
JISC Plagiarism Advisory Service,
United Kingdom
Telephone: +44 191 243 8441
fiona.duggan@jiscpas.ac.uk
Keywords: plagiarism, penalties, institutional policy, consistency, academic misconduct

Abstract
Recent calls for consistency in the allocation of penalties for student plagiarism (Deech, 2006; Jones, 2006)
inspired the Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) funded AMBeR project, which sought to investigate
the management of student plagiarism throughout UK Higher Education Institutions (HEIs). The project, a
threefold study of the regulatory and practical aspects of allocating penalties for student plagiarism,
comprises a desktop survey of academic misconduct regulations currently applicable in UK HEIs, a
questionnaire survey to identify the number of penalties applied in a given timeframe and a series of case
studies to determine the processes involved in the application of sanctions.
The initial survey considered the regulations of 153 HEIs, representing 91% of the total population. Analysis
of the regulations identified a maximum range of twenty-five available penalties. The Penalty Variability
Score (PVS) and Penalty Gradation Score (PGS), were calculated to determine the extent of the range of
penalties available for each offence (PVS), and the extent to which available penalties are graded according
to the level and severity of the offence (PGS). Analysis of the PVS identified the average range of applicable
penalties in the sector for each offence to be fourteen penalties, whilst consideration of the PGS highlighted
three distinct variations in allocation within the sector.
Early indications are that concerns about inconsistent practice within the sector can be upheld at least in as
far as the activities permitted by current regulations. Subsequent phases of the project will determine
whether there is also inconsistency in the application of penalties.
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Plagiarism as a moral problem: You be the judge
Julianne East
LAS(ESL), La Trobe University
Bundoora, Victoria
Telephone: +61 03 9479 2788
j.east@latrobe.edu.au
Keywords: convention, justice and care, moral judgments, plagiarism

Abstract
This paper considers the problem of plagiarism as an issue of morality. Outrage about student plagiarism
positions it as dishonesty and a transgression of standards. Despite this, there has been little work analysing
the making of judgments about plagiarism and academic dishonesty using an ethical framework. This paper
discusses perspectives from moral psychology, moral philosophy and neurobiology. It is concluded that
cases of alleged academic dishonesty are unlikely to be resolved by a simple application of policy rules, and
that those who make judgments bring different interests and personal characteristics to their decisions. It is
suggested that greater awareness of the domains of convention and morality, the issues of justice and care,
and the roles of emotion and reason will open ways of understanding the reactions to instances of plagiarism
so that better ways to deal with accusations can be developed.
Julianne East is the Coordinator of the Language and Academic Skills (English as a Second Language) Unit at La Trobe University in
Victoria, Australia. Her role as a lecturer in academic language and learning, involves advising students and staff, teaching about
academic culture and English language, and researching student learning. She has written about the roles of academic language and
learning advisers, student autonomy, and issues of academic integrity. Her current research interest covers the problem of plagiarism
for university students.
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Ethical practices in undergraduate research
Teddi Fishman
Department of English, College of Arts, Architecture, and Humanities
Clemson University
Telephone: +01 864 656 3168
tfishman@clemson.edu
Keywords: research ethics, undergraduate studies, service learning, ethics, institutional review

Abstract
As universities increase their efforts to engage undergraduate students in interactive, ‘real world’ projects,
the need to communicate standards of ethical research practices to younger and less experienced students
become more acute. In this workshop, participants will discuss approaches to educating students not only
about what must be done regarding Institutional Review Boards and Human Subjects regulation compliance,
but also about the ethical questions and complications that invariably arise in the course of interaction with
research subjects or other parties such as clients in a service learning project or participants in experiential
learning activities.
Workshop participants will discuss ways that faculty mentors of student research/experiential learning
projects can help foster a culture of respect among student researchers and facilitate the development of
ethical guidelines for emergent activities. This workshop will utilize case studies and scenarios to pose
questions to participants and will also provide models for developing institution-specific research guidelines.
Teddi Fishman teaches in the Master of Professional Communication program at Clemson University, leads an undergraduate creative
inquiry team, and is a service learning fellow. She has helped develop the university’s digital portfolio system and utilizes project and
inquiry based activities in both distance and face-to-face courses. She has been a part of the university’s ‘ethics across the curriculum’
program for five years.
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Unfairness in educational assessment:
Modifiers that influence the response students have to
a perception of unfair assessment.
Nerilee RA Flint
School of Management, University of South Australia
Telephone: +61 8 8302 5266
Nerilee.Flint@unisa.edu.au
Keywords: university students, perceptions of fairness, assessment, responsibility

Abstract
A recently completed doctoral study that investigated undergraduate university students’ perceptions of the
fairness of educational assessment provides the material for this paper. From this study I developed a
grounded theory, ‘demonstrating capability’ (Flint, 2007), which describes what a student takes into account
when deciding the fairness of assessment, the modifiers which influence the action students take if they
perceive assessment to be unfair, and the resulting behavioural responses to a perception of unfairness. The
focus of this paper is the modifiers which influence the action – this helps in understanding why it is that
some students take action when they perceive assessment to be unfair, and others do not. To contextualise
this, the paper will also describe the factors that students consider when making judgments about the
fairness of assessment. For academics to have some understanding of why students take action when they
perceive assessment to be unfair, and others do not, is necessary when attempting to create a culture of
integrity where there is mutual respect between staff and students.
Nerilee Flint began her career as a primary school teacher until her passion for outdoor education led her to further study, and
subsequently, work in secondary schools. In 1996 she began an academic position at the University of South Australia, lecturing in
outdoor recreation. In 2007 she completed her PhD, using grounded theory methodology to investigate undergraduate university
students’ perceptions of the fairness of educational assessment.
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Workshop: The emotional work of assessment
Nerilee RA Flint
School of Management, University of South Australia
Telephone: +61 08 8302 5266
Nerilee.Flint@unisa.edu.au

Abstract
Assessment incites emotion in teaching staff and students. Both are engaged in emotion work. Students
have particularly strong emotional responses or reactions when they perceive assessment to be unfair.
Teaching staff may have strong emotional responses when dealing with academic integrity issues. This
interactive workshop/roundtable discussion will begin with a brief presentation of the emotional responses
students have to a perception of unfair assessment, based on the work of a recently developed grounded
theory which investigated undergraduate university students’ perceptions of the fairness of educational
assessment. This will be followed by a roundtable discussion of the emotional work of teaching staff:
x

when assessing students’ work, and

x

when dealing with academic integrity issues.

What is the range of emotions? How do these emotions play out in the lives of academics? What do
academics do about them? How do they deal with the emotions?
Those interested in sharing with others about the emotional work in assessment might find this workshop/
discussion interesting.
Nerilee Flint began her career as a primary school teacher until her passion for outdoor education lead her to further study, and
subsequently, work in secondary schools. In 1996 she began an academic position at University of South Australia, lecturing in outdoor
recreation. In 2007 she completed her PhD, using grounded theory methodology to investigate undergraduate university students’
perceptions of the fairness of educational assessment.
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Acknowledgement:
Originality and plagiarism resources for academic staff
development
Dr Kathleen Gray
Biomedical Multimedia Unit
The University of Melbourne
Telephone: +61 03 8344 8936
kgray@unimelb.edu.au

Abstract
This interactive workshop session will invite participants to take a holistic view of issues of originality and
plagiarism as these arise and are addressed in the work practices of university staff.
The workshop will cover the spectrum of university academic teaching and research activities, including:
x

acknowledging the work of others

x

writing up one’s own work

x

reviewing and publishing work done by peers

x

supervising and examining research students

x

teaching students from diverse backgrounds

x

designing and conducting student assessment

x

developing and disseminating learning resources

x

handling student or staff misconduct.

Participants will be given a brief overview of the aims, activities and resources of the Acknowledgement web
site (http://calt.monash.edu.au/staff-teaching/plagiarism/acknowledgement/). In small groups participants will
have the opportunity to work through one or more of the eight modules of the website, exploring their own
current practices. As a whole group, participants will be asked to share their responses to complex issues
raised by the academic work scenarios and protocols in the eight modules.
Participants will be invited to provide individual feedback and comment on the academic development aims,
activities and resources of the website.
Kathleen Gray is a researcher in the Biomedical Multimedia Unit at The University of Melbourne. Previously she has had significant
responsibility for academic staff development and for educational technology policy and strategy, and she has taught extensively at
undergraduate level. She is interested in users’ experiences with emerging web technologies in learning, teaching and professional
practice.
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How do we do it?
Presentation and discussion of findings, problems and ethical
dilemmas from a current research project into student
academic integrity/dishonesty.
Claire Guthrie
University of Waikato, New Zealand
Telephone: +64 7838 4447
claireg@waikato.ac.nz
Keywords: research, academic integrity, students, tertiary institutions, surveys, institutional change

Abstract
There are specific cultural and political reasons influencing the lack of research into student academic
integrity/dishonesty in tertiary institutions in New Zealand. There are very few studies based in New Zealand
tertiary institutions providing data such as that collected by Dr Donald McCabe in North America. However,
the University of Waikato believes that proactive and visible procedures are vitally important for the quality
assurance of the degrees offered here and keeps publicly available annual data on student misconduct. In
addition I have recently completed the first stages of a research project into student academic integrity/
dishonesty within my institution for my Master’s thesis. I used the survey framework provided by Donald
McCabe. I have also undertaken focus group discussions with both staff and students, and individual
interviews with some teaching staff.
This workshop is an opportunity for me to present my findings to date and to discuss and share ideas and
experiences of conducting research in this area with others who have or who are looking to undertake such
research. It is an opportunity to discuss the ethical issues that arise when investigating deviant or dishonest
behaviour and to investigate effective ways to implement or disseminate the research findings both within the
institution and within the wider tertiary education sector.
Claire Guthrie is the Student Discipline Administrator at the University of Waikato. Claire’s background is in education, having taught in
early childhood centres, tertiary institutions and community education. The research project for her Master’s thesis (Social Science
Research) focuses on student and staff experiences with and beliefs about student academic dishonesty.
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Australian academic environments:
Enhancing educational integrity or extinguishing it?
Heather Hancock
School of Nursing and Midwifery
University of South Australia
Telephone: +61 08 8302 2355
heather.hancock@unisa.edu.au
Keywords: educational integrity, self-plagiarism, plagiarism, creativity, originality

Abstract
Increasingly, across Australia, academic environments seem to be turning into cultures of control and micromanagement with a product-outcome foci that correspondingly precipitate fear, apprehension and mistrust in
staff, which leads to similar responses in students. Such effects lead staff, in particular, and students to
unreasonable and unrealistic pressures and expectations to hyper-perform and hyper-produce or subvert
and surrender; either outcome is undesirable and disadvantageous for the institution and its staff. Selfplagiarism and plagiarism become seemingly ‘lifesaving strategies’ adopted by individuals who are not able
to engage in their roles with security and confidence. It is argued in this presentation that an even more
sinister outcome is the ongoing recycling of knowledge generation and a very real threat to the genesis of
creativity and originality which should be at the heart of academic endeavours.
Heather Hancock has researched and maintains a strong interest in creativity and originality, and the factors influencing their
enhancement and extinguishment across varying contexts, including health and education. Heather is concerned about the pressures
and constraints academics may be confronted with that could lead them to adopt publishing and research practices that counteract the
generation of new knowledge and threaten their own personal academic integrity.
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Transparency can be less than a virtue in the pursuit of
integrity
Howard Harris
School of Management, University of South Australia
Telephone: +61 08 8320 9309
howard.harris@unisa.edu.au
Keywords: educational integrity, virtue, transparency, ethics

Abstract
Transparency is generally regarded as desirable in the pursuit of educational integrity, especially in
plagiarism investigations and in guidelines for assessment. Transparency might not always be a virtue. It can
also be a duty, a technique or an outcome. The nature of each of these uses will be explored in the context
of contemporary tertiary education practice.
A focus on transparency as a tool – developing specific, fully accessible marking criteria, for instance – is
often welcomed as it reduces subjectivity. Whilst this may raise some pedagogical issues (which will not be
taken up here) there are also ethical issues. A concentration on numerical and formulaic responses reduces
the opportunity for both educators and students to develop reflective skills, and to engage with uncertainty,
as may simplicity, which is often introduced to increase transparency. These and other dangers have the
potential to devalue transparency itself.
The final section of the paper considers the capabilities needed if transparency is to be used and developed
as a virtue, beneficial in education, the professions, business and life more generally, rather than
implemented merely as formality or outcome.
Howard Harris teaches International Management Ethics and Values in Adelaide, Singapore and Hong Kong as part of the University of
South Australia’s management degree programs. He has written extensively on the role of traditional virtues in contemporary
management and is President of the Australian Association for Professional and Applied Ethics.
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Ten ways to change assessment tasks to ‘design out’
plagiarism
Clair Hughes
The University of Queensland
Telephone: +61 07 3365 2456
clair.hughes@uq.edu.au
Keywords: academic integrity, assessment design, minimising plagiarism

Abstract
Regular revision of assessment tasks is commonly recommended as an effective way to ‘design out’
opportunities for plagiarism. Many assessors find this quite difficult to achieve, especially when ‘tried and
true’ assessment tasks are based around fundamental course concepts whose omission would significantly
detract from assessment validity. However, assessment tasks are comprised of many components, any of
which offer opportunities for changes that ensure revised tasks are significantly different from the previous
versions. This paper proposes a framework for analysing assessment tasks to identify the ways in which
they can be changed and then suggests ten ways of going about this.

Dr Clair Hughes is a Lecturer in Higher Education in the Teaching and Educational Development Institute (TEDI) at the University of
Queensland. For some years she has maintained a strong focus on assessment in her teaching and research activities and she has
presented her work at a number of national and international conferences. Clair is currently involved in two assessment-related projects
sponsored by the Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching and Higher Education – a mentoring program to develop assessment
leadership and a national scoping of generic graduate attribute practice.

The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
University of South Australia, 6-7 December 2007. http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/conference/

31

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

Beyond ‘policing’:
Towards an integrated approach of educational integrity
Henk Huijser
Learning and Teaching Support Unit, University of Southern Queensland
Telephone: +61 07 4631 2236
huijser@usq.edu.au
Lindy Kimmins
Learning and Teaching Support Unit, University of Southern Queensland
Telephone: +61 07 4631 1682
kimminsl@usq.edu.au
Keywords: academic integrity, plagiarism, academic knowledge, integrated approach, academic skills

Abstract
Within the current higher education context, issues of plagiarism tend to be approached as a ‘problem’.
Solutions to this problem are perceived as particularly urgent with regards to international cohorts of
students. Cultural issues are often cited as the root cause of this problem, as these students are seen to
‘lack’ a clear understanding of academic integrity and the meaning of plagiarism. In response, universities
tend to emphasise the penalties for non-compliance, which places responsibility squarely at the feet of
students, who are thus seen as ‘deficient’. In contrast, this paper argues that educators need to take more
responsibility, and suggests an integrated approach whereby academic integrity and understanding how
academic knowledge is produced is seen as integral to the curriculum.
This argument is advanced with reference to two recent initiatives in the Faculty of Business at the University
of Southern Queensland: a pilot program of peer-led sessions in a Law course, and the development of a
module on Effective Referencing. This module takes a holistic approach to academic knowledge creation,
placing plagiarism in a larger framework of academic skills. Both initiatives shift the responsibility for
academic integrity from a singular focus on students, to a responsibility shared between educators and
students.
Henk Huijser and Lindy Kimmins are both lecturers in Learning Enhancement (Communication) in the Learning and Teaching Support
Unit at the University of Southern Queensland. They have published together on peer assisted learning.
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Human research ethics:
Challenging issues and the need for education
Colin James
University of Newcastle Legal Centre
University of Newcastle, Newcastle, NSW
Telephone: +61 02 4921 7849
Colin.James@newcastle.edu.au
Keywords: ethics, human research ethics, ethics committees, research ethics education, HREC, National
Statement

Abstract
The role of human research ethics committees (HRECs) is to consider research proposals involving people,
in light of agreed standards of research ethics. The Australian system currently involves 230 local
committees, usually within universities or hospitals with a research function. National standards of human
research were first promulgated by the National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) in 1966
and the latest revision, taking into account international ethics and scientific developments, is the National
Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (2007). Typical dilemmas decided by HRECs in
considering research applications involve matters of consent by participants, privacy of participants, scientific
merit, conflict of interest, risks versus benefits, and the protection of vulnerable people.
This paper examines some the challenging issues facing HRECs. The author asks if there is enough
community awareness and involvement in the HREC process. Specifically, with the increased focus on
university-based research, is there a need for HRE education courses? Many new researchers discover the
importance of ethical considerations by having to revise their initial proposal after it has been deferred
following review by a HREC committee. Further, should HRE education be more available for members of
the community, as everyone is a potential participant in and beneficiary of human research?
Colin James teaches clinical legal education and trial process at the University of Newcastle Legal Centre, in the School of Law,
University of Newcastle, Australia. He has published in the areas of legal history, legal education, and professional development and is
a member of the University of Newcastle Human Research Ethics Committee.

The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
University of South Australia, 6-7 December 2007. http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/conference/

33

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

Learn from mistakes:
Flexible marking schemes for active learning
Xiuping Jia
School of Information Technology and Electrical Engineering
University College, University of New South Wales
Canberra, ACT
Telephone: +61 02 6268 8202
x.jia@adfa.edu.au
Keywords: assessment, self-marking, peer-marking, active learning, deep learning

Abstract
Assessment methods have been a critical issue in education in Australia and around the world. Often
students are assessment-driven; therefore, the methods of assessments have strong and direct influence on
students’ learning approaches. Apart from what to assess and how to assess, marking is also a critical issue.
Self-marking and peer-marking practices are effective alternatives to encourage students’ active learning
and for them to learn from mistakes. In this paper, students’ views of self-marking and peer-marking are
examined. They are analysed based on two trials and the students’ feedback.
It was found that students have a wide range of views on self- and peer-marking. Generally speaking,
students preferred peer-marking, believed it provided an opportunity for them to learn from each other’s
experiences and that it promoted teamwork. The survey results reminded us to face the reality that ‘every
single mark’ counts for students. Therefore, self-marking needs a good control mechanism to prevent
cheating. It is more suitable for informal or a lightly weighted formal assessment. Overall, assessment should
not only be for a record of performance, but should also be a valuable learning process – learning from
mistakes. The objective of the course, method of teaching and the method of assessments need to be
aligned to encourage students’ deep learning and self-motivation.
Xiuping Jia received her B.Eng in Beijing, China, and PhD in EE from UNSW, Australia. She has teaching experience in both China and
Australia. She is a senior lecturer at the School of Information Technology and Electrical Engineering, University College, The University
of New South Wales, with research interests in education and remote sensing image analysis.
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Educational integrity:
Establishing a discipline support program for students with
English as an additional language at the University of Canberra
Robert Kennelly
School of Business and Government, University of Canberra, ACT, 2601
Telephone: +61 02 6282 4228
Robert.Kennelly@canberra.edu.au
Anna Maldoni
University of Canberra College, University of Canberra, ACT, 2601
Telephone: +61 02 6201 5983
Anna.Maldoni@canberra.edu.au
Keywords: international students, content-based model, discipline support program

Abstract
This paper reports progress on an action research project aimed at establishing a discipline support program
for first year ‘English as an additional language’ (EAL) students in the School of Business and Government
at the University of Canberra. It briefly reviews the relevant literature and situates the work within the
content-based genre.
The research uses student assessment data, staff and student evaluations and the authors’ own reflections
to detail problems and their solutions over two and a half semesters. The key challenge of understanding
why some students in need do not attend the program is addressed with a number of approaches trialled.
These include the avoidance of timetable clashes, the identification of students in need by the use of a
writing test in the first lecture, and the use of extrinsic rewards to encourage attendance. Overall strategies
used included an inter-disciplinary team teaching approach and the importance of collaboration to gain wider
acceptance of discipline support within the School. The findings demonstrate that discipline support
programs make a positive difference to pass/fail ratios of EAL students. Finally, it postulates the need for
further improvement in the program, such as the wider consideration of the academic skill needs of all
students, regardless of language background and the increase of teaching teams to meet the needs of
students in all first year units in the School.
Robert Kennelly is a tutor and researcher in the discipline of Management and Marketing. He is a Foundation Teaching Fellow of
HERDSA (Higher Education Research and Development Society of Australasia). Robert has an abiding interest in what motivates
students to learn, in particular the academic skills development of EAL students.
Anna Maldoni is an English lecturer with the University of Canberra College. Anna has specialised in the development of disciplinebased support programs in a number of disciplines. Anna’s interests lie in developing effective teaching and learning models to better
meet the needs of international students.
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The instance and ingenuity of cheating strategies among
university students
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Department of Accounting, Finance and Economics, Griffith University
Logan Campus, Meadowbrook, Brisbane, QLD
Mark Brimble
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Abstract
Understanding the drivers behind student engagement in academic dishonesty is an important precursor to
developing strategies to deal with it. There is substantial evidence on the prevalence of academic
misconduct (for example, McCabe & Bowers, 1994; McCabe & Trevino, 1996; Sheard, Martin, Markham,
Macdonald, & Walsh, 2002; Brimble & Stevenson-Clarke, 2005); however, the understanding of the issues
that drive student behaviour and indeed how to deal with this is not so extensive. This study applies a Tobit
analysis to a survey of 1,057 students across four major Queensland universities, and finds that the key
factor that explains the variance in student self-reported engagement in one form of academic misconduct is
the evidenced engagement in other forms of misconduct. Building on existing research (Kremmer, Brimble &
Stevenson-Clarke, 2007 forthcoming) this method provides a measure of other factors including the
perception of peer engagement, age and gender that are also relevant, however to a lesser degree of
explanatory power. We suggest these findings provide further evidence of the risk of an emerging culture of
acceptance of academic dishonesty amongst the student population and that obtaining a more detailed
understanding of the behaviour of students is crucial to effectively dealing with it.
Michael Kremmer is an econometrician with a broad range of teaching and research interests in empirical finance and applied
microeconomics. Peta Stevenson-Clarke’s research interests are in capital markets, accounting theory and accounting education (the
latter with a particular bent towards academic dishonesty). Peta teaches a range of courses in accounting, accounting theory and
financial analysis. Mark Brimble teaches courses in finance and banking, with research interests in capital markets, personal finance
and education.
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The different perceptions of plagiarism by overseas Chinese
tertiary students on Western campuses:
The effect of globalisation
Fande Liu
University of Adelaide
Fande.liu@adelaide.edu.au.
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Abstract
This paper deals with the perceptions of academic plagiarism held by overseas Chinese tertiary students
(OCTS) in Western universities, mainly in the UK, Australasia and North America. It explores the effect of the
globalisation of education on these students’ perceptions of plagiarism, and their orientation and adaptation
to this global force. A review of the literature on plagiarism indicates that some OCTS may commit
inadvertent plagiarism for a number of reasons: they may not be familiar with academic conventions, have
poor English writing skills, lack critical thinking skills, and lack the tradition or training of citing and
referencing in their previous education about academic writing. This paper argues that OCTS are more
prone to be suspected of committing academic plagiarism because of a lack of a mutual understanding
between academics at hosting universities and OCTS. The asymmetric power relation between Western
academics and Chinese background students, in turn, makes it more difficult for some OCTS to adapt to
Western academic culture and plagiarism policies. It is suggested that OCTS’ personal experience and
current awareness of the seriousness of committing plagiarism, their lack of understanding of the exact
meaning of academic conventions and of the contextual practice of applied English, play a major part in
forming their perceptions of academic plagiarism. This paper presents several scenarios to investigate and
generalise some characteristics of these perceptions. Some analyses are presented and questions are
raised for discussion.
Fande Liu is a PhD student in the Centre for Asian Studies at The University of Adelaide. He has published in the areas of international
politics. His current projects include academic norms and academic plagiarism in China and the influence of globalisation. He received
his Master of Arts in 1994 from the University of Beijing, PRC.
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‘I only did it because…’:
Constructing a framework for identifying critical risk factors
for student cheating
Helen Marsden
School of Psychology, University of Canberra, Bruce, ACT
Telephone: +61 02 6282 7528
helenmarsden@optusnet.com.au
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Abstract
In the last twenty years a great deal of research has focused on identifying factors which contribute to
students’ decisions to cheat. This work is valuable, but the vast majority of it has been conducted in the
United States, and for the most part, it has been conducted strictly within the theoretical boundaries of
education and psychology. An alternative viewpoint is offered by a social-psychological theory which was
developed to explain social deviance and delinquency. General strain theory provides a useful framework for
ordering a number of old and new risk factors for student academic dishonesty.
Strain is experienced when aspirations and expectations are unmet and when individuals perceive that these
outcomes are unjust (Agnew, 1992, 2001). The effects of strain are cumulative, and chronic or repetitive
strain may lead to the experience of a range of negative emotions. For some people, the outcome of these
circumstances is to choose deviant means to obtain the goal, reduce the emotional state, or seek revenge
on the perpetrator of the perceived injustice. In terms of students, when the goals are academic, the deviant
choice may be to facilitate the achievement of those goals by cheating.
Understanding how the experience of strain affects a student’s engagement in dishonest academic
behaviour provides a different set of potential solutions to the problem.
Helen Marsden is a PhD candidate at the University of Canberra. Her thesis examines the risk factors for student academic dishonesty
in Australian universities. Helen was founding Chair of the Asia Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity and founding Co-Editor of the
International Journal for Educational Integrity.
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Plugging a hole in holistic institutional approaches to
plagiarism: A focus on research
Ursula McGowan
The University of Adelaide
Telephone: +61 08 8303 4745
Ursula.mcgowan@adelaide.edu.au
Keywords: holistic approaches, plagiarism, cheating, social offence, academic learning, research culture,
evidence-based writing

Abstract
This paper is a response to recent calls in the literature for holistic institutional approaches to address the
complexity of the problem of student plagiarism in higher education. I suggest that one reason for this
complexity is that the issue has two conflicting dimensions. It is seen both as a social offence, and as an
area for academic learning. In the literature, the dimension of academic learning is addressed in terms of
providing students with clear information and skills practice, as well as improving curriculum design and
assessment practices; and the perspective of plagiarism as a social offence is addressed through
systematising the use of detection mechanisms, and the application of fair and consistent penalties.
Proposals of holistic approaches that combine both perspectives hold promise of improvements in the
effectiveness of deterring and dealing with plagiarism. However, the concern of this paper is to identify a
remaining ‘hole’ in such proposals when these have not been explicit about the fundamental reason for the
high value placed on citation and referencing conventions in student writing. I suggest that the use of
referencing conventions is generally not part of students’ experience outside the academy, and that the
answer lies in understanding research as a defining characteristic of higher education institutions. I conclude
that a holistic approach to minimising plagiarism is incomplete without an explicit focus on student induction
into the culture of research and associated evidence-based writing, in an environment that is free from the
stigma of misconduct.
Ursula McGowan is Deputy Director of the Centre for Learning and Professional Development responsible for academic staff
development at the University of Adelaide. She is bilingual (German-English) and is experienced in staff and student development on
issues for international and local students from language backgrounds other than English. Her recent publications have focussed on
mainstream strategies for inducting students into the academic discourse, with a view to minimising the incidence of inadvertent
plagiarism.
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From consensus to compromise:
An institutional approach to a campus-wide initiative for students
addressing issues of academic integrity
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Abstract
This paper documents the experience at one university of taking an online module, which had been
designed, trialled and received a consensus of praise and approval from faculty, through the surprising and
unexpectedly problematic path to implementation and beyond. The journey, which took more than a year to
negotiate, presented a raft of ethical, pedagogical and administrative dilemmas that had not been
anticipated. Consultations resulted in compromises and concessions that eventually delivered a model
satisfying the majority of concerns of most stakeholders. This paper focuses on the institutional approach
taken in responding to barriers and producing the final product.
Dr Lee Partridge is a lecturer in the Centre for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning at The University of Western Australia. Her
areas of research interest include higher education development, the student experience and academic integrity. She is currently
involved in a number of cross-faculty teaching and learning projects at UWA.
Dr Beverley McNamara is Associate Dean (Teaching and Learning) within the Faculty of Arts at The University of Western Australia.
She has been instrumental in a number of innovative programmes across the University to provide enhanced learning opportunities for
students. In 2006 she received a Carrick Institute citation for Outstanding Contributions to Student Learning.
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Citation education: The what, why and how
Marie Stevenson
Learning Connection, University of South Australia,
Telephone: +61 08 8302 4078
marie.stevenson@unisa.edu.au
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Abstract
The quantity of literature dedicated to issues surrounding plagiarism in higher education is indicative not only
of the seriousness of the issue but also the complexity. For many students, whether educated in Australia or
abroad, the accurate and consistent use of a citation system is a new requirement. Citation is also a visible
expression of the process of constructing knowledge and of the values of the academic world. It is also the
practices of citation which give academic English its ‘manifest intertextuality’.
Misunderstandings in relation to these latter aspects of citation are frequently the cause of unintentional
plagiarism. If universities wish their students to become fully engaged in academic work, it is important that
they teach not only the mechanics of referencing but the significance of these practices. One implication is
that the teaching of citation practices should encompass and link the values of academic integrity, plagiarism
and the practices of referencing. Also, that this teaching should be supported by a range of resources which
are similarly linked and which are designed in such a way that they take students’ circumstances, disciplines
and levels of study into account.
This presentation showcases a resource designed for students commencing study in the Division of
Business at the University of South Australia. The resource shows how the elements of academic integrity,
referencing and understanding plagiarism can be combined and also illustrates one way in which students’
understanding and skills can be developed by adding complexity and depth to the resources.
In eighteen years as an academic language and learning adviser Marie Stevenson has worked extensively with students to develop
their language skills and the approaches to learning needed to avoid unintentional plagiarism, and developed resources and published
on citation education.

The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
University of South Australia, 6-7 December 2007. http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/conference/

41

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

Interactive workshop:
How can institutions support good practice in publication of
research?
Jackie Street
Flinders University and The University of Adelaide
Telephone: +61 08 8302 6498
jackie.street@adelaide.edu.au
Wendy Rogers
Flinders University
Telephone: +61 08 8204 3132
wendy.rogers@flinders.edu.au
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Abstract
Background: Institutions provide guidelines (usually based on the Vancouver Protocol) which address issues
such as attribution of authorship and plagiarism. Yet attitudes and norms of behaviour within institutions
often run counter to the guidelines causing confusion for staff and research students alike. As a
consequence, institutions invest a considerable amount of time and energy in addressing disputes arising
from the publication of research.
Workshop presentation: Within the context of the published literature in this area, the presentation at the
workshop will report on the results of a research project in which a cross-section of university students and
staff were interviewed about how they believed institutions and individuals could support ethical behaviour in
the publication of research. Participants in the research were selected using stratified sampling from a pool
of postgraduate students, student advocates and academic staff, and within biomedical, clinical and social
science research disciplines at two Australian universities.
Discussion: Participants in the workshop will be asked to reflect on the results presented and their own
experience to contribute to a discussion on practical ways – beyond guidelines – that institutions can support
ethical practice in publication of research.

Dr Jackie Street, PhD BSc Grad.Dip.PHC, Member of the Ethics Centre of South Australia (ECSA), has worked and published across
biomedicine and public health and has a particular interest in the structures which underpin the way we do research. This includes
research funding and commissioning, peer review and the ethical frameworks of research including unwritten but widely-accepted codes
of behaviour in research.
Wendy Rogers is Associate Professor of Medical Ethics and Health Law in the School of Medicine at Flinders University. Her
responsibilities are to provide ethics, law and professionalism teaching across all four years of the graduate entry medical program as
well as teaching in other courses such as Philosophy, Public Health, Speech Pathology, Dietetics and Nutrition and Medical Sciences.
Her main research interests are public health ethics and feminist ethics. She has published widely in medical and ethics journals, and
was one of the founding organisers of the Ethics Centre of South Australia, established in 2005.
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‘The way the game is played’:
Practice, perils and pitfalls in supervision and authorship
Jackie Street
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Flinders University
Telephone: +61 08 8204 3132
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University of Adelaide
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Abstract
Background: Despite clear guidelines, authorship remains a problematic issue for both postgraduate
students and their supervisors. Attribution of authorship can be a vague and confusing area for postgraduate
research students and staff alike.
Methods: We interviewed eighteen university students and staff, including postdoctoral research students,
academic staff Level A-E and student advocates, about their experience, beliefs and norms of behaviour in
the publication of papers resulting from health research. Participants were selected using stratified sampling
in biomedical, clinical and social science research at two Australian universities.
Results: Participants reported widely divergent norms of behaviour in publication across disciplines both in
criteria for inclusion as an author and in the value attributed to the order of authors. Authorship may reflect
contribution to research but also may be based on other criteria such as seniority in the research team or
contribution of key materials. Guidelines were rarely used and students usually deduced the ‘rules of
engagement’ through example. Extreme cases of ‘theft of students’ work’ were rare but confusion and
distress around blurred ethical standards was common, sometimes leading to non-publication of work and
breakdown in the supervisory relationship. Participants indicated aspects of individual and institutional
support leading to good practice in publication of research.
Implications of research: Our research suggests that norms of behaviour run counter to Australian guidelines
for responsible conduct in research. Improved understanding of accepted practices in authorship and
supervision will provide a firm basis from which to build institutional support for good practice in publication of
research.
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Dr Jackie Street, PhD BSc Grad.Dip.PHC, Member of the Ethics Centre of South Australia (ECSA), has worked and published across
biomedicine and public health and has a particular interest in the structures which underpin the way we do research. This includes
research funding and commissioning, peer review and the ethical frameworks of research including unwritten but widely-accepted codes
of behaviour in research.
Wendy Rogers is Associate Professor of Medical Ethics and Health Law in the School of Medicine at Flinders University. Her
responsibilities are to provide ethics, law and professionalism teaching across all four years of the graduate entry medical program as
well as teaching in other courses such as Philosophy, Public Health, Speech Pathology, Dietetics and Nutrition and Medical Sciences.
Her main research interests are public health ethics and feminist ethics. She has published widely in medical and ethics journals, was
one of the founding organisers of the Ethics Centre of South Australia, established in 2005.
Mark Israel has a degree in law and postgraduate qualifications in sociology, criminology and education. He has published extensively
in the areas of criminology, racism, research ethics, and education. The winner of numerous research and teaching awards, Mark’s
current research interests include research ethics in criminology, socio-legal studies and, more generally, in social science; learning and
teaching in criminology and law; social exclusion in the context of race and jury selection, and state and state-corporate crime.
Annette Braunack-Mayer is a bioethicist, who focusses on public health ethics, the ethics of health technologies, public health policy,
bioethics theory and qualitative research methods. Her research interests revolve around the intersection of ethics, qualitative research
methods and social analysis in health care, particularly in relation to general practice. She teaches undergraduate medical ethics,
postgraduate public health ethics and qualitative research methods.
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Alice through the looking glass:
Fashion students venture into the real world of law
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Michelle Markham
QUT, Law Faculty (until end November 2007)
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m.markham@qut.edu.au
Keywords: culture of integrity, creativity, workforce, integration, cross-disciplinary

Abstract
This paper traces the conception, development and evolution of a cross-disciplinary unit of study that was
designed to introduce final year fashion students at Queensland University of Technology (QUT) to the very
real world of law. Through this case study, the paper explores the key teaching and learning issues
encountered by staff and students, and defines the critical factors that led to the successful embedding of a
culture of integrity and integration (Boyer, 1990) within an undergraduate design program.
Many studies have been undertaken recently, both in Australia and the UK, that highlight the need for a
broader range of knowledge and skills in art and design graduates (Leitch, 2006; Skillfast-UK, 2006; Design
Council, 2007; McWilliam, 2007). Whilst creativity is increasingly being recognised as a key skill in the
contemporary workforce, creativity alone does not prepare fashion graduates for the rapidly changing
industry they are about to enter. In order to provide a learning experience with real educational integrity, this
unit has been designed and refined over a number of years, as part of a final year of study where the
intention is to provide a ‘bridge’ to the real world of industry. In order to provide an empowering learning
experience, where final year fashion students shift from student mindset to professional mindset, it is critical
that they see the connectedness of their learning (both within and beyond the university) and are given
opportunities to test out their understandings and skills within a framework of assessment that is authentic.
Professor Suzi Vaughan is Portfolio Director for Fashion, Journalism/Media and Communication at QUT and has taught fashion design
for more than ten years. Trained in London as a fashion designer, she worked in London and Hong Kong before moving into tertiary
education.
Dr Michelle Markham was with the QUT Faculty of Law from June 2002 to November 2007. She specialises in taxation law (especially
transfer pricing), business law and professional responsibility. She will be taking up a new position as Associate Professor of the Bond
Law Faculty in January 2008.

The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
University of South Australia, 6-7 December 2007. http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/conference/

45

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

The eyes of the university: Paranoia, plagiarism and pedagogy
Ruth Walker
Learning Development, Building 11.209
University of Wollongong 2522
NSW Australia
Telephone: +61 02 93321270
rwalker@uow.edu.au
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Abstract
The increasing concern about student plagiarism has led higher education institutions to implement more
stringent surveillance policies and tactics, even as they emphasise the importance of self-regulation via
ethical writing practices. However, Martin (2004) points out that students have no monopoly on plagiarism as
a form of dishonest behaviour, as they are often exposed to examples of poor practice by academics
themselves, who, while under increasing pressure to protect their institutions’ reputations, are often driven by
their own habitual ‘anxiety of influence’ (Bloom, 1973). This paper argues that the normalisation of suspicion
and distrust amongst both students and academics has led to what might be called a paranoid pedagogy.
Starting with an examination of Freud’s own concerns about plagiarism as they resonate throughout his
most-cited case study about paranoia, this paper goes on to argue that Derrida’s discussion about the
responsibility of the university effectively advocates a paranoid approach to academia. Rather than
approaching plagiarism as an epidemic that is communicable across all levels of the university, this paper
suggests balancing a hermeneutics of suspicion with what has been referred to as a more ‘reparative’
pedagogy (Sedgwick, 2003).
Ruth Walker teaches academic writing at the University of Wollongong, collaborating with Faculties to develop student-centered
approaches to the development of academic literacies. She works with transnational programs in Hong Kong, and is developing a
research project on international student performativity and plagiarism.
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Educational integrity:
Broadening learning and teaching responses
Bronwyn James & Paul Moore
Learning Development, University of Wollongong
Telephone: +61 02 4221 3213
bjames@uow.edu.au
Margaret Wallace & Isla Bowen
School of Nursing, Midwifery & Indigenous Health, University of Wollongong
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Abstract
This paper outlines interventions designed to develop academic and professional integrity within an
environment of educational integrity for students enrolled in a Bachelor of Nursing program. It introduces the
theoretical and empirical studies which have informed our approach in the project and examines the ways in
which some of these are put to work within the multiple and interconnected contexts of educational and
professional integrity via the curriculum development, resources, and learning and teaching activities that
constitute the project. The paper uses the data from student focus groups to reflect on the outcomes of these
interventions.
Bronwyn James and Paul Moore work collaboratively with students and faculty to develop strategies that enable students to develop the
academic skills needed in order to access, understand and apply discipline-specific knowledge integral to the students’ program of
study. Isla Bowen and Margaret Wallace are faculty-based academics who have a long-standing interest in embedding the development
of the skills of being a learner in professional degree programs.
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Academic integrity and ethics across the curriculum:
Addressing the challenges of AI normatively instead of
instrumentally
Daniel E. Wueste
Robert J. Rutland Institute for Ethics
Clemson University (United States)
Telephone: +01 864 656 6147
ernest@clemson.edu
Keywords: educational integrity, responsibilities, ethics across the curriculum

Abstract
The term ‘educational integrity’ suggests that what we do in the academy is properly understood as a
purposive endeavor. Seeing what we do in this way makes it easier to recognise the principles of the
enterprise, understand their normativity, and appreciate the fact that they create interlocking, reciprocal
responsibilities. The last point is important but frequently missed. This is apparent when faculty respond to
the problem of academic dishonesty by calling for more policing and harsher sanctions, even though an
instrumentalist approach does not work any better within the academy than it does in society generally.
Eschewing an instrumentalist approach, I direct attention to the norms implicit in the educational enterprise.
These norms arise from the purpose(s) of the undertaking. The American legal philosopher Lon Fuller was
the first to articulate this idea, that an enterprise/undertaking is governed by norms internal to it. Following
Fuller, I argue that the persons engaged in an undertaking such as lawmaking (Fuller’s concern) or higher
education have responsibilities specified by what we may call an implicit morality. Fulfilling these
responsibilities sustains the enterprise and makes it possible for those who are engaged in it to achieve its
aims. I discuss the reasons for saying that these (or indeed any) practice-specific norms constitute a morality
and close by suggesting that if our aim is to create a culture of integrity and commitment, efforts to promote
educational integrity should be linked to an ethics across the curriculum program.
Daniel E. Wueste is Director of the Rutland Institute for Ethics. He teaches legal philosophy and applied ethics; his research and writing
explore the areas of overlap between these two fields. He is president of the Society for Ethics Across the Curriculum and an ex-officio
member of the Advisory Council of the Center for Academic Integrity at Clemson University.
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Welcome
Welcome to the 3rd Asia-Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity.
While previous conferences have focussed on specific issues relating to educational integrity such as
plagiarism and values in teaching and learning, this conference aims to examine the broader educational
context. Participants will be asked to consider the following questions:
x

Who is responsible for educational integrity? Is it students, educators, administrators, senior managers
or policy makers?

x

How can a culture of integrity be created so that the current model of ‘police action’ is replaced by selfregulation and mutual respect?

Our keynote and invited presenters provide a number of perspectives on academic integrity, including: the
context within which students in the 21st century manage their lives, work and study; the implications of
internationalisation of higher education in Australia; the obstacles to integrity experienced by academics; and
the particular ethical issues of postgraduate research.
Concurrent sessions include:
x

institutional approaches to educational integrity

x

educational integrity and research

x

educational integrity, teaching and learning

x

educational integrity and contextual factors

x

educational integrity and specific student groups

x

educational integrity as ethics in practice.

The pre-conference workshop held on December 5, 2007 aimed to enable Academic Integrity Officers (and
their equivalent positions) from Australian and international universities to network and share ideas on best
practice in dealing with academic integrity issues.
We trust you will benefit from the presentations at the conference, and enjoy the opportunities to network
with like-minded scholars from around the world.
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Disclaimer
The papers published in these Proceedings have been reviewed, edited and proof-read to the best of our
ability within the timelines permitted. We have aimed to authenticate all sources cited in the text of the
papers, in the spirit of maintaining the highest standard of academic integrity, although acknowledge that
there may be outstanding proofing errors.
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Asia-Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity
Chair: Tracey Bretag, University of South Australia
Deputy Chair: Martin Dick, RMIT University
Committee Members:
Charmian Eckersley, formerly of the University of Newcastle
Colin James, University of Newcastle
Ingrid Kennedy, Central Queensland University
Julianne East, La Trobe University
Margaret Green, University of South Australia
The Asia-Pacific Forum on Educational Integrity (APFEI) is an inter-organisational body whose mission is to
collaborate towards the research and promotion of educational integrity. The Forum aims to provide a
platform for educators across all sectors to investigate, collaborate and access resources in the field of
educational integrity. In addition, APFEI also aims to provide an opportunity for researchers and
practitioners in the Asia-Pacific region to take a leadership role in the relatively new field of educational
integrity.
APFEI was established as a result of consultations held during the inaugural Asia-Pacific Educational
Integrity Conference (University of South Australia, Adelaide, November 21-22, 2003). Practitioners and
researchers from Australia and overseas agreed on the importance of having a central point of reference
where issues of educational integrity could be discussed, researched, progressed and shared with the wider
academic community. APFEI became an incorporated body in April 2007 and is currently building a
repository of online resources, based on the model provided by the Center for Academic Integrity, based in
the United States. Institutional memberships from all universities in the Asia-Pacific region will be sought in
2008.
One of the objectives of APFEI was the production of an international refereed journal where research on
educational integrity could be disseminated in an accessible and cost-effective format. The first issue of the
International Journal for Educational Integrity was launched in December 2005. There have since been
three issues, with the next issue due to be published after 3APCEI, in December 2007. The journal
challenges readers to consider the changing nature of education in a globalised environment, and the impact
that conceptions of educational integrity have on issues of pedagogy, academic standards, intercultural
understanding and equity. Another responsibility of APFEI is to oversee the ongoing, biennial conference on
educational integrity. An invitation is extended to delegates at 3APCEI to consider hosting the next
conference in 2009, with the support of seed funding from APFEI. For further details about APFEI, see:
http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/.
The International Journal for Educational Integrity can be found at: http://www.ojs.unisa.edu.au/index.php/
IJEI. Enquiries about submissions can be directed to the Editor, Tracey Bretag. Email:
tracey.bretag@unisa.edu.au.
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Keynote addresses
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Bob Birrell
Bob Birrell is the Director of the Centre for Population and Urban Research
(CPUR) and Reader in Sociology at Monash University. He is also joint editor, with
Katharine Betts, of the quarterly demographic journal People and Place, published
by CPUR.
Bob has a degree in economics from Melbourne University, in history from London
University (first class honours) and a PhD in Sociology from Princeton University.
Most of his academic work has been at Monash University and since 1991 this work has focussed on
running the CPUR. He has acted as an advisor on immigration issues to both Labor and Coalition
governments and was a member of the Commonwealth Government’s National Population Council from
1987–1993. Recently he was a member of the independent Review of the General Skilled Migration Program
which reported in May 2006.
His recent work has been critical of the Australian government’s higher education policy and his recent
review (with Virginia Rapson) of Australia’s higher education training record, Clearing the myths away: higher
education output and workforce demand (Dusseldorp Skills Forum), summarises this work. The paper
‘Implications of low English standards among overseas students at Australian universities’ (People and
Place, December 2006) explored the impact of overseas student enrolments on the quality of university
training in Australia.

Abstract:
English language levels, migration selection and education standards in Australia’s
universities
Australia’s universities have developed a lucrative market providing courses for overseas students which
have facilitated subsequent applications for permanent residence on completion of these courses. The paper
examines what happened when the Department of Immigration and Citizenship (DIAC) discovered that a
significant minority of these students fell short of the ‘competent’ English standard it had been assuming they
possessed. This assumption had been based on the expectation that since they had completed their courses
successfully they must have possessed ‘competent’ English. The paper critically examines the reactions to
the evidence of low English standards on the part of the key federal Departments involved (DIAC and the
Department of Education, Science and Training) and of Australia’s universities.
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Robert Crotty
Emeritus Professor Robert Crotty has spent over forty years in the university and
higher education sector. His academic fields are history and social sciences,
including religion studies, education and ethics. He holds Masters degrees in
History, Theology and Biblical Studies and a doctorate in Education.
Professor Crotty has been Visiting Fellow at the Centre for Jewish/Christian Relations at Cambridge
University, Visiting Scholar at the Centre for Hebrew and Jewish Studies at Oxford University and Visiting
Scholar at the British School of Archaeology in Athens. In 2006 he was appointed Director of the Ethics
Centre of South Australia. Professor Crotty has authored six research books and authored or co-authored
over twenty other academic books and over fifty journal articles.

Abstract:
Ethical aspects of the research doctorate
Within Australia the doctorate, in its many models, has become the rite de passage for the academic and,
increasingly, for the professional and industrial leader. Its history as an academic rite is far from straight
forward and so its role within present day academic discourse is also unclear. When the number of academic
doctors was limited, there hardly seemed reason to expend effort on determining the root meaning of a
doctorate or its status within academic culture. That has changed. Today there are more higher degree
students enrolled than there were undergraduates in the 1970s.
Consequently much has been written lately within Australia about the quality and accountability of the
processes for selecting, supervising and examining doctoral candidates (Johnston, 1997; Mullins & Kiley,
2002; Lawson, Marsh, & Tansley, 2003; Holbrook, Bourke, Lovat, & Dally, 2004a). However, there has been
relatively little written about the ethical dimension of this burgeoning doctorate.
What are the ethical issues involved in undertaking a doctorate, supervising a doctorate and examining a
doctorate in order to maintain academic integrity? Before we can answer this question, we need to review
the ethical discourse1.
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Within Australia the doctorate, in its many models, has become the rite de passage for the academic and,
increasingly, for the professional and industrial leader. Its history as an academic rite is far from straight
forward and so its role within present day academic discourse is also unclear. When the number of academic
doctors was limited, there hardly seemed reason to expend effort on determining the root meaning of a
doctorate or its status within academic culture. That has changed. Today there are more higher degree
students enrolled than there were undergraduates in the 1970s.
Consequently much has been written lately within Australia about the quality and accountability of the
processes for selecting, supervising and examining doctoral candidates (Johnston, 1997; Mullins & Kiley,
2002; Lawson, Marsh, & Tansley, 2003; Holbrook, Bourke, Lovat, & Dally, 2004a). However, there has been
relatively little written about the ethical dimension of this burgeoning doctorate.
What are the ethical issues involved in undertaking a doctorate, supervising a doctorate and examining a
doctorate in order to maintain academic integrity? Before we can answer this question, we need to review
the ethical discourse1.

Ethics
Ethics is that system of principles by which human actions and intentions can be adjudged good or bad, right
or wrong. It defines a system that informs humans as to what is right or wrong in a particular situation.
Ethical theory and ethical reasoning have subsequently developed because it is not always clear how a
human should rightly respond in a particular situation; how the human should be informed.
Historically in the Western world, there have been three standard approaches to ethical reasoning. First,
there is consequentialism. Consequentialism takes regard of the consequences that will follow from making
a certain response to a human situation. Its basic premise is that the consequences of a particular human
response determine the morality of that response.
An important subcategory of consequentialism has been called utilitarianism. This theory goes one step
further and holds that consequences that promote welfare are ethically preferable to those that do not do so,
and those consequences that promote welfare more are ethically preferable to those that do not maximise
welfare. Following from this, Jeremy Bentham’s utilitarian principle (as refined by John Stuart Mill) was that
so long as people do not interfere with the freedom and happiness of others, they should be allowed to think
and do as they like.
Another approach has been to focus on the duties and obligations of those who perform human actions.
These are called deontological theories. Immanuel Kant held to the principle of unconditional respect for
other people, treating people not as means to an end but as ends in themselves. Kantians struggle to do
what duty demands as against what the human spirit wants to do.
Yet another approach has been called virtue ethics, which concentrates on the particular qualities of the
person involved in making a human decision. A response is deemed good and right if it is what a
hypothetical good person would normally do. The virtue ethicist therefore must identify those virtues which
good people should possess if they are to live fulfilling lives.
Each of these broad approaches has its problems. How does the ethicist who follows consequentialism or
utilitarianism decide on the relative value where there is more than one consequence of an action? The
decision-maker’s duties and obligations, given precedence by the deontologist, can sometimes seem to be in
conflict. And who decides the necessary virtues of the morally upright person for the virtue ethicist?
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The three approaches seem to hang in the air without a foundation. I would like to take another approach
and begin with the claim, later to be defended, that human life is inextricably dominated by human culture.
Human culture is similar to a software program within a computer. It directs the output of the computer. If a
glitch develops within the software, then inevitably the output is skewed. I will now develop my thinking on
culture further.

Human Culture
I understand culture to mean the total shared way of life of any given human group; substantially, culture is
composed of that group’s modes of thinking, acting, feeling, valuing.
Culture is a human construct, a system of symbols. It is not something static; having been constructed, it
develops and adapts to its environment, just as the human group, within which it has its being, develops and
adapts to a changing physical environment. The development and adaptation of a culture and the
development and adaptation of its attendant human group are not separate issues. Without human beings
there could be no culture; development and adaptation of culture and humans happens synchronically.
Some anthropologists would even claim that without culture there would be no human beings; the very
notion of being human requires being programmed by culture (see Geertz, 1973, ch. 2). Why should this be
so? While other animals, to a large extent, have their behavioural patterns predetermined by their genetic
code, the behaviour of human beings is regulated genetically to a far less extent.
Humans have a need to put a construction on those events in which they are involved and they do so by
means of this very system of symbols that is a culture. They need to construct reality, to achieve order;
culture enables them to do so. This dependence on culture has been claimed to be species-specific
(Lumsden & Wilson, 1981); other animals are not so dependent on learned culture to find order in everyday
living. Perhaps, some would argue, humans are actually directed by their genetic make-up to find this order
through culture.

Cultural relativism
Hence, looking across the contemporary world we can review such different cultures as Chinese, Japanese,
European, Aboriginal Australian – even granted that there are many sub-variants within each. Looking back
in time, we can reconstruct from texts and artefacts ancient Greek culture, ancient Mesopotamian culture,
ancient Celtic culture. They are different. Are they real? Are there levels of validity in them? Are they
comparable?
Common, universal characteristics have been confidently identified as existing in all cultural systems
(Kluckhohn, 1953, pp. 507-523). For instance, even in the 1970s, Spiro was able to identify “invariant
dispositions and orientations” which stemmed, he claimed, from “pan-human biological and cultural
constants” (1978, pp. 330-360). He cited abhorrence of incest, rejection of murder and gregariousness as
examples of these universal cultural traits. On the basis of “invariant dispositions and orientations” he was
able to postulate “a universal human nature” underlying all human cultures (pp. 349-50). Human cultures
derived their reality and validity by reference to this universal human nature.
There are other scholars who hold that any such perception of a universal human nature is illusory. Every
culture, they maintain, is unique, formed within the parameters of the life experience of a particular group
and variously shaped by non-recurrent historical events. Each element of a culture can therefore only be
judged by what it contributes to the totality of that culture. A particular form of government (which is a cultural
artefact), such as ancient Greek democracy, cannot meaningfully be compared to a similar form of
democracy in another culture, such as Australian democracy; each cultural element only has meaning within
the total cultural framework of its own group. Such complete cultural relativism has, of course, its own
philosophical difficulties (see Geertz, 1984, pp. 263-278).
A variant, more moderate relativism has been proposed and deserves attention. The case could be put that
while the behaviour patterns of animals are, for the most part, genetically determined and the genetic code
orders their activity within a narrow range of variation, human beings are genetically endowed with very
general response capacities. These are not the cultural universals proposed above by Spiro (1978) and
others; they are response capacities that allow humans to learn and to adapt within broad ranges of activity.
These would be similar to the list of “innate modules of the human mind” identified by Pinker (1994), which
he also calls ‘”families of instincts”.
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Pinker writes, for example, about language:
Language is a complex, specialized skill, which develops in the child spontaneously, without
conscious effort or formal instruction, is deployed without awareness of its underlying logic, is
qualitatively the same in every individual, and is distinct from more general abilities to process
information or behave intelligently. For these reasons some cognitive scientists have described
language as a psychological faculty, a mental organ, a neural system, and a computational
module. But I prefer the admittedly quaint term ‘instinct’. It conveys the idea that people know
how to talk in more or less the sense that spiders know how to spin webs (1994, p. 18).
In this sense, we have an innate response capacity or ‘instinct’ to speak, but our capacity to speak English,
for example, is culturally determined. Perhaps this principle can be applied to the whole of culture: response
capacity is determined and controlled by the biological species; how this capacity will be activated and
manifest itself will normally depend upon the culture into which the individual has been socialised. However,
a hypothetical human being with capacities simpliciter would be an incomplete animal; it is culture that
completes the human being by activating these capacities in a number of quite specific ways.
Following this line of thought, culture would be ‘learned’ in a way analogous to language.
‘Culture’ refers to the process whereby particular kinds of learning contagiously spread from person to
person in a group and minds become coordinated into shared patterns, just as ‘a language’ or ‘a dialect’
refers to the process whereby the different speakers in a group acquire highly similar mental grammars
(Pinker, 1994, p. 411).
Moderate relativism does not require its followers to be uncritical of their own learned culture or even of alien
cultures. However, in the case of alien cultures, care must be taken. For a critique of an alien culture to be
valid, a cultural proposition must be evaluated within its own cultural framework and context, just as it could
be critiqued spontaneously by adherents within their own cultural parameters. In other words, when critiquing
an alien culture, the canons of evidence and epistemology proper to that particular cultural discourse need to
be respected (Hanson, 1979).

The need for order
What does culture, understood in the way proposed, offer to the human being? The human individual has a
need for order. To make sense of the universe, self and others, the individual within the group requires order
in the sense of a construction of meaning, a direction, a purpose. All cultural activity takes place in the
context of the construction of a cultural ‘world’ of meaning. These constructed worlds, shaped according to
perhaps significantly different configurations of values, power relationships and knowledge, achieve viability
because they are supported by a group which, by its general acceptance, gives plausibility to such
constructed worlds. The supportive group commits itself to its ‘world’ and defines its own roles and identities
vis-à-vis it.
Culture, every enduring culture, offers this advantage to its adherents. To find meaning and direction,
individuals and groups accept and then adapt themselves to this cultural heritage of a constructed world.
When the group has achieved meaning and direction, it will struggle to retain its cultural heritage with the
same tenacity as an individual displays in maintaining personal, physical life. Hence there is always a strong
element of adherence and continuity in culture, together with a less utilised capacity to adapt and change.
It is the universal need for order (which can now be defined as the most tenacious of all general response
capacities) together with other human capacities that give rise to the impression of so-called cultural traits or
universals. The general response capacities of the human group are activated and directed in quite specific,
and indeed idiosyncratic, ways by a particular culture. Because of these two factors, general response
capacities and idiosyncratic activation, there will be both similarity and diversity when any two human
cultures are compared.

Culture and ethics
Returning to the initial aim to determine an ethical system, I want to hone in on the idea that human culture
exists to provide order or meaning in human affairs. I now identify ethics (still definable as a system of
principles by which human actions and intentions can be adjudged good or bad, right or wrong) with the
system of principles that determine how a particular person can achieve what is ordered in human affairs
and avoid what is disordered in human affairs. For the purposes of this exercise, I am going to pretend, at
13

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

first, that humans live their lives in separate groups, each with their own everyday culture. That is never or
rarely the case in reality.
To achieve order in everyday life, humans must marshal thinking, acting, feeling and valuing towards that
end, ensuring that they think, act, feel and value in such a way as to bring their ordered life in line with an
ordered community. Such a human being is an ethical one. The person whose thinking, acting, feeling and
valuing are disordered is out of line with the ordered community; that person is unethical. A human culture,
contemporary or in the past, has been refined over time to achieve this end – to bring ordered individuals in
line with an ordered community. Cultures that endure over a length of time have endured precisely because
of their capacity to achieve such a purpose.
In this light, the three broad theoretical approaches to ethics begin to make sense and, indeed, to coalesce.
Consequentialism is based on the output. An ordered individual should live harmoniously within an ordered
community; if the consequence of some human thinking, activity, feeling, valuing is to bring about disorder
for the individual or the community, then it is wrong and bad. But how can that disorder be identified?
The answer lies within the thinking, activity, feeling and valuing patterns of the individual culture. There are
general response capacities, but their expression is culturally determined in this particular culture. The
ethicist can only decide about consequences for this particular culture, arguing back from particular human
patterns of thinking, acting, feeling and valuing to those general response capacities. Carrying out this work,
the ethicist may, in the end, uncover certain constant ethical principles across all or most cultures (‘Thou
shalt respect human life’; ‘Thou shalt not kill without due reason’; ‘Thou shalt protect the weak and helpless’)
but these will relate to a variety of actions that could be judged either right or wrong, good or bad.
Hence, in one community, the killing of a convicted murderer will be judged as part of the ordering of the
community and fulfilling the ethical dictum ‘Thou shalt not kill without due reason’; in another the same action
will be judged as part of the disorder of the community and contrary to the dictum ‘Thou shalt not kill without
due reason’. For both communities, the constant ethical principle remains the same; its expression differs
radically in the two constituencies. The ethicist cannot migrate from one cultural group to another without
changing the focus of decision-making on ethical behaviour.
The second group of theories, the deontological, looks to the duties and obligations of the decision-makers.
From where do those duties and obligations arise? They too derive from the cultural need for order. They are
based on the general response capacities, but also on particular expressions of those capacities. We should
remember that there are those who would want to say that these general response capacities are genetically
determined and no further argument for or against needs to be advanced. In fact, cultural relativism is in
force in any deontological system.
Virtue ethics, as one proponent has put it, declares as immoral what every right-minded person considers to
be immoral. But who is this ‘right-minded person’? This is an appeal to a society as a community of ideas
that has a certain cultural/moral foundation. In other words, it is an appeal to an accepted culture: common
ways of thinking, acting, feeling and valuing. But this is dependent on the general response capacity or a
particular expression of such a capacity adopted over time by the community. Lord Devlin, who espoused
virtue ethics, pointed as the exemplar of the right-minded person to ‘the man in the Clapham
omnibus’ (Devlin, 1965, p. 15). That is fine for defining the culturally determined order within a very particular
variant of European culture; it would not solve the ethical dilemmas raised within an Inuit society.
In short, the three main approaches to ethical reasoning, each of whose proponents would claim some
degree of objectivity for their favourite, end up in a form of comparable relativism once the inevitable cultural
ambience is taken into consideration. The three approaches are very similar. They are somewhat different
ways to the same goal.
If we are to determine the ethical dimensions of the research doctorate we must ask, ‘what is the cultural
ambiance within which the academic doctorate promotes order and meaning?’. Or, what order does the
maintenance of the doctoral artifact contribute to the academic cultural ambiance (and a cultural ambiance
that is specifically Western)? Why is the doctorate pursued, esteemed and promoted with those cultural
parameters? What are such processes as selection of candidates, supervision and examination informing as
a cultural artifact? We need to look to the history of the doctorate.
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A historical perspective
A historical perspective on tertiary education in the Western world would take us back to the medieval period
of European culture since the university institution is the embodiment of an ancient tradition (Cobban, 1975).
Given that evolution has taken place, there are still many relics of the medieval university to be found in our
modern universities, from our present day degree structure to the ritualistic graduation ceremony. In fact, I
would contend that the Australian university can be shown to be in direct lineal descent from a medieval
archetype. That archetype was a peculiarly indigenous cultural construct of Western Europe.
While it is possible to follow a pathway from the monastic institution of the early Middle Ages, after the fall of
Rome, to the cathedral and episcopal schools in the form they adopted as a result of the Carolingian reform
and thence to the universities of the 12th century, the development has not been completely unilinear (Leff,
1968). Something drastically novel took place in the 12th century. It was the creation of the universitas itself,
a drastic paradigm shift.
The university was the social invention that provided professional education for part of the increasingly
urbanised population of western Europe. From the onset it had a primarily utilitarian purpose (Piltz, 1981).
That is a fact too often overlooked in modern times. There were social processes which sought to harness
educational forces to serve the needs of the professions, the church and the state. The outcome was the
university, which soon displaced the cathedral and episcopal schools. In some cases, an example being the
university of Paris, the process can be traced with some exactitude (D'Insay, 1933-1935).
From localised centres of professional learning, the cathedral and episcopal schools had developed into the
studium generale – a place of study (studium) that attracted students from beyond the local region (hence,
generale). Only an eminent studium, provided with excellent masters and a good reputation, could aspire to
become generale.
The studium generale became also known as the universitas, in the sense of a universitas magistrorum et
scholarium – an aggregate of teachers and students with a common interest and independent legal status,
an academic guild or corporation. A universitas magistrorum et scholarium, therefore, was a guild with a
common interest in higher education, provided with independent legal standing (Pare, Brunet, & Tremblay,
1933; Rashdall, 1936; Lesne, 1940). At times it was the magistri who regulated the institution; less often it
was the scholares. Participation in such a guild provided entry for its members into the upper echelons of the
church, state administration, medicine and the law.
Until the late 14th century these universitates were unendowed. They used rented accommodation or the
premises of religious orders. They hired manuscript books or had them cheaply transcribed. Thereby they
acquired flexibility, able to move easily from place to place if circumstances required and able to eliminate
less useful subjects from the curriculum without great expense. This chance characteristic of flexibility
ensured their viability and established the permanency of the social invention.
Within the solidarity of the universitas, the student would complete the prescribed course, which was a broad
professional area (specialisation being something that developed only in the 19th century) and thereby
achieve the baccalaureatus. Beyond the bachelor's status the student could aspire to more mature work and
eventually become licentiatus or licensed to teach – a magister or master. Thus a magister sacrae paginae
was licensed to teach the Christian scriptures and the magister medicinae was licensed to teach medicine.
Whether the new magister’s area was secular or sacred, he (and patriarchal values were well entrenched)
would undergo initiation rites, similar to religious rituals, during which the biretta or square cap and a gold
ring would be bestowed and the initiate would be presented with an open book. The new master would be
subsequently invited to give an inceptio or commencing lecture.
The terms magister and doctor were used interchangeably in the medieval university context. Doctor implied
the authority of that faculty member who was in clear command of an academic area and, importantly, was
one who attracted students. The presence of highly reputed doctores gave a medieval university a certain
academic allure. They could be compared to religious teachers in other cultures, known by titles such as
rabbi or guru. More eminent doctors were even given their own unique honorific titles appended to the doctor
(such as Doctor Angelicus, Doctor Illuminatus and Doctor Subtilis).
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Application to the present time
It is useful to consider to what this social gradation within the educational sphere corresponds in our modern
university structure. The baccalaureati are the undergraduates of today. Magistri and doctores collectively
correspond to our present understanding of the master's degree and the doctorate. The master's and
doctor's degrees are today perceived as the preferred licence to teach as a member of a faculty, although
that is certainly not the only reason why people aspire to the degrees. The PhD has, indeed, been a rather
late addition to the academic repertoire, having developed from Germany and the United States. Its
distinguishing feature is the generation of originality. The Quality Assurance Agency in the United Kingdom
published a Code of Practice in relation to quality and standards for postgraduate research (1999).
Essentially, it held that the research degree student should demonstrate the creation and interpretation of
new knowledge by original research that extends the forefront of the discipline and merits publication (see
Denicolo, 2003, p. 86).
What emerges from this is that we have inherited, in our university institution, a social invention which has
been geared towards equipping graduates to deal with the empirical and theoretical problems of living in
society, and which functions primarily for a utilitarian social need.
While what has been said might describe the historical evolution, there is a need to look at the internal
functioning of the university and its undisputed role: the generation and transmission of knowledge. What is
meant by knowledge? This becomes the key question.
At this point I would like to introduce the theoretical subtlety of Jurgen Habermas and his threefold typology
of human knowledge (1972, 1974, 1984, 1987, 1999). Habermas set out to realign the consciousness of
human agents. His epistemology claimed that humans can construct reality by means of knowledge-guiding
interests. Basically, he wanted to demonstrate that all knowledge is interest-bound and people can, by
critical enquiry, come to see whose interests are being served. Humans constitute what is ‘real’ for them and
organise their experience in terms of these knowledge-guiding interests.
Knowledge, for Habermas, is directly and intimately related to what we intend to do with that knowledge. We
humans are caught up with the need to survive and thrive in our daily existence. We must, first of all,
produce from nature whatever is required for physical life and, in so doing, we must come to predict, control
and manipulate the environment. This is a technical interest or disposition. It constitutes that body of
knowledge that will keep production of necessities under technical control. It is the sort of knowledge that is
embedded in technologies and work. The technical interest gives rise to a range of empirical-analytical
sciences.
But to survive and thrive requires not only the practical necessities of life. Humans need also to
communicate and they can do so only if there are agreed symbols to guide inter-subjective understanding.
This is the second knowledge-guiding interest: it is focused on the cultural and social reality that surrounds
us like a web surrounding a spider. This interest involves the knowledge embedded in social devices such as
language, cultural symbols and social structures. Historical and hermeneutical sciences result from this
interest.
Habermas emphasises a third interest, which is emancipatory. This knowledge-guiding interest is the human
capacity to be self-reflective and self-determining. It brings about a knowledge that informs human autonomy
and responsibility. The emancipatory interest gives rise to a conscious self-reflection which becomes aware
of the ideologies that influence humans; it offers freedom from the relations of dependence.
The technical and the communicative interests are focused on the present and the past. The emancipatory
interest is focused on the future, an imagined future. It is only this focus on the future which gives full
meaning to the technical and communicative interests. The third knowledge-guiding interest gives rise to the
critical sciences.
It is precisely by imagining a future, and taking steps to achieve the imagined future, that humans can break
out of the cultural system into which they have been socialised. The cultural condition can be circumvented.
This is revolutionary thought and because of it Habermas was considered by some contemporaries to be
threatening the very structure of society. He was promoting the need for drastically original thought that
could subvert the prevailing culture.
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Taken alone, the first two interests are committed to maintaining the status quo. In contrast, Habermas
stressed that humans will only achieve real freedom if their interests are informed by the emancipatory
interest. He took psychoanalysis as the model of critical knowledge. Mental patients are assisted in
psychoanalysis to reconstruct their life history. Patients review their life histories and become aware of
unconscious desires at work in them, distorted perceptions and unhealthy dependencies. Critical knowledge
allows the thinker to perceive the interests that are being served. Just as the patient, assisted by the
psychoanalyst, engages with a future no longer dominated by the past, so too the critical thinker finds an
emancipation in the imagined future.
Ultimately self-reflection on personal behaviours, and on those social institutions within which such
behaviours take place, will give rise to modification of culture. Habermas’ epistemological theory can clarify
what is taking place within the confined academic culture of the doctorate (Holbrook et al., 2004b). The
doctorate is a training in the emancipatory interest. While technical and communicative interests may
certainly be involved, it is primarily the emancipatory interest that is of concern, what Habermas would call
‘communicative competence’ (1984). The candidate is trained to inform a project with an emancipatory
interest at a high level. What will devolve from such an enterprise will be the originality that is required across
the board for a doctoral achievement. It may be the minimum quid of originality, but there must be originality.
That is where totally comprehensive knowledge occurs. In some way, the research work that has been done
must point towards the modification of the cultural status quo. Why? Because the candidate is endeavouring
to demonstrate ability to invoke the emancipatory interest in a concrete project. By so doing, the candidate
proves an ability to enter the upper realms of Academe or the upper realms of the Professions.
This answers a dilemma that has been proposed in the literature. What is being examined in a doctorate: the
product (thesis) or the academic development of the doctorandus (see Mullins & Kiley, 2002, pp. 383-384;
Denicolo, 2003, p. 87)? The answer can only be the latter and it means that, unless the written thesis can
reflect not just the final outcome but the research journey, then the examination should include some form of
a viva. While this is rarely the practice in Australia, it may need to become the norm.
Having proven an ability to invoke the emancipatory interest satisfactorily, the candidate is then allowed to
pass through the ritual of being acclaimed doctor. But this tinkering with the cultural system by the
doctorandus is not to be taken lightly. This is something beyond the need to act ethically when pursuing the
technical or communicative disposition, or the need to obtain ethical approval to do research on human
subjects. We are talking about the need to act ethically when the established cultural system is being
fundamentally challenged.
There should be clarity about what the doctoral process entails. Following my interpretation of the ethical
context, it is the order that is within the cultural system that must be identified and protected. The ethical
approach of consequentialism, for example, is based on the output: an ordered individual should live
harmoniously within an ordered community. If the consequence of some human activity is to bring about
disorder for the individual or the community, then it is wrong and bad.
The ethicist who is examining the doctoral process can only argue from within one cultural system and, in
this case, it is the academic cultural system operative within Western society. The ethical argument must go
back from particular human actions to general response capacities, whose expression has been culturally
determined in any case.
If the ethicist presumes that the doctoral program has achieved its purposes and that the emancipatory
interest was activated by a novice who, within the parameters of a research project, endeavoured to
challenge the culturally established boundaries must draw some conclusions as to the ethical obligations for
all involved.
In the first place, what of the ethics binding the doctoral candidate? There are, first of all, ethical limitations
on intentionality. The doctorate cannot be undertaken for reasons of levity. The very fact that, generally in
the Western world, the doctorate is publicly funded is an indication that this is no ordinary intellectual pursuit.
The doctorandus is being trained to lead research for the future good of society by challenging the cultural
foundations of that society. It is not a process for those seeking intellectual leisure, for those seeking selfpromotion. The project should only be undertaken for the promotion of society.
Once enrolled in the doctorate, what distinguishes research degree students from other university students is
the emancipatory interest or disposition. Not that other students do not make use of the knowledge-guiding
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emancipatory interest, but research degree students invoke the interest in a substantial way, so as to
challenge the very boundaries of culture. In fact, this must be the sine qua non of the research project. While
the student may obtain assistance for all other aspects of the project (so long as the project remains
essentially under the student’s control), the emancipatory aspect must be entirely the student’s. Otherwise,
the whole concept of research training is nullified and there is no personal crossing of the cultural boundary.
Hence, editors, research assistants, Information Technology (IT) providers can be called in. So long as they
remain at the level of the technical and communicative interests, there would usually be no ethical
implication. It is when their work impinges on the emancipatory interest that questions must be raised.
With regard to the international student there is a particular ethical issue. The international student, by
definition, has been drawn into a Western academic cultural procedure. The order or meaning of the
doctorate within a Western society can be defined: it is a credential ascertaining research ability since the
student has demonstrated in the thesis writing the emancipatory interest (in Habermasian terms). This is
what the successful international doctor has achieved within Western culture. But what does this Western
doctorate mean in the student’s own culture? It could well be that there is another set of ethical parameters
to be considered in this not unusual scenario.
What of the ethical requirements incumbent on a supervisor? The role of the supervisor ranges across the
three Habermasian interests involved in the thesis. As far as the technical and communicative interests are
concerned, the supervisor would act normally as the peritus, the person already endowed with skills and
conditioned in the dispositions. However, once the candidate has progressed to the emancipatory interest
and actually begins to inform the whole project with that interest, the supervisor becomes at the most a
partner; the supervisor must certainly abrogate any position of control (Delamont, Parry, & Atkinson, 1998),
otherwise the research project will be jeopardised. Perhaps the supervisor must become the learner.
Certainly, it must be stressed, the supervisor cannot ethically be the person in control of the final stages of
the project.
Finally, what of the ethical requirements of being an examiner of a research degree thesis? The examiner
should also be competent in the relevant technical and communicative interests invoked in the project. In
fact, Lovat, Monfries & Morrison’s (2004, pp. 175-176) research has shown, using Habermasian terminology,
that the empirical-analytical interest is predominant in actual examiners’ reports while the historicalhermeneutic interest was present to a lesser extent. However, the core of the thesis should not involve these
interests. The project should be an attempt to breach cultural barriers by actively manipulating the
emancipatory interest. If examiners consider themselves in control of the whole thesis, then it should be
failed; it would not be a doctoral thesis. Unless the examiner is able to relinquish the superior position of
teacher or gatekeeper, then the emancipatory interest has not been involved in the thesis. The examiner, at
some point, must be able to stand back and learn. The examiner, at a certain point, must be carried along by
the argument of the candidate’s thesis; otherwise the examiner is ethically bound to fail the thesis.

Conclusion
This has been a very broad overview of the ethical obligations involved in the doctoral process.
It would seem to me that there remain several points where the ethical dimension of the doctoral process is
far from clear. I would nominate the following ethical dilemmas as requiring further elucidation:
x

international students undertaking a doctorate in a Western country with the intention of returning to
their home culture

x

supervisors who are uncomfortable with the unpredictability of originality and enforcing their viewpoint
on the research degree student

x

examiners who see their primary role as gatekeepers for an academic paradigm.

I would hope that the whole issue of the ethics of the doctoral process will continue to be debated.

Footnotes
1

The theoretical scaffolding for this paper has been published separately in Crotty (2007).
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Obstacles to academic integrity
Five obstacles to academic integrity are fear, double standards, personal connections, formal processes and
corruptions of power. These are illustrated with personal examples. The five obstacles can be used as
pointers to tactics to promote integrity.
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Abstract
Five obstacles to academic integrity are fear, double standards, personal connections, formal processes and
corruptions of power. These are illustrated with personal examples. The five obstacles can be used as
pointers to tactics to promote integrity.

Introduction
Most people subscribe to high principles, but living up to them is another matter. Practical realities mean
continual compromises. Integrity is about aligning behaviour and principles. The challenge in maintaining
integrity is to decide when to stand firm by principles and when to allow compromise or deviation – especially
when principles clash. This is seldom easy.
Much comment about academic integrity seems to be targeted at students. For example, the Center for
Academic Integrity (2007) at Clemson University states, “Academic Integrity is a fundamental value of
teaching, learning, and scholarship. Yet, there is growing evidence that students cheat and plagiarize”. In the
‘Ten principles of academic integrity’ (McCabe & Pavela, 2007), the primary focus is on students, with
statements such as “Students will generally reciprocate by respecting the best values of their teachers,
including a commitment to academic integrity”. Fostering high standards among students is important, to be
sure, but what about academic integrity for academics?
For several decades, I’ve been studying academic dissent, exploitation, plagiarism and fraud, all of which
provide windows into the challenge of maintaining integrity. My main focus has been on problems among
academics. From these experiences, I’ve extracted five obstacles to integrity: fear, double standards,
personal connections, formal processes and corruptions of power. This list is far from definitive. I’ve mostly
observed problems from the point of view of individual academics. Students and those in high administrative
positions encounter different, though related, sets of obstacles.
Obstacle one: Fear
In May 1980, Dr Michael Spautz, a senior lecturer in the Commerce Department at the University of
Newcastle, was dismissed from his tenured position. Earlier, Spautz had challenged the work of a professor
in his department, Alan Williams, charging that Williams’ PhD thesis was logically flawed and used
references taken from unacknowledged secondary sources. Spautz’s allegations were never seriously
investigated. Instead, Spautz’s behaviour in making these claims came under scrutiny, ultimately leading the
Council to dismiss him (Martin, 1983).
I decided to investigate the issues and, in 1982, travelled to Newcastle where I met Spautz and several
others involved with the case. My most lasting memory of that visit is the fear that seemed to pervade the
campus regarding the Spautz case. The limited public comment about the case suggested that few
academics were speaking out. Up close, the nervousness was palpable.
To be sure, this was a challenging issue to address. Spautz had become ever more flamboyant in his claims,
engaging in a self-styled ‘campaign for justice’ in which he frequently circulated mimeographed newsletters
across campus using forceful colloquial language to charge ever more individuals with conspiracy. Through
his behaviour, Spautz undoubtedly alienated many potential supporters.
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My assessment was that most academics did not want to be involved because they might be associated with
Spautz and thereby discredited. They feared losing support from the senior executive, perhaps for tenure,
promotion, staffing or departmental funding.
Consider another issue: allegations about ‘soft marking’, namely giving students higher marks than they
deserve. Often these allegations are targeted at those teaching international full-fee paying students: failing
too many of these students would discourage future enrolments and hence hurt the budget. University
administrators have always been quick to deny that soft marking occurs.
Over the years I’ve talked to many academics concerned about soft marking, but few are willing to go public.
On occasion, journalists contact me about it, saying they hear many accounts but have great difficulty finding
anyone to comment on the record. There’s a good reason for this: it’s risky. I’ve talked to one academic who
was dismissed and another who was denied tenure, each of whom had spoken out about soft marking. In
addition, Associate Professor Ted Steele was dismissed from the University of Wollongong – where I work –
for making public claims about soft marking. In my opinion, his claims did not stand up to scrutiny but it was
wrong to dismiss him (Martin, 2002).
It is not my purpose to address the rights and wrongs of the Spautz case or claims about soft marking. Each
of these cases is highly complex and not easily assessed. My point is that many academics seem to be
afraid of taking a public stand on controversial issues.
Academics are among the most privileged of workers. They have a great deal of control over when and how
they work, can choose a range of different research topics and have considerable protection against
dismissal. Government and corporate employees, in contrast, are tightly constrained. Should they speak out
critically about management or even just reveal what is happening in their organisation, their jobs are on the
line. Most of them are fully aware of the dangers and keep quiet even when they know about corruption and
bad practice.
Academics can come under attack, as evidenced by the David Peetz case. Peetz carried out research the
findings of which clashed with Australian government claims (Marr, 2007, pp. 6-13). But Peetz, though
fiercely criticised in Federal parliament, did not lose his job. Andrew Wilkie, who publicly challenged
government claims justifying the 2003 invasion of Iraq, resigned, knowing his position as a government
analyst would be untenable as soon as he spoke out (Wilkie, 2004). Academics, in comparison, can criticise
the government or their own university administration and expect to keep their jobs. But few of them speak
out. Fear is one factor in this. It is a huge constraint on integrity.
Obstacle two: Double standards
Within academia, plagiarism is treated as a mortal sin – at least when done by students. Occasionally
academics are accused of plagiarism; sometimes these academics pay a heavy price, but on other
occasions it is the accuser who suffers. In the recent case of Professor Kim Walker, Head of the Sydney
Conservatorium of Music, students have complained that her alleged plagiarism has been treated more
leniently than that of students (Alexander, 2007).
There is also a much wider double standard: when a politician reads a speech written by a speechwriter, this
is not called plagiarism, though it fits the standard definition. The same applies to university officials who put
their names on official documents prepared by subordinates. Celebrities whose autobiographies are written
by ghostwriters are guilty of plagiarism, but this is treated as standard practice. I term this “institutionalised
plagiarism” (Martin, 1994): it represents a double standard so embedded in common practice as to be
considered unremarkable.
Double standards are barriers to integrity, and they are most powerful when they are institutionalised. To
question them is to be seen as troublesome. When I became president of Whistleblowers Australia in 1996,
a prominent member sent me a letter addressed to a politician which he asked me to sign as president. I
supported what was said in the letter and supported it coming from Whistleblowers Australia, but because of
my studies of plagiarism I declined to sign the letter as if I had written it; instead, I offered to endorse the
letter as written by the member. This caused some tension at the time, but in a small voluntary organisation I
had enough influence to do it my way. But this would not be nearly so easy in a large organisation with a
long tradition of attributing formal authorship to senior officials.
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Pointing out double standards is important, but it is only one step. Changing entrenched double standards is
a much bigger task.
Obstacle three: Personal connections
In 1991, I was a member of the Sexual Harassment Sub-committee at the University of Wollongong when we
decided to raise the issue of sexual relationships between members of the university community (Colless,
1993). This was about consensual relationships, not harassment, but the connection is closer than usually
realised (Bacchi, 1992). Our interest arose out of a prominent case in which a tutor had dated students; the
tutor was later convicted of rape and went to prison.
We raised two main concerns: conflict of interest and abuse of trust. Conflict of interest arises, for example,
when teachers mark the work of students with whom they have a close personal relationship. Even if they
could be objective, other students would most likely believe that bias was involved. Regarding abuse of trust,
students look to their teachers to guide and nurture them intellectually; to use that trust to gain a personal
relationship may, in some cases, undermine a student’s intellectual autonomy and self-confidence,
especially when the relationship subsequently breaks up (Rutter, 1990). Similar considerations apply to
sexual relations between staff, especially when one supervises another.
Our committee’s initiative on this matter generated many heated objections, especially from male academics.
About this time, the same issues were being raised at some other universities. There have been passionate
arguments about the right of academics to enter into close relationships with whomever they like, but all
sides to the debate seem to accept the point about conflict of interest, at least in relation to teaching: a
teacher having a close relationship with a student – as parent, child, lover or some other capacity – shouldn’t
be marking or supervising their work.
One of the arguments raised in the heated debate about campus sex was that close professional
relationships could lead to bias just as surely as close personal relationships. Researchers are usually very
supportive of the work of their collaborators, regardless of their private interactions. Even without
collaborating, common adherence to a research agenda or way of viewing the world can lead to strong bias.
Yet this is seldom seen to constitute a conflict of interest.
As a result of the fierce reaction to our committee’s proposals, we decided not to push for a formal university
policy. The main benefit from our initiative was giving the issues a very high profile, which seems to have
empowered female students on campus: there was a sudden decline in the number of informal reports of
sexual harassment to university counsellors but an increase in the number of complaints taken to the Equal
Opportunity Unit.
When I arrived at the University of Wollongong in the mid 1980s, it was standard practice in my department
for honours supervisors to prepare an examiner’s report to be considered along with the reports of two other
examiners. Usually the supervisor was a partisan on the student’s behalf. This was an obvious source of
bias, fostering an unhealthy patronage system in which prize students were groomed for success so long as
they flattered their supervisors. Occasionally relations broke down and the supervisor played down the
student’s contribution when final marks were determined. I refused to participate in this practice, which
fortunately was abandoned not long after. But it took another two decades and persistent efforts before the
university adopted policies on honours that barred supervisors from being examiners.
The process took a long time because some academics were highly resistant to change. The new university
policy was not the end of the story. A couple of departments then changed their honours regulations to get
around the letter of the policy and continue allowing supervisors to be examiners for their own students.
Personal connections make it difficult to live according to the principle that people be treated fairly and
equally for their contributions. This clash occurs when we are on a selection committee and a friend or close
colleague applies for a job, when we assess a grant application by someone we like or dislike – or whose
ideas we like or dislike – when we review books, and sometimes when we mark student work knowing the
names of the students.
Strictly following principle might mean declining to sit on a selection committee when a friend is applying, but
that could mean seriously hurting your friend’s chances because other members of the committee have no
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hesitation in favouring their friends. In such a situation, scrupulously trying to be fair may cause unfairness.
The challenge is to promote practices that encourage everyone to behave in a principled way.
Obstacle four: Official channels
Whistleblowers are people who speak out in the public interest, for example, about corruption or hazards to
the public. Often they suffer reprisals. Clyde Manwell was a Professor of Zoology at the University of
Adelaide when in 1971 he and his wife Ann Baker wrote a letter to the Adelaide Advertiser about problems
with spraying for fruit fly. The Senior Professor of Zoology complained to the Vice-Chancellor, leading to an
attempt to dismiss Manwell. He retained his post, but the struggle lasted four years (Martin, Baker, Manwell,
& Pugh, 1986, pp. 87-122).
Over the years I’ve spoken to hundreds of whistleblowers. Their experiences are remarkably similar. One of
the striking features of their stories is that official channels hardly ever work. Official channels, otherwise
known as formal procedures, include grievance procedures, ombudsmen, anti-discrimination boards and
courts. I’ve spoken to many whistleblowers who’ve gone to one agency, obtained no help, gone to another
and so on through many years and half a dozen agencies. My informal observation is backed up by research
showing that whistleblowers report being helped by agencies in less than one out of ten approaches; in
many instances they report being worse off (De Maria, 1999).
This striking finding goes against what most people think about official channels. Usually, when there’s a
problem, the immediate instinct is to set up a formal process to deal with it. Most Australian governments
have passed whistleblower protection laws. Unfortunately they don’t work: there has not been a single
prosecution for reprisals against a whistleblower under any of the Australian laws. They give only an illusion
of protection (Martin, 2003).
It’s important to distinguish between types of problems. Perhaps photocopying costs have escalated or some
cheques have disappeared, so processes are put in place to require passwords for photocopying and to
replace cheques with direct deposits. There may be no danger in speaking out about these sorts of
problems, and the formal processes to deal with them can be unproblematic. Where whistleblowing enters
another realm is when it threatens the interests of powerful groups, most commonly management. This is
when reprisals are likely and when official channels are likely to be a facade.
The normal idea is that official channels provide justice. If this is incorrect in certain types of cases, then
promoting integrity may mean sidestepping or even challenging formal processes.
In one case, I advised a talented academic who had been denied tenure not to appeal but instead to prepare
careful documentation about the case and be ready to publicly expose the bias involved. However, she
rejected this advice, appealed, lost the appeal and was devastated by the official endorsement of the original
decision.
In another case, I advised Dudley Pinnock, a high-performing academic at the University of Adelaide who
was targeted for redundancy, that formal processes would probably fail. He decided, though, to follow union
advice to appeal. After the appeal failed, he permitted me to post documents about his case on my website,
leading to a defamation threat from the Vice-Chancellor of the University of Adelaide – which is another story
(Martin, 2000).
My intent is not to argue the rights and wrongs of these two cases, but to point out that when formal
procedures do not provide a good prospect of justice, pursuing other roads may be the best option.
Incidentally, Pinnock argued that he was targeted for redundancy because he had objected to interference
with his research by senior academics, in which case power – obstacle five – played a role. Pinnock believes
that his colleagues did not raise objections to the attacks on his work and his position due to fear – obstacle
one.
Obstacle five: Power
Teachers have a great deal of power over students, most obviously through giving marks. In the classroom,
a teacher’s passing comment, glance or tone of voice can signal approval or disapproval. Many students are
reluctant to speak in class for fear of appearing foolish in front of peers; the teacher’s attitude makes a big
difference.
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There’s research confirming the maxim that power tends to corrupt (Kipnis, 1981). Having power often brings
about a subtle transformation of the powerholder, subtle at least for the powerholder, who sees the world in a
different way but doesn’t realise the reason. Having power over others leads to the belief that the others are
less worthy and hence can be exploited more than equals.
For teachers, one of the consequences of power can be blaming students for their inadequacies. If students
plagiarise, it must mean they are cheats or at best ignorant. (An alternative perspective is that assignments
are badly designed and that proper acknowledgement practice is not adequately taught.)
Referees for journals exercise power over the fate of submissions. Under the cloak of anonymity, a damning
report can be written, demoralising the author. Grant assessors have similar power. Editors and grant
committees have even more power. In the circumstances, authors and applicants behave just like students:
they conform and play it safe, fearing the consequences of unorthodoxy, not to mention the risks of openly
challenging authority. Just as few students confront their teachers over shortcomings, preferring to complain
privately to fellow students, so few academics speak publicly about their rejections from journals committees
or the shortcomings of grant systems. The result is that teachers and grant bodies receive misleading
feedback, namely excessive flattery and insufficient critical advice. This changes their self-concept and helps
them to justify their power.
Within universities, the same dynamics operate. Senior university officials have considerable power over
faculties, deans and heads of units have power over academics, and a hierarchy operates among nonacademic staff. For academics, the local hierarchy is moderated by a parallel power system, peers in one’s
field in other parts of the country and world, but disciplinary fields have their own power systems. Each of
these systems is subject to the corruptions of power.
Power only tends to corrupt, and not all powerholders succumb. However, rather than relying on personal
willpower to maintain integrity, the long-term solution is to change systems so individuals are less exposed to
the hazards of power.

Conclusion
There are many obstacles to living up to one’s principles. I’ve described five common obstacles for
academics: fear, double standards, personal connections, official channels and power. These are difficult to
challenge because they are built into academic lives and often completely unnoticed. Blatant problems are
easier to confront than familiar ways of thinking and behaving.
These five obstacles can be placed in a wider picture of strategy for integrity. Strategy can be conceptualised
as a systematic plan to move from a present reality to a desired future, taking into account resources and
obstacles. Critical analysis is the usual tool used to understand present reality. Understanding goals is a
challenge of a different order: compared to the massive amount of analysis carried out by researchers, not
much effort is devoted to articulating and understanding goals. Resources include money, skills, allies,
networks and anything else that can be deployed to pursue goals. Obstacles encompass a similar range of
entities, including opponents and patterns of thought and behaviour such as I’ve described here.
Strategies can be formulated and carried out by large organisations, small groups and individuals.
Developing strategies to promote integrity, in education and elsewhere, is undoubtedly important but a larger
enterprise than I can address here. What I’ll do instead is to turn the obstacles on their head to arrive at
some guidelines for action, in the context of strategy.
1.

Be courageous.
Resist abuses. Speak out. But do this only after carefully examining options and likely consequences.
The aim is to be principled and effective.

2.

Set an example.
Behave in a way that highlights congruence between principles and behaviour. For example, try to be
generous in crediting co-authors, but resist being exploited.

3.

Act independently and openly.
This helps to avoid or neutralise conflicts of interest. For example, when your own interests are
involved, ask someone else, who is genuinely independent, to stand in your place or to assess the
situation. Be as open as possible about your own conflicts of interest.
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4.

Do it yourself.
Don’t rely on official channels. Instead, document the issues, seek advice, build support and work with
allies. Develop a plan.

5.

Seek honest feedback.
Be alert to the corruptions of power. Try to make it safe for others to comment freely and to act
independently.

How do these guidelines relate to strategy? They can best be understood as being part of the resources
used in moving towards goals. Part of understanding obstacles is learning how to overcome or circumvent
them. This should be considered part of a never-ending process, because principles are not static. As we
move towards our goals and achieve a higher level of integrity, we can envision new standards, and
sometimes there are new obstacles too. That’s why strategy is important: a key part of educational integrity
is the quest itself.
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Cathy Small
Cathy Small, PhD. is Professor of Anthropology at Northern Arizona University, in
Flagstaff, Arizona where she has taught for 17 years. Her primary research and
writing (including her book Voyages: From Tongan Villages to American Suburbs)
focuses on immigration and transnational issues, and her special expertise is in
Tongan culture. In 2002, she took a detour from her primary research to try to better
understand her students, and enrolled in her own university as a college freshman.
Small moved out of her house and into the dorms, took a full load of courses, joined
student activities, and ate in the student dining hall. What she found on her year-long journey as a student
profoundly changed her and will be the basis for her presentation.
Dr. Small is the recipient of numerous local awards, including her university’s Teacher of the Year and the
Faculty Mentor Awards, and has served as a Faculty Fellow and a member of the PEW Higher Education
Roundtable. Nationally, she is the recipient of the Praxis Award for Excellence in Applied Anthropology and
the national Points of Light award for co-founding the Pipeline mentoring and college scholarship program for
low-income youth. Her program received the Governor's Special Recognition award as well as first prize for
Best Educational Practices in Post-Secondary Education in the state of Arizona.

Abstract:
The culture of the university: Challenges and implications for academic integrity
Creating a culture of academic integrity begins with understanding the university world in which
contemporary students live. Based on my observations and experiences living as a freshman student, I take
an anthropological look at undergraduate life, and the wider forces affecting it. I will describe how students
today form community and how they understand intellectual life, and will consider the implications of my
observations for academic integrity.

To view Cathy Small’s full presentation, please access the PowerPoint presentation on this CD-Rom.
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The missing link: An educational module to promote a culture
of academic integrity
Sultana Lubna Alam
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Abstract
This paper reports on the background, rationale, development and 2007 first semester trial of an educational
module, Understanding Plagiarism, designed to promote academic integrity within the School of Information
Sciences and Engineering (ISE) at the University of Canberra. The module was designed as an early
intervention, discipline-specific resource for students to understand plagiarism from an educational
perspective. It recognises that even within a policy framework many academic staff may still be reluctant to
initiate formal reporting processes with punitive implications for students unless the intention to plagiarise is
conclusive. As an interim report and evaluation of the trial of the module, this paper triangulates student
survey data, analysis of graded quizzes and staff observations. A significant finding was that the module has
the potential to be embedded in the learning management system of multiple sites and extended to every
undergraduate unit within the University where it can be used as an online resource to support learning and
teaching about academic integrity.

Introduction
Plagiarism is widely acknowledged as a serious threat to the integrity of university courses. Overlooking
plagiarism can inadvertently encourage students to use unethical practices in assignment preparation; an
unchecked sub-culture of plagiarism is also a serious issue of institutional credibility in terms of responses to
reported national trends. Devlin (2006, p. 45) states for instance that ‘’countless cases of plagiarism are
detected across the Australian higher education sector each year’’ despite the fact that most universities
have well developed policies to promote academic integrity. A CAVAL study (O’Connor, 2003)
commissioned by six Victorian universities, indicated for example that up to 14% of Australian university
students may be plagiarising.
Academic integrity is such a critical issue in higher education that it has been widely researched and an
Australian Universities Teaching Committee study, conducted by James, McInnis and Devlin (2002),
recommended a four part strategy to minimise plagiarism:
1.

development of policy at every level – institutional, divisional, school

2.

educating students about conventions of authorship and acknowledgment

3.

designing appropriate assessment to minimise possibilities for plagiarising

4.

installing visible procedures for monitoring and detecting plagiarism.

The problem area addressed in this paper is part two of the James, McInnis and Devlin (2002) framework.
There is evidence in the literature (Walker, 1998; Hill, 2004) that staff are reluctant at an early stage to
initiate formal procedures against minor cases of plagiarism such as 5% of matching text. Challenging
students who may be plagiarising is a highly sensitive and potentially time-consuming matter.
Despite the range of proactive strategies to minimise plagiarism outlined by James et al. (2002) staff do not
always spend sufficient time educating students about the values around academic integrity, particular
discipline conventions and citation styles. In a recent study, Dahl (2007) found that only half of the student
The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
University of South Australia, 6-7 December 2007. http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/conference/
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sample felt confident about quoting the work of others correctly. There is a need for a teaching resource
about academic integrity that is integrated with institutional policy, contains discipline samples and specific
practice applications relevant to students in the courses in which they are studying.
The project team in this study is led by a school-based teaching academic in the School of Information
Sciences and Engineering (ISE) at the University of Canberra and includes members representing student,
staff, library and other teaching disciplines. Good practice samples that impressed the project team were an
online plagiarism site developed by The Center for 21st Century Teaching Excellence (C21TE) at the
University of South Florida, the Melbourne Monash Committee for Collaboration in Educational Technologies
(MMCCET) and other sites that are acknowledged at the end of the References.

Institutional context at the University of Canberra
The project originated in ISE at the University of Canberra where there is a history of projects and associated
research around the complexities surrounding plagiarism. Staff in the School (Baskett, Brooks, & Hewett,
2003) have consistently maintained that there was a clear demand for and value in providing at-risk students
with additional opportunities to understand the range of activities that might constitute plagiarism and provide
them with skills to avoid it in the future. Additional learning opportunities were especially necessary in the
case of students whose work appeared to contain instances of plagiarism but where there were mitigating
circumstances or ‘unintentional’ plagiarism.
As part of two internal University of Canberra teaching grants (2002, 2003) the School analysed graduate
Information Technology (IT) subjects over the period 1998-2003 and a significant problem appeared to be a
lack of research and communication skills, poor report writing and elements of plagiarism. The findings have
been reported in Baskett, Brooks and Hewett (2003), Baskett, Collings and Preston (2004), Alam (2004),
Alam and Collings (2005) and through a series of seminars to the wider University community. Alam found
that about 57% of the students admitted to plagiarising at least once. In addressing these problems, the
School adopted an early intervention support structure through assignment submission to Turnitin to identify
students with referencing and writing problems for further face-to-face training and workshop support in the
Student Resource Centre (SRC) since 2003. This successful support structure has been extended to the
division level in 2007 to enhance learning and practising of these generic skills. This project extends the
support structure to the wider university student community through the use of interactive technology for
early intervention.
Figure 1: Steps in the present UC academic integrity policy.

1. Detection (Unit Convenor has evidence of plagiarism)
Proposal: to introduce an extra Educational stage between
1.Detection and 2. Allegation
2. Detection. Unit Convenor/Examinations Officer reports allegation in writing to Head of School.
3. Consideration: Head of School considers evidence
No Action/or Summary Inquiry
Summary Inquiry may result in:
x No Action
x Penalty
x More serious offence
If the Summary Inquiry leads to a Committee Inquiry this may
result in:
1.
2.
3.
4.
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University policy framework
The University of Canberra’s (2007a) current policy on Academic Integrity requires that unit conveners who
have evidence that a student is plagiarising should report the student to the Head of School (see Figure 1).
In practice, this formal reporting step is rarely initiated unless the evidence is conclusive; where the offence
is minor, it may be compounded by unintentional plagiarism. Figure 1 illustrates the steps in the present
policy and the highlighted row indicates the area of proposed change.
This educational module reported on in this paper introduces an innovation for at-risk students in an area
that is insufficiently addressed in present practice surrounding the University’s Academic Integrity Policy.

The recommended developmental step process
It was proposed during semester 1, 2007, that when Unit Convenors detected possible occurrences of
plagiarism which were of a minor nature, they had the option, in addition to the present policy, of referring
their students to Understanding Plagiarism, the WebCT module. Minor offences were understood as
constituting less than 5% to 10% of the value of the total assignment and included both intentional and
unintentional suspected instances of plagiarism. Steps in the process were that:
x

the lecturer informed the student(s) that they were required to complete an educational online module,
entitled Understanding Plagiarism, i.e., before any subsequent assignments would be accepted;

x

within the site, students studied a sequence of topics on how to avoid plagiarism and how to reference
appropriately within their discipline;

x

within this WebCT site students were to undertake an online multiple-choice quiz based on the
plagiarism educational material. Results were recorded and archived within the system. Upon
successful completion of the quiz, emails were sent to the referring lecturer; and

x

it was envisaged that the time required for students to complete the study and undertake the quiz
would be approximately one hour.

The Educational Module
A prototype website of an educational module, Understanding Plagiarism, was developed and embedded in
the current Learning Management System of the University (WebCT) and was trialled during Semester One,
2007. The module included automated testing of the contents through a quiz and subsequent reporting of
results to the referring lecturer was conveyed through email notification.
The module addressed a range of educational needs and was also designed to be a free-standing learning
or teaching resource. Students may use it as a repository that promotes an understanding of academic
integrity through interaction and participation, and staff may use it as a resource in teaching.
Rationale and content of the Educational Module
The online academic integrity educational module trialled in Semester One, 2007 was intended to augment,
rather than replace, in-discipline teaching about plagiarism and writing from sources. The site was integrated
with the University student records system, Callista, and affordances within WebCT in dealing with
automated marking and recording of results are the reasons for the choice of this site, illustrated in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Homepage of current trial in Semester One, 2007 describing the process and links to resources in
WebCT.

Links to
resources

The guiding principle for the development of the content of the module was two-fold:
1.

Developmental:
x make explicit the academic culture of acknowledging sources
x encourage students to ‘use their own voice’
x promote links to further sources of information and support.

2.

Discipline-specific:
x use examples that students can relate to
x respond to the cultural differences between disciplines.

The general topic structure of the module was (refer to Figure 3):
x

what plagiarism is

x

ethical values around plagiarism

x

an extract from the University’s policy on academic integrity that had been written for students

x

an online multiple choice quiz to test their understanding of how to avoid plagiarism

x

referrals to further sources of information and support (e.g. Student Resource Centre, the Academic
Skill Program, the Library)

x

student and staff guidelines and instructions for accessing and participating in the trial.
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Figure 3: The index page for the educational module on academic integrity of the trial in Semester One, 2007
embedded in WebCT.

The Trial
This paper reports on the evaluation of the educational module. After a one-semester trial it is too early and
there is too little data available to evaluate the integration of the recommended developmental step into the
University’s Academic Integrity Policy.
Evaluation of the module was conducted and triangulated in the following ways:
x

analysis of the graded quiz statistics archived within WebCT

x

through a student survey

x

informal feedback with participating staff noted during a seminar presentation in the School of ISE.

In total 100 students attempted the quiz; eleven students were referred by lecturers from three different units
using the above mentioned developmental step, and eighty-nine students trialled it as a learning tool.
The quiz feedback
The quiz included twelve multiple-choice format questions. Students were encouraged to score 100% and
they were allowed multiple attempts. The average score for the quiz was 64.6%. Approximately two thirds of
the students correctly scored about eight questions out of twelve. The minimum score was two out of twelve.
Average time taken to do the quiz was 8.46 min which was within the range designers expected. About 35%
of the students scored twelve out of twelve on the quiz and it took on average 4.34 attempts to get it right.
This indicates that students who scored higher in the quiz also completed the quiz faster than average. The
highest attempt made by a student was twenty-four times resulting in a score of ten but this was a typical
attempt occurring when the University server was down.
These statistics are interesting for our continuing research to see which questions are the most difficult and
to map them to content. We are in the process of rephrasing some of the questions that students did not get
right and updating the content as well to better target these questions. We are also planning to include
additional self-test quiz questions while the students go through the content.
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The survey feedback
A survey was set up within WebCT as a more efficient means of evaluation and was made available only to
students who were trialling it as a learning tool (i.e. eighty-nine students). Using WebCT allowed the results
to be returned anonymously and to be automatically collated within each survey question. The survey
questions were kept as simple as possible to minimise the time needed to complete the survey. Table 1
summarises the multiple-choice format questions on a scale of ‘strongly agree, agree, disagree and not
sure’. There were forty-seven responses, a response rate of 52.8%.
Table 1:
Student feedback on the educational module – Understanding Plagiarism.

Question
Q1. I have learnt more about what plagiarism is.
Q2.

I have learnt how to reference other sources.

Q3.

I know where to look for further information on citation and referencing for my discipline.

Q.4

I found the module useful.

Q5.

I found the module interesting and easy to use.

Q6.

I feel confident that I have learnt how to avoid plagiarism.

Q7.

The quiz questions were appropriate to test the
module content.

Strongly
agree (%)

Agree
(%)

Disagree
(%)

Not sure
(%)

31.9

57.4

4.3

6.4

17.0

61.7

8.5

12.8

21.7

63.0

6.5

8.7

31.9

46.8

12.8

8.5

23.9

58.7

8.7

8.7

36.2

53.2

4.3

6.4

25.5

61.7

4.3

8.5

The majority of responses above were resoundingly positive. Question One indicated that students did learn
about what constituted plagiarism but the 12.8% in Questions Two and Four require more follow-up.
The students were also asked to suggest improvements in an open-ended question. Some useful
suggestions were made and a selection of both positive and negative comments is represented below in the
form they were typed.
Positive comments: students generally thought the site had the right content regarding plagiarism,
consequences of plagiarism and how to avoid plagiarism.
I think the contents in the educational module were really useful to have more understanding of
plagiarism. The quiz had the best questions to check for the understanding we have got.
I found it a very nice way to let people know what might the consequences might be for palagrism
[plagiarism].
Well i don’t have anything else to add because what i have seen was prefect, i liked it , it was easy to
use, and it really teaches anyone about plagiarism.
Quiz related comments for improvement: the comments are mostly related to the layout and appearance of
the quiz which can be addressed. It was deliberate that students could not see the right answer to stop them
from attempting the quiz without reading the content and distribution of quiz answers. Feedback was
provided on each quiz question with clues for right answers and referral to relevant module content. In
response to these comments, we need to develop an alternative strategy to prevent students sharing
answers or avoid reading the content.
You should be able to go back and answer unanswered questions.
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Basically test was fine. But the only suggestion which I can make is that after completion of the quiz
only the wrong answer should be highlighted so that we can concentrate only on that wrong answers
rather then reading the entire content.
Place all [quiz] options on one page so you don’t have to keep clicking! On the score page, let the user
know what answer they actually selected.
Module content related comments for improvement:
The module "Understanding Plagiarism" should be more detailed, so far in the different subjects i have
done they each have their own way of using the "Harvard" standard. Once more, the tutors themselves
have their own systems. To[o] much contradiction, making it very difficult to know if you are citing
correctly or ripping someone off.
In my opinion, in content context is good, perhaps, some improvement on the design.
I think more examples should be added and also mostly new students have problems with plagiarism,
so it would be made compulsory for them to give this test in starting two weeks. also there should be
tutorial covering this topic and some practical work so student can understand more. the main problem
is with referencing. in tutorial students should be given handouts to practice different types of
referencing, from book , online material and other sources. overall its a good approach.
Basically the module is helpful for those only with an IT component to their degree. The students who
are doing degrees which utilizes other divisions this module is just going over the same content
several times. Doing a double degree in Communication / IT I have covered the information in at least
3 classes now.
There was only one negative comment:
Maybe you should make people who have copied work do this, not everybody. I am doing the time
without committing the crime! So far there has been half lectures (1 hour) dedicated to referencing, we
have to submit through Turnitin to be checked for copying. Maybe there should just be 1 Mandatory
lecture for all 1st year students where all this stuff is covered and never talked about again.
These comments have been incorporated in the lessons learned.
Staff feedback
Alam and Collings (2005) observed that it is critical to embed the development of professional
communication and research skills within particular courses and disciplines. This finding was translated into
a new course on professional communication skills in Information Technology rather than use a more
generic course run by an outsider (i.e. other school). This was also evident in the feedback received during a
school seminar presentation on the prototype site for the trial, Understanding Plagiarism. It identified a
clearly defined need for the variation in disciplinary conventions (e.g. computing, law etc.) of referencing to
be taken into account. For example, programming students require quite different advice when it comes to
plagiarism in programming assignments. Moreover, in courses where quizzes and tests are used as
assessment items (e.g. mathematics and statistics), there is not much point in teaching students about
referencing styles and conventions. Staff also raised concerns about collaborative work, plagiarism and
online copying.
Useful points learnt from seminar feedback, from staff and the students’ comments on module content
included:
1.

module content needed to include specifically targeted material relevant for particular disciplines, with
more examples and evidence to show ‘dos’ and ‘don’ts’;

2.

there was scope for improvement on site design in terms of making it more engaging and attractive;

3.

quiz setup and appearance were problematic to some students who were not familiar with WebCT
quizzes. Quizzes needed to be more intuitive and less restrictive and releasing incorrect choices
versus correct options needs to be reviewed;

35

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

4.

a process of course mapping was of value in ensuring that this kind of literacy development was
offered systematically, and without duplication; and

5.

more consensus of understandings between unit convenors and tutors regarding referencing
conventions was required.

All these recommendations are being addressed in the ongoing development of the educational module.
Issues Four and Five cannot be addressed using the module, but a recommendation will be made to the
University for consideration.

Future research
The project team has been awarded a University Flexible Teaching and Learning Grant to further develop
the educational module in 2007-08. What makes this a substantial project after successful implementation in
the School of ISE is its potential to be mainstreamed to every undergraduate unit within the University where
it may be used in a variety of ways by staff: as an online, automated process, as a resource to support
teaching about academic integrity, for testing and archiving of results. It can constitute an institution-wide
resource for addressing complex issues around plagiarism. In an institutional sense the grant outcomes will
be made available:
x

in the first instance to staff in the School of ISE

x

then to all divisions /schools/units/staff within the University

x

finally to overseas partners of the University where there are Memoranda of Understandings.

Of particular significance, from a pedagogical perspective, is that the educational module will incorporate
discipline-specific citation styles, issues and materials as drop-down or extendable options. The team
recognised this disciplinary diversity as an essential requirement during the trial.
The research team has created a Wiki space (University of Canberra, 2007b) to drive further development of
the module and possible integration with student records. This space will be used to derive consensus and
feedback from the wider University community.
Another aspect of the project is to seek both formative and summative external peer evaluation before the
site is launched officially. This is significant from a quality perspective. An external review by a specialist in
institutional plagiarism is an additional professional strategy to enhance the quality of the site.

Conclusion
The trial has been a pilot effort of the research team to add an extra developmental stage within the
University’s Academic Integrity Policy. The successful implementation of the trial provided an online and
printable educational module that staff can refer students to for study and (optional) subsequent testing. As a
result of the trial the title of the module will be changed from Understanding Plagiarism to Understanding
Academic Integrity which is consistent with the policy terminology of the University and which places more
emphasis on positive educational values. This module is an early intervention discipline-specific resource for
at-risk students to understand plagiarism from an educational perspective but it has the potential in a
systemic sense to be used as an educational resource by all staff and students of the University.
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Abstract
Self-plagiarism is a contentious issue in academic research. This paper identifies a lack of specific guidelines
in current university codes of ethical conduct relating to appropriate textual re-use in academic publications.
Data from a pilot project which sought to identify self-plagiarism in Australian academic publications, using
the definition “10% or more textual re-use of any one previous publication by the author without attribution”,
found that self-plagiarism is widespread (Bretag & Carapiet, 2007b, p.1). Sixty percent of the authors in the
sample had self-plagiarised in at least one of their published papers in the period 2003-2006. The current
paper contextualises these findings within the broader field of professional and applied ethics, and proposes
a number of additions to current Codes of Ethical Conduct, which specifically deal with the issue of selfplagiarism.

Introduction
While some academics argue vehemently that self-plagiarism is an oxymoron because “it is impossible to
steal from yourself” (UniSA Academic Integrity Officers discussion forum, pers. comm., June 7, 2007) other
researchers liken academics’ self-plagiarism to students submitting the same work for two different courses
(Hexham, 1999), and also to traditional notions of plagiarism where penalties are determined according to
the student’s intention to deceive (Carroll, 2003; Devlin, 2003; Hiller & Peters, 2005). Boisvert and Irwin
(2006) contend that while it is acceptable for authors to re-use portions of their copyrighted works in other
works of their own, “what is not ethical is the practice of re-using one’s own work in a way that portrays it as
new when, in fact, it is not” (p. 24). A growing number of researchers consider that self-plagiarism
undermines the originality of research and can therefore be considered unethical (Brice & Bligh, 2004;
Green, 2005; Scanlon, 2007; Sheik, 2000).
A professional Code of Ethics allows practitioners to know what is expected. The central provision in any
such code is the practical definition of ethical and corrupt conduct (Grace & Cohen, 1995, p. 197). As we
have argued in our previous paper (Bretag & Carapiet, 2007b) defining corrupt behaviour in relation to
textual re-use is complex, and arguably even taboo, with academics and administrators divided about what
constitutes original research. One view is that not citing your own work when you have used large chunks of
text from one or more papers in a new paper “verges on the fraudulent”. The opposite view is that it is “it is
perfectly acceptable…to write up research for two or three conferences…and to get at least a couple of
journal articles out of it as well” (see Monash University and the University of Melbourne 2006 for video
vignettes which provide these quotations). Both Boisvert and Irwin (2006) and Anderson (2006) maintain that
reusing significant portions of your own work is only acceptable when the previous work is appropriately
cited.
Our recent research aimed to provide a practical definition of self-plagiarism, which for the purpose of the
study was determined to be 10% or more textual re-use from any single previous publication by the author
without appropriate attribution. The study found that based on this definition, self-plagiarism is widespread in
academic research, with 60% of the ten authors (with 269 papers analysed), having self-plagiarised in at
least one of their published papers in the period 2003-2006 (Bretag & Carapiet, 2007b).

3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
University of South Australia, 6-7 December 2007. http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/conference/

38

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

Our findings have important ramifications for future research as a significant proportion of research funding
for universities has traditionally corresponded to the number of peer-reviewed articles published in a given
year. While the soon to be introduced Research Quality Framework (RQF) will attempt to measure both the
quantity and quality of research publications, the issue of self-plagiarism and appropriate textual re-use has
yet to be addressed. This is despite the fact that research has found that the Research Assessment Exercise
(RAE) introduced in the United Kingdom in 2001, and on which the RQF is modelled, potentially fosters
unethical publication practices, including plagiarism and duplicate publications (Brice & Bligh, 2004; Sheik,
2000). Clearly there is a need for publishing bodies and other research stakeholders to articulate clear
guidelines regarding appropriate textual re-use and enforce a broad policy against self-plagiarism (e.g.
Gotterbarn, Miller, & Impagliazzo, 2006; Schein & Paladugu, 2001).
This paper will outline the key findings from the pilot project we undertook to determine the extent of selfplagiarism in Australian academic research, identify what we perceive to be a gap in current university codes
of conduct, and as an example, propose a number of additions to an existing code to address this deficiency.

Previous studies on self-plagiarism
The issue of self-plagiarism by academics represents a relatively new area of research. Most of the research
to date has related to duplicate publications, generally in the medical and health sciences. Schein and
Paladugu (2001) analysed 660 articles published in three surgical journals in 1998 and found that 3% were
dual publications (that is, identical papers published by two different journals at the same time) and 7.6%
were virtually identical. Other researchers looking at the issue of duplicate publications reported similar
findings (see Bailey, 2002; Barnard & Overbeke, 1993). Collberg and Kobourov (2005) examined the
publications found on computer science websites from fifty university departments in the United States and
found substantial evidence of textual re-use, particularly between conference papers and published journal
articles.

Findings from the pilot project
A preliminary definition of ‘self-plagiarism’
In our pilot study, “articles were considered to contain self-plagiarism if they contained 10% or more of any
one of the author’s previous publications without appropriate attribution” (Bretag & Carapiet, 2007b, p. 8).
Our investigation of the literature initially suggested that textual re-use of up to 30% had been considered
acceptable practice as a general rule of thumb (Samuelson, 1994, p. 24). However, none of the literature
provided guidelines on how this 30% should be determined. For example, we were unsure whether 30% was
from one source, or was it 30% as a total of all re-used text from multiple sources?
In terms of academic research publication, copyright is generally assigned to the journal. Therefore selfplagiarism is not only an ethical issue, but has legal and financial ramifications. The Copyright Act provides
guidelines about ‘fair use’ and states that copying of a reasonable portion of works for specific purposes is
permitted. A ‘reasonable portion’ is defined as “10% of one chapter of a book, or one article from any one
issue of a magazine” (cited by University of South Australia, 2003). This, in our view, was the only source
providing explicit guidelines to authors wishing to re-use text from previous publications, particularly in cases
where the publisher owned the copyright. According to Hubbard (cited on the University of South Australia
website entitled ‘Managing your copyright’, 2007b), if the publisher owns the copyright of a publication, the
author must seek explicit permission to ‘re-use or distribute’ the work.
Chain of textual re-use self-plagiarism and cut and paste textual re-use
At first glance, re-using 10% or more text from previous publications without attribution may appear to be an
overly strict definition of self-plagiarism. However, the pilot study identified two types of textual re-use
involving multiple publications which resulted in a much higher percentage of unoriginal material. The first
was termed the ‘chain of textual re-use self-plagiarism’, and the second was ‘cut and paste textual re-use’.
‘Chain of textual re-use’ entailed authors piecing together text from a number of previous publications (at
least 10% of any one article, none of which were appropriately cited) which resulted in the so-called ‘new’
publication containing only minimal original research. Six of the ten authors self-plagiarised in this way, with
three authors doing so in a very blatant way. For example, 39% of the articles by Author 22 contained selfplagiarism, with the maximum self-plagiarism in any one paper being 46%. Thirty-eight percent of Author 5’s
papers were self-plagiarised, with the largest percentage of self-plagiarism in one paper being 15%. The
most blatant example of self-plagiarism was by Author 8, with 53% of published papers containing selfplagiarism, the largest percentage in one paper being 39% (Bretag & Carapiet, 2007b, p. 9).
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Figure 1 below demonstrates the way that Author 7 re-used text in Articles 29 and 30 and how text from both
of these articles was then re-used in future publications (chain of textual re-use self-plagiarism). Each of
these articles was manually checked and the text in question was not self-cited appropriately in any of them
(Bretag & Carapiet, 2007b).
Figure 1: Chain of textual re-use self-plagiarism, Author 7 (Bretag & Carapiet, 2007b, p. 13).

Article 29,
September 2002

5%

Article 30,
September 2002

55%

19%

18%

15%

Article 24,
March 2003
2%
Article 6,
February 2005
8%
Article 18, August 2005

The ‘cut and paste’ textual re-use method, while not determined to be self-plagiarism because the
percentage of text without attribution from any one source was less than 10%, was used by seven of the ten
authors. The most blatant example of a cut and paste article contained only 48% original text (Author Record
23, Article 2), and in another example the author re-used sections of text from thirteen previous publications
to create a so-called ‘new’ paper (Author Record 7, Article 6, which also featured in the ‘chain of textual reuse self-plagiarism described in Figure 1). Figure 2 on the following page demonstrates this example.
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Figure 2: Example of cut and paste textual re-use. A = Article (e.g. A30 refers to Article 30 by Author 7)
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In addition to these two practices, a number of other questionable research practices were identified in the
study including: adding a citation at the end of a long section which was quoted verbatim; submitting nearly
identical papers to two journals at the same time; using text from collaboratively published papers without
citation; and not citing other papers submitted for review as ‘in press’ or ‘under review’ (Bretag & Carapiet,
2007b).
The findings from the pilot project need to be considered in the context of the limitations of the study. First of
all, Turnitin does not identify plagiarism or self-plagiarism, and can only be used to identify identical text
(copy and paste) from electronically available sources. Manual analysis is necessary to determine if the textmatch constitutes any form of academic misconduct. Furthermore, text-matching software such as Turnitin
does not assist in the identification of other types of plagiarism, such as metaphor plagiarism, idea plagiarism
or reasoning style/organisation plagiarism (for an explication of these different types of plagiarism, see
Genesco Plagiarism Workshop, 2005).
The sample size of ten authors was small, and the 269 papers analysed using the text-matching software
Turnitin represented only around 60% of the authors’ published papers. In addition, the study was limited to
Australian peer-reviewed papers in the Social Sciences, Arts and Humanities published in the period 20032006. Also, this research did not address the complex issue of ethical practices when authors are working in
and between research publication formats such as edited books, textbooks, public source documents,
government reports, websites and blogs, to mention just a few.
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We are currently seeking industry partnerships for research which would include data collection from a larger
and more diverse sample in a range of disciplines, plus qualitative data in the form of surveys, interviews and
focus groups of academics from universities in every state and territory in Australia. Our first and most
pressing task will be to develop a collegially and carefully crafted definition or discipline-specific definitions of
‘self-plagiarism’ which builds on the pilot project.

Academic ethics guidelines
While most journals do give instructions aimed at ensuring originality and preventing multiple submissions of
papers, it is intriguing that no explicit guidance is provided to academics on university websites in terms of
the papers that they submit to journals and/or conferences. For example, the University of South Australia’s
Code of Ethical Conduct provides researchers with detailed ethics ‘protocols’ for conducting empirical
research and extensive ethical codes for conducting research which involves human subjects. The Code of
Ethical Conduct provides general guidelines relating to integrity, conflicts of interest, the interests of the
University and the broader community, confidentiality, technical standards and ethical behaviour (University
of South Australia, 2007a).
While it is apparent that the Code of Ethical Conduct expects staff to be honest and state clearly if work has
been previously published or is being considered for publication elsewhere, without explicit directives in the
Code, these guidelines are left to the individual academic to interpret and apply. Furthermore, consequences
for breaching the Code are couched in a vague and inconclusive manner. Three points in the Code of Ethical
Conduct arguably relate to the issue of self-plagiarism and our interpretation is discussed below.
Point 1: Integrity, states that “All staff should act with integrity, honesty and fairness in all business, academic
(including research), professional and personal relationships”. Further instructions relating to integrity are
pertinent to the current discussion: “Staff should not…make any statement which they know is misleading,
false or deceptive…” (University of South Australia, 2007a). It could be argued that this instruction is a clear
warning against knowingly submitting duplicate versions of a paper to two different journals, or deliberately
cutting and pasting large sections of text from previous publications without attribution and claiming that the
new paper is ‘original’.
Point 5: Technical standards, states that “University staff shall carry out their job responsibilities in
accordance…with the technical and professional standards relevant to that work” (University of South
Australia, 2007a). It could be surmised that this is a clear instruction to carefully adhere to the requirements
of journals to only submit original work and to cite previously published work appropriately.
Point 7: Ethical behaviour, reiterates the importance of University staff “acting fairly, honestly and in good
faith…[and] not condoning misleading, false or deceptive statements” (University of South Australia, 2007a).
Interestingly, most university websites include extensive and explicit information relating to student
plagiarism, and academic misconduct in assessment. Often under the general heading of ‘academic
misconduct’, student ‘self-plagiarism’ is strictly warned against on most university websites. For example, the
University of Adelaide (2007) states that “no student will submit the same piece of work for assessment in
two different courses, except in accordance with approved study and assessment scheme”; Murdoch
University (2007) maintains that ”re-submission of previously marked work – the submission of the same
piece of work for assessment in two different units by the student author – is not acceptable practice if it is
not acknowledged”; and the University of Western Australia (2007) asserts that “submitting the same work,
or substantially the same work, for more than one assessment…is a form of self-plagiarism and is
unacceptable unless the subsequent use is cited in the usual way”. Students are also provided with precise
information about the penalties for this type of academic misconduct, which for example, “may include
revising and resubmitting assessment work, receiving a result of zero for the assessment task, failing the
course, expulsion and/or the imposition of a financial penalty” (University of Adelaide, 2007).
It is therefore difficult to understand why there is any confusion regarding academics’ self-plagiarism in
research publications. Perhaps ethical guidelines on university websites do not specifically mention selfplagiarism by academics because it is assumed that researchers are already fully conversant with university
standards from their own undergraduate study. If our preliminary study on academics’ self-plagiarism is any
indication, the broad guidelines provided by university Codes of Ethics, and by peer-reviewed journals are
not enough to guarantee the originality of submissions.
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In light of these conclusions, the recently released Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research
(ACRCR 2007) published by the Australian Government National Health and Medical Research Council, the
Australian Research Council and Universities Australia, goes some way to providing guidelines relating to
self-plagiarism. Under the heading Responsibilities of researchers, two points relate to this issue. Section 4.7
entitled ‘Multiple submissions of research findings’ states that “An author who submits substantially similar
work to more than one publisher, or who submits work similar to work already published, must disclose this
at the time of submission”. Section 4.8 entitled ‘Obtain permission for republishing’ further states
“Researchers must take all reasonable steps to obtain permission from the original publisher before
republishing research findings”. Section 10, under the heading ‘Breaches of the Code and Research
Misconduct’, states that “research misconduct includes fabrication, falsification, plagiarism or deception in
proposing, carrying out or reporting the results of research, and failure to declare or manage a serious
conflict of interest”.
This paper suggests that while this code represents an excellent first step in providing appropriate guidelines
for ethical research publication, more detailed information is necessary in the current climate where there is
increasing pressure on academics to publish not only better, but more research. As NHMRC CEO Professor
Warwick Anderson stated in the media release on the new Code, “It is…very important that there is a source
of advice to guide responsible conduct, and ensure the processes of dealing with allegations of misconduct
are consistent” (Joint Media Release, 2007).

Developing a code of ethical conduct
Grace and Cohen (1995) suggest that there are a number of provisions which need to be fulfilled in any
professional code of ethics, with practical definitions of ethical and corrupt conduct forming the foundation for
professional standards and behaviour. While some authors distinguish between codes of ethics, practice and
conduct, for the purpose of this paper, we refer to a professional Code of Ethics as a framework which
incorporates ethical principles, as well as guidelines for behaviour and clear regulations relating to breaches
of rules. Grace and Cohen (1995) insist that for a professional Code of Ethics to be adopted in practice there
needs to be a mechanism for enforcing the code and sanctions for violations (p. 200). Furthermore, a
professional Code of Ethics needs to be internally generated and self-regulated, rather than externally
imposed and monitored (Grace & Cohen, 1995).
A Code of Ethics is merely the starting point for a professional body to address issues of ethical conduct and
requires ongoing debate, revision and engagement from the practitioners who use the Code. As academics
working in an Australian university, our intention is not to initiate a ‘witch-hunt’ of individual researchers or to
enforce a policy which has not been collegially developed. Rather, this paper aims to begin a dialogue which
will ultimately result in a detailed Code of Ethical Conduct: Practices in Research Publication, which
specifically deals with the complex issue of self-plagiarism. It is anticipated that this document will give clear
and detailed instructions to authors regarding appropriate textual re-use, copyright, and what constitutes
‘original research’. It will be an invaluable resource, not only to authors, but to academic publishers, funding
bodies and university administrators. Ultimately it is anticipated that such a Code will result in a reduction in
research funding claims for duplicate, redundant and self-plagiarised publications.
Having established that self-plagiarism by academics is a potentially unethical practice, and that
organisations such as NHMRC, ARC and Universities Australia have also begun to highlight this issue, we
would like to propose some simple additions to an existing code of ethics, as an illustrative example. The first
point of the University of South Australia’s Code of Ethical Conduct, ‘Integrity’, might be adapted in the
following way (* indicates additions), keeping in mind that the following is not meant to be prescriptive, but
rather the means of opening a dialogue on the issue. In practice, the sort of details suggested below may
need to be incorporated in a separate ‘policy and procedures’ document.
Integrity
x

Staff should act with honesty, sincerity and integrity* in their approach to their work at the University.
* Academic integrity involves honesty about the originality of your work. If you are building on previous
work in a new publication it is important that you honestly and openly acknowledge your process and
provide appropriate citation of previous publications.

x
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* In addition to following ethics protocols for research with human subjects (see University Policy and
Procedures), integrity, honesty and fairness in research entails carefully following both standard
academic conventions and publishers’ guidelines in relation to the originality of publication
submissions.
x

Staff should not knowingly or recklessly supply any information which is confidential, or make any
statement which they know is misleading*, false or deceptive to a colleague, client of the University or
the general public.
* It is not acceptable to submit the same or virtually the same piece of work to two different journals
and/or conferences at the same time, without the expressed permission of both publishers. Assigning
copyright to the publisher means that the paper now belongs to the publisher, and any re-use of text
requires their permission.

x

While University staff must observe the terms and conditions of their employment, staff cannot be
required to be complicit in any illegal act*. If advised, instructed or encouraged to engage in unlawful
activity, they must decline, or report the matter to a line manager.
*Staff should insist on only publishing work that makes an original contribution to the field of inquiry.
Academics working as journal editors have a responsibility to reject work that clearly breaches all
forms of academic integrity, including work that has been self-plagiarised.

Consequences of a breach of the Code
The Australian Code of the Responsible Conduct of Research (ACRCR 2007) states that sanctions for
research misconduct should remain with the employing institution (ACRCR 2007, Section 10.2). However,
while the ACRCR (2007) makes the excellent recommendation that institutions appoint one or more senior
staff members to be advisers in research integrity, no specific sanctions are suggested, particularly in
relation to the issue of self plagiarism.
The relevant section of the University of South Australia’s Code of Ethical Conduct (2007a), could be
adapted to include detailed and enforceable sanctions, as follows:
x

…Staff should be familiar with the substance and spirit of the Code and should be aware that
breaches may result in sanctions which may include counselling, disciplinary action, performance
review, or civil and criminal action, depending on the nature of the breach.*
*For breaches of the code relating to fraudulently claiming that a journal or conference paper is
‘original’ when it is in fact either a duplication, substantially similar or cut and paste from previous
publications without appropriate attribution, the following penalties may apply:
x

the editor will notify you of the breach and seek an explanation;

x

the editor may choose to impose a short or long-term sanction, including not accepting
publication submissions for a specified time period;

x

if the editor is not satisfied with your explanation, he/she shall notify your Head of Department of
the breach;

x

your Head of Department will formally counsel you regarding appropriate citation practices;

x

a note shall be placed in an academic integrity file for future reference;

x

additional breaches of the Code will be penalised following a committee hearing, and may
include performance management, and loss of research opportunities such as institutional
grants and time release from teaching to pursue research.

(Adapted from standard penalties for students who have breached academic integrity guidelines).
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Conclusion
Based on a recent pilot project (Bretag & Carapiet, 2007b), this paper has suggested that self-plagiarism is
widespread in academic research, and that despite the recent release of the ACRCR (2007), the higher
education sector needs to develop a more detailed Code of Ethical Conduct: Practices in Research
Publication. Such a code would provide clear instructions regarding appropriate textual re-use and what
constitutes ‘original research’, as well as including explicit and enforceable penalties for breaches of the
Code. It would have a discernible impact on the current number of research papers being published, and
consequently on a range of other academic performance indicators including citations, institutional and
external research funding and grants. Academics might then be able to focus less on the quantity of
publications and more on the quality and originality of their research contributions. Controversial though this
idea may be, a Code of Ethical Conduct: Practices in Research Publication may ultimately remind academics
of the fundamental purpose of research: to discover and disseminate new knowledge, rather than build
careers based on tiny slices of research reported in multiple and overlapping publications.

Endnotes
1

A previous version of this paper entitled ‘Applying professional ethics in research publication: Daring
to raise the standard’ (Bretag and Carapiet, 2007a) was first presented in the unrefereed stream of the
Australian Association for Professional and Applied Ethics Annual Conference, 28-29 June 2007, RMIT.
2

All papers were de-identified for analysis, with names replaced by a simple numbering system from 110 denoting the 10 authors.
3

Author Record refers to the list of available full-text electronic articles published by a specified author
in the sample. For reasons of confidentiality, no author names or publication titles were used in this research.

References
Anderson, M. P. (2006). Plagiarism, copyright violation, and dual publication: Are you guilty? Ground Water,
44(5), 623.
Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research (ACRCR) (2007). Australian Government National
Health and Medical Research Council, Australian Research Council & Universities Australia. Retrieved
September 18, 2007, from http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/index.htm
Bailey, B. J. (2002). Duplicate publication in the field of otolaryngology-head and neck surgery. Otolaryngol
Head Neck Surgery, 126(3), 211-216.
Barnard, H., & Overbeke, A. J. (1993). Duplicate publication of original manuscripts in and from the
Nederlands. Ned Tijdschr Geneeskd, 137(12), 593-597.
Boisvert, R. F., & Irwin, M. J. (2006). Plagiarism on the rise. Communications of the ACM, 49(6), 23-24.
Bretag, T., & Carapiet, S. (2007a). Applying professional ethics in research publication: Daring to raise the
standard. Paper presented at the Australian Association for Professional and Applied Ethics Annual
Conference, Melbourne: RMIT, 28-29 June.
Bretag, T., & Carapiet, S. (2007b). A preliminary study to determine the extent of self-plagiarism in Australian
academic research, Plagiary: Cross-Disciplinary Studies in Plagiarism, Fabrication and Falsification, 2
(5), 1-15. http://www.plagiary.org/
Brice, J., & Bligh, J. (2004). Author misconduct: Not just the editors' responsibility. Medical Education, 39,
83-89.
Carroll, J. (2003). Six things I did not know four years ago about dealing with plagiarism. Paper presented at
the Educational Integrity: Plagiarism and Other Perplexities Conference, Adelaide, 21-22 November.
Collberg, C., & Kobourov, S. (2005). Self-plagiarism in computer science. Communications of the ACM, 48
(4), 88-94.
Devlin, M. (2003). Policy, preparation, prevention and punishment - one faculty's holistic approach to
minimising plagiarism. Paper presented at the Educational Integrity: Plagiarism and Other Perplexities
Conference, Adelaide, 21-22 November.
Genesco Plagiarism Workshop (2005). Types of plagiarism. Milne Library SUNY, Spring. Retrieved
September 18, 2007, from http://www.genesco.edu/~brainard/plagiarismtypes.htm
Gotterbarn, D., Miller, K., & Impagliazzo, J. (2006). Plagiarism and scholarly publications: An ethical
analysis. Paper presented at the 36th ASEE/IEEE Frontiers in Education Conference, San Diego, CA.
Grace, D., & Cohen, S. (1995). Business ethics: Australian problems and cases. Australia, Oxford University
Press.
Green, L. (2005). Reviewing the scourge of self-plagiarism, M/C Journal 8. Retrieved March 6, 2007, from
http://journal.media-culture.org.au/0510/07-green.php
45

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

Hexham, I. (1999). The plague of plagiarism. Retrieved March 6, 2007, from http://c.faculty.umkc.edu/
cowande/plague.html
Hiller, M. D., & Peters, T. D. (2005). The ethics of opinion in academe: Questions for an ethical and
administrative dilemma. Journal of Academic Ethics, 3, 183-203.
Joint Media Release (2007) Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research, Australian
Government National Health and Medical Research Council, Australian Research Council &
Universities Australia. Retrieved October 23, 2007, from: http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/news/media/rel07/
research_code_0807.htm
Monash University and the University of Melbourne. (2006). Citing your own work. Retrieved March 20,
2007, from http://calt.monash.edu.au/staff-teaching/plagiarism/acknowledgement/module2/sc/
intro.html
Murdoch University. (2007). Dishonesty in assessment. Retrieved June 7, 2007, from
http://www.murdoch.edu.au/admin/policies/assessmentlinks.html#18.
Samuelson, P. (1994). Self-plagiarism or fair use? Communications of the ACM, 37(8), 21-25.
Scanlon, P. M. (2007). Song from myself: An anatomy of self-plagiarism. Plagiary: Cross-Disciplinary Studies
in Plagiarism, Fabrication and Falsification, 2(1), 1-10.
Sheik, A. (2000). Publication ethics and the research assessment exercise: Reflections on the troubled
question of authorship. Journal of Medical Ethics, 26, 422-426.
Schein, M. & Paladugu, R. (2001). Redundant surgical publications: Tip of the iceberg? Surgery, 129(6),
655-661.
University of Adelaide (2007). Academic integrity policy principles. Retrieved June 7, 2007, from http://
www.adelaide.edu.au/policies/?230
University of South Australia. (2003). Using information appropriately. Retrieved May 30, 2007, from http://
www.library.unisa.edu.au/infogate/08/08b2.htm
University of South Australia. (2007a). Code of ethical conduct. Retrieved June 22, 2007, from: http://
www.unisa.edu.au/policies/codes/ethics/ethics.asp
University of South Australia. (2007b). Managing your copyright. Retrieved June 22, 2007, from: http://
www.unisa.edu.au/copyright/manage.asp
University of Western Australia. (2007). Academic misconduct. Retrieved June 7, 2007, from http://
www.googlesyndicatedsearch.com/u/uniwa?hl=en&ie=ISO-8859-1&q=university+plagiarism+policy

46

© Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity, 6-7 December 2007, Adelaide, South Australia ISBN 978-0-646-48310-8

Academic integrity, the Research Quality Framework and
journal metrics: The incompatible trio
Irene Bugeja
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Abstract
Academic integrity, the Research Quality Framework (RQF) and journal metrics are mechanisms that make
appeal to ‘quality’ as part of their rationale for utilisation. This paper explores the concept of academic
integrity, considering it to be concerned with the promotion of positive attitudes to learning and requiring a
supportive organisational culture and role modelling from academics. The framework for such an
environment is established through governmental and organisational policies. While academic integrity
relates to the environment for teaching and the upholding of qualities associated with academic excellence,
the RQF is concerned with the impact and quality of research. Journal impact factor and metrics are a
component of the RQF and a measure of a journal’s quality and the research it reports. Academic integrity is
compatible with quality improvement issues and is sensitive to organisational climate. However, the RQF,
while using some of the language of quality improvement, is expected to be utilised as a tool for the
distribution of part of the public funding for university research.
This paper discusses issues concerning quality, academic integrity, and the RQF. In particular these relate to
the upcoming RQF 2008 and draws on the experience of the Research Assessment Exercise in the United
Kingdom (RAE-UK) and New Zealand Performance Based Research Fund (NZ-PBRF). The RQF aims to
measure quality and impact of research and the foci of this paper are mainly on quality measures and in
particular metrics. The intention of the RQF is to use research output rankings and article citation rates to
derive metrics as measures of quality. The paper argues that principles of quality improvement begin at the
policy level where a framework of academic integrity is established that ultimately results in an environment
that promotes honesty, curiosity and a keen interest in learning. The subsequent environment promotes a
degree of intellectual risk-taking in the interest of creating new knowledge. Academics have the responsibility
to role model these qualities to students. However, academic practices that have been used to achieve
metric ratings can be identified that are contradictory to accepted values of quality and academic integrity.

Quality improvement
Quality improvement is generally regarded as a positive or at least benign activity that is undertaken to
achieve improved outcomes in the provision of services of both private and public sector organisations.
Quality improvement processes take a ‘systems’ or ‘all of organisation’ approach to quality outcomes. Quality
improvement has a powerful relationship with positive organisational culture which is collegial, inclusive and
based on group processes that do not blame individuals for poor outcomes but focus on systems and work
practices. In the university these include how work is organised and the level of control that academics and
other work groups have over their practices.
‘Quality’ is an ambiguous term that has different goals depending on the group that is being represented.
For example, customers expect service to be prompt and effective, and for complaints to be managed
quickly. Professionals regard quality as delivery of the highest quality service specific to their practice, while
managers and funding bodies are concerned about the cost of delivery. This sometimes creates tension
concerning priorities in quality management.
Government and organisational policies are important because they create an environment in which the
quality improvement measures are to be achieved and the RQF will be one of these. While there is appeal to
quality improvement in the RQF and other government policies relating to the tertiary education sector, the
philosophy of quality improvement is not always adhered to in its entirety. These weaknesses concerning
quality improvement will be discussed in relation to the RQF later in the paper.
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Academic integrity
Academic integrity also has all the qualities of a movement that is attempting to achieve quality in all aspects
of academic work. For academic integrity to be effective, a culture of learning is required that fosters values
of honesty and a love of learning. To maximise the development of these values it is necessary for a positive
environment to be created and for academic integrity to be role modelled by academics in a policy
environment that facilitates these values.
Issues relating to academic integrity have become highly significant to universities internationally, with many
tertiary education facilities creating policies relating to expected practice. Indeed academic integrity has been
regarded as ‘’critical to all aspects of University activity’’ (University of South Australia, Academic Integrity,
2007a, p. 1). Examples of the values of academic integrity that include broad academic activities are
illustrated in the following policies. Southern Cross University (2007, p. 1):
Academic integrity is the application of the belief that honesty is at the core of exemplary
scholarship. It is embodied in the scrupulous acknowledgement of the work of others in
research, academic activities, in other creative endeavours and in the production and
reproduction of knowledge. It concerns adherence to the relevant legislation, and to the rules,
policies, regulations, procedures, guidelines, codes of practice and accepted ethical practice of
the university, academic disciplines and professional practice.
Similar sentiments can be found in the policy from Hong Kong University of Science and Technology (2007,
p. 1):
Maintenance of high academic integrity is essential to every aspect of the academic purpose:
quality research and education, mutual trust among colleagues, building nurturing relationships
with our students, etc. Academic integrity cannot be maintained without a system that facilitates
the uncovering of violations when they occur and deals with each occurrence appropriately.
These sentiments are also supported by the United States based organisation, The Centre for Academic
Integrity (1999):
The Fundamental Values of Academic Integrity are said to be:
A commitment, even in the face of adversity, to five fundamental values: honesty, trust,
fairness, respect and responsibility. From these values flow principles of behaviour that enable
academic communities to translate ideals into action.
It can be seen from the above excerpts that academic integrity depends on a strong appeal to academic
values to be established and maintained. Academic integrity is often thought of as relating to catching cheats
concerning students who have either unwittingly or deliberately plagiarised. However, the values expressed
above and the wider literature indicate that academic integrity is part of a wider values system that relates to
an attitude to learning. Academic integrity is more than identifying an unreferenced match on Turnitin. It
concerns organisational culture which is focussed on academic honesty and instilling or promoting a value
about learning in students.
Academic integrity also appeals to quality with references made above to ‘’quality research and
education’’ (Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, 2007, p. 1), ‘’at the core of exemplary
scholarship’’ (Southern Cross University, 2007, p. 1) and ‘’critical to all aspects of University
activity’’ (University of South Australia Academic Integrity, 2007a, p. 1). In these ways it suggests that
concepts integral to quality improvement are inherent in the values of academic integrity. For example, like
all issues relating to quality, it is as much an attitude or a value relating to conduct as it is about measurable
concepts. In order for these values to become a reality an environmental and organisational culture is
required in which they will be fostered. Such an environment would be expected to foster diversity and
inclusivity where a wide range of ideas are accepted as part of the mix of possibilities. The values of quality
and academic integrity also relate to the wider academic activities concerning the RQF.
Academic integrity is comparable to the RQF as it also appeals to the values of quality improvement as can
be seen in the following Department of Education, Science and Training (DEST, 2006) publication:
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The RQF will recognise and reward high quality and high impact research wherever it occurs.
The RQF should also be transparent to the Australian Government and taxpayers so that they
are better informed about the results of the public investment in research. (DEST, 2006, p. 11)
The framework is said to encourage publicly funded research agencies to focus on the quality and relevance
of their research.
Like academic integrity, the RQF focuses strongly on the appeal to quality; however, a significant difference
between these quality approaches is that when the RQF is implemented it will also be used as a mechanism
to allocate a portion of research funding. This has the potential to compromise its function as a quality
improvement strategy. Although in some quarters quality improvement measures have been associated with
cost containment, this direct relationship is not always appropriate as the achievement of quality is separate
to cost cutting and provision of quality may indeed increase costs.
It was also reported in May 2004, when Prime Minister Howard announced the establishment of the RQF,
that it was the basis of a ‘’Quality and Accessibility framework for publicly funded research’’ that would
assess quality and impact (DEST, 2007a, p. 1). It was indicated that the intention of the RQF is to promote
quality and high impact research in a process that is transparent; however, clearly quality is an ambiguous
term with meaning that changes depending on which perspective is considered. The RQF is part of a suite of
policies that include powerful intrinsic political values that have the potential to influence the activities of
universities in Australia. The RQF has the potential to influence the type of research conducted and
knowledge created. It may also reward academics that work in particular domains over others and in this
sense it is not inclusive and does not contribute to an environment conducive to quality outcomes. The
following discussion will elaborate on this assertion.

Research quality frameworks
The proposed Australian RQF is based on the United Kingdom Research Assessment Exercise (UK RAE)
that was introduced in 1986. The UK RAE has been modified on several occasions since its introduction and,
owing to severe shortcomings, is to be replaced after the next exercise in 2008 (Shewan & Coats, 2006). It is
of interest that the new UK model is expected to be replaced by a metrics measure similar to the current
Australian model (Shewan & Coats, 2006, p. 464). The proposed Australian RQF consists of thirteen
assessment panels, covering a cluster of disciplines. Each panel is made up of twelve members including a
Chair, a minimum of three international assessors and a minimum of three end users to assess quality and
impact submissions of previous research. Each panel considers criteria of research relating to impact and
quality. ‘Research impact’ is defined within the RQF as ‘’the beneficial application of research to achieve
social, economic, environmental and/or cultural outcomes’’ (Duryea, Hochman, & Parfitt, 2007, p. 8). Impact
in this sense is assessed on the benefit to end users who provide supporting evidence for the value of the
research (DEST, 2006, p. 20).
The assessment of quality includes metrics that relate to ranked outlets of research activities, publication
citations and grant incomes (DEST, 2007b). Ranked outlets refer to the avenue in which the ‘’output appears
such as journal name, book publisher, theatre, art gallery, etc’’ (DEST, 2007c, p. 37); however, a research
output refers to the individual journal articles, book chapters, artistic performance or film etc. that are
contained in the research group’s submission (DEST, 2007c, p. 38). The ranked outlets will be tiered, ranked
and distributed across four classifications. ‘’Outlets are to be ranked according to quality of the output
appearing in them, not their importance to the discipline’’ (DEST, 2007d, p. 2). In this way the framework
influences the medium by which the author seeks to publish or exhibit work as producers will endeavour to
maximise how their output is rated.
The RQF also intends to use standard bibliometric measures that are based on indexed journal literature
provided by a commercial citation database provider such as Web of Science, Scopus, CiteSeer.IST, Google
Scholar and others. Publications for submission to DEST will be rated for metrics according to frequency of
citation from the commercial citation database and the ranked distribution of the research outputs.
It remains unclear how metrics and publication citations will be utilised in establishing the quality of research
publications and subsequent funding. Since the departure of Minister Nelson, the architect of the RQF, from
his portfolio of Education, Minister Bishop announced in March 2006 that a new advisory group would be set
up to consider the policy (Illing, 2006b). The Australian Federal Government’s second advisory group for the
RQF had overturned some of the original decisions made concerning funding, and in late August 2006 no
funding model had been identified for introduction in 2008 (Illing, 2006a).Uncertainty continued to be
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expressed by some members of the research community concerning the RQF, and it was and remains
unclear exactly how metrics, including journal impact factor, will affect the public funding of research in
Australia in the future (University of South Australia, 2007b). However, principles of using impact factors as
measures of quality and funding based on international examples and publicly available documents are used
as a basis for discussion.
Two features of the RQF that have the potential to undermine principles of quality are concerned with the
allocation of funding. The first argument is that the RQF’s association with the allocation of research funding
to universities may undermine teaching in some areas of the university. The second argument is that the
allocation of research funding may be unevenly allocated and therefore influence the development of
research and knowledge between some speciality areas within and between disciplines. There is also
evidence from international environments that in order to achieve status and research funding academics
have manipulated the system in a way that is not consistent with the values of academic integrity. Due to
these factors, the learning environment for some students may ultimately be compromised – creating
contradictory covert messages that negate the values of academic integrity. These arguments are discussed
in the following sections.

Metrics, citation analysis and how they are calculated
Using Thompson’s Web of Science, an impact factor is a measure of the frequency with which the ‘average
article’ in a journal has been cited in a particular year or period. The impact factor is calculated by dividing
the number of current year citations to the source items in the journal by the citable articles in that journal in
the previous two years (Garfield, 1994; Garfield, 2005). Thomson’s Web of Science is one of a number of
commercial citation databases where impact factor based on citations is described as a ‘’gross
approximation of the prestige of journals’’ and was originally developed to judge the prestige of scientific
journals (Garfield, 2005).The Journal Citation Report (JCR) provides quantitative tools for ranking,
evaluating, categorising, and comparing journals (Garfield, 1994). As mentioned previously the mechanism
will be used to allocate a portion of public research funding to universities in Australia. Although research
quality exercises are used in European countries and Hong Kong, they are not all associated with funding
mechanisms related to impact factor rates (CDNMANZ, 2005). It should be noted that the relationship
between institutional funding and impact factor does not apply to researchers and academics in the United
States and Canada.

Anomalies and metric ratings
As mentioned above, standard bibliometric measures that are based on indexed journal literature provided
by a commercial citation database provider such as Web of Science, are proposed for use in the Australian
RQF. Anomalies are evident in relation to metrics and impact factor ratings. For example, in Thomson’s Web
of Science, among the highest rated journals are review journals (Journal Summary List, 2006). Review
articles and journals have higher impact factors because they summarise previous work and are sourced
more often, which does not always indicate that the journal or the articles are of high quality (Garfield, 2005).
McCuen (2001) commenting on the US context, suggests that impact factors in his field of water
management are good when they range from 2.06 to 2.4 because impact factors of 0.5 are not uncommon in
many fields. The highest rating in 2006 was 63.2 (Journal Summary List, 2006). The point made by McCuen
(2001) is that water management is a sub-speciality of engineering with a small number of readers and
contributors compared to engineering, and the overall result is the speciality area being disadvantaged.
It is clear that impact factors in different disciplines and specialties vary widely and are open to distortion. For
example, on Thompson’s Web of Science, the journal Birth Issues and Perinatal Care has a rating of 2.058
(Journal Summary List, 2006) – which is higher than other similar journals – because there are
multidisciplinary readers that source the articles. While in the Australian context each disciplinary panel will
make decisions concerning how it will rank professional journals, it is likely that some speciality journals will
be ranked lower, thereby discouraging publication in particular areas. Contrary to the previous example of
water management, the journal Birth Issues and Perinatal Care is advantaged by a multidisciplinary
readership. This journal is relevant to a nursing speciality; indeed, some midwives would not regard
themselves as nurses at all, and in this sense the journal is obscure to nursing as a profession. It would
appear that across most RQF assessment panels there is potential for lack of equity concerning weightings
given to journals. Some journals will attract more weighting, and yet other journals may be vital to a small
specialty group and may have high prestige for this group but attract low RQF weightings.
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Although the disciplinary panels can choose the database that is most suitable for their purpose, issues
remain concerning their effectiveness for assessing quality. For example, research findings of ‘high societal
impact’ and ‘significant breakthroughs’ are often reported in small, lesser-known, specialist publications, with
long-term value not being recognised until long after the publication (Shewan & Coats, 2006).
It could also be argued that a tertiary education institution that includes a wide range of disciplines can
distribute government funding in the way its senior managers see fit. However, it is obvious that those
disciplines and sub-disciplines that are able to attract large amounts of government funding will have a
powerful argument to receive higher institutional support and influence institutional policies and strategies at
the expense of other disciplines. This is likely to be the case even though there is recognition in the
Australian context that, for the purposes of the RQF assessment and impact of research, there are
considerable inter-disciplinary differences.
It is unknown how funding will be distributed as a result of the RQF, but the following observations have
been made about the UK RAE and the NZ PBRF. Concern about the distribution of funding under the RQF
has been identified by Shewan and Coates (2006, p. 464). In their discussion concerning the UK RAE they
claim that in the discipline of medicine, funding was directed away from clinical research and teaching toward
more high profile research areas. Shewan and Coates (2006, p. 464) argue that both the UK RAE and the
NZ PBRF have ‘’been charged with devaluation of teaching, downgrading of academic autonomy,
disadvantaging applied research and creating a deterrent to collaboration’’. It would appear that these
issues would erode further funding for teaching, particularly clinical teaching and practice based courses. If
funding is reduced and erosion of the teaching environment occurs it will not enhance a climate for increased
academic integrity.
McCuen (2001) notes that specialists within his discipline experience different impact factors owing to the
range of journal impact factors associated with appropriate journals according to specialty. Although journal
impact factor has not been used as a mechanism for the public funding of institutions in the USA, it has been
used to establish the quality of articles that academics publish, and therefore their status and prestige, in a
given field. Publications in higher impact journals are also viewed more favourably by promotion committees
(McCuen, 2001). Impact factors introduced bias into the process of promotion, privileging academics with
interests in particular areas. It is correct to say, however, that in the Australian context the RQF will consider
esteem as relating to broader factors such as keynote addresses at conferences, editorial and refereeing
services, and prestigious national prizes. However, it is clear that publishing in a higher impact journal will be
attributed higher status above a smaller nƱche journal with a lower impact factor. A specialist journal may be
more sympathetic to an aspect of the article content that is outside the conventions of a more mainstream
higher impact journal. According to Garfield (2005), impact factors also influence the purchasing decisions of
libraries, which will result in increasing exposure to high impact journals. The effect of these influences would
appear to increase the dominance of mainstream ideas by reinforcing them and to reduce the potential for
new and innovative ideas to challenge existing convention.
This strategy relating to metrics does not represent inclusivity, or multiplicity of perspectives to be
represented within a discipline, nor does it represent the promotion of new ideas or risk-taking among
academics. It represents a strategy for continuing convergence of ideas and conformity to particular
epistemological and methodological conventions. Although it could be expected that the RQF Expert
Assessment Panels could address some of the inequities between and within disciplines, it is unclear how
this will work. Concern regarding these issues could be justified by the New Zealand experience when the
first results of the NZ PBRF appeared in 2004. A criticism of the process was that assessment panels did not
give ‘’equal consideration to different types of research, particularly non-traditional work in design, the
creative and performing arts, or Maori and Pacific research, as well as more applied research’’ (Expert
Advisory Group, 2005, p. 51). It appears that a number of disciplines in the creative arts, social sciences,
education and applied health sciences would fall into these categories. However, despite the lack of clarity,
the RQF will be a powerful driver that can determine the type of knowledge that is accepted and rewarded
within a discipline, at the expense of other non-mainstream types of knowledge. It will produce a tendency to
reduce diversity and ultimately limit the range of content and methodologies available to students.

Further issues effecting journal metrics
A further influence that affects metrics relates to population and market size. Academic or professional
journals that serve high population areas such as the USA have the potential to have higher impact factors
than those that represent smaller populations such as Australia or New Zealand. This trend is evident in both
science and social science disciplines (Journal Summary List, 2006). The effect of this is likely to be that the
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journals serving small markets will attempt to internationalise, using electronic technologies, in order to capture a
larger market share. Once again, it would appear likely that the journals will become less distinctive,
homogenised, with limited diversity and increasing convergence of knowledge. It is also evident that the use of
impact factors to establish the prestige of a journal would favour English language users. On the basis of this it
could be argued the journal articles will become less relevant to local issues and trends, resulting in reduced
diversity, and decreasing the richness of knowledge and experience available for students.
It is not surprising that in this competitive environment professional journal editors aim to increase their journal
impact factors and attempt to increase the perceived quality of their journal. Strategies such as: assisting authors
to select particular keywords to facilitate potential electronic searches and therefore citations; increasing
readability of articles; internationalisation of the readership, authorship and content. While these strategies could
be seen as positive, more questionable practices have also been reported. There has been the suggestion that
editors can manipulate the journal impact factor by increasing citable items such as book reviews, letters to the
editor and editorials, and if these increase at a greater rate than items that are calculated in the denominator
there is a potential to increase the ‘impact factor’ rating (Cheek, Garnham, & Quan, 2006). Decreasing the
number of articles published in the journal could conversely decrease the denominator component of the
calculation and increase impact factor. Cheek, Garnham and Quan (2006) also claim that self-citation by authors
and the potential for editors to encourage authors to cite other contributors also have the potential to increase
the impact factor. While these practices could increase impact factor it is doubtful that they could represent a
corresponding increase in the quality of the journal. There is further evidence of the establishment of Citation
Clubs in the literature, where authors and institutions collude to cite authors for mutual benefit and to increase
their citation rates for the purposes of increasing ratings for research assessment exercises (CHASS
Bibliometics Project, 2006, p. 2; Butler, 2003; Booth, 2007). These attempts at manipulation do not reflect the
qualities that we are attempting to role model to students concerning academic integrity.

Conclusion
In summary, it appears that although the journal impact factor and metrics were initially developed to assess the
quality of journals, it has become a mechanism to judge the esteem of academics and their research and a
mechanism attached to public funding for tertiary education and research institutions. In the Australian context,
the impact factor of journal articles will comprise only a portion of a research group quality assessment and
consequent research funding. However, it is a potentially powerful mechanism to motivate organisations ‘hungry’
for funding, as well as individual academics who wish to acquire research status among their peers and within
their organisation. The allure of a higher impact publication will promote these journals over those with less
status, reducing diversity and requiring authors to comply with mainstream requirements of the dominant
journals. This outcome has the potential to make the high impact journal an overbearing force in knowledge
development and in shaping professional and political issues in a range of disciplines. There is also the
possibility that university managers may allocate increased funding to areas that that can produce high financial
returns under the RQF and may compromise funding relating to teaching. Pressure on academics, including
increased workload that influences the quality of teaching and impacts on organisational culture, effects the
environment in which academic integrity is to be achieved. The RQF potentially encourages practices that are
contrary to the modelling of values and standards expected for academic integrity. For quality outcomes to be
achieved in university research and teaching, policy and funding frameworks are necessary that create an
environment in which both can be delivered. Academic integrity requires a constructive environment that
supports exemplary academic practices, provides appropriate role modelling and fosters student learning. If
demands for academic integrity that include honesty and credibility are to be made of students, it is necessary
that these qualities are demonstrated by those who are held to be academic exemplars.
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Abstract
A recently completed doctoral study that investigated undergraduate university students’ perceptions of the
fairness of educational assessment provides the material for this paper. From this study I developed a
grounded theory, ‘demonstrating capability’ (Flint, 2007), which describes what a student takes into account
when deciding the fairness of assessment, the modifiers which influence the action students take if they
perceive assessment to be unfair, and the resulting behavioural responses to a perception of unfairness. The
focus of this paper is the modifiers which influence the action – this helps in understanding why it is that
some students take action when they perceive assessment to be unfair, and others do not. To contextualise
this, the paper will also describe the factors that students consider when making judgments about the
fairness of assessment. Academics need to have some understanding of why students take action when
they perceive assessment to be unfair, and others do not, when attempting to create a culture of integrity
based on mutual respect between staff and students.

Introduction
Assessment matters and is important to students in universities (Brown & Glasner, 1999, p. vii). Assessment
was identified as a key area for attention by Scott (2006), where a qualitative data analysis tool, CEQuery,
was used to analyse comments made by nearly 95,000 graduates from a representative sample of fourteen
Australian universities between 2001-2004, including the University of South Australia (UniSA) (where this
study was conducted).
Assessment is also the most powerful lever teachers have to influence the way students behave as learners,
and their response to courses. Qualitative studies “of the way students respond to assessment, or at least to
their perceptions of assessment provide a vivid insight into its central importance in their lives” (Gibbs, 1999,
p. 42). What students learn is integrally connected to what is assessed. The assessment methods employed
by an academic will push students toward learning in a certain way, as students will study what they think will
be assessed.
Fairness is also critical in the classroom. Students’ perceptions of fairness of assessment have a profound
impact on their learning. They have been linked to enhanced learning outcomes through more favourable
attitudes toward the course, and increased learning motivation (Chory-Assad, 2002). Fairness in the
classroom benefits both the student and the teacher (Chory-Assad, 2002; Clayson & Haley, 1990; Houston &
Bettencourt, 1999; Marks, 2000; Nesbit & Burton, 2006; Schmidt, Houston, Bettencourt, & Boughton, 2003;
Walsh & Maffei, 1994).
We know that students’ perceptions matter, and specifically that students’ perceptions of fairness of
assessment matter – until now there has not been a comprehensive study of what students perceive as
fairness in assessment, although it was known that it is complex and multi-dimensional (Sambell, McDowell,
& Brown, 1997), and not simply related to grade outcomes (Houston & Bettencourt, 1999). Through a
doctoral thesis investigating undergraduate university students’ perceptions of the fairness of assessment, I
have increased this understanding by identifying how students make a fairness judgment about assessment,
and what they take into account when making the judgment. I also identified the subsequent behaviours of
students if they make a judgment that assessment is unfair, and what influences those subsequent
behaviours – the response modifiers. The significance of this theory is that academics can gain an
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understanding of student perspectives of assessment which has implications for educational integrity. In
particular, it demonstrates that there is a need for empowering students to become self-reliant in pursuing
their own learning, and that there is a need for academic staff to accept responsibility for building
relationships with students.

Methodology and theoretical underpinnings
Fairness issues in most aspects of life are complex, and often emotive. There are many interrelated issues,
variables and concerns that can be viewed from extremely different perspectives. As I was interested in
understanding what it was that students perceive to be fair and unfair about educational assessment, and
trying to understand the world of lived experience from the point of view of those who live it, I chose
grounded theory methodology, based on the work of Glaser and Strauss (1967) and Glaser (1978; 1992). It
is a methodology which is able to deal with complex topics, that has as its central aim the objective of theory
building.
Interviews were conducted with a total of thirty-four undergraduate students from UniSA. The first twenty-four
interviews were face-to-face, in-depth, and semi-structured – with vignettes used in many of them (Flint,
1999). The final ten interviews were conducted during the writing stage of the thesis to assist in further
refining the developing theory – they consisted of a mixture of face-to-face, telephone, and email interviews.
The students interviewed came from nine programs within the broad fields of Business and Social Sciences
at the University of South Australia.
An important aspect of grounded theory is on-going analysis throughout the data collection process. Whilst
grounded theory allowed me to work directly with students, the process of constant comparison legitimated
the consideration of all types of data, including comments made by academics, overheard conversations
between students and staff, overheard conversations between students and students, and informal
conversations between myself and the students. I could take these conversations and view them in light of
my interview data.
Using this constant comparative process of data analysis, I determined that the major problem for students is
frustration related to not knowing and/or understanding expectations of assessment tasks, nor the criteria
and standards by which performance is judged. Students also are confused about the expectations of
teaching staff, many of which are tacit – or not stated – in relation to the assessment tasks.
From the data, I have developed a theory which I have called ‘demonstrating capability’ (Flint, 2007). It is a
theory which explains undergraduate university students’ perceptions of the fairness of assessment, and
their consequent behaviour if they perceive unfairness. The theory involves a cyclical process, comprising
two stages: deciding whether assessment is fair, and responding to perceptions of unfairness.

Deciding the fairness of assessment – the first stage of ‘demonstrating capability’
In the first stage of demonstrating capability a judgment of fairness is made, that is, students consider
whether they had the opportunity to demonstrate their capability and whether that capability was recognised.
In making the fairness judgment a student takes into account two aspects of demonstrating capability:
x

the processes or procedures that are in place whilst doing the assessment task constitute whether
students believe they have the opportunity to demonstrate capability, and

x

the product of the assessment item in the form of a grade or a mark awarded verifies for them,
whether their capability was recognised.

Frustration, the major problem for students, limits their opportunity to demonstrate capability.
The grade is usually the prompt for a student to reflect on the history of an assessment piece. Consideration
of the grade is related to distributive aspects of fairness (Adams, 1965; Deutsch, 1985; Leventhal, 1976;
Major, 1987). Students make comparisons with their previous work and the work of other students – talking
with others is part of the sense making process, and not just used to complain or vent frustration.
Mmm. I guess find out what other people are doing, if there is anything you can compare it to,
any other situations, courses, or lecturers, talk to other people and find out what else is going
on…Amongst friends…‘oh what did you get for that?’ Or when things get back [assignments
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returned] people do, probably more in the friendship circles but definitely do it with the other
people, you usually know who did the best, it’s easy to find out. [Laura]1
Effort is the major comparison referent students use to decide if a grade is fair.
I generally know what it is going to be, if I know I've put the effort in it's going to be decent, if I
haven't it's not going to be worth it. [Duncan]
Students also take into account six key considerations when making a fairness judgment. These are level
playing field, feedback regarding their assessment, balance and variety in the type of assessment tasks,
relevance of assessment tasks, skilful teaching staff, and teaching staff displaying a caring attitude.
Level playing field
Students consider a level playing field to be in operation if their work is marked on its merits, and if there is
consistency – in marking, and in the distribution of information from teaching staff to students.
…[if students had been given the same information] it would have been much fairer, because
everyone would have been on the same level playing field. [Ginny]
…students’ idea of fairness is having the perceived same opportunities as other students. As
long as they are presented with a level playing field…[Darren]
Group work raises many issues for students, most notably the sharing of a group mark by individuals who
have unequal input.
Feedback regarding their assessment
Students use feedback to assist them in making a fairness judgment. They will view it as unfair if they do not
receive appropriate feedback for understanding the mark they have been awarded.
You'd have to have good feedback [for assessment to be fair]. That's important, very important
in the early stages of assessment because you want to know what you're doing wrong and you
don't want to do it next time. [Victor]
Balance and variety in the type of assessment tasks
In order to be able to demonstrate capability, students believe there needs to be a variety of assessment
types (for example, presentations, essays, reports, examinations), and a balanced weighting of each task –
so that no task dominates.
[Fair assessment] accounts for different people's learning styles and how they like to work,
some people like to write essays and other people like to do oral presentations and in some
courses there is that choice of whether you would like to write essays or you would like to do a
presentation…some people are better at different things. Probably the wide variety so everyone
is rewarded, you know, some report, some presentation and some of it exam, well then, overall
everyone has a better chance. [Louise]
Relevance of assessment tasks
Students connect fairness of assessment with their perception of the relevance of an assessment task – and
are more accepting of contentious forms of assessment, such as exams and group work, if they perceive
them to have relevance.
I'm doing this assignment for a reason I should be getting something out of it, I should be able to
take something away from it. I think there should be things that are relevant that you may use
later in life, like we've just done ‘X’ and even though we've all whinged and complained about it,
it is a lot of work and I think a bit too much has been expected of us as first time ‘X-ers’, it'll
probably be very useful in the long run…[Olive]
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Skilful teaching staff
When students perceive the teaching staff to lack skill they regard it as unfair, directly connecting their
success in a course to the skill of the teacher.
…the differences in the lecturers, the way they mark, the way they teach, why are they so
varied, why are some excellent lecturers and excellent at teaching and others are just so, you
know…others are just the opposite…just why is there such a big difference and why do we
seem to notice it and others [university management decision-makers] don’t, or it just gets
passed, or it just keeps continuing on and on and on and it think that’s why students think ‘I’m
paying for this, you know, this isn’t right’. [Ursula]
Teaching staff displaying a caring attitude
Students regard it as unfair if they perceive teaching staff as not caring about them. Caring teaching staff are
those who students perceive as approachable, displaying empathy, connecting with students, and assisting
students with greater learning needs.
I [was walking with] one of my course X students and we passed the lecturer as we were going
to the library, we said hello to each other [lecturer and us] when we were going in there. She
[student walking with Sammi] said ‘She’s the only lecturer in my three years here that I can talk
to’ … I think having that personality also contributes to the fairness because that lecturer sees
people as people … to be a fair marker you have to be friendly but firm. Friendly enough to say
‘hello, how are you, good thank you’ and firm enough, ‘you are not doing ‘X’ okay, you need to
do this, you need to put in more effort, you did not do so much here’. [Sammi]
Having discussed the key considerations students take into account when deciding whether assessment is
fair, I now turn to the second stage of demonstrating capability.

Response modifiers
The second stage of the theory of demonstrating capability consists of two components: the emotional
reactions students have to perceiving assessment as unfair, and the actual response, in terms of action/s. It
is the modifiers to the latter, the response, which are the focus of this paper.
Students’ responses to a perception of unfairness of assessment vary. Each student makes a decision about
whether the unfairness is significant enough for them to take action. The response a student has to a
perception of unfairness of assessment is influenced by a range of understandings, conditions, or qualifiers –
what is termed ‘response modifiers’ in the theory of demonstrating capability. The response modifiers are:
level of desperation, concern about ramifications, maturity, self-confidence/sense of self-efficacy/selfconcept, perception of approachable teaching staff, and knowledge of process.
Level of desperation
For many students there is an acceptance that unfairness exists, it is part of life, and only worth bothering
about if really significant – and this is linked to desperation.
What it takes for a student to become desperate is highly variable. At one extreme are students who become
desperate if they receive a mark that is lower than they expected to receive. Or perhaps they do not receive
the grade point average needed to get into honours or a postgraduate program and they realise that the
alteration of one assignment by a few marks will make that difference. Some students become desperate if
the mark means failing a course.
It would have to be something pretty big I think, like huge … something affecting graduation or if
I failed a course and I thought something was really wrong, I’d probably, before I could go and
speak to someone about it I’d come and say is there anything else that can be done. It’d have to
be something pretty big. Probably if I had support, like the majority of people as well, a group,
I’d be more likely speak out. [Laura]
The disadvantage to students who only respond to perceptions of unfairness in situations of high
desperation, is that they limit their chances of reducing frustration. As explained earlier, frustration is the key
problem for students. If students responded to a perception of unfairness when they are not desperate, they
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might increase their understanding of the assessment criteria, and lessen their frustration. Asking a lecturer
to explain the mark for an individual assignment should result in students being better informed about the
result, and thus might reduce the possibility of them failing a complete course.
There are students who only become desperate if they receive a letter precluding them from further study at
the University. Under normal circumstances such a letter is sent after a student has been notified of
unsatisfactory progress for three or more academic review periods; so these students will have had a series
of failed assessments. Many students only access counselling services when it is a requirement; a
suggestion or recommendation is not enough for them to seek help.
The implications of not taking action are more significant in a student’s final year, as they risk not graduating.
Students reported being more likely to do something about unfair assessment if they were in their final year.
It is possible students’ levels of desperation are more easily triggered in higher year levels, but it is also
possible that other response modifiers will have changed after two or three years at university.
Students who are desperate take action either because they have nothing to lose or because they believe
that they have something to gain; that taking action is worth the time and effort. For students to take action it
seems they need to perceive the issue to be important enough, and believe that change might happen.
Concern about ramifications
For a number of students, anxiety about possible ramifications influences their response; they are worried
about gaining a ‘reputation’ as a troublemaker or complainer.
And there was a large difference in marks, we’re talking about 6,10 marks here, for things that
were identical and so I did approach tutors and approached the lecturer who said see the tutors
who said see the lecturer who obviously didn’t want to know and left it at that. The up shot was
I’m not going to keep making a fuss, I’ll get a bad name for myself, if there is anything that
requires the benefit of the doubt I won’t get it, that troublemaker, so pulled my head in, so did
the others and we just kept quiet about it. As much as people say yes there’s channels for
recourse and everything it’s still almost like being in the playground where you think if I make a
fuss it’ll all come out and I’ll end up losing in the end. [Nadine]
The more official the complaint, the more students were concerned about the possibility of being
disadvantaged in their future life at university. Students were less concerned about failing an elective course
because they had the option of taking a different course. With core courses they had to decide whether to
appeal, or repeat the course. One student commented that the students who are concerned about reputation
are the ones who are not ‘keeping their side of things’; however many diligent students reported being
concerned about their reputation. It was a minority of students who said they were not worried about possible
ramifications within the University. These were mainly international students, who reported investing more in
their education than local students, with greater implications for them if they did not challenge, or respond to
perceptions of unfairness. Some, but not all, mature age students voiced that resolving fairness issues was
more important than a concern of how they were viewed by teaching staff.
Maturity
Maturity and chronological age are often, but not always, related. Some students at a young age display
great maturity in outlook and responsibility for learning. It seems that maturing as a learner for some
students occurs just by being at university, while others are less able to mature as learners because they
don’t feel that they belong at university.
But for people who have come from high school like myself I think treat lecturers like teachers
… but different teachers tell you off and I’ve had that feeling with lecturers every year, even this
year. So I can’t think of a lecturer and talk to them the same way as other people, especially
mature age students from ‘program X’, I spoke to a couple of them and they just talk to lecturers
about anything and they’re laid back and they’re happy with the system but with me I look at a
lecturer and it’s like ‘wo-oh how you going?’ and its like they’re a teacher. That’s the attitude I’ve
had towards lecturers. [Darren]
While maturity includes students accepting responsibility for their own learning, it also is connected to
confidence in approaching teaching staff. Krause, Hartley, James and McInnis (2005) found that mature age
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students “tend to have strong clarity of purpose and are more likely to seek assistance from staff” (p. v).
Mature age students I spoke with acknowledge that it is scarier for young people in their first year of
university, to challenge or question an academic.
I think that comes with being older. Like I think if I'd been struggling at school I probably would
have been too scared but I actually knew a bit more about what I was doing and where I was
going and what I wanted to do. So yeah, I think that made a bit of a difference to my approach.
Whereas if I'd been like a scared first year [straight from school] in university I probably
wouldn't have, I would have just let it happen, let it go. Because I was a little bit older then I
didn't. [Louise, 26]
Self-confidence/sense of self-efficacy/self-concept
While the earlier discussion on the level of desperation demonstrated that some students will take action if
the fairness issue is perceived as really significant, for some students there is nothing that would result in
them approaching a lecturer. When asked why they do not speak to an academic about an issue, students
often responded that they lacked confidence. Consideration of literature on self-confidence, sense of selfefficacy, and self-concept assists in an appreciation of why some students might engage in action, and
others not.
Self-confidence is not necessarily a general characteristic which pervades all aspects of a person's life. A
person may feel quite confident in some areas of their life yet at the same time lack confidence in other
areas. A lack of self-confidence is also not necessarily related to a lack of ability. A student might be quite
capable but lack self-confidence.
Psychological theory on human motivation has dealt with the concept of personal expectancy in many ways.
Expectancy beliefs are beliefs about one’s perceived capability (Pajares, 1996, p. 546). One type of personal
expectancy is self-efficacy, a concept introduced by Albert Bandura (1977). A person’s sense of self-efficacy
is how competent they feel in dealing with a given task. Self-efficacy is situation specific and only able to be
generalised to another situation if the two situations are very similar, unlike many other expectancy beliefs
which are not so task, or situation, specific. Academic staff know students who are capable of achieving
higher marks than they do. Bandura (1977), and others, would suggest that much of this is because of
students having a low sense of self-efficacy, as this affects persistence, effort, and perseverance; all
qualities that are essential in consistently achieving high level results.
Another expectancy belief is that of self-concept, which differs from self-efficacy in that it is not so directly
linked to context. Self-concept judgments can be domain specific but are not task specific, so in comparison
to self-efficacy judgments they are more global. Included in a person’s self-concept are feelings of self-worth
associated with the behaviours in question. Thus, there is no fixed relationship between self-concept and
self-efficacy. A student might have a high level of self-efficacy in relation to assessment items in a particular
discipline, say science, but might not have a high self-concept in the same area. This can be partly due to
the fact that they might not be proud of accomplishments in science; instead they might value
accomplishment in another pursuit, for example, dramatic performance.
If we accept self-concept as being an expectancy belief that is measured at a broader level of specificity than
self-efficacy, and domain but not task specific, we can see that the term is applicable to a student’s broader
sense of feeling competent and having a sense of self-worth. A student who generally feels competent and
holds a high sense of self-worth, will view things differently to one who generally feels they lack competence
and holds a low sense of self-worth. They will be more likely to approach an academic for feedback or
clarification on an issue, and if not resolved to their satisfaction, will be more likely to follow the issue up
further.
Perception of approachable teaching staff
One of the key considerations that a student takes into account when making a fairness judgment is whether
teaching staff display a caring attitude, and part of being caring is appearing approachable. Perception of
approachable teaching staff is also a response modifier.
I hadn’t spoken to lecturer Z for a long time and one day I asked her a question and she sat me
down and talked me for a long time about it and it helped me out a lot. I didn’t really take it all in
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properly and I came back and asked again, I thought I was going to get into trouble, she sat me
down again and took me through it again. When I said that to someone else and said why don’t
you go and ask lecturer Z, ‘no way’. Lecturer Z comes across as very angry. No-one really likes
to talk to her. I didn’t either until I actually spoke to lecturer Z.
Unfortunately some academics appear intimidating to students. I suspect that some teaching staff might be
unaware that they are viewed by students as not approachable, while others cultivate a persona of not being
approachable. Students described some teaching staff as genuinely approachable and others as pretending
to be because they are following University policy. Prior involvement with academics was important for
students to feel they could approach them with an issue. If an academic had proven not to be helpful in one
situation, students were less likely to go to them again.
Knowledge of process
Knowledge of process refers to whether a student has an understanding of the options available to them if
they perceive unfairness in assessment; this might include knowledge of the contents of the University’s
Assessment policies and procedures manual.
Many students report not knowing what options are available to them apart from being aware that there is
‘some sort of process’. Whilst lack of knowledge of process will prevent some students from following up an
issue, others are not daunted. They may not currently be aware of any of the processes but know they exist,
and they have strategies in mind if necessary; strategies such as emailing a tutor or course coordinator,
asking at Campus Central – the one-stop shop at UniSA for students for matters relating to their study life.
Knowledge of process includes understanding the hierarchy that exists within academic staff: tutor, lecturer,
course coordinator, program director, and Head of School. Knowing the hierarchy means knowing who to
approach if there is an issue.
They don’t make it clear, I think we all in the back of our mind know that we could do something
about it but it is never clear, like they go through everything in the course outline, like for a week
we go through it but they never once say you can resubmit work for a complete unbiased
remark from someone else, they never ever say it. And I think if they did say it, it would probably
make some people think oh maybe I could do something else…they need to make the
processes more clear, like we all know we can go to Learning Connection and we can go to the
Head of School but we don’t know the direct, the small channels that we can take, the small
channels are where we all struggle. [Rosie]
The issue of whose responsibility it is for students to gain knowledge of process was beyond the scope of
this study but it is important to recognise that some students believe it is the responsibility of others to tell
them what their options are.
I didn’t pass the final exam, I did half of it and walked out because I just couldn’t…he [lecturer]
never really gave me, he never said anything like that to me [special consideration for re-sitting]
…I know we are supposed to know about it but back in our first year, you know how people
have this orientation and all that kind of stuff? We had these like year 3s and all they did is say
there’s the bar and there’s the deli and that’s it, that was my orientation. [John]
Knowledge of process is connected to other response modifiers. For example, a student with a high level of
desperation is more likely to find out what the processes are, for it is the desperation which prompts action to
be taken. It is also possible that if students know what options are available to them, options such as seeking
clarification from teaching staff when unsure about criteria for assessment, asking a tutor to look over a draft
of an essay, requesting clearer or more detailed feedback when receiving an assignment, or making an
appointment with the course lecturer following the release of the final grade of an examination, they might
utilise those options in less extreme circumstances, and might not get to the point of desperation.
Knowledge of process is also linked with perception of approachable teaching staff – students are more
likely to discuss an issue with a staff member who they perceive is approachable, and from this discussion
learn what options they have. My data indicate there are two exceptions to this. Firstly, students might
accept a lower mark than they think they deserve and not question an academic because they like them.
Paradoxically, the very fact the academic is perceived as approachable means the student is reluctant to
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question them, to preserve the relationship. Secondly, approachable teaching staff do not always give
students information about the options available to them; for instance they might explain to the student why
they got the mark they did without telling them they have the option of requesting a remark.
Maturity is connected to knowledge of process. Mature age students were more likely to report
understanding what options were available to them than did the younger students. This could be due to a
range of reasons, including life experience (knowing that in most organisations there are processes of
appeal), and accepting greater responsibility for learning and utilising what the university offers, which
includes consulting with teaching staff.
While the six response modifiers have been presented as separate entities, there is much crossover
between them. The response modifiers do not remain static. For example, students in their final year might
be less concerned about gaining a reputation than when in first year, or they might have less need for
teaching staff to appear approachable before questioning them about an assessment item. Throughout the
life of a student some response modifiers will be more significant, or have more impact on the student’s
decisions, than others. A response modifier might also change as a result of the action a student takes.
The process of demonstrating capability, described above, is cyclical. The outcome to the response a
student has might influence the key considerations, the response modifiers, or the emotional reaction when
the student is faced with the next assessment situation – this in turn will influence the next response.
The six response modifiers influence the action a student takes when they perceive unfairness in
assessment. That action varies, the discussion of which is beyond the scope of this paper.

Discussion
The findings of this research have many implications for educational integrity for staff and students; if we are
to translate key values into action there are two assumptions held by many students and teaching staff that I
believe require changing.
Firstly, many students are not accepting responsibility for their learning, relying on teaching staff to motivate
them, and placing blame for their failure on teaching staff; the assumption that teaching staff are solely
responsible needs to change. The theory of demonstrating capability shows that students who engage in
learning, and are proactive in their approach to assessment, are more able to resolve the problem of
frustration with assessment. Students who accept responsibility for their learning are advantaged in that they
achieve educational outcomes that meet their expectations, and their educational experience is positive. By
empowering our students they will accept more responsibility for their learning. Leach, Neutze and Zepke
(2001, p. 303), acknowledging that they are “pushing the boundaries of the academic assessment
discourse”, focus on empowering learners by allowing them to design their own assessment, choose and/or
negotiate criteria, and have the opportunity to assess their own work. Whilst many academics will not
achieve, nor aspire, to empowering students to this degree, it is important that students are empowered
more than they are currently. Empowering students does not mean they should expect to do less work, that
the quality will be lower, that assessment will be easier, or that standards will drop. It does mean they will
accept more responsibility for their learning. Students can only be responsible if they are given, and accept
responsibility.
The theory of demonstrating capability deals with perceptions. One approach to dealing with the issues this
study has raised is to alter students’ perceptions and expectations – this is particularly pertinent in cases
where their perceptions are based on lack of information or incorrect information, or their expectations are
unrealistic, either for pedagogical reasons, or due to restrictions placed on university teaching staff. The
importance of this cannot be overstated – students have to accept greater responsibility for their learning,
and part of achieving this is for them to have a greater understanding of the assessment process.
Secondly, many teaching staff are not accepting responsibility for building relationships with students; the
assumption that they do not need to build relationships needs to change. Positive relationships between
teaching staff and students are important for many students, including the need for teaching staff to display a
caring attitude. In assisting the building of relationships we need to develop greater sensitivity to students’
perceptions, lives, expectations, and needs.
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Concluding comments
It is impossible to have a system of assessment which every student will perceive as fair, all of the time. The
theory of demonstrating capability has shown that students have different experiences of assessment,
perceive fairness differently, and respond in different ways when they perceive unfairness. For academics to
have some understanding of this difference is a step toward creating a culture of integrity where there is
mutual respect between staff and students.

Endnotes
1

Pseudonyms have been given to all students.
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Ten ways to change assessment tasks to ‘design out’
plagiarism
Clair Hughes
University of Queensland
Keywords: academic integrity, assessment design, minimising plagiarism

Abstract
Regular revision of assessment tasks is commonly recommended as an effective way to ‘design out’
opportunities for plagiarism. Many assessors find this quite difficult to achieve, especially when ‘tried and
true’ assessment tasks are based around fundamental course concepts whose omission would significantly
detract from assessment validity. However, assessment tasks are comprised of many components, any of
which offer opportunities for changes that ensure revised tasks are significantly different from previous
versions. This paper proposes a framework for analysing assessment tasks to identify the ways in which
they can be changed and then suggests ten ways of going about this.

Introduction
Assessors such as course coordinators often need to undertake changes to course assessment tasks.
Though this can occur for a number of reasons – changes to course learning objectives or university policy,
identified assessment gaps or duplication of assessment tasks with those required in another course - the
impetus to change assessment tasks is quite often a need to counter plagiarism. The regular updating of
tasks in order to ‘design out’ opportunities for students to cheat during assessment activities is commonly
recommended as one essential element of an effective approach to promoting academic integrity (Carroll,
2000; James, McInnes, & Devlin, 2002). As Carroll and Appleton (2001, p. 9) comment, changing
assessment tasks is:
...perhaps the most straightforward place to start when considering how to lessen opportunities
for plagiarism. Students talk to fellow students about how a particular lecturer organises
assessments and therefore quickly learn if the lecturer sets the same essays, reissues the
same case studies or asks for reports on tried-and-tested practicals, year after year. Students
can also spot cosmetic changes such as tweaking the numbers in the practical or renaming the
characters in the case study. Many students regard copying on such courses as simply
common sense. Why should they make an effort when the lecturer does not?
Though Carroll and Appleton (2001) may consider changing assessment as being ‘straightforward’, for many
coordinators assessment tasks are synonymous with the subject matter they incorporate and so changing
the subject matter is perceived as the only way of changing the task. Naturally, when the subject matter
pertains to fundamental course concepts, it is unimaginable that it would be satisfactory to substitute less
relevant content. However, assessment tasks are quite complex and are comprised of a number of
components, only one of which is the subject matter. Therefore, analysis of assessment tasks offers
alternative possibilities for making changes while leaving essential components intact.

Analysing assessment tasks
The functional grammar literature (Halliday, 1994; Martin, Matthiessen, & Painter, 1997) offers useful models
or frameworks for the analysis of assessment tasks when we consider that these all require students to
engage in the production of a text – defined broadly by Knapp and Watkins (2005, p. 13) as ‘any meaningproducing event, be it a book, a film, an advertisement, a phone conversation and so on’. The essays,
reports, oral presentations, posters or blogs that students produce when engaging in assessment tasks are
all accepted as falling within this broad definition of ‘text’ for the purposes of this discussion. Texts are
comprised of written, spoken or visual elements, often in combination.
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The texts that students produce when undertaking assessment tasks can take a variety of forms which are
influenced by contextual variables. First, the purpose to be achieved through the assessment task will
determine the category of text or text type to be selected. For example if the purpose is to describe
something, the student is likely to be required to produce an information report or a scientific report. If the
purpose is to argue, the text type required is more likely to be an essay or debate. Other variables
influencing the development of texts are the subject matter or topic being talked or written about; the role or
perspective of the student, the relationship between the student and the intended audience, or the intended
impact of the text on this audience; and, the mode of communication and the medium through which the
communication is undertaken. The framework illustrated in Figure 1, is used to summarise the decisions
assessors make when designing assessment tasks though it is often the case that some decisions may be
intuitive and implicit rather than the result of conscious deliberation.
Figure 1: Aspects of decision-making in the design and revision of assessment tasks (adapted from
Derewianka, 1990, p. 19)

Decisions about the purpose of the assessment task – What course learning objectives
will students be required to demonstrate?

Decisions about the type of text –
What type/s of text will allow students
to demonstrate this learning?

PURPOSE
TEXT TYPE

Decisions about roles and
relationships– What is the
student’s role? Relationship with the text
audience?

Decisions about the text
mode – What written,
spoken or visual elements
should the text include?

Roles and Relationships
Subject
Matter

TEXT

Decisions about the
text subject matter or
topic – What will be
the content of the text?

Mode &
Medium
Decisions about the text medium –
What face-to-face, paper-based, electronic or other medium should be
used for communication of the text?

This application of functional grammar to the analysis of assessment tasks, though somewhat crude or
partial, nevertheless supports the identification of key variables that influence the form of response required
of students in compliance with task demands:
x

purpose

x

text type/s

x

subject matter or content

x

student roles or perspectives, relationships between students and their audience/s

x

mode (spoken, written or visual)

x

medium


face-to-face



paper based media such as reports or essays



electronic media such as blogs, online discussions, PowerPoint projections.

Changing assessment tasks
The variables listed above suggest numerous possibilities for altering the requirements of assessment tasks
as the following ten examples demonstrate.
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1. Change the purpose of the task:
Where assessment tasks are well aligned with course learning objectives, it is difficult to change the purpose
of the task while at the same time preserving internal alignment unless there is some freedom to make
appropriate adjustments to the learning objectives themselves. However, where assessment tasks and
learning objectives are not fully aligned, changing the purpose of the task may have the added benefit of
increasing alignment while at the same time minimising opportunities for plagiarism. Examples of ways in
which purpose can be altered include:

x

requiring that a specific point of view be argued instead of a balanced range of perspectives presented

x

requiring a narrative of the experience of a specific participant rather than an evaluative report of an
intervention

x

broadening the criteria to be used as the basis of assessment judgements (e.g. including process
criteria such as time management, communication, level of contribution as well as product criteria
such as relevance, structure or referencing when assessing group tasks).

2. Change the cognitive level:
Changing the purpose of the task can also be achieved through changing the level of thinking required or its
cognitive demand. Though complex assessment tasks have multiple purposes, many tasks are pitched at a
specific cognitive level. According to Bloom’s (revised) taxonomy (Krathwohl, 2002) these levels are
described as remembering, understanding, applying, analysing, evaluating and creating, an understanding of
which can be used to:

x

require an application of a process in a different context (applying) rather than an explanation of a
process (understanding)

x

require the generation of an alternative solution to a problem (creating) rather than the critique of a
solution provided (evaluating).

When changing the cognitive level of assessment task, Carroll (2002) advises that tasks pitched at lower
levels of Bloom's taxonomy, such as reproduction of factual knowledge or understanding, are often
construed by students as invitations to recycle existing material, whereas the solutions to tasks with higher
levels of demand are less likely to exist and therefore demand original responses.
3. Change the text type:
According to Alam (2004), though “all forms of assessment are subject to plagiarism, occurrences of
plagiarism vary between different forms”. It is therefore worthwhile to seek alternatives to standard essays
such as posters, group project reports or reflective logs as they are less likely to be bought, faked or copied
(Carroll, 2002). Alternatives to common text types such as essays or reports include:

x

segments of a research proposals (e.g. project rationale or methodology)

x

journal articles

x

PowerPoint slides with accompanying presentation notes

x

ministerial briefings

x

award submissions

x

book reviews

x

posters
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x

concept maps

x

original games or adaptation of existing games.

A further way of changing the text type is to combine traditional responses such as essays with additional,
more personal texts designed to authenticate their originality. Examples of this include requiring students to
write a meta-essay under supervised conditions on an undisclosed topic that is related to the process in
which they engaged to produce a text such as an essay or report (Evans, as cited in Carroll, 2002) or to
provide a self-assessment in the form of a commentary on how work submitted addresses the assessment
criteria provided and what standard of performance has been demonstrated. Other suggestions (Penn State
University, n.d.) are to require that students submit reference lists, drafts and copies of papers cited as well
as the final drafts of work produced. Walden and Peacock (2006) have developed a way of formally
communicating the research element of assessment tasks through the use of i-Maps – visual
representations of key words, diagrams, graphic elements, texts and or images. Irons (2004) has shown how
the adoption of a portfolio approach – the purposeful selection and collation of multiple texts and sometimes
text types as evidence of achievement in relation to specific criteria and standards – can prove effective in
minimising plagiarism through developing student ownership of their work.
4. Change the subject matter or topic:
Changing the subject matter or topic does not necessarily mean that essential course content cannot be
assessed every time a course is offered. Instead, changes to subject matter can be achieved through
rotating topics through different forms of assessment; for example, addressing a particular topic through an
essay in one year and then through an oral seminar presentation the next. Topics can also be negotiated
with students to reflect individual interests or preferences although this has to be undertaken in conditions
which safeguard against plagiarism. This can involve requiring that some preliminary work is done and
submitted in class prior to the selection of topics or by placing restrictions on the time periods in which topics
are to be selected or requested changes permitted.
Students could also be asked to elaborate on course content by combining information from secondary
sources with data they collect themselves using methods such as interview, survey, questionnaire and email
correspondence with experts (Carroll, 2002).
5. Change the context or setting:
A variation on changing the subject matter or topic is to specify a particular context or setting in which an
issue, phenomenon or event is to be explored or described. In this way, each time a particular topic is
assessed it could be contextualised by a different

x

country (e.g. in the case of an economic or geographical phenomenon)

x

socio-economic or age group (e.g. in the case of a social issue or health condition)

x

literature selected by country of origin or author (e.g. in the case of a literary theme, device or
movement ).

A particularly effective strategy is to make assignments unique to students’ personal life contexts (Penn
State University, n.d.). Suggestions from Focus, the in-house journal for Dalhousie University (cited in
Carroll, 2002) include relating architectural assignments to students’ own homes, dentistry assignments to
their own teeth and the critical application of personality theories to their own personalities.
6. Change the timeframe:
This is a further variation on changing the subject matter or topic and involves updating the time periods from
which admissible material may be drawn through specification of:

x

the publication date of material eligible for inclusion in a literature review

x

the historical period in which a social phenomenon is to be investigated.
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Specifying current or quite recent events or publications as the focus of assessment tasks reduces the
likelihood that material will be readily available for copying.
7. Change the author’s role or perspective:
It is common for assessment tasks to require that students respond from the perspective of scholars,
researchers or practitioners from within their discipline. However this does not always have to be the case
and to be able to identify and understand alternative roles and perspectives is crucial in the development of
critical thinking. In addition, presenting material from alternative perspectives can provide an element of
motivational novelty to otherwise humdrum tasks or topics. Suggestions include:

x

presenting an environmental or health issue from the perspective of different stakeholders (e.g. a mine
shareholder or an environmentalist; a patient or a health care administrator professional)

x

developing deliberately misleading reports of an event or phenomenon to illustrate how data can be
manipulated or distorted to achieve particular purposes.

8. Change the audience:
The audience for much student work is usually the lecturer or tutor who is to assess it and occasionally
student peers. However, the nomination of a specific audience often adds a surprisingly valuable dimension
to an assessment task. Once nominated, audiences can be readily changed. Given that the ability to tailor
material for specific audiences is an essential communication skill explicitly developed through many courses
and programs, a requirement to address different audiences provides opportunities for skill development as
well as for minimising plagiarism. Broadening the range of target audiences can involve:

x

writing an article on drug use for the readers of a popular magazine or high school newsletter

x

reporting an analysis of a current political event in the form of an opinion piece written for a daily
newspaper

x

role-playing a conversation between a pharmacist and customer on a health topic of current media
interest

x

producing a poster that explains the content of a scientific paper for a high school science class

x

specifying audience attitudes to an issue – e.g. presenting a proposal for a wood pulp mill to (a) an
industry audience who see possibilities for financial gain, or (b) a tourism board who perceive the
proposal as a threat to domestic and international tourism.

Though it may not always be possible for students to actually present their work to the nominated audience,
the preparation of material for audiences beyond course assessors can motivate students to achieve higher
standards, especially if feedback can be obtained or if the task has practical consequences. One lecturer, for
example, in an effort to provide students with authentic audiences for their work, sets assessment tasks that
require them to submit applications for research funding to industry bodies according to guidelines and
criteria provided.
9. Change the mode or medium of presentation:
As the examples above indicate, a change of audience often has implications for text type and medium of
communication as well because different groups of people have different information needs which they
access in different ways. Similarly, changes to the medium of presentation can have implications for the
mode of communication required. However changes to the mode or medium of presentation can also be
carried out independently. Some examples include:

x
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x

requiring a PowerPoint presentation instead of a booklet (changed medium, possible changes to mode
if visuals are a feature of one medium but not the other)

x

requiring a debate to be conducted in an online environment instead of face-to-face (changed
medium, mode changed from spoken to written)

x

requiring a letter to the editor instead of a short answer response to a question (changed medium,
unlikely changes to mode as both are in written form).

10. Change the presentation requirements or task specifications:
Quite simple changes to presentation requirements or task specifications can result in quite significant
changes to how students will complete an assessment task. Examples include:

x

altering the word count from year to year – some lecturers have reported the effectiveness of
significantly reducing the word count which thus requires students to submit a number of summaries
rather than the type of essay more commonly found on the internet

x

specifying different referencing systems – however this can be counterproductive when students need
to develop expertise in one particular referencing system that is characteristic of the discipline

x

specifying the inclusion of charts, flow charts or diagrams

x

requiring that diaries or logs recording progress of task completion be kept and that they be
handwritten (Matthews, 2007)

x

asking students to submit drafts of their work periodically (Stefani & Carroll, 2001)

x

narrowing task instructions – for example by specifying a referencing ‘formula’ (use one or more
sources written within the past year, use one or more books or articles from the course reference list,
and, incorporate data or cases provided by the lecturer) (adapted from Carroll, 2002, p. 36).

A note of caution
The development of assessment tasks is a complex and risky activity because of the high stake
consequences for students, coordinators and others with a vested interest in the assessment process. It is
therefore important that coordinators and others involved in the design of assessment tasks adhere to
important principles of effective assessment such as alignment with learning objectives, validity, reliability
and feasibility when contemplating changes to design out opportunities for plagiarism using suggestions
such as those presented in this paper. There is obviously no point in minimising plagiarism if at the same
time we have minimised the opportunities for students to demonstrate required learning or have otherwise
trivialised the process of assessment.
A further caution is to consider the teaching and learning implications of some changes. Uncommon text
types such as grant submissions or ministerial briefings, with which students are unlikely to have had prior
experience, should be introduced only if competence is relatively easy to attain or it is feasible to provide
students with support in the form of instruction and examples. If this is not done the assessment task
presents additional challenge, one whose achievement is unlikely to be rewarded unless specified in the
course learning objectives. Despite this caution however, assessors are encouraged to look outside the
traditional text types when setting assessment tasks. Research has shown that novel assessment tasks such
as making archaeological action figures, trading cards and character-based role play (Smith & Burke, 2005;
Burke & Smith, 2007) can enhance student motivation and learning by addressing flagging enthusiasm and
low levels of engagement.
Conclusion
There are many ways of minimising plagiarism and routinely changing assessment tasks is only one
approach to an integrated strategy, preferably one that is guided and resourced at an institutional level (see
for example Curtin University of Technology, 2006; Devlin, 2006; Macdonald & Carroll, 2006; Park, 2004).
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This paper has loosely adopted a framework from functional grammar to analyse assessment tasks as a
basis for identifying the variables that can be considered when changes are made. While the examples
included in the paper are not new, it is intended that this scheme of analysis will provide a more systematic
approach to the revision of assessment tasks and expand the range of possibilities for those who have
previously found such revisions daunting and otherwise problematic.
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Abstract
The paper reports progress on an action research project aimed at establishing a discipline support program
for first year ‘English as an Additional Language’ (EAL) students in the School of Business and Government
at the University of Canberra (UC). It briefly reviews the relevant literature and situates the work within the
content-based genre. The research uses student assessment data, staff and student evaluations and the
authors’ own reflections to detail problems and their solutions over two and a half semesters. The key
challenge of understanding why some students in need do not attend the program is addressed with a
number of approaches trialled. These include the avoidance of timetable clashes, the identification of
students in need by use of a writing test in the first lecture, and the use of extrinsic rewards to encourage
attendance. Overall strategies used include an inter-disciplinary team teaching approach and the importance
of collaboration to gain wider acceptance of academic discipline support within the School. The findings
demonstrate that discipline support programs make a positive difference to pass/fail ratios of EAL students.
Finally, it postulates the need for further improvement in the program, such as the wider consideration of the
academic skills needs of all students, regardless of language background and the increase of teaching
teams to meet the needs of students in all first year units in the School.

Introduction
Who is responsible for educational integrity? It has been suggested in a recent study by Birrell (2006, p.53)
that at least one third of international students completing their degrees at Australian universities had an
English “score below the level normally required for employment as professionals in Australia”. Whether or
not this finding is subsequently supported by other research, it is clear that universities continue to earn
valuable income from students, many of whom do not have English language competence at a level required
for their study (Pantelides, 1999; Feast, 2002). Hence, universities face a challenge of educational integrity.
The authors believe that the response to this challenge lies within the field of learning and teaching and are
therefore motivated by a need to provide all students with a learning environment that develops skills and
knowledge required to be successful at university. The establishment of support programs for all first year
students in the School of Business and Government will provide a level of educational integrity, particularly
to the students paying full fees and those who often need the most support.
This action research project was based on the authors’ previous success at introducing a discipline-based
English reading program into the University of Canberra College (UCC) pathway subjects in 2003 and 2004
aimed at improving student learning in the discipline of management and overall competence in English. The
results of this project (see Table 1), which has now been running for four years, indicated that the reading
program had facilitated comprehension of discipline-specific content, improved proficiency in both reading
and writing, increased confidence in participating in tutorials, and impacted positively on the ability of
students to successfully meet the assessment requirements of their discipline units. In particular, the figures
(see Table 1) demonstrate that students attending the program had a superior pass rate to those students
who did not attend. These figures are drawn from a sample of UCC term results in Introduction to
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Management (ITM) from 2002 to 2007. The total of eighty-six students in this table represents about 30% of
total students enrolled in ITM at UCC (Maldoni & Kennelly, 2005; unpublished data from Wheeley & Maldoni,
2007).
Table 1:
UCC pass/fail rates
DSP

Fail

Pass

Total

No support program

16 (33%)

33 (67%)

49

Support program

5 (13%)

32 (87%)

37

Total

21

65

86

Literature review
Studying in a foreign or second language is an enormous challenge for international students. The literature
(Burns, 1991; Reid, Kirkpatrick, & Mulligan, 1998; Wilson, 2003) is clear about the difficulties of studying at
university for international students. The technical aspects of academic language combined with the sheer
volume of reading are significant impediments to successful study. Apart from the pedagogic and cultural
factors, which may influence academic success, Feast (2002) and Bretag (2004) have shown a positive
correlation between English language competence and performance at Australian universities. Despite the
fact that international students have met minimum International English Language Testing System (IELTS)
entry requirements, it has been noted that the English language competence of many international students
has still been insufficient to meet the demands of their mainstream university programs (Birrell, 2006;
Pantelides, 1999). The authors’ own study at the UC (Maldoni & Kennelly, 2005) has found three main
reasons for these difficulties:
1.

insufficient language skills

2.

insufficient familiarisation with Australian and university culture

3.

lack of academic skills (for example, insufficient critical analysis skills, approach to essay writing, etc.)

EAL students have a higher failure rate than local students, and tend to be under-represented at the higher
end of the grade spectrum (Bretag, Horrocks, & Smith, 2002; Wilson, 2001). In order to improve the learning
outcomes for all students from a non-English speaking background there seemed to be a strong rationale for
the integration of a similar discipline support program to be provided alongside mainstream units.
The project, which took place in semesters 2/2006 (Maldoni, Kennelly, & Davies, 2007) and 1/2007, aimed to
enhance the learning experiences of EAL students with insufficient academic and language skills for success
in first year university study. The intended practical outcome of this research was to improve competence in
academic and critical literacy skills while simultaneously building English language competence.
Advocates of the Content-Based Model
In the authors’ previous study at UCC (Maldoni & Kennelly, 2005), the content-based model was used to
provide students with discipline content and academic/English language skills in the same class. Kasper
(1995, 1997) significantly advanced the knowledge about the effectiveness of content-based courses. She
reported on improved proficiency in English language skills and performance in mainstream content courses.
Kasper (1997) argues that content-based English as a Second Language (ESL) instruction programs better
meet the academic needs of ESL students and content appears to be the critical factor. Among other
benefits, when content is drawn from the specific academic discipline, students focus on material presented
in a meaningful and contextualised form which is immediately relevant to their needs in the target situation.
Bretag (2001, p. 9) further affirms that “…integrated content-based ESL courses taught by appropriately
qualified language specialists working within faculties, is a highly effective model…” for improving EAL
students’ learning in the discipline and proficiency in the English language.
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Figure 1: Discipline specific model

Discipline-specific
content

DSP

Academic skills
development

As a result, the authors developed their own version (in Figure 1) of the content-based model ab`ove.
Content in the discipline is being used in a support program to provide academic skills development with the
aim of improving overall learning outcomes for students.

Current action research project (2/2006 and 1/2007)
In the University’s mainstream, the project, funded by a UC grant, allowed the authors to seek and gain
agreement from the unit coordinators to introduce a Discipline Support Program (DSP) over two semesters
into ITM 2/2006 (Maldoni et al., 2007) and 1/2007. A potential cohort was identified by introducing the
program at the first lecture, through recommendations from tutors, and by seeking volunteers. However, not
all those students identified participated in the program. The numbers that actually attended the first DSP
workshop increased from the first to the second cycle (see Table 2).
Table 2:
Mainstream student numbers

Semester

Potential cohort

Actual cohort

Average cohort

2/2006

17

First workshop
8

5

1/2007

35

20

8

The authors appreciated that mainstream students were unlikely to respond in the same way as the UCC
students had done in the original study. UCC students are full fee paying international students whose
English language competence is clearly below that required for University entry (IELTS 5.5). They participate
in a small university preparation program (with up to six contact hours per week, per unit) where their
compulsory attendance is almost guaranteed by strict visa requirements. On the other hand, mainstream
students have better English language competence (IELTS 6.5), are not required to attend lectures and have
developed other avenues of assistance. Notwithstanding, the authors saw this environment as an
opportunity to develop a control group to compare progress of students who participated in the DSP with
those who had not (Maldoni et al., 2007).
The aim of the current program in the mainstream was twofold: to concentrate on content in the unit and
build essential academic skills, which would enable students to become independent learners in the long
term. The academic skills consisted of students learning essential reading skills, such as skimming,
scanning, summarising in writing and discussion using content within the discipline. Deeper analysis of the
management texts involved synthesising and evaluating through writing and collaboration with other
students. In addition, the skills required to approach an academic assignment successfully and a written
exam formed a large part of the program. The fact that the content was immediately relevant in both their
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tutorial program and assessment requirements made the effectiveness of the program more transparent
(Maldoni et al., 2007).

Results
In order to evaluate the success of the program, the authors considered unit assessment results,
participation in the program, survey data from staff and students, and reflections of the authors.
Unit assessment
In both semesters the non-attending students (a larger group than those attending in both semesters) at risk
were identified by unit assessments, held in the early weeks of the semester, and by feedback from tutors.
Ten non-attending students were tracked in 2/2006 (Maldoni et al., 2007) and twelve in 1/2007 by using
assessment and staff evaluations. These students continued to do poorly and despite this knowledge,
declined offers to attend the DSP.
The students in both non-attending cohorts under performed in comparison to their DSP counterparts. Table
3 shows the average final result for students in each cohort for both trials. The DSP cohort was made up of
students who attended two or more sessions in 2/2006 and three or more in 1/2007. These figures are in line
with the UCC figures (see Table 1) which showed that students attending a support program were more
likely to pass the unit than those students who were identified as potential participants but did not attend.
The figures from Tables 1 and 3 represent an overall student population of 130 students.
Table 3:
Final results for Introduction to Management (mainstream)
Semester

DSP cohort

Non-attending cohort

2/ 2006

(11)

57.3%

(10)

45.5%

1/2007

(12)

58.5%

(12)

48.4%

Further, Bretag et al. (2002) notes in research at the University of South Australia (UniSA) with EAL students
undertaking Information Systems courses, that those attending support sessions achieved an average mark
of 64.9% while those invited but who did not attend, achieved an average mark of 54.3%. These figures
need to be qualified in the sense that a non-attending cohort cannot be identical to the attending cohort. The
UniSA cohort is taken from a different discipline to that of this study. However, the figures from two different
universities over time may suggest a positive link between passing a unit of study and attending a discipline
support program.
Student Evaluation
In both semesters all EAL students (those who had attended the DSP and those who had not) were given
the opportunity to complete an evaluation of the program (using a rating scale and open-ended questions).
fifteen students in 2/2006 (Maldoni et al., 2007) and eighteen students in 1/2007 submitted evaluations. Four
had regularly attended the DSP in 2/2006 and thirteen in 1/2007. The responses of both groups were similar:
x

Generally speaking students said that the program had assisted them to understand management
theories and concepts, participate more confidently in tutorials, prepare more effectively for their major
essay, tests and exams. Moreover, students felt that they had gained useful strategies for reading
more efficiently, but felt that there was only moderate support given in writing.

x

In a focus group of students from 2/2006 one student commented that the program had given him/her
“…confidence to speak up in class, confidence to answer questions…” and “….whatever I don’t
understand I can ask individually [in the DSP]”.

x

Suggestions for improvement included the need for clearer links to be made between weekly tutorials
and the DSP; more assistance with assignments (especially research); alternative class times to be
offered due to timetable clashes, and the program to be available to all students regardless of English
background.
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x

For students who did not attend the workshops, most stated that they had a timetable clash or other
commitments (e.g., job); and interestingly,

x

25% of students commented that they didn’t think they needed the course, commenting that their
English was ‘good enough’.

Academic staff evaluation
In semester 2/2006 (Maldoni et al., 2007) all seven tutors representing eleven tutorials completed the
evaluation. All tutors had at least one student in the DSP or the control group. The ten students who
attended two or more DSP classes had an average tutorial mark of 6.5 out of 10 while the ten in the control
group had an average of 5.25.
In semester 1/2007 all six tutors representing ten tutorials completed the evaluation. Although there was no
tutorial participation mark in this semester, students completed Multiple Choice Tests (MCQ) each week,
with the DSP group averaging a higher score of 6.5 compared to 5.25 in the control group.
The views of tutors were similar in both semesters. Tutors observed improvement in oral and written
communication and in comprehension in relatively few students across both cohorts. However, specific
improvement was noted for a number of students in particular areas, such as participating and writing. Tutors
identified the lack of skills in written expression and confidence in communicating orally (students read their
presentations) as the major problems in both cohorts. One tutor added, “they have ideas about the content of
the unit but do not know how to explain it in writing”. Overall, tutors were enthusiastic about the benefits of
the DSP but also questioned how we could improve attendance.
Observations of authors
There were a number of observations made by the authors. Firstly, a range in academic ability was noted
among the DSP cohort. It was evident that some students had very confident verbal skills, but poor writing
skills. On the other hand, others had very poor verbal skills or were lacking in confidence, but had very good
writing skills. Others lacked the discipline to study or were overwhelmed by the amount of reading to be
done.
Another problem concerned students at risk. Given the numbers of students identified as being at risk (about
thirty-five students in both cycles) the attendance at the DSP in both semesters was very disappointing given
the obvious benefits. One of the authors had seven EAL students in his tutorial who needed English support.
Four of these students attended two classes or more. Only one student attended regularly and passed the
unit. The other three students most at risk attended two, two and three classes respectively. Two of them
passed with borderline scores. Despite consistent feedback on poor assessment results, some students
continued to decline offers to attend. The question arises of how one is able to encourage students in need
to attend.

Final discussion
Collaboration
The establishment of the DSP in first year units in the School relies heavily on successful collaboration. The
authors sought to have unit convenors understand the program and its benefits well before committing to the
program and once started, having the coordinators involved in the process of developing connections
between the DSP and the unit program. The unit convenors participated in a workshop so they could see the
teaching and learning strategies being employed. The two-way feedback between the authors and the tutors
enriched the quality of the DSP by providing a dialogue about the needs of each student at risk. These
collaborative measures and positive results led to the Head of School taking responsibility for the funding of
ITM DSP in 2/2007.
As part of the collaborative process, the authors facilitated a number of seminars at the end of each
semester, inviting unit coordinators, tutors, other School colleagues and DSP students. Results of the
program were presented and problems and future action discussed. Three DSP students at the most recent
seminar made the following points:
x
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x

it was agreed (by students and staff) the word ‘discipline’ had negative connotations for some
students. As a result, authors proposed working with the new acronym USP (Unit Support Program);

x

although numbers were small, students highlighted the benefits of student interaction in small groups,
such as being able to ask each other questions.

There were other important points which emanated from the project and highlighted at the last seminar as
part of establishing a collaborative approach. Firstly, the assumption that only EAL students have difficulties
with academic skills in the discipline (Collins, 2003) is inaccurate. It was, thus, suggested that the USP
should be offered to all students, particularly those who need more developed academic skills. Poignantly,
one tutor made the following suggestion:
We might promote the program better by emphasising that it is designed and intended to help
students speak better – reflecting the expectations regarding group presentations and
answering questions in the workshops; work together with others better (reflecting real life,
workplace situations) as well as team members needing to liaise with one another in the lead-up
to a group presentation; read more efficiently and effectively – with a focus on the textbook and
exam-type questions, including case studies, and write better in the ‘scholarly style’ that is
expected at university.
Students at risk
A second outcome of the research was that the USP was not attracting those students most at risk. One
colleague suggested that the rationale for poor attendance amongst these students might be:
…the weaker students find it easier not to attend classes at all. That is, the weaker student
selects the units in which he/she believes they may pass, and ignores the other units. It is
relatively easy to miss the lectures and any support classes. It is just too embarrassing to go to
these small classes and be asked questions. It simply adds to the stress or the workload or both
(Maldoni et al., 2007).
Bretag (2004, p. 537) supports this view by adding that “a significant number of students who could not even
read the textbook, were still likely to fall through the cracks”. To resolve this problem, it was suggested that
students at risk need to be identified early by using a number of strategies, including a writing exercise in the
first lecture, using the first MCQ test results, and observing oral communication in the first tutorial.
However, the key to attendance may lie in offering extrinsic rewards. What is the reward to attend this
program? How does one convince students at risk to attend? Another tutor who also convenes ITM in UCC
made the following observation in relation to attendance:
…there should be clear and unambiguous rewards for students who attend. I suggest some
form of modest assessment within the USP throughout the semester. This would be an
incentive to any student who might lack confidence in any way – especially with speaking,
reading and/or writing – and welcome the opportunity of being able to “make up” extra marks.
Further, with each new enrolment, the UCC unit convenor summarises the results of the
previous term to students and highlights the fact that students who attended DSP, even
irregularly, passed the unit.
Team-teaching
The benefits of team-teaching are canvassed in the literature (Fuller, Awyzio, & McFarlane, 2001; Bretag et
al., 2002; Levy, Yellowley, & Farmer, 2006), particularly when students clearly require the attention of
academics from different disciplines. In this project the skills of the language and the discipline specialists
allowed for greater, more robust reflection on student learning and teaching. The EAL student had the
advantage of being exposed to the skills of a language specialist, who was aware of the cultural implications
underpinning academic texts, and the discipline lecturer was able to explain and apply the relevant theory.
Cross disciplinary team-teaching benefits the teachers by bringing two different perspectives to the questions
of planning and delivering the teaching strategies, and by providing each other with peer feedback.
Semester 2/2007
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This paper outlined the first two semesters of an action research project aimed at establishing a discipline
support program for first year units in the School of Business and Government at the UC. A number of key
strategies have contributed to the success of the program and shaped the direction of the project in 2/2007.
They include:
x

scheduling the USP workshops in a class free period to increase attendance;

x

trialling a written test in the first lecture of ITM to establish needs based on writing competence, not on
the language background of the student;

x

use of extrinsic rewards to encourage attendance at USP in Organizational Behaviour (OB).

USP in OB began for the first time in 2/2007 giving ITM DSP (1/2007) students the opportunity of continuing
in the program for the duration of the year. The OB unit convener, in consultation with the authors,
developed an extrinsic reward for those attending their normal tutorials regularly and the USP. Specifically,
20% of the total assessment for the unit could be earned by successfully completing a five question quiz in
MCQ format through attending the USP. The impact on attendance has been considerable. In the first six
USP workshops average attendance was thirteen students per class, an increase of 20% from ITM DSP in
1/2007. Caution needs to be applied to this comparison as the academic units (ITM and OB) are different;
however, the range of student attendance has been relatively stable with individual workshop figures of
thirteen, fifteen, sixteen, fourteen, fourteen, and eight respectively. This is in line with similar work by Bretag
et al. (2002) where the use of extrinsic rewards increased attendance by 90% of those originally invited to
participate.

Future
A successful start to establish USP in first year units in the School of Business and Government has been
made. Further improvements are needed to complete the process. A self diagnostic tool for students to
identify their English competence in the unit for use at the beginning and end of the semester will be
designed. The interactive use of WebCT for students who would prefer the flexibility of an online experience
to face-to-face workshops will be implemented in 1/2008. Collaboration will be further enhanced with an
invitation to tutors to attend a USP session with pay. Team-teaching processes and peer feedback will be
extended to develop the multiple cross-disciplinary teaching teams that the School will need. The
implementation of these measures will ensure that the educational integrity of support programs for EAL
students in the School of Business and Government will be enhanced.
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Abstract
Understanding the drivers behind student engagement in academic dishonesty is an important precursor to
developing strategies to deal with it. There is substantial evidence on the prevalence of academic
misconduct (for example, McCabe & Bowers, 1994; McCabe & Trevino, 1995; Sheard, Dick, Markham,
Macdonald, & Walsh, 2002; Brimble & Stevenson-Clarke, 2005), however, the understanding of the issues
that drive student behaviour and indeed how to deal with this is not so extensive. This study applies a Tobit
analysis to a survey of 1,057 students across four major Queensland universities, and finds that the key
factor that explains the variance in student self-reported engagement in one form of academic misconduct is
engagement in other forms of misconduct. Building on existing research (Kremmer, Brimble, & StevensonClarke, 2007, forthcoming) this method provides a measure of other factors, including perception of peer
engagement, as well as age and gender that are also relevant, however to lesser explanatory power. We
suggest these findings provide further evidence of the risk of an emerging culture of acceptance of academic
dishonesty amongst the student population and obtaining a more detailed understanding of the behaviour of
students is crucial to effectively dealing with it.

Introduction
Academic dishonesty or ‘cheating’ is increasingly being recognised as a serious problem, posing ethical and
moral dilemmas, in universities worldwide. Some go so far as to suggest that, “the current generation of
students faces the danger of being portrayed as moral slackers, habituated to cheating” (McCabe & Pavela,
2000). Student cheating presents two obvious problems at the institutional level; (1) it threatens the equity
and efficacy of instructional measurement, so that students’ relative abilities are not accurately evaluated;
and (2), students who cheat probably reduce their level of learning so they are less prepared for advanced
study or application of the material presented in a course (Lupton, Chapman, & Weiss, 2000). Thus,
maintenance of academic integrity within educational institutions has become a fundamental issue in terms
of the assurance of learning that takes place in these institutions.
Despite this, and the increasing attention given to this by universities and researchers around the world,
there is some suggestion that educational institutions may be fighting a losing battle with factors such as
technological advancements, increased class sizes, scarce resources and internationalisation of the
classroom, creating difficulty in terms of monitoring and addressing the problem at the individual student
level. A key issue, in the context of trying to combat academic misconduct, is understanding what drives
student behaviour and the degree to which individual factors influence this. With a detailed understanding of
these issues a more targeted approach can be taken to developing strategies to manage this issue.
In this study we conduct a statistical experiment to investigate the extent and ingenuity of the cheating
strategies employed by students in a number of Australian universities. The experiment involves extracting
from a previously conducted survey an answer to the question: “How many different ways have you cheated
during the course of your studies?” We then investigate the extent to which the answer to this question can
be explained by the students’ personal characteristics and their perceptions of the extent to which other
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students cheat. This analysis is further extended to compare the student’s propensity to develop cheating
strategies that either do or do not involve collaboration with other students. Finally we examine how students’
reported cheating during one form of assessment impacts upon their propensity to cheat during other forms
of assessment. Collectively these tests will provide further insight into what drives student academic
dishonesty with the interpretation of the Tobit coefficients providing an indication of how the attributes of the
students affect their inventiveness (further explained in the method section of the paper).
In brief, we find that almost 60% of the variation in the self-reported incidence of student cheating can be
explained by the factors explored in this study: students’ perception of the degree to which other students
cheat, the form of cheating (individual or collaborative) and whether they self-report engaging in either of
these; and the student’s individual characteristics (particularly age and gender). This suggests that there is
some structure to the nature of student engagement in academic dishonesty that could be used (with the
benefit of further research) to develop strategies to manage this behaviour.
The next section of this paper examines the findings of previous studies. This is followed by a description of
the data and an explanation of how the data set was constructed. The inherent difficulties in analysing data
drawn from a censored distribution are discussed and the solution adopted here briefly explained. The
empirical results are then presented, and their interpretation and implications discussed. The paper
concludes with some observations and suggestions as to how this research might be usefully extended.

Previous Findings
The prevalence of academic dishonesty or cheating in tertiary institutions is well established in the literature
(for example, McCabe & Bowers, 1994; McCabe & Trevino, 1996; Sheard et al. 2002; Brimble & StevensonClarke, 2005). Much of this literature reports that as many as three out of four students admit having
engaged in one or another form of cheating. Possible explanations for observed increasing levels of cheating
by university students that have been put forward in the literature include: (1) a changing environment for
education, with universities becoming larger, less personal and more competitive, leading to increased
cynicism toward academic dishonesty (McCabe & Trevino, 1996); and (2) changing attitudes toward
education, where universities are increasingly seen as credentialing institutions, thus allowing students to
more easily rationalise cheating (Nonis & Swift, 2001).
Another branch of ‘cheating research’ has sought to investigate the influence of a variety of ‘individual’ and
‘situational’ factors on levels of dishonesty. In a review of empirical studies published between 1972 and
1997, Crown and Spiller (1998) noted, with respect to ‘individual’ factors, (that is, those attributes determined
by birth (e.g. sex, age) or by the circumstances of an individual’s birth (e.g. religion, nationality)), that earlier
studies suggested cheating was more prevalent among males while later studies suggested that female
cheating is increasing, possibly due to a convergence of role requirements among males and females in the
academic environment. They further noted that within the ‘traditional’ age-span of seventeen to twenty-two
years, findings were mixed regarding whether older or younger students are more likely to cheat, with some
evidence that ‘non-traditional’ age students cheat less, while strong empirical support emerged for a negative
correlation between academic ability and cheating.
With regard to situational factors (that is, pressures suffered by an individual that encourage or discourage
particular types of behaviour), Crown and Spiller (1998) noted strong empirical support for negative
correlations between honour codes and cheating, and between the extent of surveillance and cheating.
McCabe and Trevino (1993) found one of the strongest situational influences on academic dishonesty to be
“perceptions of peers’ behaviour”. These authors argue that academic dishonesty is learned from observing
the behaviour of peers, that peer behaviour provides a kind of normative support for cheating, and within
such a climate the non-cheater feels at a disadvantage.
The literature also provides evidence that business students engage in more academic dishonesty than nonBusiness students (McCabe & Trevino, 1995; McCabe, Butterfield, & Trevino, 2006; Smyth & Davis, 2004).
While there has been debate as to whether this can be attributed to individual differences or to education,
evidence in favour of the former is provided by Milner, Mahaffey, MacAuley and Hynes (1999) who found
that business students score lower in ethical decision-making even in their first year, as well as by Bernardi
et al. (2004) who observed business students tend to score lower on measures of moral development/
reasoning, relative to non-business students.
At the same time, there is evidence that students’ attitudes to academic dishonesty are influenced by
perceptions of what happens in the ‘real world’ of business. For example, Lane and Schaupp (1989) reported
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that business students perceive a greater need for unethical beliefs in order to succeed in the business
world. Other research has found that students tend to believe business people sometimes need to behave
unethically to advance their careers, and Business students who engage in academic dishonesty are more
accepting of unethical behaviour in a business environment (Lawson, 2004). Among business students,
Moffat (1990) found that accounting majors tend to cheat the least while Economics majors cheat most,
although this finding was not replicated by Nowell and Laufer (1997).
Against this background, this study seeks to investigate the extent and ingenuity of the cheating strategies
employed by Australian university students, and to determine whether students’ personal characteristics and
their perceptions of the extent to which other students cheat impact upon their own cheating behaviour. This
analysis is then extended to compare students’ propensity to develop cheating strategies that do or do not
involve collaboration with other students, and to examine how students’ reported cheating during one form of
assessment impacts upon their propensity to cheat during other forms of assessment.

Data Issues
The data used in this study was extracted from the results of a survey, conducted by Brimble and
Stevenson-Clarke (2005), of students at four major universities in Queensland, Australia. The survey
instrument described twenty different scenarios that could be construed as cheating and invited students to
answer a series of questions relating to each of them, including whether they had in fact engaged in this
behaviour themselves. In the current study, the total number of affirmative answers to this question is
calculated and interpreted as the student’s answer to the question: “How many different ways have you
cheated during the course of your studies?”. Since some students report not having cheated at all while
others report having cheated in up to twenty different ways, the resultant observed variable is drawn from a
distribution which is censored at zero and twenty and will consequently require special handling. The
procedure is further extended by classifying each cheating scenario upon the basis of the kind of
assessment involved and whether the cheating in question involved the collaboration of other students. The
results of this system of classification are presented in Table 1 below.
Table 1:
Scenario classification by type and kind
Scenario
Number
(1)

Type of
Cheating
(2)

Kind of
Assessment
(3)

Scenario
Number
(4)

Type of
Cheating
(5)

Kind of
Assessment
(6)

1

Individual

Exam

11

Collaborative

Assignment

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Collaborative
Individual
Collaborative
Collaborative
Collaborative
Individual
Collaborative
Individual
Individual

Exam
Exam
Exam
Exam
Exam
Exam
Exam
Assignment

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Collaborative
Individual
Individual
Individual
Individual
Collaborative
Individual
Collaborative
Individual

Assignment
Plagiarism
Plagiarism
Plagiarism
Plagiarism
Plagiarism
Assignment
Assignment

As can be seen from the second and fifth columns in Table 1, eleven of the scenarios could be
unambiguously classified as referring to instances of cheating effected by individual students while the other
nine could be classified as acts of collaborative cheating requiring the acquiescence, if not the active
assistance, of other students. Turning to the kinds of cheating involved (columns three and six), we are able
to classify eight of the scenarios as relating to cheating in exams, five as relating to cheating on
assignments, with a further five that can be grouped together under the general heading of plagiarism1. By
adding, for each student, the number of affirmative responses (to the question, “Have you engaged in this
behaviour?”) we obtain a variable that is assumed to be drawn from a normal distribution which has been
censored at zero and the number of scenarios in each classification. In this way, we are able to construct six
censored dependent variables to indicate: (1) the total number of ways in which students have cheated; as
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well as the number of different forms of: (2) individual cheating; (3) collaborative cheating; (4) exam
cheating; (5) assignment cheating; and (6) plagiarism they have engaged in.
While this approach has been adopted to facilitate the use of pre-existing survey results, it does have
another advantage. Some of the scenarios described in the survey instrument refer to situations that some
students might not consider cheating, in much the same way that a person who takes a pen home from the
office might not consider this to be an act of theft from their employer. Consequently, within the bounds
imposed by the censoring of the data, the approach adopted here is likely to give a better indication of
students’ inventiveness in finding ways to cheat, and the extent of this cheating, than simply asking students
to indicate the number of different ways in which they have cheated.
The survey instrument also asked students to indicate, with respect to each of the scenarios, the percentage
of other students they believed engaged in that particular behaviour. By averaging these percentages across
all twenty scenarios and across each of the five subcategories previously described (individual, collaborative,
exam, assignment and plagiarism), we are able to construct independent variables to indicate each student’s
perceptions of the average prevalence of cheating. In addition to these constructed variables, we also
obtained from the survey results of each student’s age, gender, nationality, faculty of study, major and
graduate/undergraduate status, allowing us to construct a further six independent variables. Table 2 below
presents descriptions and coding for all independent variables. With the exception of the age variable which
has five categories, and the variable indicating the average percentage of students believed to be involved in
cheating, all other variables are binary taking the value of zero or one as indicated. The resultant data set
consists of 1,057 observations.
Table 2:
Classification and coding of independent variables
Variable
x1
x1
x1
x1
x1
x2
x3
x4
x5
x6
x7

Variable
Description
Age
Age
Age
Age
Age
Gender
Nationality
Non Business
Grad Student
Accounting
Perception

Coding

Condition

1
2
3
4
5
1
1
1
1
1
0 to 100

Student is < 20 years old
Student is between 20 and 25 years old
Student is between 26 and 35 years old
Student is between 36 and 45 years old
Student is > 45 years old
Student is Female
Student is not Australian
Student is not a Business major
Student is studying for a Masters degree
Student is majoring in Accounting
Average Percentage of students believed to be involved
in cheating

Methodology
In a circumstance such as this where the dependent variable is censored, ordinary least squares techniques
cannot be used as the error term will be a truncated normal distribution which will not have a zero mean and
the estimated parameters will be both biased and inconsistent. A solution to the problem of estimating
models with censored dependent variables was first developed by Tobin (1958) and is consequently referred
to as a Tobit or “censored normal regression model”. This model differs from an ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression modes in that it allows for cases where dependent variables are limited in their range. For
example, household expenditure data on a specific type of asset is limited at zero for those who do not
purchase that item. In this case OLS will produce biased estimates. The method assumes a regression
model:

yi*
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where

yi*

is referred to as a latent variable,

xi'

is a (1´ K) vector of explanatory variables, and ei » N(0,s2)

and is independent of other errors. The problem occurs when the observed variable
with the latent variable over its entire range. For example, when

than zero then the observed variable
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Consequently, the censored regression model to be estimated becomes

yi

xi'ȕ  ei
0

xi'ȕ  ei ! 0

if

otherwise

(3)

An important characteristic of this model is that the values of the explanatory variables are unknown for those

yi

observations where
is not observed and so set to zero. Since Tobin (1958) first described this model it has
been extended to allow censoring of the observed variable to occur at values other than zero and to
accommodate both lower and upper bounds. Consistent estimates of the parameters ȕ and ı2 are obtained by
applying a maximum likelihood estimation procedure, a description of which can be found in Maddala (1988) and
which is included in most popular statistical software packages.
A better understanding of why the Tobit analysis is appropriate in this study can be obtained by considering a
similar and related study by Fair (1978). Fair (1978) constructed, from the results of a pre-existing survey, a data
set containing the personal characteristics of over 600 respondents and an answer from each to the question
“How many extramarital affairs have you had?”. As many of the respondents reported having had no extramarital
affairs and data was available on their personal characteristics, Tobit analysis was deemed an appropriate
method of estimation. This choice presumes there is a latent variable that is only observable over a particular
range.
It is perhaps worth considering how the censorship of the dependent variable can, in a case like this, occur. For
example, imagine that we have a data set that describes the physical characteristics of each of a large group of
people. We then observe each of them throwing a ball as far as they can and record the distance between a
fixed point at which each of them stands and where the ball first hits the ground. This gives us a set of
observations of how far each person could throw the ball. We can assume that these observations would be
normally distributed about their mean and would, by definition, have no zero distance observations. We could
use this data to estimate a regression model that explains the relationship between a person’s physical
characteristics and how far they throw the ball. This is the usual situation for which the ordinary least square’s
regression model is appropriate as the latent variable, which may be some unobservable measure of physical
strength, and the observed variables are coincident and observed over the entire range of their distribution. If,
however, we could not measure the distance the ball travelled from where each person was standing, but rather
back from a line (perhaps a cliff’s edge) to where the ball first hits the ground, we are in fact, measuring how far
the ball falls short of the line when it hits the ground. Balls that land exactly on the line or those that land after it
(go over the cliff) would be recorded as zero giving us a dependent variable the distribution of which is now
censored at zero.
This situation is analogous to that in Fair’s (1978) study in which the latent variable would be some unobservable
measure of a person’s commitment to their marriage partner. In that study the latent variable is being observed
over a limited range and from a particular perspective, in the guise of instances of marital infidelity. As some of
the respondents to the study reported having no extra marital affairs the dependent variable is censored at zero
as in the ball-throwing example.
Now extend the ball-throwing example by supposing that for some reason we could only measure the distance
the ball fell short of the line up to some maximum distance. Now balls that landed further from the line than this
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would be recorded as landing at this distance and so the distribution of the variable we are observing would
be censored at this upper bound. This situation combined with the censoring at zero is analogous to the
situation in this study where the latent variable would be some unobservable measure of a person’s basic
honesty. In this study this variable latent variable is being observed in the guise of instances of different
cheating behaviours that are censored at zero and the maximum number of questions asked on the survey
instrument. Given these considerations we believe that the Tobit (Tobin, 1958) analysis is an appropriate
method in this case too as it generates a model that predicts a censored outcome variable.

Empirical Results
The results of the Tobit (Tobin 1958) regressions are presented in Tables 3 and 4. Each table has been
divided into columns relating to individual models and into Panels (a) to (d) which distinguish the different
classes of estimated parameters. Panel (a) relates to the students’ personal characteristics, Panel (b) relates
to the students’ perceptions of the prevalence of cheating, Panel (c) relates to the students’ own reported
incidence of cheating, while Panel (d) reports several summary statistics that quantify the explanatory power
of the models.
With reference to Table 3, Column 1 lists the estimated parameters and their standard errors for the base
case to which all other models can be compared. In Panel (a) we find that the estimated parameters for age
and gender have negative signs and are significantly different from zero, while the estimated parameters for
non-business and graduate students are positive and statistically significant. Thus, all other things held
constant, non-business and graduate students tend to find more ways of cheating, while older students and
women tend to find fewer. In addition, in Panel (b) we find that the extent to which students believe others
are cheating is a highly significant determinant of the extent of their own cheating. Note, however, that the R2
(Panel (d)) indicates that this model explains only 13% of the variation in the incidence of cheating.
In a similar manner, Columns 2 and 3 of Table 3 present the results of estimating the model for incidences of
individual cheating, first without including the students’ own reported incidence of collaborative cheating
(Column 2) and then with this variable included in the model (Column 3). The figures in Column 2 are directly
comparable with those in Column 1, which represents the base case, while Column 3 allows us to
investigate the extent to which the inclusion of students’ own reported collaborative cheating increases the
explanatory power of the model in respect of individual cheating. In Panel (d) of Column 2, we find the R2
indicates that the model explains 16.7% of the variation in the incidence of individual cheating. As in the
base case, age and gender are significantly negative and non-Business remains significantly positive;
however, the estimated parameter for graduate students, while still positive, is not here significantly different
from zero. Again, students’ perception of the extent to which individual cheating occurs among other
students is significantly positive.
Turning to Column 3, where the variable indicating students’ own reported incidence of collaborative
cheating is included in the model, we find that the adjusted R2 indicates the model is explaining 57.8% of the
variation in the incidence of cheating (compared to 16.1% when this additional variable is not included).
Again, students’ perceptions of the extent of individual cheating is significantly positive. Interestingly,
however, when we turn to Panel (a) we find that, holding everything else constant, the model now indicates
that accounting students and foreign nationals engage in significantly less individual cheating than other
students. Finally, turning to Columns 4 and 5, which investigate the incidence of collaborative cheating and
can be read and interpreted in exactly the same manner as the previous model, we find no statistically
significant differences between foreign nationals or accounting students and any other students.
Table 4 presents the results of estimating the models related to exam, assignment and plagiarism cheating
and can be read and interpreted in exactly the same manner as Table 3. For example, Columns 1 and 2
present the estimated parameters and standard errors for the model of the incidence of exam cheating,
where Panel (b) does not include the variable for the students’ reported incidence of assignment and
plagiarism cheating, while Panel (c) does include these two variables. As was the case in respect of
individual and collaborative cheating, a comparison of adjusted R2’s (see Panel (d)) indicates that these
additional variables dramatically increase the model’s ability to explain the variation in the incidence of the
three types of cheating modelled. Furthermore, Panel (c) indicates that in every case the estimated
parameters for these additional variables are positive and significantly different from zero. Likewise, the
estimated parameters in Panel (b) are also all significantly positive, indicating students’ perceptions of the
extent of cheating among other students is important.
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Panel A
Intercept
Age
Gender
Nationality
Non-Business major
Graduate Student
Accounting major
Panel B
Perception of
Cheating
Total
Individual
Collaborative
Panel C
Incidence of cheating
Individual
Collaborative
Panel D
Scale
R-squared
Adjusted R-squared
S.E. of regression
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0.011

0.119

0.115***

4.678***
0.133
0.126
3.935

All Types
Cheating
b
s.e
(1)
3.193
0.522
-0.287*
0.154
-1.785***
0.305
-0.270
0.313
0.743**
0.362
1.177**
0.554
-0.217
0.407

3.109***
0.167
0.161
2.481

0.072***

2.018
-0.21**
-1.207***
-0.227
0.502**
0.533
-0.299

b
(2)

0.083

0.006

0.356
0.104
0.204
0.21
0.242
0.372
0.273

2.138***
0.581
0.578
1.760

0.05611

0.043

1.228

***

0.253
0.073
0.143
0.146
0.168
0.264
0.19

0.004

(3)

s.e

0.041***

0.935
-0.215***
-0.555***
-0.403***
0.362**
-0.347
-0.411**

Individual
Cheating
s.e
b

2.504***
0.093
0.086
1.736

0.061***

0.549
-0.178**
-0.787***
-0.025
0.34*
0.836***
0.034

b
(4)

0.07524

0.007

0.272
0.086
0.17
0.175
0.202
0.306
0.226

1.674***
0.587
0.584
1.171

0.04886

0.023

0.655***

0.207
0.06
0.119
0.12
0.139
0.209
0.155

0.005

(5)

s.e

0.022***

-1.648
0.044
-0.018
0.158
-0.128
0.64***
0.14

Collaborative
Cheating
s.e
b

Table 3:
Individual and Collaborative Cheating
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Exam
Assignment
Plagiarism
Panel D
Scale
R-squared
Adjusted R-squared
S.E. of regression

3.152
0.099
0.092
1.328

(1)
Panel A
Intercept
-1.745
Age
-0.28**
Gender
-1.078***
Nationality
0.5**
Non-Business major 0.741***
Graduate student
1.52***
Accounting major
0.341
Panel B
Perception of
Cheating
Exam
0.082***
Assignment
Plagiarism
Panel C
Incidence of
cheating

b

0.142

2.336
0.469
0.464
1.020

1.353
0.502***
0.102

0.121
0.069

0.007

0.053***

0.009

***

0.350
0.107
0.193
0.197
0.231
0.322
0.251

-3.337
-0.296***
-0.391**
0.462**
0.613***
1.583
0.409*

(2)

s.e

0.396
0.130
0.247
0.252
0.297
0.414
0.324

Exam Cheating
s.e
b

1.403
0.060
0.053
0.863

0.024***

0.046

0.003

1.060
0.428
0.423
0.674

0.035

0.026

0.029

0.322***
0.331***

0.002

0.132
0.038
0.076
0.077
0.089
0.145
0.099

s.e

0.012***

Assignment Cheating
s.e
b
(3)
(4)
0.257
0.160
-0.4
-0.077
0.049
-0.048
-0.372***
0.097
-0.007
-0.063
0.099
-0.079
0.000
0.115
-0.149*
-0.046
0.180
-0.334**
-0.050
0.128
-0.079
b

2.311
0.18659
0.18038
1.44433

0.048***

0.075

0.004

1.841
0.444
0.439
1.195

0.399***
1.174***

0.035***

Plagiarism Cheating
s.e
b
(5)
(6)
0.416
0.262
-0.685
-0.054
0.079
0.01
-0.834*** 0.157 -0.425***
-0.23
0.162 -0.332**
0.148
0.187
0.158
0.15
0.291
-0.178
-0.321
0.211 -0.329**
b

0.059

0.055
0.087

0.003

0.229
0.066
0.129
0.133
0.152
0.247
0.173

s.e

Table 4:
Cheating in Exams, Assignment and General Plagiarism
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Turning to Panel (a), we again find that age and gender are generally negative and significantly different
from zero, while non-business and graduate students are found to be more likely than other students to
cheat on exams while less likely to cheat on assignments. Finally, there is some evidence that foreign
nationals cheat more during exams and engage in less plagiarism but are not significantly different from
other students in respect of the extent to which they engage in assignment cheating.

Discussion
In answer to our primary question in this study, “How many different ways have you cheated during the
course of your studies?” the principal result is consistent with the adage, ‘once a cheat, always a cheat’. We
find the most powerful indicator that a student will cheat on an individual basis is that they will cheat in
collaboration with others, and vice versa. Likewise, a student’s willingness to cheat on an assignment and/or
plagiarise is highly indicative of their propensity to cheat in examinations. As in the case of individual versus
collaborative cheating, the converse is also true. Students’ perceptions of the prevalence of cheating also is
shown to be an important explanator of their propensity to cheat. While the estimated parameters were small
in magnitude, they were highly significant. Whether these perceptions of the prevalence of cheating are wellfounded or perhaps based upon individual students’ own cheating behaviour is irrelevant. The demonstrated
association between students’ perceptions of the extent of cheating and their own propensity to cheat
suggests that students may very well rationalise their own cheating as a defensive strategy to counteract the
negative impact on their grades of other students’ dishonest behaviour.
The finding that women tend to cheat less than men, and younger people cheat more than their elders, was
not unexpected. We tend to favour the simple explanation that young males are more predisposed to indulge
in risk-taking behaviour of all kinds, a proposition tragically supported by, for example, road accident
statistics in which young men disproportionately figure and, incidentally, by the previously discussed Fair
(1978) study on extramarital affairs.
While the survey instrument asked students to indicate their national origins, we were mindful of the
controversial nature of the results that could potentially emerge and so chose to simply classify students
according to whether they indicated themselves as Australian or not. This caution appears to have been
largely misplaced, as with rare exception, no statistically significant differences were found. The exceptions,
nevertheless, are interesting. We noted earlier that foreign students appear to engage in less individual
cheating as well as less plagiarism than their Australian counterparts. Since some of the scenarios relating to
plagiarism involve some form of individual cheating, these two results are consistent. This leads us to
speculate that students believe, perhaps rightly, that cheating in the context of an assignment and the
various forms of plagiarism are more easily detected when the student’s mastery of written English is poor,
making them less likely to take the risk.
We also observe that foreign students appear not to engage in significantly different rates of collaborative
cheating, while appearing to engage in significantly more exam cheating (despite the fact that the scenarios
relating to cheating on exams frequently involve collaborative cheating). Given the higher (relative to
domestic students) financial cost of failing, and the previously suggested higher likelihood of assignment
cheating and plagiarism being detected because of their poor English language skills, foreign students may
be more likely to regard exams as their only option for ‘enhancing’ their results. Finally, with respect to the
greater proclivity for non-business and graduate students to engage in cheating behaviours, we find that
while both groups participate in more exam cheating than other students, non-business students’ cheating
tends to be of an individual nature whereas graduate students predominantly engage in collaborative
cheating. Interestingly, accounting students do not appear to cheat significantly more than other students,
and there is some evidence that they engage in less individual cheating.

Conclusion
Concern over academic misconduct in tertiary institutions appears to have been growing in the face of
mounting evidence of its prevalence, mounting cynicism towards the issue and to tertiary institutions, and
concerns over a lack of ability to respond to the issue given the constraints placed on academics and
institutions in terms of resources, class sizes and technological advances. This complex array of issues has
led to an increase in research into this issue and the development of strategies to deal with it. This paper
aims to assist in this effort by adding to our knowledge in terms of what explains student engagement in
dishonest behaviour through the application of a Tobit (Tobin 1958) model, which may then be able to be
used in the development of management strategies.
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The models presented here indicate that students’ personal characteristics, the programs in which they are
enrolled and their perceptions of the extent to which cheating occurs have, by themselves, little explanatory
power with respect to the incidence of cheating. There are, however some demonstrable differences once
one takes into account different forms of cheating (in terms of examination, assignment or plagiarism
offences). For example, with respect to exams, males tend to cheat more than females, the young more than
the older, graduates more than undergraduates and foreign students more than nationals. Additionally,
respondents’ perceptions of the level of cheating by their peers is also relevant (statistically significant). This
shows that the more students believe their peers cheat, the higher the propensity that they themselves will
also engage in dishonest behaviour. This underscores the McCabe and Pavela (2000) argument that we are
at risk of (if it has not already happened) creating an environment in which this is accepted behaviour. This
also leads to the unsavoury notion of students cheating defensively; that is, to mitigate the grade advantage
obtained by those who cheat and do not get caught.
Our strongest result however, is derived from the increase in explanatory power for the incidence of selfreported student cheating obtained by including a variable to indicate the extent to which a student engages
in other forms of cheating. This improves the model to almost 60%; that is, 60% of the variation in the
incidence of cheating is explained by the model. This, we suggest, provides further evidence of a culture of
cheating emerging in the sense that once students cheat in one form, they are more likely to then cheat in
other ways. Hence, dishonest students are inventive in terms of engaging in dishonest behaviour in a variety
of ways. This raises further concerns of the ‘learning effect’ that may be taking place in terms of evidenced
low probability of being caught relative to the ‘advantage’ that could be gained from behaving dishonestly.
Put simply, students cheat because they cheat and they cheat because they can. Furthermore, despite
arguments that universities are communities within which the greatest crime is cheating, presumed
transgressors are discreetly accused, tried in secret, and punished in ways that have no obvious deleterious
effects and are, by design, ineffectual in demonstrating to the community its own abhorrence of cheating and
hence have no deterrent effect.
In summary, while the road ahead is difficult for universities in terms of combating this problem, it is a road
that must be taken, otherwise the footing already obtained by a culture of acceptance of dishonest practice in
our universities will only get stronger. We suggest that obtaining a thorough understanding of the nature and
drivers of student behaviour will assist in developing strategies to deal with this issue. This study has
provided some preliminary evidence in that direction, and more is required over larger and more diverse data
sets (institutions, countries, timeframes) to further build on this knowledge.

Footnotes
1

The remaining two scenarios could not be unambiguously classified.
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Abstract
This paper is a response to recent calls in the literature for holistic institutional approaches to address the
complexity of the problem of student plagiarism in higher education. I suggest that one reason for this
complexity is that the issue has two conflicting dimensions. It is seen both as a social offence, and as an
area for academic learning. In the literature, the dimension of academic learning is addressed in terms of
providing students with clear information and skills practice, as well as improving curriculum design and
assessment practices. The perspective of plagiarism as a social offence is addressed through systematising
the use of detection mechanisms, and the application of fair and consistent penalties. Proposals of holistic
approaches that combine both perspectives hold promise of improvements in the effectiveness of deterring
and dealing with plagiarism. However, the concern of this paper is to identify a remaining ‘hole’ in such
proposals when these have not been explicit about the fundamental reason for the high value placed on
citation and referencing conventions in student writing. I suggest that the use of referencing conventions is
generally not part of students’ experience outside the academy, and that the answer lies in understanding
research as a defining characteristic of higher education institutions. I conclude that a holistic approach to
minimising plagiarism is incomplete without an explicit focus on student induction into the culture of research
and associated evidence-based writing, in an environment that is free from the stigma of misconduct.

Introduction
The term ‘plagiarism’ is used to describe simultaneously two quite distinct and conflicting issues in the field
of university teaching and research: it describes both a social offence and an issue of academic learning.
The social issue encompasses unethical behaviours that are rightly subjected to punitive approaches.
Plagiarism described in this dimension is the wilful appropriation of work, research results or writings of
others, deceitfully presented as one’s own work. The temptation to cheat, to cut corners, to get ‘on top of the
heap’, is a powerful lure to some in the competitive struggle for self-assertion. It seems that there will always
be people who cheat and misrepresent themselves – some famously, as in the Australian Demidenko
incident (Harris, 2006) – and the implementation of policies and procedures for ‘deterring, detecting and
dealing with’ misconduct of this kind in research writing is essential in order to establish and preserve the
integrity of intellectual endeavour in tertiary institutions (Carroll, 2002). On the other hand, as an issue of
academic learning, the term plagiarism is also commonly used to describe the errors in writing conventions
that occur as a natural part of the learning process during a student’s acculturation into the norms and
procedures of academic discourse. This paper is a response to trends in the currently prolific literature on
plagiarism and academic integrity, much of which still either fails to distinguish between the two dimensions,
or, while identifying the difference and proposing a ‘holistic’ approach that combines both dimensions, stops
short at detailing a convincing educative pathway, free of the stigma of misconduct.
There is now a growing number of calls for such holistic institutional approaches to dealing with and
preventing plagiarism, in order to ensure that responses to suspected cases of misconduct are fair and
consistent across the institution. However, there continues to be students whose plagiarism is unintentional
and who tend to be caught up in these processes. For example, in 2005 the University of Waikato (2005)
reported that “75% of all plagiarism complaints and 79% of all misconduct findings” at that university were
“against Asian students”, and suggested as possible reasons that students “may feel that the standard of
their English is inferior to that of the author of the material they are using which means they avoid
paraphrasing and prefer to copy” or that:
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the English language capacity of some international students (and perhaps some domestic
students too) is too modest for tertiary study which leads to the heavy use of others' material
and unacceptable attempts to disguise this lack of their own input (ACODE, 2005, under the
heading ‘Good Ideas’).
Although many students in this category may be found to be innocent of attempting to deceive the assessor,
the threat of official procedures causes them unnecessary anxiety, and indeed, inappropriate stress at a time
when they are ‘most vulnerable’ (Abasi, Akbari, & Graves, 2006) in trying to understand their new academic
culture. In this paper I therefore claim that there is a ‘hole' in holistic institutional approaches, and that this is
the neglect of a convincing educational focus that properly treats students as learners being apprenticed into
the culture of research as a defining characteristic of higher education institutions.
In university plagiarism policies and academic papers it is common to find calls for a ‘simple’ definition of
plagiarism and ‘clear instructions’ for students. Yet a growing body of literature on the subject indicates that
the issues are far from either simple or clear. Papers from the Asia-Pacific Educational Integrity
Conferences, run biennially in Australia, and the online International Journal for Educational Integrity (IJEI)
have been providing forums for academics to air and discuss their understandings – and confusions – on the
topic, highlighting both the punitive and the more educative approaches to preventing or dealing with
instances of student plagiarism. Some more general higher educational journals have devoted entire issues
to the topic. In the case of the online Journal of University Teaching and Learning Practice, a double issue
was published in 2005 (v2 issues 3a and 3b) to accommodate the large number of contributions received in
response to a call for papers. And the number of articles on the topic is still rising.
A search for publications with either ‘plagiarism’ or ‘integrity’ in the title, which I conducted on the ERIC data
base, yielded 50 results for the time span from January 2005 to July 2007. Of these papers only 5 dealt with
integrity issues unrelated to academic writing. The majority of the remainder appear to cast the issue of
plagiarism in terms of social offence in vocabulary (taken from the titles and abstracts) such as ‘crime and
punishment’, ‘fighting’, ‘detected’, ‘dealt with’, ‘cheating’, ‘no magic bullet’, ‘academic dishonesty’, ‘ethical’
and ‘social responsibility’. Several authors in this recent group of papers refer to the inherent complexity of
plagiarism, exploring staff and student attitudes (Hayes & Introna 2005; Flint, Clegg, & Macdonald, 2006;
Crisp, 2007; Devlin & Gray, 2007; Yeo, 2007) and addressing the academic learning issues in terms of
challenges posed by the internet, cultural diversity, identity, and literary practice that takes into account
students’ lack of knowledge, skills and academic language (Sigthorsson, 2005; Abasi et al 2006; Leask,
2006; O’Regan, 2006).

2. Complexity and holistic institutional responses
My specific starting point for this paper is the April 2006 issue of Assessment and Evaluation in Higher
Education which is entirely devoted to articles arising from key papers presented at the inaugural Plagiarism:
Prevention, Practice and Policy Conference held in St James’ Park, Newcastle upon Tyne in June 2004.
Notable in this issue is an increasing concern for the plight of students in transition to a ‘new culture’ (Leask,
2006), with several invoking holistic approaches - as proposed and implemented by Carroll (2002, 2005) that recognise the complexity of the issue and offer institutional strategies for addressing it (Duggan, 2006;
Walden & Peacock, 2006; Macdonald & Carroll, 2006).
Duggan, in her editorial to the April 2006 issue of Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education,
summarises the recurring theme by contributors:
Tackling these issues effectively requires a holistic approach, in which detection is undoubtedly
an element, and through which institutions consider the nature and role of assessment needed
to reduce the opportunities for plagiarism, develop fair and transparent policies and procedures
to ensure identified incidences are dealt with consistently across the institution, and develop
mechanisms for information and feedback to students to prevent plagiarism arising from
misunderstanding and confusion (Duggan, 2006. p. 153).
Pickard describes research that focussed on the different perceptions by staff and students of the meaning
and extent of plagiarism, and was designed to ‘”facilitate the changes in culture that would provide the
environment for a holistic revision of institutional practice” (Pickard, 2006 p218). Macdonald and Carroll
(2006 pp235-6) provide a detailed list of what might constitute a holistic approach which “matches the
solution” to the complexity and “significance of the problem”. The list includes attention to student information
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and skills, curriculum design, assessment practices and appropriate staff development and support as well
as policies and procedures that acknowledge the transition status of new students, claiming:
The model is thus a set of roles and responsibilities for staff, students and institutions with
quality review processes ensuring all three elements are constantly in play without being
dominated by one such as detection, regulations or punishments (Macdonald & Carroll, 2006, p.
236).
They warn that, ‘”if the current ‘catch and punish’ voices are heeded, we risk continued inability to deal with
the challenge plagiarism presents”. Yet it appears that an underlying view of plagiarism basically as an
offence, that is, as a social issue rather than one of academic learning and development, drives their
injunction that:
We have a responsibility to ensure that [students] move fairly quickly to an understanding of the
appropriate conventions and practices implicit in academic study in a western university...
Regulations are not just designed to punish but to ‘rehabilitate the offender’ i.e. to provide the
means whereby they can avoid it in the future (Macdonald & Carroll, 2006, p. 236).
The implication here continues to be, as in much of the literature to date, that a lack of understanding of the
appropriate conventions and practices of academic culture, although recognized as such, would
nevertheless identify a learner as an ‘offender’ in need of rehabilitation. When read this way, the injunction
stands in strange conflict with concepts of learning achieved by risk-taking and learning from mistakes that
are accepted and encouraged in other areas of higher education. For example, in terms of content, students
may be encouraged to ‘try out’ ideas, and when their responses contain errors of fact, there are various ways
teachers have at their disposal for guiding students to make use of the perceived errors as opportunities for
learning. Even when this is not the case, the worst penalty for errors would be a low grade for failing to meet
the assessment criteria, but with no implications of the error constituting a social offence.
The proposed haste in acquiring new understandings by moving ‘fairly quickly’ is thus at odds with processes
normally accepted for promoting student learning and development. As Abasi et al (2006) argue, for many
students, and in particular students for whom English is an additional language (EAL), the issue of plagiarism
is a ‘textual’ one based on a lack of understanding of their role as academic writers. The authors point out
that the development of an understanding of the expected conventions and practices may take considerable
time for some students, depending on their prior learning and their “conception of the nature of knowledge”.
In their study they found that:
The less experienced participants tended to view published sources as representing knowledge
that is impersonal and non-contingent. Their particular educational histories had instilled in them
the belief that published sources were repositories of impersonal truths. They had also come to
believe that their role as writers was one of reproducing or transmitting such truths (Abasi et al,
2006, p. 114).
The authors suggest that this attitude is likely to be one of the reasons for “the reproduction of source
materials (i.e. ‘plagiarism’) in their own papers” (Abasi et al, 2006, p. 114). A realisation that the process of
learning to adopt an alternative understanding of the nature of knowledge may not be completed “fairly
quickly” is also developed by Leask (2006) who uses the concept of students entering a “new discourse
community”, and argues that:
If we want students to become successful members of the discourse community we will need to
do more than just tell them the rules, once, twice or even three times because the transition into
a new discourse community is not likely to be either quick or easy…(Leask, 2006 p. 188).
While Leask makes a special case for EAL students, because of the greater range of linguistic and cultural
differences and associated value systems, she points out that “the transition is likely to be effortful and
extended” for most students, “for it involves fundamental changes to the value systems that are the
foundation of their identity and is also likely to involve the development of a whole new set of complex
skills” (Leask, 2006, p. 188).
Hayes & Introna (2005) agree with Howard (1993) that the practice of ‘patchwriting’, defined as “copying
from a source and then deleting some words, altering grammatical structure, or plugging in one-for-one
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substitutes” might “be considered a legitimate pedagogical step towards becoming a competent ‘speaker’ of
academic English in the academic community” (Howard, 1993 cited in Hayes & Introna, 2005, p. 226). They
argue that ‘it is, indeed, how humans learn: by mimicking or copying others whom we consider exemplary in
an academic discipline or in terms of their linguistic competence’ (Hayes & Introna, 2005 p227). This
resonates with Pennycook’s point that students not only need to acquire a ‘fixed canon of knowledge’ but ‘a
fixed canon of terminology to go with it’ (Pennycook, 1996, p213). A related concept, using genre pedagogy,
is developed by McGowan (2005b) proposing that in the long run it is not the students’ own words that are
required for good academic writing, but the words and phrases that are typically found in the literature of
their discipline and which characterise that discipline and its genres as distinct from other genres.
Helping students by inducting them into the languages and cultures of their tertiary disciplines is addressed
by Leask (2006) in referring to discourse communities:
We use these discourses, and move from one to another, unconsciously, and in using them we
accept and live by the values that underpin them. One of the basic assumptions of the
academic discourse community is that plagiarism is not acceptable, although how we use other
people’s words and ideas may vary in different disciplines and for different people within the
academic community. As teachers one of our roles is to induct students into the academic
discourse community as well as our particular discipline discourse community (Leask, 2006
p187).
In summary, then, there is a the conflict between the two dimensions of plagiarism and the attempts to
reconcile them in holistic approaches. Characterising plagiarism as a problem that needs to be ‘fixed quickly’
perpetuates the perception of a social offence and impedes the academic learning approaches which are
also espoused. The process of induction into the values and practices of academic discourse clearly needs
to take time. It also needs to be based on a sound understanding of the reasons why the values of academic
discourse are held as fundamental in the context of higher education.

3. Values in the context of research
The appeal to ‘Western values’, implicitly counterpoised against ‘non-Western’ values, could be inferred as a
hierarchy of moral attitudes. It raises the question whether ‘non-Western’ international students are to
understand that the cultures they come from are somehow lacking in integrity or that their value systems are
deficient, in fact, that they condone misconduct. The reasons why citation conventions are so highly valued
in academic writing are not self-evident to students, as the requirements for referencing are generally not
part of their day-to-day experience outside their academic work, where failure to use citation is not often
considered to be misconduct.
Macdonald and Carroll (2006) point the way by providing the academic context, and linking ‘values’
specifically to the scholarly practices of a ‘learning university’:
This is perhaps the key to ensuring that a holistic approach to plagiarism is adopted, where the
emphasis is on promoting good scholarly, academic practices rather than focusing on potential
problems and channelling all the institution’s energies into deterring through detection and
punishment.…this is just the moment to restate the visions and values of a learning university
(Macdonald & Carroll, 2006, p. 244)
This is a point that now requires further development in the literature. Students are not generally given to
understand that the values of academic integrity are in fact those of a research culture. This is a culture that
appears to be so familiar and self-evident to academics that they may assume that students, too, are familiar
with it. Yet for many – not just international students but any students new to tertiary study – the concepts
that underpin research and scholarly writing are still unfamiliar territory. The models of writing that students
typically experience outside the university environment, from newspapers, popular magazines, entertainment
literature to documentary features on TV very rarely if ever show even a hint of a reference (McGowan, 2007
in press). The reasons for the appropriate conventions and practices implicit in academic study therefore
need to be made explicit for students, by linking the ‘values’ invoked specifically to the culture of research.
What, then, are the visions and values of the culture of research that would promote a better understanding
of the academic requirements? Definitions of research (for example from the Oxford Dictionary) include
phrases such as “careful search or inquiry”, “endeavour to discover new or collate old facts”, “scientific study
of a subject” and “course of critical investigation”. It is in the context of the scientific method that the qualities
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of academic integrity are developed. The results of an investigation are presented objectively and
dispassionately, and in a way that its processes are transparent and can be traced or replicated by the
reader. The “essential characteristic of research”, as stated by the Australian Government’s Department of
Education Science and Training (DEST, 2007), is that research leads to “publicly verifiable outcomes which
are open to peer appraisal”. Implicitly, these are the values behind the referencing requirements imposed on
students in writing their essays and other assignments. For researchers, the ‘values we live by’ encompass
the complete range of scholarly integrity, from clarity of the methodology and scrupulousness in the ethics of
procedures, to precision in data collection, dispassionate analysis, and honesty in the recording and
reporting of the research findings.
On the other hand, what constitutes misconduct in research is set out in the United States Federal
Government’s policy statement:
Research misconduct is defined as fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism in proposing,
performing, or reviewing research, or in reporting research results.
1. Fabrication is making up data or results and recording or reporting them.
2. Falsification is manipulating research materials, equipment, or processes, or changing or
omitting data or results - such that the research is not accurately represented in the research
record.
3. Plagiarism is the appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, results, or words
without giving appropriate credit.
Research misconduct does not include honest error or differences of opinion.
(Office of Science and Technology, 2007)
It seems to me an extraordinary position for educational institutions to impose on students who are at the
beginning of their research apprenticeship the sanctions and strictures that rightly apply to misconduct of
fully-fledged research practitioners. Any other area of learning allows for scaffolding that assesses and
rewards small steps, and uses errors as learning points. The characteristic of a university is its research. If
tertiary institutions were to make the learning of research an integral part of the undergraduate curriculum, by
explicitly teaching the principles of research and holding up the skills of evidence-based writing as a positive
achievement, students would be in a better position to learn than they are under warnings of dire
consequences should they fail to learn ‘quickly’ something for which they cannot even comprehend the
relevance (Hunt, 2002; McGowan, 2005a).

4. Plugging the hole: foregrounding research values and evidence-based writing
My point of departure for rewarding appropriate referencing is contained in the first two recommendations of
the Boyer Commission’s 1998 manifesto ‘Reinventing Undergraduate Education’ which are:
1. Make Research-Based Learning the Standard, and
2. Construct an Inquiry-based Freshman Year (Boyer Commission, 1998, pp15-21).
The intention of the document is interpreted in a number of articles in the Journal New directions in Teaching
and Leaning March 2003 v93, arguing that academics should include undergraduates in their research
projects. However, this view restricts the understanding of research to the laboratory, the performance of
experiments, or other types of investigations such as surveys. The step before that must also be considered.
The researcher identifies what has already been done in the field by undertaking a ‘literature review’ as an
integral part of research. The results of their search indicates to them how their own ideas fit in with what has
gone before, and gives them opportunities for situating themselves in the field by either disagreeing with
previous writers or building on their ideas.
The fact that needs to become clear to students is that the assignments they have to write at university,
while small scale and apparently insignificant, a short essay, or perhaps just a paragraph, are akin to that
first step in the research process. Such assignments can be seen as a student’s early stages of practising to
write like a researcher. Students can be given a sense of purpose through the realisation that by citing the
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information they have located as evidence to support their argument, they are on the way to achieving one of
the goals of university learning, their entry into the culture of research and of evidence-based writing.
Academics can help them learn that a major characteristic of scholarly writing that differentiates it from
writing in non-research contexts is the fact that the logic of their argument can be checked for its reliability
through the veracity of the sources that are presented as evidence.
Research writers show how they have arrived at their position by citing from their sources and giving
complete references by which readers can retrace the writer’s logic, critique it, or build on it in their own
thinking. The writing up of the literature-based component of a research report is parallel to that of the
experiment that might follow. A researcher who performs an experiment takes careful notes of every step,
and this information is included in the write-up, to allow another person to follow the same steps and try to
replicate the results. Students can be shown the parallel of this to the writing of their assignments: that if the
reader (albeit probably only the assessor), in reading the student’s views, finds that these are based on
evidence that is easily checked (by good quotations and references) the research-quality of the assignment
will be given due recognition as a step in the student’s process of becoming a competent researcher.
One example of such an approach is provided by Walden and Peacock (2006) in their description of an iMap, or ‘information handling map’. This approach requires students to display the process of information
gathering that precedes their written essay or report. The i-Map is a diagrammatic representation of
information arranged in a way that is relevant to the topic under investigation, and includes some critique of
the items selected. This is an approach to assessing students' assignments where greater emphasis is
placed on a demonstration of the process of their research than on the final product, that is, the essay itself.
It allows for students to develop good practice as they learn the underlying principles of gathering, analysing,
evaluating and arranging information in ways that meaningfully address the topic being investigated.
The authors point out that the i-Map reduces the likelihood of plagiarism by “promoting good academic
practice”. In addition, it promotes a positive learning experience for those students who still lack the skills or
language for integrating references into their texts:
For the student whose plagiarism could be a result of not understanding conventions or how to
integrate references and quotations, this process provides appropriate materials and a
framework by which to realise the required outcome. By definition the i-Map is an assignment
which records individual pathways of research activity which will be different for every student,
thus making it difficult to produce anything which is not their own work and thereby providing
‘proof of process’ and avoiding the pitfalls of plagiarism (Walden and Peacock, 2006, p. 212).
They point out that this approach has also been found to support learning in that it improved the lecturer’s
ability to assess student learning, and add: “There are indications that this form of assessment supports
students who may not have been exposed to the requirements, conventions and languages of formal
academic practice elsewhere” (Walden and Peacock, 2006, p. 212).
Another example of successful implementation of an undergraduate research writing skills program is one
described by by Willison & O’Regan (2007). This involves a gradual scaffolding of the skills of integrating
information, with detailed feedback provided during the process. Crucial to this approach is a Research Skills
Development (RSD) framework developed by the authors to describe the levels of engagement of a student
at various stages of research competence. The RSD has been implemented over several first year courses
in higher education. It, too is showing signs of reduced incidence of plagiarism.
As Walden and Peacock (2006) point out, '“no strategy can prevent the deliberate and dishonest copying of
another’s work”. While that form of plagiarism is clearly a social offence that requires detection and
sanctions, the fostering of research skills through strategies such as the RSD and the i-Map is likely both to
reduce the incidence of plagiarism and to provide student-centered approaches to learning. Sigthorsson
(2005) puts it convincingly by pointing out that assessment that requires students to demonstrate the
process of research, rather than simply present a finished product in the form of an essay, would serve as a
disincentive to students to cheat by buying a ready-made essay, since, by doing so, the student would then
have to reconstruct (or ‘reverse-engineer’) the process that preceded the write-up; in other words: “When
process matters, plagiarism becomes more trouble than it is worth” (Sigthorsson 2005, par 10). However,
more importantly, the point is made that with this kind of teaching strategy and assessment students will
achieve a more appropriate level of learning:
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What is at stake here is more than simply discouraging cheating; rather, there is now an
opportunity to reassert the specific values of the humanities against the ubiquitous utilitarian
reduction of higher education to mere knowledge-transfer, skills-training and the granting of
credentials which may or may not provide an advantage in the job market (Sigthorsson 2005
par 10).

5. Conclusion
Instead of requiring students to avoid plagiarism, what is needed is a more explicit focus on the achievement
of academic writing, because once research writing is understood and internalised, and the conventions are
mastered, those forms of plagiarism that arise from misunderstanding or lack of skills can be eliminated
within assessment tasks. On the other hand, the attitudinal or behavioural aspects of plagiarism that involve
deliberate deception, such as the intentional appropriation of another’s work as one’s own need to be
eliminated through institutional sanctions.
An essential step in a holistic institutional approach for dealing with both aspects of plagiarism would be to
underscore the educational perspective at the institutional level by treating undergraduate students as
apprentice researchers. Such an apprenticeship must be an integral part of the fabric of courses from first
year onwards so that students can learn through hands-on practice and in response to feedback on
purposefully staged tasks. Many students enter university in the belief that the aim of their studies is to gain
knowledge. Through their apprenticeship they discover that their aim should also be to learn how to gain
knowledge, to learn how to research a field of knowledge that is new to them, how to critique and evaluate
the research reports they find, and how to write up their findings in a scholarly manner. So the assignments
set at university, and the criteria for assessing them, should be designed to help them to learn how to do
research and how to write about it.
The values and skills of research require much greater attention than has so far been the case, to ensure
that the curricula remain on track to encourage student learning in an environment that is free from the
stigma of misconduct.
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Abstract
This paper documents the experience at one university of taking an online module, which had been
designed, trialled and received a consensus of praise and approval from faculty, through the surprising and
unexpectedly problematic path to implementation and beyond. The journey, which took more than a year to
negotiate, presented a raft of ethical, pedagogical and administrative dilemmas that had not been
anticipated. Consultations resulted in compromises and concessions that eventually delivered a model
satisfying the majority of concerns of most stakeholders. This paper focuses on the institutional approach
taken in responding to barriers and producing the final product.

Background
In 2005, a programme to inform students of their ethical responsibilities regarding issues of academic
integrity was designed and trialled at the University of Western Australia (UWA) (Partridge & McNamara,
2005). An online module which covered the major areas of academic misconduct as articulated in the
institution’s recently developed policy (The University of Western Australia, 2004) was produced. The
WebCT-based unit asked students to consider a broad range of academic misconduct which included
cheating in exams, fabricating results, collusion and plagiarism.
The purpose of the online module was to inform students of the University’s expectation of them regarding
ethical scholarship. It aimed, primarily, to acquaint them with the University’s academic conduct policy and
the processes, and the consequences they may face if, either intentionally or otherwise, they should be
found to be in breach of the regulations. Secondly, the module directed students to additional sources of
support and information, such as the faculty Academic Conduct Advisors and Student Services. Finally, it
served as an ongoing resource for students to consult. In so doing, the responsibility to act ethically was
handed decisively to the students. The ability of a student to claim ignorance of the rules and academic
expectations was diminished. This institution-wide initiative also ensured a uniform and consistent approach
to managing incidents of academic misconduct amongst students. An institutional approach was needed to
ensure the module received due attention and importance.
In designing the module the decision was made that it be short and user-friendly, requiring approximately 2030 minutes to complete, and encourage student engagement. The intention was not to make it a source of
instruction on aspects of information literacy, such as the correct means of citation and styles of referencing,
but rather to direct students to alternative sources of such information and training. Neither was it intended to
address discipline specific issues of academic conduct. Its generalist approach allowed for the possibility of
faculties to develop their own companion programmes to complement this resource and focus more
specifically on examples of relevance from within their students’ discipline.

Uncharted territory
Universities choose different ways to manage academic conduct amongst their students. At the time of
development of the UWA initiative, no evidence could be found of an equivalent approach to informing
students about aspects of ethical scholarship in another Australian university. Generally, the approaches
employed could be categorised as institution-wide or faculty-based (or more often faculty-devolved).
The 3rd Asia Pacific Conference on Educational Integrity: Creating a Culture of Integrity
University of South Australia, 6-7 December 2007. http://www.unisa.edu.au/educationalintegrity/conference/
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Predominantly, the approaches had a punitive focus, informing students only of the penalties which relate to
incidents of academic misconduct. Fewer institutions appeared to take the educative route, incorporating
information on ways to avoid academic misconduct.
The educative process could then further be divided into those that actively involved students in a learning
process or passively transferred the relevant information by merely drawing their attention to relevant
electronic or printed information. Most commonly, the students were referred to aspects of information
literacy, specifically plagiarism. Few universities had processes in place to actively engage and educate
students on matters relating to the broader spectrum of academic misconduct. The categorisation of
approaches, including that of the UWA intervention, is represented in Figure 1. This details a selection,
rather than an exhaustive list, of Australian universities’ initiatives in promoting ethical scholarship amongst
their students.
Figure 1: The categorisation of approaches employed by a selection of Australian universities to inform
students of their responsibilities regarding ethical scholarship.
Approaches to informing student about aspects of ethical
scholarship

Faculty-based

University-wide

Punitive 1

Educative

Passive

Passive

Active

Plagiarism
Academic
Conduct

Academic
Conduct3

Active

Plagiarism5 6

Plagiarism 4

Plagiarism

Punitive 2

Educative

Academic
Conduct

Academic
Conduct 6

1

University of Adelaide, University of Queensland, Monash University

2

ANU, University of Sydney

3

Southern Cross University, University of Adelaide

4

University of Melbourne

5

UNSW, Curtin University

6

UWA

The UWA approach also differed from most other institutions in that it was compulsory. Only the University of
New South Wales had a comparable programme (UNSW Library, 2007), in that it was a self-paced online
module which students were required to pass with a score of 80%. It differed from the UWA model, however,
focusing solely on plagiarism and not the broader range of academic misdemeanors.
At the time of development then, the UWA module, whose working title was Academic Conduct Online
(ACO), appeared distinct and unique amongst the various approaches employed to address issues of
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academic integrity amongst students. Specifically, it embraced a much broader range of misconduct than
merely plagiarism.

The implementation journey
Carroll and Duggan (2005) suggest that there are few examples in the literature of the processes of
institutional change surrounding issues of the management of academic conduct. Their paper offers some
insight gained from the experience of a number of universities across the UK. The UWA journey provides
further awareness of what might be expected in implementing such institution-wide strategies.

Pitfalls, obstacles and u-turns
During 2005, the ACO module was trialled across the university in a number of large first year units
(Partridge & McNamara, 2005). The results were encouraging with students agreeing that to be effective the
module should be compulsory. Faculties were unanimous in their support of the module. There was a
consensus regarding the value of the module and an agreement that it should be made compulsory. The
road ahead seemed clear.
Based on the feedback from faculty, ACO was conceptualised as “a compulsory zero-point unit that attracted
either an’ Ungraded Pass’ or ‘Ungraded Fail’ for students and which could be aligned with existing faculty
specific units on information literacy” (University of Western Australia unpublished). With this as a starting
point, lengthy consultations were carried out with relevant stakeholders, including personnel from Student
Services and the Student Information Management System, members of the University Secretariat, the
WebCT support team and representatives from the Centre for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning.
Strong opposition came from student representation to this vision of ACO, arguing that it seemed unfair for
students to receive a fail grading on their academic transcript for non-completion of a relatively minor piece
of work. Completion of this unit which has specifically been designed to take 20-30 minutes could not
reasonably be compared to a ‘unit’ of work involving many hours of classwork and self-directed study over
an entire semester. The argument was that a more appropriate approach would be to equate non-completion
of the module with more minor infringements such as non-payment of campus parking fines or failure to
return library books. Mechanisms were already in place to manage these administrative encumbrances,
which worked effectively and encouraged students to comply. Typically, penalties for these incidents of
misconduct included withholding students’ results and/or the inability to re-enrol. Further, integrating ACO
with existing units became problematic since not all faculties had developed such resources. Based on this,
Version Two of the implementation of ACO took on a more robust structure, its key features being that:
ACO should be a stand-alone module…non-compliance should be recorded on students’
internal records and attract administrative encumbrances as a penalty (withheld results, inability
to re-enrol). (The University of Western Australia, unpublished)
As the administration and resourcing of such a module became the next compelling question, further
consultation with Student Services and the University Secretariat was conducted. This resulted in a number
of objections being raised to the proposed model. The objections were wide-ranging and encompassed
technical, administrative, ethical and regulatory aspects.
The absence of a precedent of this model in the University caused some debate. Historically, administrative
encumbrances were associated with ‘misconduct’ as defined under the University’s Conduct and Discipline
Regulations and included such indiscretions as failure to pay library and campus parking fines. Failure to
complete an academic requirement was not seen to be a form of misconduct and therefore could not be
sanctioned through the application of an administrative encumbrance. Despite argument to the contrary, a
precedent was subsequently found to exist at UWA, for the model of applying an administrative
encumbrance to ‘misconduct’ other than as it was defined in the university regulations. Despite the lack of
precedent argument being debunked, advocates for recording completion of the unit on students’ formal
academic transcripts held sway.
Debate around various aspects of the nature of ACO continued, with no longer any clear consensus from the
parties engaged in the consultation process. In a spirit of compromise, Version Three of the implementation
of ACO was developed as a ‘best fit’ model which drew on the requirements and recognised the concerns of
all parties consulted. As nine months had passed in reaching this stage, it was proposed that the model be
implemented across the University in 2007 and, in order to better manage the process, it would be limited in
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the first instance to newly enrolled undergraduate students. The third version of how ACO would be
implemented and managed became:
Commencing in 2007, ACO should be acknowledged as a unit … which carries zero points and
is delivered via WebCT…. Non-compliance by the end of the first teaching period will result in a
‘Not Completed’ grade being recorded against the module on the students’ academic record.
Completion of the module within the required timeframe will result in a ‘Ungraded Pass’ grade
being recorded on the academic record. (The University of Western Australia, unpublished)
As a clearer picture of implementation of ACO started to emerge, attention was turned to the technical
aspects of the process. A raft of technical difficulties was foreshadowed. These included problems
associated with administering the enrolment of students in the compulsory unit and the simultaneous online
delivery of the unit to such a large cohort of students. Concern was voiced regarding the additional load that
a unit with such a large student enrolment would place on the WebCT server. To minimise this, a number of
further alterations to ACO was suggested. These included enrolling students in individual faculty clones of
the unit, and limiting enrolment in ACO to students commencing for the first time at the university’s main
campus, at first year level.
These restrictions, though technically necessary, placed extra demands on the student enrolment process. It
became difficult to apply the appropriate filters to automatically enrol only this group of students to the unit.
Issues arose around which clone students who were studying in combined degree courses should be
enrolled in; how to differentiate students who were returning to the university, having been previous enrolled;
and whether students who had been granted credits or advanced standing from another university should be
enrolled in ACO.
Further, these proposed amendments reignited debate around aspects of governance and presentation of
the unit. Since it had now been resolved that completion of ACO would be recorded on the formal academic
record it was argued that the name should be changed to better reflect the nature of the unit. For logistical
reasons there was an imperative to maintain the alphabetical advantage of having the name beginning with
an ‘A’. This placed it at the top of students’ list of units when they logged into their WebCT accounts and
prominent in its position on their formal academic transcripts. Further, for purposes of consistency with the
terminology used in the university’s Academic Conduct Policy (UWA, 2004) it was considered desirable to
reflect the language used in that document. In a moment of inspired creativity, followed by considerable
consultation, ACO (Academic Conduct Online) became ACE (Academic Conduct Essentials). Not only did
this receive unanimous support, but it also satisfied the requirements mentioned, better reflected the nature
and content of the unit and, offered and suggested possibilities of interesting activities that could be utilised
in the promotion of the unit to students.
Finally it was argued that, in line with other units and in the interest of equity for students, a ‘period of grace’
should be allowed for those students who do not complete ACE within the required ten week time frame.
Consequently, the regulations governing the administration of the unit became Version Four of the
implementation of the online unit. Extracts from the longer regulation which define Version Four include:
Commencing students enrolling for the first time from 1 January 2007 in level 1 units of an
undergraduate course of this University must undertake a compulsory module on academic
conduct within the first 10 weeks of their first enrolled teaching period. The unit, called
Academic Conduct Essentials (ACE), is recorded …on the student's formal academic record…
ACE comprises a quiz which students must complete to the satisfactory level of 80%...Students
are permitted to take the ACE quiz as many times as necessary to achieve the satisfactory level
in the first 10 weeks of their first enrolled teaching period… Students who do not satisfactorily
complete the ACE quiz within the first 10 weeks of their first enrolled teaching period are offered
an extension period of 6 weeks until the end of the relevant semester examination period, after
which students will have no further opportunity to complete the module…The final result for the
module is Ungraded Pass (UP) or Not Completed (NC)…A ‘Not Completed’ result does not
preclude a student from graduating. (The University of Western Australia, 2006)
The final version of ACE was the result of numerous iterations which had come about through the input of
diverse stakeholders, each with their own vision and concerns about the impact such an initiative would have
on their area of responsibility. What started as a consensus from faculty regarding the value of the ACE
initiative, and the need therefore that it be made compulsory for students to complete, had resulted in a
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compromise of sometimes opposing forces. There was, at times in this emergent phase, a concern that the
elements of good pedagogy might be swamped by administrative protocol. Ironically, in the revisions made,
what had started out as the unanimous point of agreement, that is, that the unit be compulsory for students,
had become diluted to a point where in reality it had become compulsory in name only. Students still had the
choice of whether they completed the unit or not, for while non-completion “is recorded on the student's
formal academic record … A ‘Not Completed’ result does not preclude a student from graduating” (The
University of Western Australia, unpublished).

Are we there yet?
In Semester 1, 2007 ACE was released campus-wide. A number of technical dilemmas emerged early in the
administration of ACE which highlighted challenges for the ongoing maintenance of the unit. Primarily,
problems arose when students changed to an alternate faculty since, while they remained enrolled in ACE,
they were invariably given access to both the ACE clone of their new faculty while remaining on the class list
of the ACE clone of the faculty they had left. When it came to auditing students’ completions of ACE, these
students were being flagged as ‘not complete’ even if they had completed one version. Despite some
problems which would be expected in introducing such a large-scale initiative, the first semester run of ACE
was well received by both students and staff.
The collaborative efforts of a number of groups across the university ensured that the implementation went
smoothly. At orientation, newly enrolled students were informed of the requirement to complete ACE.
Information relating to ACE was placed in all Level One Unit Outlines and lecturers and tutors reminded
students both at the beginning of their courses and periodically throughout the semester of the need to
complete ACE. At intervals throughout the semester, reminder emails were sent to students who were yet to
complete the unit. The focus of all these awareness-raising processes was educative, with the personal
relevance of ACE being stressed to students.
The uptake and completion rates of the ACE unit were pleasing. Somewhat surprisingly, nearly 9% of
students had completed ACE before the semester officially began. By the end of Week One of semester
46.4% of students had fulfilled the requirements of the ACE unit and by the end of semester the completion
rate was 98%. The greatest rates of completion were accomplished in Weeks One and Two of semester and
thereafter completions progressed at a steady pace through to the end of the semester. The rate at which
the students completed ACE over the entire semester is illustrated in Figure 2.
Figure 2. Completion rate by students of the ACE unit throughout the semester.
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Looking back
Looking back then, the journey so far has been a two part experience. The first part was concerned with the
development of the unit (Partridge & McNamara, 2005) and focused on pedagogical issues. The second
part, the topic of this paper, has concentrated on preparing for the implementation of the unit and has been
more about institutional change management than any issues of academic integrity. These two elements of
the journey are necessarily linked and attention must be given more prominently in the literature to their
symbiotic relationship if effective change is to be informed by evidence-based studies.
What emerged as a central aspect and major consideration in the UWA experience, was the indisputable
role and influence of a wide range of stakeholders. Satisfying the various stakeholders’ concerns became
crucial to the success of the process. It can be argued that universities are unique in their organisational
structure. There are few comparable institutions, organisations or corporations where there exists so many
diverse, and at times competing, priorities.
The points of advice offered in the Carroll and Duggan (2005) study can now be elaborated with respect to
the impact and influence of stakeholders, making the advice more context specific and relevant to the higher
education sector. In the UWA experience, the issue of convening a group to seek ownership of the changes
across the institution became the focal point of both the successful implementation, as well as a source of
considerable delays, as each group or individual ‘staked their claim’ on the process. Indeed, in this instance,
it was the causal condition for the process becoming iterative. In the case of the development and
implementation of ACE, two distinct groups of stakeholders were involved. During the development phase, a
working party comprising academic and library staff, as well as student representation, guided the process.
Once the unit had been developed, it became necessary to consult with different groups across the
University including staff responsible for Student Services and the Student Information Management System,
members of the University Secretariat and the WebCT support team. To have combined these groups from
the beginning would not necessarily have streamlined the process and may have shifted the focus away
from a concentration on good pedagogy.
The lessons learnt from the current experience can be used to elaborate on the suggestions made by the
participants in the Carroll and Duggan (2005, p. 8) study:
x

Spend considerable time on revising the policy itself: be aware that the policy or other resource
development is just the first step and an equally extended period is likely to be necessary to work out
an implementation strategy that satisfies all parties.

x

Put pedagogy at the centre of your thinking: this priority is particularly at risk while planning the
implementation. Be careful that this consideration is not lost in satisfying the needs of various
stakeholders.

x

Convene a group, and use the group to seek ownership of the changes across the institution: It
is likely that two separate groups will be needed with some overlap of membership, one for the
designing of the resource/policy (where good pedagogy is the central consideration) and another for
the implementation process (where technical, procedural matters and issues of governance form the
main focus).

x

Ensure the process is iterative: this is likely to happen whether you plan for it or not by virtue of the
various stakeholders’ input. If you are prepared for delays and changes it is less likely to become an
issue of concern. This leads to perhaps the most salient point which is to: “Remain patient…changing
something as complex as a university or college does not happen quickly” (Carroll and Duggan, 2005,
p. 11).

The road ahead
The journey is not over. The first semester of campus-wide engagement with the ACE unit has indicated a
challenging landscape ahead. Specifically, a number of potential hazards have been signposted. The
following points warrant attention:
x
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initiative. Care must be taken to avoid a disconnect occurring between institutional intentions and
faculty practices (Simon et al., 2003). Devolving too much responsibility to faculties is likely to result in
a range of management strategies which defeats the institution’s imperative for an equitable approach
for all students across the university. Care should be taken to acknowledge the hurdles that this
additional imposition will place of faculty (Carroll, 2003; Devlin, 2003). However in the spirit of shared
ownership, faculties must take some of the burden of ongoing management. The degree to which this
occurs is likely to be context specific and vary from university to university and only be established
after a period of trial implementation that may take several years to evolve.
x

Addressing the individual needs of diverse learners should be balanced with a consistency
and equity of approach for all students. A disparate group of students ranging from school-leavers
to mature age entry students, undergraduate, postgraduate and international students, each with
different priorities, must be catered for. It is apparent that groups such as postgraduate and
international students have specific needs that may not be best catered for in a generic module on
academic conduct (Bretag, 2005). The decision has been made at UWA that two versions of ACE will
be developed for use across the University in 2008, one for undergraduates, and a separate version
for postgraduates. Elements relating to issues for international students will be incorporated in both
versions, thereby not differentiating between local and international students and so maintaining an
equitable approach across the entire student body.

x

Related and complementary resources need to continue to be developed for both staff and
students to achieve a truly comprehensive approach to the management of academic conduct
amongst students. ACE represents just one element of a ‘holist’ approach to promoting ethical
scholarship amongst students (Carroll & Duggan, 2005; Macdonald & Carroll, 2006; Park, 2003). It
would be easy to ‘rest on the laurels’ of a successfully implemented strategy such as ACE, particularly
one that has taken a considerable amount of time to establish. However, to function at its optimal
level, it needs supporting resources, such as instructional modules on academic literacy for students,
assistance for staff in the development of assessments that will reduce the opportunity for students to
‘stray’, and a robust method of plagiarism detection, preferably that is employed to educate rather than
solely detect and punish. These represent just a few examples of the type of initiatives that would
need to be in place for there to be true cultural shift and attitudinal change towards academic integrity
throughout a university.

x

The need to establish ongoing evaluations of any initiative or programme designed to
addresses academic misconduct. The true value of initiatives like ACE can only be determined with
time and ongoing evaluations as to whether it makes a difference (Ahearn, 2005; Culwin, 2005).
Clearly, the short term goals of the implementation of ACE have been met with a greater awareness
having been created amongst students of their responsibility to act with academic integrity. Whether
this awareness is successfully translated into demonstrable behaviours will only be determined by
instigating measures to monitor changes in rates of academic misconduct and even then its impact is
likely to be merely one contribution to the overall influence of a wider ‘holist’ approach.

Not withstanding the contextualised, case study approach taken in this paper, the lessons learnt have wider
application across the higher education sector as the imperative to address issues of academic misconduct
amongst students gains increasing prominence. The rocky road to implementation threw up numerous, and
at the time, unanticipated challenges. Reviewing the literature after the event, however, would suggest that
the experiences were not atypical. In the absence of much literature to guide the process of similar
institutional change involving issues of the management of academic conduct (Carroll & Duggan, 2005), it is
hoped that the UWA experience related here will find resonance for others embarking on similar journeys.
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What is Academic Life?
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What schedule will give me the most
control over my life?
How can I (reasonably) limit the impact
of coursework on my time?

Context 1 challenges:







Shortcuts that come
from the squeeze of
multiple priorities
Ethos of practicality
Consumer model of
education
High stakes of a
degree

Context 2:

Who is “my
community” ?

The Mathematics of Community &
Choice in the Contemporary University

And then there were…

A community of one

How community works
• The Superbowl

“Community”
for most
students
amounted to
small peer
networks who
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close, often
closed,
networks.

The new face of community





2-6 people, in informally organized
networks with fluid connections to
organized groups
Met early in college career
Often mediated by technology that
facilitates everyday contact


“IM”ing, cellphones, Facebook

Who were in these personal
networks?

Tammy
Tammy

Tom

The Dining Room

The Dining Room--Full

How We Break Bread






10% of white men, and 14% of white women
ate at a table where there was anyone of a
different color from themselves.
Only 2.6% of white men, and 3.5% of white
women ate a table where they were the only
white person.
People of color were much (10X) more likely to eat
and live in mixed ethnic groups. However, sameethnic clubs and friends provided crucial supports for
almost all people of color interviewed.

Context 2 Challenges






The loyalties to the
smaller group vastly
outweigh commitment
to the heterogeneous
whole
Strong sense of ingroup reciprocity
“The cheater” vs. “the
snitch” is no contest.

Context 3

What do you talk about late
night with friends?







Boys, meeting boys, sex
TV, movies, games, and entertainment
Alcohol and drug experiences
Bodies, bodily functions, body image
Relationships & relationship problems
Childhood and personal history

What do you talk about late
night with friends?


Only 4% of reported conversations
concerned academic topics.
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Do Students Today Come to
School to Learn?
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Be honest. If the university would
hand you a degree right now, provided
you paid for your credits…would you
take the degree and leave?
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The majority of
students agreed:

“I want the full
college
experience”
AND
“I came to college
to learn”

Most of what they say they learn in
college is outside the formal
classroom
Inside Class
35%

Outside Class
65%

What is “OUTSIDE” ?
• OUTSIDE=real “practical” world
• OUTSIDE= peer group

• Favorite courses were often those that
connected to OUTSIDE, where they believed
65% of the learning derived.

So Why are They So Hard to
Engage?

The way
we’re
teaching
is different
from the
way they
learn

The contexts
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they DO
learn are
often off the
professor’s
chart

Context 3 Challenges




Academic life can
seem just
“academic,”
unconnected to
things that really
matter
The de-valuing of
academe and its
norms

What students have to say…
• http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dGCJ46
vyR9o
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