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Academic Integrity: Students’ Awareness and Instructors’ Promoting Strategies in English
Lessons
Abstract

With the emergence of artificial intelligence, maintaining academic integrity has become one of
the most discussed topics. Thus, universities make attempts to decrease academic dishonesty.
The aim of this research is doublefold: first, it seeks to identify students’ awareness of academic
integrity. Second, it describes the instructors’ roles and strategies they use to maintain academic
integrity. To achieve these aims, the adapted version of M-AIS was distributed among 187
students, majoring in the specialty “6B1702: Foreign Language: Two Foreign Languages” at one
private university in Kazakhstan. As for instructors, 12 of them participated in semi-structured
interviews. The research followed a mixed method design, in which the quantitative part was
analyzed based on mean, standard deviation, and Spearman’s rank correlation. Overall, it was
found that the students were fairly familiar with academic integrity and held positive attitudes
towards it. However, they still perceived plagiarizing home assignments, getting unpermitted
help, and mispresenting sources as trivial plagiarism and admitted to being engaged in them. In
addition, there was a correlation between the student’s year of study, GPA, perceived severity of
academic dishonesty, and self-reported engagement in it. The findings were interpreted using
Hatch’s (2002) framework of typological analysis. As regards the instructors, their roles in
promoting academic integrity were moderately active (ambassador). They taught different
techniques to avoid plagiarism, assigned authentic assignments, or developed their own
materials. The other part was determined to be passive (casual and detached) because they
believed in students’ responsibility to learn about academic integrity. As for strategies, the
instructors considered the Turnitin application and authentic assessment as effective ways of
maintaining academic integrity. In addition, they made presentations to teach about academic
integrity. On the other hand, they did not believe in the usefulness of honor codes and online

proctoring applications.

Keywords: academic integrity, academic dishonesty, self-reported engagement, perceived

seriousness.



AxkageMusuIbIK AfaaabIK: CTyaeHTTepain AKaeMusibIiK Anaaabik Typassl Binimi sxone
OxpiTymibu1apabiH ArblIIbIH Titi CadakTapbinga AkageMUsJIbIK ATAJIBIK

Crparerusuiapbin JlaMbITybI

Anjarna

JKacaHpl HHTEIIEKTTIH Mai1a 00 IybIMEH aKaJIeMHUSUTBIK aalIbIKThl CAaKTay €H KOTl
TaJIKbIJIAHATBIH TaKbIPBINTAPIbIH OipiHe aiiHanapl. COHABIKTaH, YHUBEPCUTETTEP aKaAeMHSIIBIK
aIaNBIKTHI CAKTayFa ThIPhICAIbl. By 3epTTeyiH MaKcaThl €Ki €CEJICHIeH: OJ1 CTYACHTTEeP/iH
aKaJIeMUSUTBIK aIaJIIBIK Typajibl Xa0apaapiIblFbIH aHBIKTayFa THIPHICATLI. OJT OKBITYIIBLIAPIBIH
penepi MEH aKaJIeMUSIIBIK a/IajlIbIKThI CaKTay YIIIH KOJJAaHAThIH CTPATETUsIIapPbIH CUIATTaNH b
M-ALIS Geitimaenren nyckacsl KazakctanHbiH 0ip xkeke yHuBepcureringe «6B1702: et Tini:
€Ki IIeT TiI1» MaMaH/IbIFbl OOWBIHINIA OKUTHIH 187 cTymenTke Taparbuiabl. OKBITYIIBUIAP KEIETIH
Ooscak, omapabiy 14-1 )kapThuiail KYpBUIBIMIBIK CyX0aTKa KaThICThL. 3epTTEy apajac dJIic
J3aiiHbl OOMBIHINA KYPIi3UI/li, OHJIA CAHIBIK 06K OpTallla, CTAaHIAPTTHI AyBITKY JKOHE
CrupmeH nopeKeciHiH KOppesausIchl Heri3iHe Tanaanbl. XKanmel anranua, CTyaeHTTepAiH
aKaJIeMHUSUTBIK a1aIBIKThI )KaKChI OLICTIH/IIr KOHE OFaH JeTeH OH Ko3KapacTaphbl aHBIKTAJIbI.
JlerenmeH, oap Y TarnchlpMaliapblH TUIATHAT jKacayJIbl, PYKCAT €TiIMETEeH KOMEK aJTy/Ibl XKOHE
JepeKKe3aepal Oypmanayibl TPUBUAIBIBI MIIATHAT PeTiHe KaObUIIam, olapMeH
aifHasbICaThIHBIH MOWBIHAAIbI. COHBIMEH KaTap, CTYACHTTIH OKY kbUIbl, GPA, KaObuinanran
aKaJIeMHUSUTBIK aTalIBIKTHIH AyBIPIIBIFGI )KOHE OFaH 03 OCTIHIIE KaThICYhl apachlHAa KOPPEIISIIHS
6omnnb1. Hotmxenep Xatutin (2002) TUIIONOTUSIIBIK Talay LeHOepl apKbUIbl TYCIHIIPUIIIL.
OxpITyIBIIapFa KeNeTiH 00JIcak, olap/IblH aKaJeMUSUTBIK aJallIbIKThl apTTHIPYAAFhl POl opTaiia
6encenni. Onap miuaruarka xoJ 6epMey YILIiH 9pTypial dicTepi YHPeTTi, LIbIHAMBI TarcelpMaiap
Oep/i HeMece 63 MaTepHaIapbiH d3ipiesl. backa Oesiri maccuBTi O0IbI, OUTKEHI Oap
CTYAICHTTEPIIH aKaJeMUSIIBIK adalJIbIK Typalibl OUTy JKayarnkepurutirine cerai. Ctparerusiiapra
KeJeTiH 0oJicak, OKbITyIIbIIap Turnitin KoigaHOackl MEH MIBIHAKWBI OaFaiay bl aKaJeMHUSITBIK
aIaNABIKTHI CAKTaybIH THIM/II KOJAAPHI peTiHe KapacTeipbl. COHBIMEH KaTap, olap
aKaJIeMHSUTBIK aTaJIBIK Typasibl OKBITY VIIH MPe3eHTaIusIap xacaasl. Onap ap-HaMbIC

KOJIEKCTEeP1 MEH OHJIAIH-MPOKTOPUHT KOChIMIIAIAPBIHBIH MMali1albUIbIFbIHA CEHOEI].

Tytiin ce30ep: akaieMUSIIBIK aJlal/IbIK, aKaJIeMUSITBIK a/1ajl/IbIK, ©31H-031 Xabapiaran

KaThbICY, Ka6LIJ'IIlaHaTBIH 6aﬁBIHTLIHBIK.



Axanemuyeckas YecTHOCTBD: OCBeI[OMﬂeHHOCTb CTyl[eHTOB H CTpaTeFI/II/I Ee

IponBu:xenusi IllpenogaBaressimu Ha 3aHATUAX AHIVIMICKOrO SI3bIka
AHHOTANUA

C nosiBJI€HHEM HCKYCCTBEHHOI'O MHTEIJIEKTA, COOJIOIEHNE aKaleMUYeCKOM YECTHOCTH CTaJIO
OIHOM M3 caMBIX 00CYKIaeMbIX TeM. [103TOMy YHUBEPCUTETHI IPEAIPUHUMAIOT MEPHI IJIs1
CHIDKEHHS aKaJIeMUYeCKO HedecTHOCTH. Llenb nccnenoBanus COCTOUT U3 IByX YacTeil: BO-
IIEPBbIX, OHO UCCIIEYEeT OCBEJOMIIEHHOCTb CTYJICHTOB 00 akajeMudeckoil uectHocTH. Bo-
BTOPBIX, OHO ONpeENsieT POJiu MperoAaBaTesei n ux crpareruu A ee noaaepxxanus. s
JOCTHKEHUS 3TUX LieJiel, ananTupoBaHHas Bepcust M-AIS Obl1a pacnpoctpanena cpeau 187
CTyZIeHTOB crienuanbHocTy “ 6B1702: Muocrpanusiii A3bik: [[Ba IHOCTpaHHBIX SI3bIKa” B OTHOM
yacTHOM yHuBepcutere B Kazaxcrane. Takxe 12 npenogasareneil IpUHSIIN y4acTHE B

MOy CTPYKTYPHUPOBAaHHBIX HHTEPBBIO. BbI HCIOIb30BaH CMELIAHHBINA THIT UCCIIEI0OBaHUS, B
KOTOPOM KOJINYECTBEHHAsI YacTh OblIa aHAJIU3UPOBAHA C IOMOILBIO CPEAHETO 3HAYCHHUS,
CTaHJAPTHOTO OTKJIOHEHUS U Koppessinuu CrimpmeHa. bpito 00HapyKeHO, YTO CTYIACHTHI
3HAKOMBI C aKaJIEMHYECKON Y€CTHOCTHIO M MMEIOT MOJIOKUTEIbHOE OTHOIIEHUE K Hel. OtHaKo
OHHU BOCIIPMHMMAJIH IUIaruaT B JOMAIIHUX 33JJaHUSX, OJyUYeHHE Hepa3pelIeHHON MOMOIIHU 1
HCKa)K€HHE HCTOUYHUKOB, KaK HE3HAYUTENbHBIN I1aruar. beiia BbIsIBIEHA KOPPEISALIS MEXTY
rofioM 00y4eHHUsI CTYJIEHTOB, CPEHUM OaJJIOM, BOCIIPUHUMAEMON CEPhEe3HOCTHIO aKaIeMUUECKON
HEYECTHOCTH M CAaMOOIICHKOW BOBJICUEHHOCTH B Hee. Pe3ynbsraTsl HHTEPBBIO OBLITH
MHTEPIPETHUPOBAHBI [10 MOJIENIM TUITOJIOTHYEcKoro aHanu3a Xarya (2002). Pons npenonaBarenei
B MOJJIEP’KaHUM aKaIeMHUYECKOM YeCTHOCTH ObLIa JOBOJIBHO aKTUBHOM. YacTh U3 HUX o0yyana
Pa3IMYHBIM TEXHUKaM H30€KaHus TUIaruara, 3ajaBaja KpeaTuBHbIC 3aJJaHus U pa3palarbiBaia
coOcTBeHHBIC MaTepHabl. J[pyras yacTs Oblia 60JIee MAaCCUBHOM U cunTalia COOTIOICHHE
aKaJIeMUYeCKOM YeCTHOCTH OTBETCTBEHHOCTBIO CTY/IeHTOB. Kacaemo cTpareruii, npenogaBarenu
CUUTAJIM HCTIONb30BaHKe Turnitin U ayTeHTUYHBIX 331aHuH 3()(HEKTUBHBIMU cTpaTerusMu. Takxe
OHH JIeJIajii Mpe3eHTaluuu o0 akageMuueckoi yectHoct. C Ipyroil CTOpoHbl, MpenojaBaren He

BEpWIN B 3PEKTUBHOCTH KOJOB YECTH U OHJIANH MPUJIOKEHUS ISl IPOKTOPUHTA.
Knrouesvie cnosa: akagemMudeckasi 4€CTHOCTb, aKaJJIEMUU€ECKasi HEUYECTHOCTb,

CIIMCBIBAHUEC, CAMOOILICHKA BOBJICHCHHOCTHU, BOCIIPUHUMAaCMas CCPbLC3HOCTD.



CHAPTER 1
Introduction

Currently, educational institutions worldwide value the strict maintenance of academic
integrity since it leads to obtaining in-depth knowledge in the chosen area. Hence, academic
integrity is defined as the application of “honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and responsibility even
in the face of adversity” (McCabe & Pavela, 2004, p.6). The commitment to these values is a
cornerstone that should be upheld by the academic community to ensure the credibility of the
anticipated outcomes of university programs. Even though much attention is paid to maintaining
academic integrity, this idea is frequently blurred, resulting from the impact of rapid
globalization, the emergence of technological innovations, and ambiguous university policies.
Consequently, these reasons cause academic dishonesty, which takes multiple types, such as
bribery, cheating, data fabrication, improper citations, falsification, and others (7ypes of
Academic Misconduct, 2024). In addition, the emergence and use of artificial intelligence (Al)
powered tools have also posed a significant challenge to the preservation of academic integrity.
Therefore, there are a lot of acts of academic dishonesty which Chow et al. (2021) refer to as
“any deceitful or unfair act intended to produce a more desirable outcome on an exam, paper,
homework assignment, or other assessment of learning” (p.17).

Any academic misconduct results in the loss of academic integrity, which challenges the
concept of fair education and the credibility of obtained degrees. In addition to this, academic
integrity is not only limited to the educational context, but it also has a direct relationship with
the person’s decision-making in the future workplace, as they can also be tempted by finding an
easier way of overcoming arising problems. Carpenter (2004) concluded that those students who

committed academic misconduct during their studies had more inclination towards being



dishonest at their workplace. Opposite findings were made by Guerrero-Dib et al. (2023), who
revealed a direct positive relationship between students’ adherence to academic integrity at the
university level and their moral behavior and ethics at the workplace. Thus, it is possible to say
that adherence to academic integrity at university has an impact on being honest in the
workplace.
1.1 Background Information

Despite the widely spread agreement on the need to promote academic integrity, 60% of
students still admit violating it, primarily in the form of cheating, every year (McCabe, 2004).
This trend is increasing each year, and almost every student engaged in violating academic
integrity throughout their studies (Anitha & Sundaram, 2021). The authors concluded that the
most common violations included seeking help from different sources, plagiarizing, and cheating
in exam conditions. In addition, after the breakout of the COVID-2019 pandemic, the situation
has worsened, particularly in terms of cheating on assignments and exams, as there is a lack of
control, and students are given “an unprecedented and extremely tempting choice to cheat”
(Khan et al., 2021, p. 20). As regards the reasons for violations of academic integrity, it usually
happens due to reasons such as being afraid of failure, having questions unrelated to the course
material, lacking severe consequences, or aiming to get higher results in exams (Bylieva et al.,
2020). Additionally, the use of artificial intelligence poses another challenge to academic
integrity today. One of the most commonly used applications is Chat GPT, which “has
revolutionized natural language processing by generating human-like text with context and
coherence” (Roumeliotis & Tselikas, 2023, p.192). The advantages of this application are evident

in its ability to quickly generate answers, cost efficiency, provision of relevant feedback, and



effective asynchronous communication (Haleem et al., 2022; Kala & Smith, 2023.). Therefore,
nowadays, there is a clear need to maintain academic integrity.

Thus, Kazakhstani universities have also recognized the importance of upholding
academic integrity and have taken significant steps to promote it. One of the initial measures was
the establishment of the Academic Integrity League on August 28, 2018. Currently, there are 17
higher education institutions in this association, the aim of which is to promote the
implementation of the ten fundamental principles of academic integrity. Based on the report
provided by the Academic Integrity League (2023), the instructors are responsible for ensuring
academic honesty so that students are aware of the consequences of their violations; thus,
decreasing the likelihood of academic dishonesty. In addition, the universities are obliged to
guarantee that their graduates have received a high-quality education that is compatible with the
needs and requirements of their future employers. The next step is the submission of quality
assurance reports of Kazakhstani universities compiled on the basis of the effectiveness of their
programs. Also, beginning from 2019, similarity detection softwares, such as Turnitin and
StrikePlagiarism, have become obligatory to be used in checking students’ written works.

Despite an ongoing discussion of the need to maintain academic integrity, it remains
disputable who should be the main person to familiarize students with these values. However,
mostly, the instructors are seen as the key figures in this process (Adhikari, 2018; Lofstrom et al.,
2014). Likewise, they should be knowledgeable of its standards and teach their students about
them as well.

1.2 Problem statement
In general, students are unaware of what academic integrity is, and frequent violations of

it are common (Bergstrom et al., 2020). That is why the instructors are given a leading role in



educating students about this, since they regularly interact with students, assign homework, and
conduct examinations, which is in turn their responsibility to ensure the outcomes of education.
This study focuses particularly on the maintenance of academic integrity in EFL lessons, which
are conducted for future teachers of English. In the case of teaching specialties, academic
integrity should be given due attention as these majors prepare teachers for their future careers in
education. Thus, it is obligatory for them to become professionals in their sphere.
1.3 Purpose

The aim of this study is twofold: first, it seeks to identify the students’ perceptions of
maintaining academic integrity in English lessons. Second, this research will investigate the
instructors’ roles and strategies in promoting academic integrity in higher education. Thus, the
following objectives will be achieved:

- To analyze the theoretical and methodological background that explains students’
awareness and perceptions of academic integrity as well as the instructors’ promoting
strategies;

- To identify how students perceive academic integrity;

- To determine the main types of violations of academic integrity and reasons for breaching
it;

- To determine the strategies instructors use to uphold academic integrity, including the
role they play in it.

1.4 Significance
Concerning the theoretical significance of the study, it will provide an in-depth analysis
of students’ attitudes toward academic integrity and the instructors’ perceptions of their role in

the promotion of academic integrity and working strategies. This is necessary to help determine



the current state of academic integrity in English lessons. As regards practical significance, since
this research aims to collect strategies that promote academic integrity from the instructors’
viewpoint, they can be collected and serve as a guide for future implementation. In addition, the
novelty of this research is that Kazakhstani scholars mainly focused on the identification of
students’ perceptions of academic dishonesty (Bazylkhanova et al., 2022; Makhmutova, 2021;
Sarsenbayeva, 2020). However, teachers’ roles and their strategies have not been investigated in
detail (Altaibekova, 2020). Therefore, this research will provide some insights into these issues
to close gaps in knowledge.
1.5 Research Questions

1)To what extent are students aware of the need to adhere to academic integrity in higher
education?

2) In what ways are the standards of academic integrity maintained by instructors in
English lessons?
1.6 The Structure of the Thesis

The thesis consists of six chapters. The first chapter, introduction, contains historical
background, problem statement, aim, objectives, and research questions. The literature review
presents the theoretical framework, definitions of key terms, and the main takeaways about
students’ awareness and instructors’ promoting strategies. As for the methodology, it explicitly
explains the steps and procedures involved in conducting this research. The results and findings
chapter is divided into two parts: the first deals with describing the results of the questionnaire,
while the second focuses on the identification of instructors’ roles. After that, chapter five,

discussion, provides a comparative analysis of the obtained results and findings with other



studies conducted in the same area. Finally, the conclusion gives a brief summary of this

research.
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CHAPTER 2
Literature Review
Nowadays, the instances of violating integrity are constantly rising. Primarily, the
behaviors leading to academic dishonesty can be classified into several types: cheating,
plagiarism, fabrication, falsification, and sabotage. Therefore, it is not surprising that almost
every student has engaged in scholastic dishonesty at least once during their studies (Simmons,
2018). This happens due to various reasons such as a desire to get higher grades, maintain the
scholarship, lack of knowledge of the subject matter, underdeveloped paraphrasing, citation, and
referencing skills. More alarmingly, though, Luniachek et al. (2020) pointed out that students do
not consider committing academic dishonesty as a serious problem since it is sometimes
neglected by instructors, and this issue is not raised publicly. According to Bazylkhanova and
Dalelkhanova (2022a), students generally lack awareness of what academic integrity is and
perceive plagiarism as the only form of academic misconduct. That is why this literature review
will first focus on identifying students’ perceptions related to academic integrity. It will include
information regarding the types of academic dishonesty, students’ awareness of academic
integrity, and reasons leading to its violations. This part is based on the theories developed by
Ajzen (1991), Bandura (1997), and Kohlberg (1958), which served as a basis for McCabe’s
(2010) Academic Integrity Survey (M-AIS). Secondly, the following literature review will
provide insights into instructors’ perceptions and promoting strategies because instructors are
regarded as primary gatekeepers of academic integrity.
2.1 The Theoretical Framework and Definitions of the Key Terms
Prior to discussing the students’ awareness of academic integrity and instructors’

promoting strategies, it is necessary to determine the theoretical background of academic
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integrity. The theoretical foundation of this research lies in four theories: Theory of Planned
Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1997), Moral Development Theory
(Kohlberg, 1958), and Academic Integrity Framework (Bretag et al., 2011). With the help of the
Theory of Planned Behavior, which consists of attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control, it will be possible to understand how students perceive academic dishonesty
and whether they engage in any type of it. Social learning theory emphasizes peer behavior and
instructor modeling, which will show how external factors contribute to students’ understanding
and maintenance of academic integrity. Moral development theory explains how people react to
others behavior: whether they take action or ignore it. In the case of students, it shows whether
they will respond to academic dishonesty when they notice it. As for Bretag et al. (2011)
framework, particularly the dimensions of academic integrity support and learning, teaching, and
assessment, serve as a guide in investigating the instructors’ roles and strategies in teaching about
academic integrity. The abovementioned frameworks were also used in the studies conducted by
Anitha and Sundaram (2021), Sarsenbayeva (2020), Di Paulo (2022), and Ivic and Sostaric
(2022).

As regards the meaning of academic integrity, most instructors and students acknowledge
that teaching, learning, and research can be conducted only in highly ethical environments. For
this reason, based on the European Network for Academic Integrity (ENAI) glossary, academic
integrity is defined as “the compliance with ethical and professional principles, standards,
practices, and consistent system of values, that serves as guidance for making decisions and
taking actions in education, research, and scholarship” (p.10).

However, this definition is frequently narrowed only to prohibiting behaviors that

contradict the idea of academic integrity and is mostly viewed negatively, while International
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Centre for Academic Integrity (ICAI, 2019) makes efforts to show it in positive and pragmatic
ways. Another reason why it is difficult to decide on the all-encompassing definition of academic
integrity is that this term is susceptible to multiple interpretations, as some refer it to values and
behaviors whereas others relate it to plagiarism and cheating (Boehm et al., 2019). Also, these
authors maintained that academic integrity takes the form of a social contract in which one
“relinquishes certain rights — so that other members of the group also relinquish similar rights to
create an equitable environment” (p.4). This means that every individual should take
responsibility not only for themselves but for their surrounding peers as well. In addition,
academic honesty is subdivided into three crucial principles: doing the work yourself, citing
other authors, and fairly presenting research materials (Lipson, 2019). Thus, by following these
simple principles, academic integrity can be ensured. Finally, Turner and Beemsterboer (2003)
suggested that academic integrity also refers to the teaching and learning of skills, values, and
the distribution of new knowledge. Consequently, these authors acknowledged the need to learn
more about ethical values rather than simply avoiding cheating.

Concerning the violations of academic integrity, they are, in fact, not new. The earlier
studies (Bowers, 1964; McCabe & Trevino, 1996) indicated that they trace back to the 20"
century when cases of academic dishonesty became apparent, and researchers started to focus on
the most common types and reasons for this. Also, nowadays, due to the shift in external and
internal values, social changes, and the impact of modern technologies, instances of academic
dishonesty have become rampant. What is more worrying is the fact that the main problem does
not lie in students who violate the rules but in “the collegiate culture that supports cheating”
(Alschuler & Blimlimg, 1995, p. 6). As a result, while academic institutions generally

acknowledge the vitality of being honest, numerous cases of dishonesty are still neglected.
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Academic dishonesty refers to the behavior breaching “the submission of work that has been
produced by a student who will be awarded a grade” (Lambert et al., 2003, p. 98). This usually
happens because of improper citations, group work on individual assignments, asking someone
to check before submitting, and getting questions or answers for the upcoming test in advance
(Kidwell et al., 2003).
2.2 Students’ Perceptions of Academic Integrity

One of the most significant aspects that can influence the maintenance of academic
integrity is seen in students’ perceptions of it. However, it can be observed that academic
integrity is perceived differently when students represent different specialties. According to
Woith et al. (2012), nursing students associated academic integrity with positive connotations,
viewing its maintenance as essential for trustworthiness, honesty, and fairness. In addition, the
students believed that academic integrity leads to professional outcomes, which “encompass
concepts such as professionalism, success, and expertise” (p. 257). Elzubeir and Rizk (2003) also
identified that medical students support an academically honest environment and view it
positively, as the vast majority of them claimed to have never been engaged in any form of
violations. On the contrary, Stone (2023) concluded that academic integrity was a frightening
term for most of her research participants majoring in business, as they were scared of the
consequences of breaching it. In addition, this study revealed that most academic misconducts
were claimed to be unintentional due to the lack of awareness on behalf of students. Therefore,
the majority of students defended themselves even though they disobeyed the rules.

As regards the teaching specialties, different perspectives have been identified. Di Paulo
(2022) revealed that his participants (pre-service teachers) recognized the vitality of adhering to

academic integrity, but still, the majority cheated on exams, provided improper citations for
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writing assignments, or shared their homework with other students. Moreover, they justified their
behavior by looking at their peers or observing the faculty’s negligence. Eret and Ok (2014)
investigated the perceptions of 386 students in Ankara who majored in teaching specialties. It
was found that half of them used Internet sources to do assignments, asked friends to help, or
self-plagiarized. Year of study and gender were also significant predictors of cheating: males and
final-year students were more prone to disobeying the rules. However, those students who were
frequently involved in writing research papers were found to be less likely to engage in
scholastic dishonesty (Espinosaa & Toquero, 2018). Based on the results of their study, students
who possessed well-developed research skills rarely violated academic integrity and saw it as an
integral component of their institution. Also, Calovic-Nenezic (2023) determined that, in
general, students view academic integrity as a necessity; however, frequent violations of it are
due to the lack of knowledge, absence of strict punishments, and inadequate control. As a result,
it can be concluded that the perceptions of academic integrity vary based on the students’ majors.
2.2.1 Factors Influencing Adherence to Academic Integrity

Adherence to academic integrity can be influenced by a lot of factors, both external and
internal. One of the main internal factors contributing to the understanding and maintenance of
academic integrity is the level of awareness (Thakkar & Weisfeld-Spolter, 2012). The authors
concluded that the consequences of breaching academic integrity should be effectively
communicated to students. Also, the students themselves agreed to become partners in the
prevention of academic dishonesty; however, they wanted to be rewarded for their “help”.

An example of external factors is the mode of delivery. Since some courses are conducted
online and others - offline, this has a huge impact on academic integrity. In the online format,

students show more violations as they have more possibilities to cheat, and instructors pay less
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attention to instances of academic dishonesty (Lanier, 2006). Ivic and Sostaric (2022) also
supported the claim that academic integrity suffers in online lessons, as they found out that
students’ grades significantly improved. Janke et al. (2021) elaborated further on this question
and investigated exactly how academic integrity was breached in the online format. Based on the
answers of 1608 students in Germany, it was concluded that the cases of cheating on online
exams experienced a dramatic increase compared to offline ones. Easier access to unallowed
materials and exchanging answers were the main reasons why cheating rates increased. However,
the study revealed no significant differences in breaching academic integrity in other forms.

Another important role in the promotion of academic integrity is given to instructors.
Peters et al. (2019) classified them into seven categories: ambassador, collaborator, cooperator,
casual, referrer, and detached. These names are derived based on the degree of responsibility that
the instructors take in teaching academic integrity. While ambassadors and collaborators play an
active role in this process, referrers and detached believe in students’ responsibility. Subsequent
study conducted by Chirikov et al. (2020) focused on those instructors who explicitly taught
about academic integrity, and it revealed that students are more likely to obey the rules when
their instructor is strongly intolerant of their violations. Thus, the authors claimed that it is the
instructor’s responsibility to actively teach about academic integrity, not only when the acute
need arises. However, Lofstrom (2014) and MacLeod (2020) revealed that in some educational
institutions, instructors are unaware of academic integrity policies; as a result, they observed the
deterioration of it every year. This negligence mainly happened because of excessive overwork
and incomplete institutional policies. Thus, it is possible to say that there are many factors that
play a role in students’ perceptions of academic integrity.

2.2.2 Main Types of Academic Dishonesty
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Academic integrity and academic dishonesty are the two notions that frequently come
together, but their meanings are different. As such, academic dishonesty is defined as “any
deceitful or unfair act intended to produce a more desirable outcome on an exam, paper,
homework assignment, or other assessment of learning” (Chow et al., 2021, p.30). The types of
academic dishonesty include plagiarism, fabrication, deception, cheating, sabotage, outside help,
and others.

To promote academic integrity, first, the most common unethical behaviors should be
identified. According to the earlier findings provided by Munir et al. (2011), whose participants
were 200 BS and MS students majoring in science, sabotage, electronic cheating, and outside
help are the top three behaviors leading to academic dishonesty. Also, Alleyne and Phillips
(2011) study suggested that, on the other hand, lying and copying behaviors were the most
frequent, and on the other hand, inventing data and using cheat sheets were much less common.
The more recent research findings made by Anitha and Sundaram (2021) also agreed in terms of
using external sources and cheating, and they added plagiarism and lying as other types of
unethical behaviour. Moreover, the study revealed that students do not consider plagiarism as a
severe form of academic misconduct, whereas cheating on exams is viewed negatively. Landa-
Blanco et al. (2021) admitted that the most common forms of academic misconduct were
plagiarism on assignments and exams and helping others do the same. In addition, students who
frequently violated the rules did not consider it immoral and frequently justified their behavior as
others also did the same. Most of them also reported cheating starting in school.

2.2.3 The Use of ChatGPT and Academic Integrity
Another area of concern nowadays is the use of ChatGPT. It has become pervasive

among students who complete their written home assignments and pass final examinations with



17

the help of this tool. With the beginning of the widespread use of ChatGPT in November 2022,
nowadays, around 180 million people are active users of this application, and more than 43% of
students rely on it while completing their homework (Nerdynav, 2024). The popularity of Chat
GPT has been achieved by its “greatly enhanced reasoning ability, understanding of complex
issues, and code writing capability” (Yu, 2023, p.27). Shalevska (2023) describes several ways,
in which students can implement Chat GPT in the educational sphere which are as follows:
language learning, writing assistance, automated grading, and personalized learning. Language
learning mainly refers to the simulation of real-life interactions and providing users with
feedback on their errors. Writing assistance can correct students’ grammatical, punctuation, or
spelling errors and also promote automated grading, which decreases teachers’ workload and
gives immediate feedback. Finally, this application can be utilized to search for materials based
on the users’ needs. Furthermore, such personalization of learning can improve “academic
achievement, engagement, and self-efficacy” (Wu, 2017, p.57), which will result in better
learning outcomes. Also, it was determined that Chat GPT has the potential to provide
autodidactic learners with real-time feedback, increased accessibility, convenience, flexibility,
self-assessment, and reflection (Firat, 2023; Oranga, 2023). Consequently, this application can
become an indispensable component in self-studying.

Cotton et al. (2024) claimed that Chat GPT is potentially useful for instructors too as it
helps to design multiple assessment tasks tailored to each student’s individual needs and levels
which is not likely to be achievable without using artificial intelligence. Also, with the help of
this application, it is possible to create a game-based assessment with immediate feedback. As
regards the assessment of essays, this application can help by “automating assessment,

plagiarism detection, administration, as well as feedback mechanisms” (p.351) if programmed
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carefully (Sharma & Yadav, 2022). Another advantage of using Chat GPT is the creation of
lesson plans and materials. Plessis (2023) explored the teachers’ perceptions of a lesson plan
designed by Chat GPT. Overall, it was found that it generally corresponded to the objectives and
the level of students, and designed some exercises which in turn provided a kind of skeleton for
teachers. However, it was suggested to be double-checked by the real teacher to make tasks more
creative and think about smooth transitions between different stages of the lesson. Finally,
according to Bonner (2023), Chat GPT can be helpful in simplifying texts for students, checking
grammar and mechanics, generating speaking and writing prompts, and creating presentation
notes. Thus, Chat GPT can significantly decrease teachers’ workload.

On the other hand, the use of Chat GPT undoubtedly challenges the idea of academic
integrity. Shalevska (2023) experimented with using Chat GPT in order to pass state exams in
Macedonia. The results showed that Chat GPT could answer 80% of multiple-choice questions
correctly and wrote an essay that fully corresponded to all the requirements. Therefore, she
suggested paying careful attention in exam proctoring to eliminate cheating. Another difficulty
lies in the identification of Al-generated content in written works. Webber Wulff et al. (2023)
used both humans and plagiarism-checking software applications to identify whether there was
Al in students’ essays. The results revealed that among other plagiarism checkers, Turnitin was
more accurate in identifying plagiarized content. As regards human evaluators, sometimes they
appeared to be less “reliable” in this respect because advanced grammar and vocabulary
frequently led them to categorizing this essay as Al-generated. In conclusion, the authors stated
that neither applications, nor humans can guarantee 100% accuracy in detecting Al. Similar
results were obtained by Hsu et al. (2023). In their study, Chat GPT had to write structured and

unstructured abstracts for research papers. After that, they were distributed among human raters
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and submitted to a plagiarism checker. It was revealed that only a minority of papers were
identified to be Al-generated by humans. As regards the plagiarism checker, it revealed that
unstructured abstracts were less likely to have been determined as plagiarized. Another threat to
academic integrity is seen in the students’ awareness of committing academic misconduct.
Rosyanafi (2023) stated that students have become cautious about using Chat GPT which,
however, does not mean they stopped relying on it in the completion of home assignments.
Rather, students elaborated on other ways of using it: they started paraphrasing Al-generated
output and checking its reliability before submitting their works.

Consequently, based on the abovementioned findings, nowadays, plagiarism, cheating on
exams, and the use of Chat GPT are the most prevalent types of academic dishonesty.
2.2.4 Reasons for Violating Academic Integrity

Academically dishonest behavior happens because of a number of reasons. However, one
of the most important issues in violating academic integrity lies in the fact that students do not
have awareness of what exactly constitutes cheating. As a result, according to Zangla (2023), as
students lack knowledge in this respect, they cannot determine the severity of their actions.
However, students are more likely to determine their peers’ dishonest behavior rather than their
own one. In addition, Bachore (2016) determined two areas of concern: cheating on exams and
plagiarizing home assignments. As regards the first category, the main reasons for violating rules
were the desire to get high grades, challenging and unrelated to the course material exam
questions, and too limited time for completion. Plagiarism usually occurred due to contract
cheating and improper use of published sources. This opinion was supported by Anitha and
Sundaram (2021), who also added parental expectations and conformity as the main reasons for

violations. Her participants, especially first- and second-year students, were heavily pressured by
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parents in terms of academic success. Also, as they saw negative examples, shown by their peers,
they were more likely to disobey the rules too. Furthermore, another interesting finding was
proposed by Kennet and Shkodkina (2018) who conducted a comparative study between the
USA and Ukraine. Based on their findings, Ukranian students violated academic integrity twice
more frequently than their American peers, and the authors attributed it to differences in culture
and mindset. In addition, the researchers classified the reasons for violations into two groups:
internal individual and external contextual factors with goal orientation to better grades and lack
of awareness in the first category, and influencing peer behavior and lack of control in the
second. To sum up, the reasons for violating academic integrity range from parents’ expectations
to lack of awareness.
2.3 The Instructors’ Roles in Maintaining Academic Integrity

As was previously mentioned, Peters et al. (2019) proposed a classification of roles
instructors take in terms of promoting academic integrity. According to this classification, the
roles are named based on the level of responsibility and involvement on behalf of instructors.
They are as follows: ambassador, collaborator, cooperator, casual, referrer, delegator, and
detached. This can be seen from the following explanation of some roles: while ambassadors are
fully responsible, recognize, and teach their students a variety of skills, for example,
paraphrasing and citation techniques, detached instructors either do not pay any attention to the
maintenance of academic integrity or rely on students’ conscience. Also, according to the
findings, Peters et al. (2019) claimed ambassador and detached roles were the most popular ones.
It was still evident that some instructors combined two or more roles, such as being a cooperator

and a referrer.
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Another classification was proposed by Lofstrom et al. (2014), considering those
instructors, who took an active role in teaching about academic integrity. Thus, their suggestion
was to divide them into five groups: teachers of rules and values, gatekeepers of the academy,
teaching-oriented social reformers, academic integrity modelers who emphasize student
responsibility, and academic integrity skill-builders. The resemblance of the first two categories
can be seen with the ambassador, collaborator, and cooperator roles, proposed by Peters et al.
(2019). However, Lofstrom et al. (2014) stated that roles vary not only in how extensively
instructors teach the rules of academic integrity but also in how thoroughly they explain its
values and highlight its significance. In general, Lofstrom et al. (2014) and Peter et al. (2019)
concluded that the percentage of teachers who are active in terms of maintaining academic
integrity in their lessons is moderately small; thus, more steps should be taken to uplift its
significance.

2.4 The Instructors’ Strategies to Promote Academic Integrity

The previous subchapters presented the importance of academic integrity, students’
perceptions, and instructors’ roles. As it is evident from them, steps are taken to mitigate
academic dishonesty. Therefore, the following part of the literature review will present an outline
of strategies that instructors believe to be effective in higher education institutions.

2.4.1 The Use of Online Applications

After the outbreak of COVID-2019, online education has gained a lot of popularity.
Therefore, students are likely to benefit from courses, devoted to academic integrity if they take
them in this mode of delivery. Previous studies, conducted by Belter and Du Pré (2009) and
Henslee et al. (2015), demonstrate successful implementation of such courses in practice. Belter

and Du Pré (2009) believed that an integration of an online academic integrity course will result
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in a sharp decline in the frequency of violations. Moreover, it should be made compulsory for all
first-year students to yield the most efficient results. The authors emphasized the importance of
this course and recommended restricting students from taking other subjects in case of failing it
as was in their study. The designed online tutorial provided explicit information, concerning the
types of academic dishonesty, it included a description of various forms of academic misconduct,
ways to avoid it, and potential consequences. The results indicated that the frequency of cheating
became four times lower after students completed the course. However, some works were still
heavily plagiarized, and Belter and Du Pr¢ attributed it to students’ lack of knowledge, which
caused an inability to complete assignments honestly. Later in 2015, Henslee et al. (2015)
duplicated Belter and Du Pré’s tutorial with an alteration in terms of its format — they introduced
pre-recorded lectures and added revision tests to check comprehension. Both studies revealed
almost equal effectiveness of online tutorials and pre-recorded lectures, but Henslee et al. (2015)
determined that those students, who attempted the quiz more often, plagiarized more often as
well. Therefore, the authors concluded that they lacked an understanding of how plagiarism can
be avoided.

Another study conducted by Stoesz and Los (2019) determined the impact of using a
similar application on the maintenance of academic integrity by high school students (grades 8-
13) and undergraduates. The authors found out that prior to being introduced to the notion of
academic integrity, nearly every student had violated it more than once. However, after the
experiment, this application showed effectiveness, particularly with younger high school students
and the 24-28 age group. Also, from a psychological point of view, it was revealed that

individuals with higher levels of motivation and responsibility in studying were less likely to



23

cheat. Therefore, based on the previous research findings, it is believed that online applications
and tutorials are a good strategy to be used in higher education.
2.4.2 The Use of Turnitin

With the invention of Turnitin in 1998, it has been widely used to detect plagiarism,
based on the matches of text with that published on the Internet. Nowadays, it is used in more
than 185 countries in 20000 institutions (Turnitin, 2024). Overall, Turnitin is viewed favorably
by instructors, as it is an effective plagiarism detector, which helps to decrease cheating (Amin,
2019; Ismail & Jabri, 2023; Sutherland-Smith & Carr, 2005). This claim is supported by Ismail
and Jabri (2023), whose study revealed that plagiarism rates decreased by a third when students
knew their instructors checked their written assignments in Turnitin. However, apart from
making students aware of using Turnitin, the authors added that it is necessary to teach them how
to avoid plagiarism. Also, there was one drawback in this application: it did not always show an
accurate percentage of plagiarism by counting common phrases as cheating. The same opinion
was expressed by Amin (2019) and Sutherland-Smith and Carr (2005) whose participants were
students. Even though they believed that Turnitin acts as a deterrent to plagiarism, they also
noted its inaccuracy in calculating the percentage. Based on these comments, in both cases, it
was suggested to doublecheck written assignments manually to see what was considered
plagiarism. Abrahamson (2024) also determined that students view peer assessment as a
beneficial function of this application because it promotes collaboration. In addition, more
attention should be given to practicing paraphrasing techniques.
2.4.3 The Use of Honor Codes

Another effective strategy that is popular in Western universities is the use of honor

codes. As Tatum and Schwartz (2017) claimed, they act as a written and signed contract between
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teachers and students, and it is likely to impede cheating and plagiarism. Also, a similar opinion
was expressed by Scanlan (2006) who found out that universities with honor codes faced far
fewer challenges with maintaining academic integrity than the universities without such
practices. In addition, Gurung et al. (2012) gave some recommendations on how to write them.
First, honor codes are to be written formally, and they should clearly describe the consequences
students will face in case of any violations. Second, it is necessary for students to sign them to
confirm that they have read and understood. Since some students might be unfamiliar with honor
codes, Shu et al. (2012) suggested introducing them from the very beginning of the semester.
Furthermore, to make the most of using honor codes, Scanlan (2006) recommended conducting
training for students and encouraging instructors to be role models for them. The following
passage is an excerpt from the honor code, published by the College of Arts and Science:

I shall perform honestly all my academic obligations. I will not represent the words,

works, or ideas of others as my own, will not cheat, and will not seek to mislead faculty

or other academic officers in their evaluation of my coursework or in any other academic

affair.
2.4.4 The Use of Authentic Assessment as an Alternative to Tests

Sotiriadou et al. (2019) proposed authentic assessment as an effective strategy to mitigate
academic dishonesty. This type of assessment involves creating authentic assignments, which
cannot be easily searched on the Internet; consequently, students will need to use their creativity,
critical thinking, and problem-solving skills to complete them. As such, the authors maintained
that rather than assessing students’ knowledge through standard multiple-choice tests, teachers
should replace them with case studies, interviews, or video shootings to make assessment more

meaningful for students. To ensure their depth of knowledge, it was suggested to have face-to-
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face discussions with students. Also, implementing scaffolding techniques and regular progress
checking would ensure successful completion of the assigned task. In addition, Sotiriadou et al.
(2019) revealed that students’ motivation grew when they were given authentic tasks because
they simultaneously got practical knowledge and hands-on experience. Also, based on the results
of their research, there were fewer violations of academic integrity. In Openo’s (2023) opinion,
authentic assessment is a contributor to the improvement of “the truly human skills of strategy,
creativity, and compassion” (p.229), which will help to promote the culture of academic integrity.
Evangelista (2025) also supported the idea of using authentic assessment in the form of case
studies and shooting videos, as this form promotes creativity and application of knowledge.
However, she suggested being cautious in assigning essays since they can be Al-generated or
purchased.

However, authentic assessment can be difficult to conduct because of the evaluating
criteria. To tackle this problem, the author developed a five-dimension framework for assessing
students, which included task, physical, digital, social contexts, final product, and criteria and
standards.

In order to develop tasks for authentic assessment, another framework was developed by
Iverson et al. (2008). While designing authentic tasks, instructors should consider these factors:
complexity, feed forward, fidelity, frequency, and impact. Ellis et al. (2019) also supported this
idea because without meeting these criteria, the tasks will be poorly structured and will lead to
cheating, destroying the meaning of this assessment.

2.4.5 The Use of Online Proctoring Applications
During the COVID-2019 pandemic, a lot of universities switched to the online mode of

conducting examinations. However, this has caused difficulties in terms of maintaining academic
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integrity, as students could easily cheat. Based on the results, provided by Ivié¢ and Sostari¢
(2022), there was a significant improvement in students’ results when they were not proctored in
comparison with the previous years. That is why, the authors recommended using Moodle with
installed proctoring. Also, they mentioned the necessity of including a random selection of
questions from a large database, time limits, and the inability to switch between questions. The
same view was shared by Shaushenova et al. (2021), who promoted online proctoring tools to
decrease the likelihood of cheating in the online setting. This would ensure minimal deviation
between the test results in the online and offline modes. Another application, similar to Moodle,
is called Proctorio. Bergmans et al. (2021) determined that the students regarded it as a barrier to
cheating and answered the questions honestly. Mutawa and Sruthi (2021) mentioned that blended
proctoring was seen as the best version to conduct exams. Online proctoring, powered by Al, is
convenient for instructors but limits students by not allowing them to ask questions.
Consequently, in the blended format, the application monitors students while enabling instructors
to provide any required help.
2.6 Conclusion

This literature review aimed to provide an overview of students’ perceptions of academic
integrity and the instructors’ roles in it. In addition, it tried to shed light on the most effective and
precise strategies that are used. Also, the reviewed literature mainly focused on the experience of
universities in other countries; however, there was a clear lack of studies related to the
determination of the situation in Kazakhstan. In light of the fact that Kazakhstani students
frequently violate the rules of academic integrity, the subsequent chapters will review what

strategies instructors use and compare them with the abovementioned ones.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology

This research has a dual focus: first, it aims to identify the students’ awareness of the
level of adherence to academic integrity in their educational institution, and second, it will reveal
the strategies the instructors use to diminish the likelihood of academic misconduct. Therefore,
this chapter will present an overview of the research design, a description of data collection
tools, the procedures involved in conducting it, and an analysis of results and findings.
3.1 Research Design

To achieve the dual aim of the current study, mixed method research was selected as it
involves the combination of elements peculiar to both quantitative and qualitative approaches.
Since it utilizes their strengths in order to sufficiently address complex issues and reveal a deep
understanding of research problems (Creswell, 2017), it is considered to be more effective in
conducting research in the education sphere. As regards the quantitative part, the questionnaire,
consisting of 17 predominantly multiple-choice questions, was distributed among 187 TFL first-
third-year students. Therefore, this part followed a quantitative non-experimental research
design, and its type was descriptive, as the aim was to assess students’ current level of awareness,
not to show causality. Creswell and Creswell (2018) claimed that descriptive quantitative
research is capable of identifying common trends, patterns, and characteristics within a
population which aligns with the aim of the current research to identify the students’ awareness.
Also, to make the research findings more generalizable, a large population took part which can
only be achieved with the help of quantitative research methods (Groves et al., 2019).

Concerning the qualitative part, a phenomenological research design was chosen, as the

instructors’ number is significantly lower than the students. According to Geu (2021), single,
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objective reality does not exist; therefore, this type will be useful in providing deep insights into
the instructors’ perceived roles and strategies in teaching students about academic integrity. In
addition, the frameworks for the instructors’ classification of roles were adapted from the studies
by Lofstrom et al. (2014) and Peters et al. (2019), which were also phenomenological. The
framework, proposed by Peters et al. (2019), differentiated the roles based on the instructors’
degrees of involvement in teaching about academic integrity, while Lofstrom et al. (2014)
focused only on highly involved ones and subdivided them into distinct categories, taking into
account the strategies they used.
3.2 Participants and Sampling Method

The research participants were divided into two distinct categories: students and
instructors. The research site was a private university in Almaty, Kazakhstan. Non-probability
convenience sampling was employed to reach the students. According to Nikolopoulou (2022),
this method is beneficial as “proximity, availability at a given time, or willingness to participate
in the research are maintained” (p.5). Therefore, as the researcher had access to the target
population, the choice was made towards the non-probability convenience sampling method. The
only requirements for the students’ participation were to be more than 18 years old and to study
in the 1-3" years, majoring in TFL (Two Foreign Languages). Senior students were not invited to
participate in the questionnaire because they no longer had lessons related to learning English;
therefore, their contribution could impact the reliability and validity of the current study, which
was limited only to the maintenance of academic integrity in English lessons. Namely, the
research involved diverse participants in terms of gender, year of study, and ethnicity which was

done to increase the generalizability of findings.
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The second group of participants were the instructors teaching these students, and a
purposive non-probability method was chosen. To identify whether they corresponded to the
predetermined criteria, background questions, related to their department at the university and
subjects taught, were asked. In case the instructors taught any subject related to learning English
in the language department, they were admitted to the study. This sampling technique is
beneficial as it allows to choose the participants who were “especially knowledgeable about or
experienced with a phenomenon of interest” (Creswell and Clark, 2017, p. 533). In addition, it
prevented the interference of instructors from other faculties or departments whose views might
be different and, therefore, can provide another picture.

3.3 Data Collection

The process of data collection consisted of several steps. Prior to distributing the
questionnaire among students and conducting interviews with instructors, permission from the
Research Ethics Committee was obtained (Appendix A). To design the questionnaire, the
questions were adapted from the McCabe Academic Integrity Survey (M-AIS). This survey was
developed by McCabe, the founder of the International Center for Academic Integrity, and has
been tested on approximately 100000 students worldwide over 30 years. Canham (2011) claimed
that the validity of this data collection tool is high — Cronbach’s alpha was 0.94. Therefore, this
version (Appendix B) was chosen to be adapted and distributed among Kazakhstani participants.
The survey is based on the three main theories: Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991),
Social Learning Theory (Bandura 1977), and Moral Development Theory (Kohlberg, 1958).
Overall, the adapted version of this questionnaire contained five sections: the first related to
background information questions, regarding the age, year of study, and gender. The second part

related to estimating the awareness of academic integrity policies in this university; therefore,
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open-ended and Likert-scale questions were asked. These questions focused on identifying how
well the students were aware of the policies and the ways they were introduced to them. This part
is connected with the Social Learning Theory, as it focuses on the institutional culture that shapes
students’ behavior. The third and fourth sections helped to determine the students’ awareness of
academic integrity and dishonesty as well as their self-reported cheating behaviors. Although the
questions in both sections were similar, they were assessed on different scales and provided
diverse insights. As for the students’ awareness, the questions were based on the Theory of
Planned Behavior which emphasizes people’s attitudes towards a particular norm or rule.
Concerning self-reported cheating, this part was supported by Moral Development Theory since
it focuses on students’ honesty and morality, as well as possible justifications of violations.
Student’s awareness was evaluated on a scale from 1 to 4 (where 1 was referred to as not
cheating, 2 — trivial cheating, 3 — moderate cheating, and 4 — serious cheating, adapted from AIS)
while self-reported behavior was from 1 to 3 (1 —never, 2 — once, 3 — more than once). The last
section comprised open-ended questions asking students about their actions in case of violations
at their current state and in the future. These questions probed to identify students’ actions
towards academic dishonesty and resemble the focus of Moral Development Theory and the
Theory of Planned Behavior.

After the designing stage, the questionnaire was distributed among 20 students for a pilot-
study. Having reviewed the questions, the participants provided feedback on them, and certain
changes in terms of wording were made. Subsequently, the questionnaire (Appendix C) was
distributed among 187 TFL students by means of Google Classroom and Gmail. Overall, there
were 14 main questions, and it took around 30 minutes for students to answer them. This part of

the research was conducted in January and February 2025.
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The second phase of the data collection process was in the form of semi-structured
interviews among 12 TFL instructors. Before participating, all instructors signed a consent form
to confirm the voluntariness of their participation (Appendix D). In general, the interview
questions (Appendix E) were structured to gain information about the instructors’ roles in
teaching about academic integrity and the strategies they used to achieve these objectives. To
reveal the instructors’ perceived roles, the questions and classifications were adapted from Peters
et al. (2019) and Lofstrom et al. (2014) studies. While Peters et al. (2019) provided a general
description of all roles, Lofstrom et al. (2014) explained from another point of view by
explaining what actions they take to maintain academic integrity. Thus, these researchers
provided a framework for the current study. To develop questions regarding the strategies, a
substantial number of research articles devoted to the same topic were reviewed, and the
questions were made based on the literature review.

After finishing writing the interview questions, they were reviewed by a scientific
supervisor and two other professors who had the same research interests. Following this, 14
semi-structured interviews were conducted in face-to-face or online formats, depending on the
availability and convenience of the research participants. All these interviews were held in March
2025. Each session began with a description of the purpose, benefits, and risks of participation,
followed by signing a consent form and the interview itself which lasted for 25-40 minutes. The
audios were recorded by using the Transcriptor application.

3.4 Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics analysis was used to analyze the quantitative part of this research.

As the participants were the students of one private university, this method seems to be more

appropriate as the results could not be generalized to the whole population (Bhandari, 2023).
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Next, Amit’s (2023) 4-step model was chosen to analyze the collected data. The description of
the steps involved is as follows: data preparation (cleaning and organizing data), descriptive
analysis (computation of means of central tendency), inferential analysis, and reporting the
results. The results were calculated with the use of mean and standard deviation as they provided
a moderately valid representation of information. As in the questionnaire the participants had to
choose a verbal description of awareness regarding violations and the frequency of cheating,
each of these categories was assigned a specific number, taken from McCabe’s AIS (2010). As
for correlation part, Spearman’s rank correlation was used to calculate them, and the results were
interpreted based on Cresswell (1986). SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) was
used to calculate the results.

The next step was to analyze the qualitative part - semi-structured interviews with
instructors. Hatch’s (2002) typological analysis was used to interpret the findings. After
determining the typologies, the data was categorized into themes and coded as follows:
instructors’ roles (IR), academic integrity and violations (code AIV), online applications (code
OA), honor codes (code HC), authentic assessment (code AA), and online proctoring
applications (code APA).

3.5 Reliability and Validity

To increase the reliability and validity, the available version of the AIS was taken and
adapted to meet the aim of the research. In addition, the questions for semi-structured interviews
were compiled after analyzing a number of articles (Lofstrom et al., 2014; Peters et al., 2014;
Scanlan, 2006; Sotiriadou et al., 2020; Tatum & Schwartz., 2019). Both data collection tools
were developed with the help of the research supervisor, underwent a pilot study, and were

revised based on the provided feedback. Before uploading the raw data into the Excel
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application, it was manually double-checked by the researcher, and all irrelevant or incomplete
responses were eliminated.
3.6 Significance

Regarding the practical significance, this research revealed the current state of adherence
to academic integrity from the students’ perspective. It showed their perceptions of this notion in
terms of awareness of what constitutes academic integrity, frequency of violations, and attitude
toward them. From the instructors’ viewpoint, their perceived roles and working strategies were
identified. Therefore, this information helped to determine how academic integrity is perceived
and maintained in English lessons, which can further be used for the development of specific
rules and regulations for university policies.
3.7 Limitations and Recommendations

The research lacks generalizability, since it was conducted in one university and involved
one major — TFL. The choice was made intentionally, as this specialty prepares future foreign
language teachers, and it is a must for them to get high-quality knowledge. However, to mitigate
this limitation further research can be conducted on a larger scale with the involvement of
students and instructors from other majors.
3.8 Ethical Concerns

As the topic of this research is highly discussed and multiple views are presented in the
academic sphere, special attention was given to maintaining ethics. Therefore, prior to
conducting the study, the research participants filled in the self-assessment form on the
university’s official website. Since this topic is sensitive and some potential risks were identified,
there was a need to submit the research proposal. After that, the researcher followed the

recommendations given by the Research Ethics Committee to keep risks to a minimum. In
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addition, all participants were familiarized with the details of the interview and questionnaire and
were given a consent form (Appendix D and E) to sign to confirm the voluntariness of their
participation. The students could start answering the questionnaire after ticking the “I agree”
option in Google Forms, and instructors had to sign the printed version. Also, everyone reserved
the right to withdraw from the study at any point without further conflicts with the researcher or

their academic institution.
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CHAPTER 4
Results and Findings

This chapter of the dissertation is divided into two parts dedicated to presenting students’
awareness of academic integrity and instructors’ strategies to uphold it in English lessons. As
such, the first part demonstrates the results from the questionnaire distributed among first-third-
year students, and the second part reveals the instructors’ responses.
4.1 Background Information about the Participants

This section presents the background information about the participants of the study, who
were divided into two groups: students and instructors. The questionnaire was conducted among
187 Two Foreign Languages (TFL) students. Based on the background questions, the majority of
students were aged 18-20 (83,7%) and 21-23 (6,4%). In addition, 75 participants (40%) were
first-year students, 56 (30%) — second-year, and 56 (30%)- third-year. Also, there were 158
females (85%), 24 males (13%), and 5 respondents (2%) did not reveal their gender. Their GPA
was mostly between 2.67 and 3.66 (88%) while 36 students (19%) and 16 students (16%) had
3.67-4.0 and 1.67-2.66 respectively (see Table 1).
Table 1

Demographic Information about the Respondents

Variable Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Age 18-20 175 93.6
21-23 12 6.4
Year of study Year 1 75 40.1
Year 2 56 29.9
Year 3 56 29.9
Gender Male 24 12.8
Female 158 84.5
Prefer not to say 2 1.1
Approximate GPA 3.67-4.0 36 19.3
2.67-3.66 164 87.9

1.67-2.66 16 8.6
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Since the scope of this research was limited only to those instructors who taught English,
the background information questions aimed to gather more information about their work
experience (length and workplaces) as well as the subjects that they taught. It was found that all
instructors had been working in higher education for 2-27 years with the majority having 4-7
years of experience there. Prior to coming to university, the majority reported having worked at
schools, language centers, or as private tutors. At the university level, they taught the following
subjects: Foreign Language (1-2) of B1 and B2 levels, Reading and Writing B1, Academic
Writing (C1), and English for Specific Purposes (C1-C2 levels) (see Table 2).

Table 2

Demographic Information about the Participants

Code Work Experience Subjects Taught
Participant 1 3 years Foreign Language (B1), Reading and Writing
Participant 2 28 years Academic Writing, English for Academic Purposes (C1)
Participant 3 8 years Reading and Writing, English for Specific Purposes
Participant 4 6 years Foreign Language (B1), Academic Writing (C1)
Participant 5 2 years Foreign Language (B1, B2), Reading and Writing
Participant 6 1 year English for Specific Purposes (C1)
Participant 7 8 years Foreign Language (B1, B2), Reading and Writing,

Academic Writing C1

Participant 8 3 years Academic Writing (C1), English for Specific Purposes (C1)
Participant 9 3 years Foreign Language (B2), Public Speaking (C1)
Participant 10 2 years Foreign Language (B1, B2), Reading and Writing
Participant 11 4 years English for Specific Purposes (C1), Reading and Writing
Participant 12 4 years Academic Writing (C1), Reading and Writing

4.2 The Students’ Awareness of Academic Integrity
This part of the dissertation will focus on exploring the students’ perceptions of academic
integrity. As such, it is divided into the subchapters that describe the students’ awareness,

perceived severity of academic dishonesty, and self-reported engagement in it.
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4.2.1 Definitions of Academic Integrity

To investigate students’ awareness of academic integrity, they were asked to define this
term in their own words and to explain their attitude towards it. The typology identified for these
responses was called “The Students’ Definitions of Academic Integrity”” which was further
divided into themes, and they were coded as follows: honesty (code H), cheating issues (code
CI), trust and respect (code TR), and other definitions (code OD) (Table 3).
Table 3

Student s Definitions of Academic Integrity

Codes Code Description Examples

Honesty (Code H) Emphasis on being honest “For me academic integrity
towards academic is about ethical behavior in
community my university”

Cheating Issues (CI) Implying that cheating “Unspoken rules that are a
should be avoided at all must for everyone: no
costs cheating in any situation”

Trust and Respect (TR) Building an environment of ~ “Fair collaboration and
trust and respect within a contribution in group work”
group

Honesty (Code H)

Overall, it can be seen that for a lot of respondents (n = 42), academic integrity primarily
referred to showing honesty towards oneself and their academic progress. This is evident from
the following responses:

“Academic integrity is an honest and responsible manner of studying” (Respondent 7).

“It is being honest with yourself and your studies” (Respondent 100).

Cheating Issues (Code CI)

Another widespread opinion was related to the cheating issues. The students ( n = 30)

believed that cheating discredits one’s work and, therefore, should be avoided especially during
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midterms or final exams. In this case, academic integrity was related to “unspoken rules, such as
saying no to cheating”. Based on the frequency of mentioning, the importance of producing
original work was ranked third, i.e., the participants acknowledged that plagiarism and
unpermitted use of artificial intelligence can potentially be harmful to their academic reputation.

“It involves completing assignments independently, giving proper credit to sources,
avoiding cheating or plagiarism, and upholding ethical standards in research and learning. It
ensures that knowledge is built on trust and respect” (Respondent 110).

Trust and Respect (Code TR)

Based on the response, it is evident that many students (n = 30) also related academic
integrity to showing trust and respect to other members of the academic community. It was
particularly noticeable in the responses of third-year students who highlighted the need for fair
role distribution and equal contribution to their final projects.

“As part of the team, I am fully responsible for the grade my groupmates get;
consequently, I try to do my best not to let them down” (Respondent 67).

Other definitions of academic integrity involved adhering to rules and standards,
commitment to learning, and constant reflection and self-improvement. Also, around 80% of
students showed a positive attitude towards upholding academic integrity, stating its utmost
importance in academic settings. As such, it can be deduced that students had a fairly clear
understanding of what academic integrity is and vitality of its maintenance.

4.2.2 The Students’ Attitudes towards Academic Integrity

Around 80% of students showed a positive attitude towards upholding academic integrity,

stating its utmost importance in academic settings. As such, it can be deduced that students had a

fairly clear understanding of what academic integrity is and vitality of its maintenance.
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Also, it was determined that 69% of students were aware of academic integrity prior to
entering the university. In addition, a separate analysis revealed that schools started paying more
attention to academic integrity as 75% of first-year students showed familiarity with this notion
whereas only 66% of sophomores and juniors had prior knowledge regarding this notion. After
becoming students, 91% of respondents reported being informed about the university’s academic
integrity policies. From their point of view, the main informants of academic integrity were
faculty members and the first-year orientation program whereas the student handbook was
considered the least effective. As such the results are presented in Table 4:

Table 4

Students’ Awareness of Academic Integrity Policies

Question Response Option Frequency Percentage
(n) (%)
Academic integrity policy  Yes 129 69
at school
No 58 31
Informed about the Yes 167 89.3

university’ academic
integrity policies

No 20 10.7
Sources of information First-year orientation program 94 50.3
Campus website 43 23
Student handbook 19 10.2
Academic advisor 52 27.8
Other students 51 27.3
Faculty members 109 58.3

Since the majority of students reported being informed about academic integrity policies
of their educational institution, it was important to investigate their effectiveness from the
students’ point of view. Overall, students believed that the faculty members’ and their own
understanding of academic integrity policies was quite high, the mean being at 4.14 and 4.05 in

turn. This is also supported by the SD which was 0.96 in the first case and 0.92 — in the second,
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showing internal consistency. Regarding the severity of penalties for cheating (mean = 3.78) and
the effectiveness of policies (mean = 3.76), it is possible to say that they were moderate, and also
SD at 1.1 and 1.03 showed the participants’ mixed opinions concerning them. Finally, the year
breakdown revealed that the Year 3 students considered all these items to be more severe than
Year 1 or Year 2. Table 5 shows the comparison of students’ perceptions by year:

Table 5

Assessment of policies

Item Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Years 1-3

mean SD mean SD mean SD mean SD

The severity of penalties at 3.79 1.11  3.68 1.06  3.88 1.13  3.78 1.1
university

Your own understanding 393 0.9 409 092 416 095 4.05 0.92
of these policies

The faculty’s 412 1.02 421 087 4.11 097 4.14  0.96
understanding of these

policies

The effectiveness of these  3.79 0.98  3.73 098 3.73 1.15  3.76 1.03
policies

Apart from the policy’s evaluation, it was necessary to determine which aspects of
academic integrity instructors explained during their lessons. Based on the results presented in
Table 6, it is clear that the most discussed item was plagiarism with a mean value of 4.13 and SD
1.04, demonstrating its high frequency. The second place was taken by the presentation of
guidelines on group work and collaboration (mean — 3.91 and SD — 0.99). Proper citation and
referencing of sources, as well as falsifying and fabricating research data scored 3.79 and 3.38,
which means that they were sometimes explained, can be attributed to the fact that only 3™ year
students typically had subjects requiring the abovementioned categories. Also, the breakdown of

scores showed that the frequency of discussing aspects of academic integrity rose with the year
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of study. It was evident that those students who came to study in 2024 were more informed about
academic integrity than those who began in 2022.

Table 6

Frequency of Instruction on Academic Integrity Topics

Item Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Years 1-3

In the past, how often did mean SD mean SD mean SD  mean SD
your instructors discuss:

Plagiarism 383 1.06 429 1.02 439 095 413 1.04
Guidelines on group work  3.71 1.03 391 094 418 092 391 099
and collaboration

Proper citation and 353 097 386 099 4.09 1.07 3.79 1.04
referencing of sources
Falsifying/ fabricating 312 1.17 346 124 366 13 3.38 1.24

research data

In addition to discussing academic integrity, it was found that instructors also used some
strategies to prevent academic dishonesty. It was evident from the typological analysis from
which the following strategies emerged: Turnitin, proper referencing, and clear guidelines in the
syllabus, and creative assignments. In the first place was Turnitin, claimed to be used for
checking every assignment. The students believed that it acted as a deterrent to cheating and
decreased taking information from the Internet and Chat GPT. Also, they mentioned careful
proctoring during exams and assignment of tasks to be done in class. This way, the likelihood of
cheating was kept to a minimum. Following this, some instructors taught about proper
referencing and citation skills, the aspects students considered problematic and therefore
appreciated what was done for them. In addition, the majority of teachers had specific policies
regarding academic integrity in their syllabi or the description of projects. Finally, the students
noticed that they were sometimes given creative assignments which could not be completed with

the help of artificial intelligence.
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“Firstly, they include academic integrity in their syllabuses. Then, they always ask to
follow these policies when we submit assignments. Besides that, some of them connect lessons
and topic to the topic academic integrity” (Respondent 10).

“They use Turnitin for every task, APA format of citations, timed and supervised
assessments, paraphrasing and summarising sources are provided by teacher. Also, they give us
0 point if they detect Al or plagiarism, so we can understand that it really affects our grade”
(Respondent 15).

4.2.3 Perceived Seriousness and Self-reported Engagement in Academic Dishonesty

The previous sub-part revealed that the students have a fairly clear understanding of
academic integrity. Thus, their perceptions of academic dishonesty and self-reported engagement
in it were explored (Table 7). Based on the results, it is visible that students’ perceptions of
violations of academic integrity differ according to their type. As such, all academically
dishonest behaviours scored higher, implying that they are considered to be moderate cheating.
For example, these behaviors are primarily represented by “using digital technology to get
unpermitted help during the test” (mean = 3.61, SD = 0.68), “copying form another student
during a test without his knowledge” (mean = 3.52, SD = 0.88), and “copying from another
student during a test with his knowledge” (mean = 3.35, SD = 0.86). It is evident that the
majority of students related it either to moderate or serious cheating. Surprisingly, though,
students did not see a big problem in getting questions or answers from someone who has
already taken the test and called it “trivial cheating” as derived from Mean = 2.81 and SD = 1.
Categories, connected to conducting research or working in groups, were mainly seen as trivial
or insignificant cheating. Here, students believed that “fabricating or falsifying research data”

(mean = 3.1, SD = 0.95) and “inappropriately sharing work in group assignments” (mean = 2.9,
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SD = 0.96) are not that serious. As regards doing homework, it was seen as the least problematic
category in terms of cheating. Therefore, items like “working on an assignment with others when
the instructor asked for individual work” (mean = 2.54, SD = 0.97) and “paraphrasing and
copying a few sentences from any source without citing them” (mean = 2.77, SD = 0.95) got the
lowest indicators, implying that they also referred to trivial cheating.

Regarding self-reported engagement in academic dishonesty, different results were
observed. Even though it was revealed that the mean scores ranged between 1.17 and 1.95 that
generally describe the tendency to show academic dishonesty either never or once, there are
some notable trends. As students did not perceive getting answers from someone who already
took the test, many of them engaged in this kind of behavior most often (mean = 1.95, SD =
0.76). Also, they regarded “paraphrasing and copying a few sentences from any source without
citing them” as trivial cheating, the participants were more likely to do this as well. Concerning
the exams, since the violations were perceived to be serious, behaviors “copying from another
student with his knowledge” (mean = 1.44, SD = (0.7) and “copying from another student without
his knowledge” (mean = 1.3, SD = 0.61) were less common among students. Also, behaviors,
such as “purchasing papers” (mean = 1.17, SD = 0.49) and “using a false or forged excuse to
obtain an extension on a due date or delay taking an exam” (mean = 1.21, SD = 0.53) were the
least common self-reported behaviors. Overall, it can be assumed that those behaviors which are
hard to notice are more common than those that can be easily spotted. Consequently, more
students engaged in these less noticeable behavior as they believed they would not be caught for
violating academic integrity policies that are used in their educational institution. As such, Table
7 represents a comparison between the perceived severity of violations of academic integrity and

self-reported engagement in these violations from the students’ point of view.
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Table 7

Perceived Seriousness of Academic Dishonesty and Self-Reported Engagement in it

Item Perceived Self-Reported
Seriousness of Engagement in
Academic Academic
Dishonesty (4-point  Dishonesty (3-point
scale) scale)
Mean SD Mean SD
1) Fabricating or falsifying bibliography 2.96 1.02 1.26 0.53
2) Fabricating or falsifying research data 3.1 0.95 1.37 0.62
3) Working on an assignment with others 2.54 0.97 1.66 0.76
when the instructor asked for individual
work
4) Inappropriately sharing work in group 2.9 0.96 1.48 0.7
assignments
5) Copying another student’s homework 3.37 0.86 1.59 0.79
6) Submitting the same paper in more than  3.16 0.97 1.26 0.57
one course without specific permission
7) Purchasing papers 3.28 0.93 1.17 0.49
8) Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences 2.77 0.95 1.94 0.8

from any source without citing them in a
paper you submitted

9) Getting questions or answers from 2.81 1 1.95 0.76
someone who has already taken a test

10) Helping someone else cheat on a test 3.24 0.91 1.63 0.77
11) Copying from another student duringa 3.35 0.86 1.44 0.7
test with his knowledge

12) Copying from another student duringa  3.52 0.88 1.3 0.61
test without his knowledge

13) Using digital technology to get 3.61 0.68 1.45 0.69
unpermitted help during a test

14) Using crib notes to cheat on an exam 3.23 0.96 1.32 0.63
15) Using a false or forged excuse to 3.22 0.93 1.21 0.53

obtain an extension on a due date or delay
taking an exam

As for the reasons for academic dishonesty, saving scholarship, and lack of knowledge of
the subject matter were the most popular ones to justify the violations as mentioned by around
half of the participants. In addition, 77 (41,2%) of students were burdened with other

assignments which impeded them from being honest in their studies. Also, procrastination and



45

irrelevance of assignments were seen as the reasons for cheating by 51 (27,3%) and 38 (20,3%)
students respectively. Finally, external factors, such as the desire to impress parents or friends
and peer behavior, motivated 27 (14,4%) and 14 (7,5%) of participants to violate academic
integrity (Table 8).

Table 8

Reasons for Violating Academic Integrity

Item Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Saving scholarship 99 52,9%

Lack of knowledge of the subject matter 95 50,8%

Being burdened with other assignments 77 41,2%
Procrastination 51 27,3%
Irrelevance of assignments 38 20,3%

Desire to impress parents or friends 27 14,4%

Peer behavior 14 7,5%

Concerning the abovementioned reasons for violations, some students could provide
justification for their unethical behavior. As a result, based on the responses, they were grouped
into three categories. The first category, represented by 62 students, claimed that it was
impossible to justify any violations as they were made consciously. However, 52 students
believed that academic dishonesty could be justified provided that there are sound reasons. These
reasons included being ill, feeling under constant pressure from parents, having limited
knowledge, or wishing to save a scholarship. Finally, around a third of students could not provide
any response for the given question.

“I believe that no reason can truly justify violating academic integrity because dishonesty
undermines personal growth, fairness, and trust” (Respondent 17).

“Because there’s just too much unnecessary data, I think it could justify cheating for 50%

“(Respondent 30).
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Interestingly, although many students reported engagement in academic dishonesty, they
also mentioned what they (in the role of students) would do if they noticed another student
cheating was asked. Taking aside 27 respondents (14%) who could not give any answer, the rest
were classified 1 into those who would take action and those who would not. As such, 66 students
(35%) reported that they would do the following things: talking to that student privately,
reporting to the teacher or the dean’s office, and gathering clear evidence of academic
dishonesty. However, 94 participants (50%) claimed not doing anything because it is either not
their responsibility to ensure the climate of academic integrity or they do not want to worsen
their relationships with those students.

“If I noticed a student cheating, I would consider the situation carefully before taking
action. First, I would avoid making assumptions and ensure I have clear evidence of dishonesty.
If I were a student, I might decide to speak to the person privately and remind them of the
importance of academic integrity. Encouraging them to do their own work could help them
understand the long-term benefits of learning honestly” (Respondent 16).

“Mostly, 1 just ignore it just because not to avoid getting into any trouble or conflicts with
that student. If the teacher notices, the actions will be done by the teacher and the student will
take responsibility. Even if I understand that the other student cheating will get the highest points
than us, who are not cheating, I try to not pay attention, and just focus on my work” (Respondent
65).

Also, in the future, around 85% of respondents mentioned that they would definitely do it
and provided strategies such as using plagiarism checking applications, assigning creative tasks,

teaching citation and referencing skills, and carefully monitoring students’ behavior. In addition,
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the participants acknowledged that the use of Al will be on the increase in the future; therefore, it
would be their primary responsibility to promote academic integrity in their lessons.

“Yes, as a future teacher, I will take action to promote academic integrity because it is
essential for students’ personal and academic growth. To ensure honesty in learning, I will
implement the following strategies: 1) Educate Students on Academic Integrity — I will clearly
explain what academic dishonesty is and why it matters. 2) Teach Proper Research and Citation
Skills — I will guide students in correctly citing sources and encourage them to develop original
ideas” (Respondent 120).

“If I were a future teacher, I would definitely take action to promote academic integrity. [
would do this by setting clear expectations, teaching proper citation methods, designing
originality-based assignments, and fostering a culture of honesty and accountability”
(Respondent 70)).

4.2.4 Correlation Analysis of Key Variables

Finally, the correlations between potential influencing factors—year of study, GPA,
perceived severity, and self-reported engagement in academic dishonesty—were examined. The
results are presented in Table 9. Spearman’s rank correlation was used to determine the possible
correlation between variables, and the interpretation of the results was made based on Cohen
(1988). As such, initially, the correlation between the year of study and the perceived
seriousness of academic dishonesty was found. It was evident that there was a weak positive
correlation, implying that the students tended to perceive academic dishonesty more seriously, as
their year of study progressed (p = 0.123). P-value = 0.09 implies that the results were
statistically insignificant. This can be attributed to the SD which was usually higher than 1 for

these items which relates to the different opinions expressed by students.
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Concerning the correlation between the year and self-reported engagement, p = 0.0056
and p-value = 0.9395 show no meaningful correlation between these items, and the correlation
was statistically insignificant. However, there was a moderate positive correlation between the
students’ GPA and perceived severity of academic dishonesty which was also statistically
significant (p = 0.499 and p-value < 0.001). This correlation means that the higher GPAs students
have, the more intolerant they are to academic dishonesty. In addition, it was found that students
with higher GPA were less likely to engage in academic dishonesty acts as shown by p = - 0.103
and p-value = 0.171 which indicates a negative correlation according to which as GPA increases,
self-reported cheating decreases. The SD for this part was also higher than 1, suggesting that the
participants held diverse opinions. Finally, a moderate, statistically significant negative
correlation was observed between students’ perceived severity and self-reported engagement (p =
-0.277 and p-value < 0.001) indicating that higher perceived severity means lower engagement.
Table 9

Spearman’s Rank Correlations Between Variables

Variables p p-value
Year & Perceived Severity 0.123 0.09
Year & Self-Reported Engagement 0.0056 0.9395
GPA & Perceived Severity 0.499 <0.001
GPA & Self-Reported Engagement -0.103 0.171
Perceived Severity & Self-Reported Engagement -0.277 <0.001

4.3 The Instructors’ Roles and Promoting Strategies

This part will focus on the representation of the findings derived from semi-structured
interviews that were conducted with EFL instructors. In order to obtain these findings,
typological analysis by Hatch (2002) framework was conducted. This typology was called “The

Instructors’ Roles and Promoting Strategies”, and it was categorized into the following themes
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with codes: Perceptions of Academic Integrity and Dishonesty (code PAID), the Use of Online
Applications (code UOA), the Use of Turnitin (code UT), the Use of Honor Codes (UHC), the
Use of Authentic Assessment (code UAA), and the Use of Online Proctoring Applications.
Overall, there were 12 participants who agreed to participate in the interviews.

4.3.1 Perceptions of Academic Integrity and Dishonesty (code PAID)

Based on the responses, it was evident that all interviewees showed familiarity with the
term “academic integrity” but they all perceived it in a different way. Some instructors limited
this notion to cheating and plagiarism issues that frequently arose during their lessons. Others
expanded it to showing honesty and respect in the professional sphere when it came to
conducting lessons, participating in conferences, or publishing research articles. Also, the
instructors agreed with being role models who shape students’ behavior and who promote
fairness and equality.

“In my opinion, it (academic integrity) is the main requirement for the whole academic
community, starting from Bachelor s degree students to experienced researchers” (Participant
4).

“For students, I think it mainly refers to cheating during the exam time or self-plagiarism
when they repeatedly turn in the same work” (Participant 9).

With the growing popularity of Chat GPT, the majority of respondents regarded it as the
main challenge in preserving academic integrity because of the students’ frequent use of this
chatbot for the completion of homework. Also, they highlighted problems with improper
citations and self-plagiarism when students submit the same work to different teachers. Most of
these problems were attributed to insufficient knowledge of English, poorly developed critical

thinking skills, instructors’ limited understanding of academic integrity policies, and their
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unwillingness to solve cases of academic dishonesty. Moreover, one instructor believed that
falsified medical certificates submitted to retake an exam at a later time can also be an example
of academic dishonesty.

“Violations have become so frequent that I observe them in any assignment I give”

(Participant 1).

“Frankly speaking, I didnt pay enough attention to academic dishonesty. However,
having participated in the Winter seminars, I realized that academic integrity is the most vital
thing in education” (Participant 4).

The next question probed to investigate the instructors’ roles in teaching about academic
integrity. From their responses, it was evident that most of the instructors (67%) were active
while the rest 33% either occupied a passive position and ignored academic dishonesty or
threatened students. As for the active ones they fall into the category of ambassadors since they
take action to teach about academic integrity. For example, these instructors showed
paraphrasing and citation techniques, used various plagiarism detection applications, and clearly
explained expected academic honesty in their syllabi. The other group, passive, which resembled
casual and detached categories, did not consider teaching about academic integrity as their
responsibility, rather they believed that it was their students’ obligation to stick to the rules set by
the university. Also, some instructors, threateners, believed that only severe punishments would
make sense; as such, they threatened students before giving them home assignments to decrease
cheating levels.

“I take a central role. We need to write everything clearly in our syllabus. It will make

our teachers life easier” (Participant 3).
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“I don t believe it’s my responsibility as a teacher to explain to students that they ought to
be honest” (Participant 7).

“Threatening is what I do to halt academic dishonesty and keep students motivated to
show off their true knowledge” (Participant 9).

4.3.2 The Use of Online Applications (code UOA)

After making a connection with the answers to the previous question, it became clear that
the instructors who fell into the category of ambassadors mainly used several sources to teach
about academic integrity: YouTube videos and the Turnitin website. They did not give names of
particular YouTube channels, but most of them made their presentations and printed handouts
based on that information. It was a particular case in point for those instructors who taught third-
year students. In addition, one instructor viewed academic integrity as an essential part of her
subject, and therefore, dedicated some of her lessons to developing students’ independent writing
skills. Also, one of the instructors decided to teach about academic integrity through an inductive
approach: her students were asked to write an essay without being reminded about academic
honesty. As a result, most of them failed this assignment due to the high percentage of
plagiarism. Following this, the instructor introduced her own detailed guide on academic
integrity which she hoped would help students. Overall, the abovementioned points illustrate two
roles: gatekeepers of the academy and role modelers who constantly teach about academic
integrity.

Concerning passive instructors (casual and detached categories) and threatening ones,
they did not utilize any external sources in teaching about academic integrity. Some of them

explained that their syllabi contained an adapted version of the university’s rules on academic
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integrity which was mentioned at the beginning of the semester. When students did not adhere to
these rules, these instructors considerably decreased their grades.

“But you know, we don t have strict regulations within the faculty yet. So, I just invented
my own rules to deal with the problem and used my own materials to explain it” (Participant 9).

“I sometimes tell students about academic integrity. That is the only thing I do. I dont
make ppts devoted to that or show any videos. That is not something I do” (Participant 8).

4.3.3 The Use of Turnitin (code UT)

All instructors used Turnitin to check the originality of their students’ written
assignments. It was generally agreed that this application is a beneficial tool for maintaining
academic integrity. The respondents saw several advantages of utilizing Turnitin. First, this
application shows an approximate plagiarism percentage and provides a list of sources from
which the information was taken to complete the task. In addition, it was possible for teachers to
leave feedback in students’ uploaded files. Another advantage was the possibility of conducting
peer assessment when the instructors could randomly send students’ works for additional
feedback. Finally, there was an automatically created grade book that enabled students to check
their progress over the course of the semester. By using this strategy to minimize academic
dishonesty in English lessons, the instructors fall into the categories of teachers of rules and
values and gatekeepers of the academy.

However, it was noted that Turnitin was not always accurate in determining Al-generated
content. Even the developers of this application made a threshold according to which less than
20% of Al is not shown as it may be a false alternative. As such, the respondents complained
about the difficulty of proving the unpermitted use of Chat GPT and other similar applications.

In addition, common phrases, such as “this essay will focus on...” were frequently counted as
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plagiarism and impacted the overall percentage of it. Therefore, to minimize the influence of
these external factors, the instructors had to double-check their students’ papers. Despite the
identified challenges, still Turnitin was considered to be a deterrent for cheating.

“I believe that the multifunctionality of Turnitin makes it the best application for checking
students’written assignments” (Participant 5).

“I think it doesn t show the correct percentage of using artificial intelligence which I
consider a disadvantage” (Participant 6).

4.3.4 The Use of Honor Codes (Code UHC)

The respondents were moderately familiar with honor codes, and one instructor used
them in her lessons. As such, Participant 5 claimed to have used honor codes when she taught
English for Academic Purposes at another university, and she also emphasized its usefulness in
conducting research-related courses. Participant 5 also explained that currently, not all
Kazakhstani universities have developed their own honor code; therefore, she used an adapted
version of it compiled by the Kazakhstan Educational Researchers Association (KERA). She
expressed a positive attitude towards the implementation of honor codes aiming to promote
academic integrity. Two other respondents heard about the idea of honor codes and had to sign
them while they were studying at the master’s level. One of them believed that it was effective
since it served as a contract between students and teachers but the other was doubtful since
putting an electronic signature did not fully ensure academic honesty. In addition, the majority of
respondents realized that they included an adapted variant of honor codes in their syllabi and
explained the consequences in case of misbehavior. Consequently, those instructors who use
honor codes fall into the category of teachers of rules and values with a focus on students’

responsibility.
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As regards the other part, it was evident that these instructors either lacked awareness or
did not know about honor codes and could not provide any insights into this issue.

“Honor codes are helpful in reducing plagiarism. I frequently use them in my teaching
practice” (Participant 5).

“I have never heard about honor codes, that’s why I cannot say anything about them”
(Participant 3).

4.3.5 The Use of Authentic Assessment (code UAA)

Another strategy to impede cheating is conducting authentic assessment to evaluate
students’ knowledge. It is particularly popular among those instructors who teach Reading and
Writing 1-2 B1 and English for Specific Purposes because these subjects require the application
of knowledge in a variety of academic situations. Respondent 1 asked students to write a
research proposal based on a topic that seemed interesting to them. She emphasized that this task
increased students’ motivation since they could apply the knowledge, they got from her subject
to research their topic of interest. It also helped to sharpen students’ research skills to prepare
them for the upcoming thesis writing. Another instructor taught English for Specific Purposes
and asked students to complete a business plan by using all the grammatical structures and topic-
related vocabulary they studied throughout the semester. The instructors noticed that authentic
assessment fosters students’ problem-solving, critical, and creative thinking skills. Despite
having these advantages, these instructors noted that authentic assessment should be combined
with traditional to maximize objectivity.

However, about 30% of instructors considered traditional assessment to be more
appropriate. They believed that this method is more beneficial as it does not involve subjectivity.

Moreover, by using traditional assessment methods, it is possible to create various types of tasks,
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such as true/false, sentence completion, and short answer questions to increase the reliability of
the conducted assessment. In addition, traditional tests do not require complicated scoring rubrics
which affect the teachers’ choice, and they are less time-consuming to check. Overall, it was
found that all instructors sometimes conducted traditional tests, however, some of them also
opted for authentic assessment to evaluate students’ knowledge fairly.

“In my opinion, authentic assessment is good for students because they practice soft
skills, for example, communication and collaboration that are of utmost importance in real life.
For this reason, I prefer it rather than tests which I treat with caution” (Participant 5).

“On the contrary, I am not a big fan of authentic assessment, especially when we are
talking about final exams. Since students really put a lot of effort to do this task, I feel pressured
when putting grades to them because on the one hand, I want to acknowledge their preparation
but on the other hand, how can I be sure that they really learned what they were supposed to?”
(Participant 4).

4.3.6 The Use of Online Proctoring Applications (code UOPA)

Based on the responses, it is evident that instructors do not trust online proctoring
applications, such as Examus and Moodle, that are recommended for use at their university. They
claimed that many students managed to cheat in online settings despite being proctored by the
system. Also, one participant compared the grades of two of her groups who were taught the
same subject but in a different mode of delivery. She determined that those students who had
online lessons outperformed her other group that studied in the traditional mode. Moreover,
instructors complained about poor Internet connection and lack of devices which disrupted their
exams. Also, some instructors tried using Kahoot, Quizziz, and Quizlet, to conduct summative

assessments. As proctoring is not installed in these applications, the instructors limited the time
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for completing tasks and created several variants for their students. Another strategy was to make
a test in Google Forms but create such questions the answers to which could not be easily found
on the Internet. However, all these strategies had significant limitations, and as a result, the
participants considered paper-based tests to be more effective in assessing students’ knowledge.

"In my point of view, academic dishonesty can be kept to a minimum only when exams are
conducted in the offline mode. In online exams, students can easily cheat and this will decrease
the reliability and validity of assessment” (Participant 4).

“Cheating online is very easy and that's what all students do whenever they have such an
opportunity. They feel that their teacher is not physically present and therefore, this fact affects
them psychologically. Therefore, I don t believe that students will show the same results in the

offline setting” (Participant 7).
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion

This research investigated the students’ awareness of academic integrity and the
instructors ‘roles and promoting strategies they use to ensure it. Thus, this part will compare my
findings with those of other researchers in the same field. As the aim of this research is double-
folded, the discussion part is divided into two subchapters: the first is related to the students’
awareness of academic integrity and the second demonstrates the instructors’ roles and
promoting strategies.
5.1 The Students’ Awareness of Academic Integrity

The research revealed that the students are fairly familiar with academic integrity. Unlike
the participants in Bazylkhanova and Dalelkhanova’s study, they did not limit this notion only to
avoiding plagiarism. Instead, they elaborated more and presented viewpoints concerning
showing a respectful attitude towards oneself and others, being honest in exams, and ensuring
equal contribution in group work assignments. In addition, the participants expressed positive
attitudes towards maintaining academic integrity which is similar to the findings of Woith et al.
(2012) and Di Paulo (2022). Another interesting finding is that more than half of students were
familiar with academic integrity before coming to university and around 90% claimed to have
understood it after their first year. The most important sources of information were the
orientation program and faculty members. Consequently, this finding contradicts Zangla (2023)
who believed that students’ lack of awareness is the main determinant of their dishonest
behavior. Also, academic integrity policies, posted on the students’ portal, were regarded as
moderately effective in communicating the consequences of breaching the rules. Thakkar and

Weisfeld-Spotter (2012) also agreed that it is fundamental for students to be aware of academic
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integrity. In addition, this finding complies with Social Leaning Theory (Bandura, 1977), as it
supports the claim that institutional culture affects students’ awareness.

Concerning the instructors’ role in promoting academic integrity, the respondents pointed
out that they were taught not only about plagiarism but also about proper citation and referencing
and effective collaboration in group work which are seen as a new finding. In addition, from the
students’ point of view, Turnitin and authentic assessment are the strategies to diminish the
likelihood of cheating. This opinion was supported by Ismail and Jabri (2023), Sotiriadou (2019),
and Openo (2019) who described the effectiveness of these strategies.

Moving on to the perceived seriousness of academic dishonesty, it is possible to say that
the respondents considered cheating on exams as moderate cheating. In particular, they found
using digital technology and copying from another student with/ without his knowledge as the
most dishonest behaviors. Categories, related to conducting research and doing homework, were
perceived as trivial or insignificant cheating. Having identified the students’ attitudes towards
certain types of academic dishonesty, the research revealed that it was related to the extent of
self-reported engagement in it. For instance, paraphrasing and copying information without
citing and using a forged excuse to prolong deadlines, were more frequently reported than
cheating from someone. In this respect, this research disagrees with earlier findings provided by
Munir et al. (2011) who reported sabotage, electronic cheating, and seeking outside help as the
top-three behaviors. Similarly, the more recent findings shown in the works of Anitha and
Sundaram (2021) and Landa-Blanco (2021) partially agree with mine since the students saw
cheating and plagiarism as dishonest behaviors and rejected being involved in them. Despite this,

it was evident that the majority of the respondents had an idea of what would be in their exams
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since they discussed it with those who had already taken the test. The Theory of Planned
Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) also focused on how people perceived certain rules and restrictions.

The reasons for violating academic integrity corresponded with Bachore (2016) whose
participants disobeyed the rules to get higher grades and complained about questions, unrelated
to the course materials. Another common reason, the desire to conform to parental expectations,
was also in line with Anitha and Sundaram (2016). However, the importance of other subjects
and assignments is seen as a new finding. Also, half of the respondents used the abovementioned
reasons as justification for their dishonesty. In the same vein, Landa Blanco et al. (2021) agreed
that students frequently tried to justify their behavior.

The last part of the questionnaire focused on students’ subsequent actions if they noticed
any violations. It was revealed that only half of them would inform teachers or the dean’s office
while others would not do anything not to worsen relationships. Thakkar and Weisfeld-Spolter
(2012) also believed that some students may become partners who help in upholding the
standards of academic integrity. In the future, the respondents claimed that they would use
plagiarism-checking applications and make creative tasks for their students. The findings,
concerning academic honesty and morality, as well as possible justifications, were explained in
Moral Development Theory (Kohlberg, 1958). Similarly, the study dealed with these aspects.
5.2 The Instructors’ Roles and Promoting Strategies

As regards the instructors, overall, it can be seen that most of instructors had a profound
understanding of what constitutes academic integrity by providing different definitions.
Although they frequently observed academic dishonesty in the form of plagiarism and the
unpermitted use of artificial intelligence, they acknowledged the vitality of their contribution to

promoting academic integrity by becoming role models for students. To achieve this aim,
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instructors prepared additional materials on proper citation and paraphrasing techniques,
organized seminars, and frequently reminded their students about the rules and their importance.
Another part of the instructors did not consider themselves active promoters and drew attention
to academic integrity only in case of serious violations. However, several teachers did not pay
attention to maintaining academic integrity in their lessons. As such, based on the explanation
provided by Peters et al. (2019), the instructors can be classified into ambassadors, casuals, and
detached ones. The results go in line with the abovementioned study bearing the fact that the
most widespread roles were ambassador and detached. Apart from this, there was a new role —
threateners which is almost similar to the detached but differs in the sense that these instructors
never teach about academic integrity but use severe penalties for its violations. Other categories,
namely collaborator, cooperator, and delegator, were not identified which is different from Peters
et al. (2019) findings. In comparison with Lofstrom et al. (2019), there were some similarities as
well: gatekeepers of the academy were perceived as role models for students; academic integrity
skill-builders paid attention to teaching effective paraphrasing techniques, and academic integrity
modelers who pointed out at students’ responsibility to adhere to the established rules.

Looking closer at the strategies, the participants of the current research did not use any
certain applications which makes it difficult to compare with studies conducted by Belter and Du
Pre (2014) and Stoesz and Los (2019). However, the instructors reported to have compiled the
content of videos posted on YouTube, the Turnitin website, and the academic integrity policy to
make their own regulations. As such, they prepared presentations and guidelines to teach
students about academic integrity. This approach is seen as a different one since other authors
experimented with an online application and did not teach about academic integrity themselves.

Comparing this strategy with the classification of roles proposed by Lofstrom et al. (2014), these
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instructors fall into the category of gatekeepers of the academy because they develop their own
materials and adjust teaching methods.

Another strategy, the use of Turnitin, was considered to be effective. The instructors
believed that it acts as a deterrent to cheating; thus, decreasing the percentage of Al-generated
and plagiarized content which is similar to Ismail and Jabri’s (2023) and Abrahamson’s (2024)
opinions. This application also provided numerous advantages, such as the availability to leave
feedback in the document, automatic creation of grade books, and random appointment of peer
reviewers. However, apart from these advantages, it was noted that this application is not always
accurate in determining plagiarism which coincides with Sutherland-Smith and Carr (2005) and
Al In addition, the instructors noticed that when their low-achieving students started using
advanced grammatical structures, they believed their assignments were Al-generated. Despite
this, Turnitin did not detect anything and they could not prove their viewpoint. Consequently,
there is a need for conducting more research to find out the extent to which Turnitin is accurate
in determining the real percentage of plagiarism and Al. According to Lofstrom et al. (2014), all
the instructors can be related to teachers of rules and values, because they try to limit plagiarism
by using this application.

This research revealed that there were mixed opinions about the use of honor codes in
education. One of the reasons was the fact that many participants did not know about this
strategy and as a result, had never tried them in their teaching. In addition, when they were
explained about honor codes, they considered them ineffective, disagreeing with Tatum and
Schwartz (2017), Gurung et al. (2012), and Shu et al. (2012). However, approximately half of the
instructors knew about honor codes, but believed that training in advance and explanation are

required for students; otherwise, they will not show the desired results. In this sense, Scanlan
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(2006) agreed that it is vitally important to explain the moral part of honor codes to students.
Based on these findings, it is believed that honor codes are a novel idea for both instructors and
students which needs further development and reinforcement. Based on Lofstrom et al. (2014),
the instructors who regularly use honor codes are teachers of rules and values.

The instructors perceived authentic assessment to be relatively effective. The main idea
of this type of assessment was to create tasks that could not be completed with the help of the
Internet. In addition, they promoted the development of higher-order thinking skills which is not
always achieved when conducting multiple-choice tests. Moreover, the participants noticed that
students’ soft skills, namely, effective communication, creative thinking, and problem-solving,
improved when the authentic assessment was used which confirms the previous findings of
Sotiriadou et al. (2019) and Evangelista (2025). Turning to disadvantages, the instructors noted
the difficulty of creating assessment rubrics and the difference in grades for tests and authentic
tasks. To minimize subjectivity in assessment, Openo (2023), who experienced the same issue,
suggested a special five-dimensional framework. In contrast, the participants of this research did
not mention any ways to decrease subjectivity in authentic assessment. As a way forward, their
suggestion was to combine traditional and authentic assessment.

The perceptions of instructors concerning online proctoring applications, do not match
with the findings provided by Bergmans et al. (2021), Mutawa and Sruthi (2021), and
Shaushenova et al. (2021). The instructors justified their opinion by pointing out the difficulties
with the connection, inability to log on to Moodle (learning management system), and lack of
reliability of these systems. Since students could cheat under online proctoring conditions, there
was a significant improvement in their grades in comparison with previous years. Ivic and

Sostaric (2022) also observed the same issues in terms of students’ grades. To mitigate these
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challenges, the instructors opted for conducting paper-based tests or using Quizziz and Kahoot
where they set strict time limits to stop students from cheating. In addition, they did not use any
online proctoring applications, such as Examus, which is different from Mutawa and Sruthi

(2021). As a result, this strategy was seen as an ineffective one which should not be used.
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CHAPTER 6
Conclusion

The maintenance of academic integrity has become one of the central issues in education.
As a result, all educational institutions around the world take measures to prevent academic
dishonesty. Kazakhstan has also taken steps in the promotion of academic integrity in higher
education. That’s why this research had a double aim: to identify students’ awareness of
academic integrity and to investigate the strategies that instructors use to uphold its standards.

Overall, 187 students took part in the adapted version of M-AIS. Based on the results,
they generally knew what academic integrity is as they were frequently informed about it by
their instructors. In addition, the students also reported holding positive attitudes towards it and
expressed their views about the importance of its maintenance. For this reason, many behaviors,
especially related to cheating on exams, were perceived as serious cheating. The students also
believed that the actions taken by their instructors to prevent academic dishonesty were effective.
They even admitted taking similar steps themselves in their teaching careers.

However, the research revealed that despite showing relatively high awareness, the
students still disobeyed academic integrity, in particular, when it came to research. Moreover,
this dishonesty was frequently justified as students wanted to save their scholarships. The study
also revealed that as the year of study progressed, the students perceived academic dishonesty as
more immoral and violated it less frequently. The same applied to GPA and perceived severity
and self-reported engagement. In addition, the students’ perceptions impacted on the instances of
academic dishonesty.

As for the students’ English instructors, their role was determined to be moderately active

in promoting academic integrity. Most of them focused on teaching paraphrasing skills, using
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plagiarism checking softwares, and assigning creative tasks. On the contrary, a small proportion
of participants did not take action to prevent students from cheating. In their point of view, the
students were responsible for learning about academic integrity themselves.

The most popular and effective strategy to prevent plagiarism was the Turnitin
application. Despite having minor disadvantages, all instructors believed in its effectiveness as
it acts as a deterrent to cheating and presents a fairly accurate percentage of artificial
intelligence and plagiarism. The implementation of online applications and authentic
assessment were the other two strategies considered effective. However, the instructors
believed that there should be clear evaluation rubrics to decrease subjectivity; otherwise, this
assessment will not result in the desired outcomes. The use of online proctoring applications
was seen as an ineffective strategy since students could easily deceive the applications. The
last strategy, the use of honor codes, was not popular among the instructors; therefore, only the
minority recommended using them with caution.

In conclusion, it became evident that despite being aware of academic integrity, the
students still violated it. As such, it is suggested instructors pay more attention to teaching about
academic integrity from the very beginning. Since this research was limited to one specialty, it is
recommended to conduct further research on the identification of students’ awareness and
instructors’ attitudes among other faculties. In addition, it will be beneficial to conduct
qualitative research as well to determine what other factors might lead students to break the

rules.
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Appendix B

Questionnaire

Background information:

1)
a)
2)
a)
b)
3)
a)
4)
a)

What is your age?

18-20  b)21-23 c) 24+

What is your year of study?

Year 1-2

Year 3-4

What is your gender?

Male b) female

What is your approximate GPA?

3.5-4.0 b)3.0-3.49 ¢)2.5-2.99 d)2.0-2.49 e)less than 1.99

Policies — Awareness

1))

2)

Please define what academic integrity is in your own words. (short answer question) 2.1
Students’ perceptions of academic integrity

What is your attitude towards academic integrity? / What is your perception of academic
integrity? Relates to positive/negative connotations of this word (short answer question)
2.1 Students’ perceptions of academic integrity

Before coming to SDU University, did your school have an academic integrity policy that
you had to follow? 2.2 Factors influencing the adherence of academic integrity

Yes b)no

Have you been informed about the academic integrity policies in SDU University? 2.2
Factor: awareness

Yes b)no

Where and how much have you learned about these policies? (1 — learned little or
nothing, 3 — learned some, 5 — learned a lot). Select all that apply 2.2 Factor: awareness
First-year orientation program 1 3 5

Campus website 1 3 5

Student handbook 1 3 5



8)
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Academic advisor I 3 5

Other students 1 3 5

Faculty members (program coordinators or dean)

How would you rate...? (1 - very low, 2 - low, 3 - average, 4 - high, 5 — very high) 2.2
Factor: awareness

The severity of penalties for cheating at SDU University 1 2 3 4 5

Your own understanding of these policies 1 2 3 4 5

The faculty’s understanding of these policies1 2 3 4 5

The effectiveness of these policies 1 2 3 4 5

In your past year (s), how often, on average, did your EFL instructors discuss policies
related to the following items. Rate on the scale from 1 to 5 (1- never, 2 — very seldom (1-
2 times per semester), 3 — sometimes (3-4 times per semester), 4 — often (before each
assignment, midterm, final exam), 5 — very often ( on every or almost every lesson): 2.2
Factor: instructors

a) Plagiarism1 2 3 4 5

b) Guidelines on group work or collaboration1 2 3 4 5

c) Proper citation/referencing of sources 1 2 3 4 5

d) Falsifying/ fabricating researchdatal 2 3 4 5

List strategies your instructors use to promote academic integrity in their English lessons.

2.2 Factor: instructors

Students’ awareness of academic integrity cont. and academic dishonesty:

9

a)
b)

©)
d)

e)

Please rate how serious you believe each type of behavior is where (1 — not cheating, 2 —
trivial cheating, 3 — moderate cheating, 4 — serious cheating)

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography 1 2 3 4

Working on an assignment with others when the instructor asked for individual work 1 2
3 4

Inappropriately sharing work in group assignments 1 2 3 4

Copying another students’ homework 1 2 3 4

Submitting the same paper in more than one course without specific permission 1 2 3

4



g)

h)
i)
)
k)
D
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Purchasing papers 1 2 3 4

Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from any source without citing them in a paper
you submitted 1 2 3 4

Getting questions or answers from someone who has already takenatest1 2 3 4
Helping someone else cheatonatest1 2 3 4

Copying from another student during a test WITH his knowledge 1 2 3 4

Copying from another student during a test WITHOUT his knowledge 1 2 3 4

Using digital technology to get unpermitted help duringatest1 2 3 4

m) Using crib notes to cheatonanexam 1 2 3 4

10) What would your actions be if you noticed a student violating the rules (cheating on an

exam, plagiarizing home assignments, purchasing papers and etc)? 2.2 Factor:

awareness

Main types of academic dishonesty

11) Please choose how often, if ever, in the past year(s) you have engaged in any of the

g)

h)

)
k)

following behaviors: 1 — never, 2 — 1-2 times, 3 — sometimes (4-5 times), 4 — often (in the
majority of cases when I have a chance), 5 — always (in all cases when I have a chance)
Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography 1 2 3 4 5

Working on an assignment with others when the instructor asked for individual work 1 2
345

Inappropriately sharing work in group assignments 1 2 3 4 5

Copying another students’ homework

Submitting the same paper in more than one course without specific permission 1 2 3

4 5

Purchasing papers

Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from any source without citing them in a paper
you submitted1 2 3 4 5

Getting questions or answers from someone who has already takenatest1 2 3 4 5
Helping someone else cheatonatest1 2 3 4 5

Copying from another student during a test WITH his knowledge 1 2 3 4 5

Copying from another student during a test WITHOUT his knowledge 1 2 3 4 5
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1) Using digital technology to get unpermitted help duringatestl 2 3 4 5

m) Using crib notes to cheatonanexam 1 2 3 4 5
Reasons for violating academic integrity

12) In your point of view, have you ever violated academic integrity? If yes, what were the
reasons? Possible answers: lack of knowledge of the subject matter, desire to get high
grades, desire to justify parental expectations, limited time, unrelated exam questions,
peer behavior

13) To what extent do you think your reasons for violating academic integrity could justify
them?

14) As a future teacher, will you take action to promote academic integrity? If yes, what will

you do? If not, explain the reasons why?
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Appendix C

Interview Questions

Background information questions:

1) Please, tell me about your teaching experience:
a) How long have you been working as a teacher in higher education?
b) What were your previous workplaces (language courses, schools, or colleges)?

c) What courses do you teach?

The Instructors’ Roles in Promoting Academic Integrity

1) How can you define academic integrity? Have you ever noticed any violations of it? If
yes, what were they?

2) What do you think your role is in teaching about academic integrity in the era of AI?

*If the participant struggles with this question, I'll ask these questions: Do you teach
about academic integrity? If yes, how often do you do this? What do you do to ensure adherence

to academic integrity in your lessons?

3) Do you do anything to prevent academic dishonesty in your lessons?

*If the answer to the previous question isn’t “good” enough, the following question will

be: What do you do if you catch a student cheating?
The Use of Online Applications

1) Do you ever integrate tutorials to educate your students about academic integrity? If you

use them, please share the names of the website(s) or application(s) that you use.
The Use of Turnitin

1) How do you check the originality of students’ written assignments?



83

2) What are the advantages of ... (Turnitin or other app(s) mentioned by the respondent)?

What are the disadvantages of using it?

The Use of Honor Codes (“synonyms” For example, declaration in thesis,

agreement)

1) As honor (ethical) codes are becoming popular in educational institutions, in what ways
do you think they can impact the promotion of academic integrity? Have you or your

colleagues ever used them? Share your experience.

*If yes, there will be follow-up questions: How did you introduce honor codes? What

kind of information did you include? Did they help to reduce plagiarism?
Authentic Assessment as an Alternative to Tests

1) In conducting the final assessment, which format do you usually use: traditional tests or

projects/case studies? Why?

*If the participant chooses traditional tests, I'll ask these questions: Have you ever

tried using authentic assessment tasks? What is your opinion about them?
The Use of Online Proctoring Apps

1) In what format (paper-based or electronic) do you usually conduct quizzes, midterms, or
final exams?
2) Have you ever had exams in the online format? What applications did you use to do this?

Why?
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Appendix D

V)

SDIlJ

SDU University Research Ethics Committee

Informed Consent Form

You are invited to participate in a research study entitled “Academic Integrity: Students’

Awareness and Instructors’ Promoting Strategies in English Lessons”.

Dear Participant,

You are kindly asked to fill out this online questionnaire. Thank you in advance for taking the
time to read the following form carefully. If you agree to participate, please press “I agree” to
confirm that you are 18+ and your voluntariness.

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to explore students’ perceptions of academic integrity,
referring to their awareness, factors influencing adherence to academic integrity, types of
academic dishonesty, and reasons for these violations.

Participant Selection: You were selected as a possible participant in this research based on the
fact that you are a student majoring in TFL and have had/ have lessons related to learning
English. Thus, the researcher assumes that you are familiar with the concept of academic
integrity, and that you can provide some valuable insights into the extent to which it is upheld in

English lessons.
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Procedures: There are several steps, involved in this research. Prior to accessing the
questionnaire, you need to read this form and in case you agree to participate, please press “I
agree” to proceed. After that, you will be able to answer the questions by ticking the most
appropriate answers for you or typing your response. Also, feel free to ask the primary

researcher, Anastassiya Nesterova (Gmail: 231302008@sdu.edu.kz), any questions related to the

topic, questions, and purpose of this study. This questionnaire consists of 14 questions, and it will
take about 20 minutes. After the completion, do not forget to press “submit” so that to save your
answers. Your participation is highly appreciated as you can share beneficial strategies which can
help other readers maintain academic integrity in their lessons.

Confidentiality: The survey is conducted anonymously in Google Forms. Your names or IP
addresses are not collected and will not appear in any official reports. In addition, all research
participants will be assigned specific codes in the presentation of verbal data, and anonymity will
be maintained in the presentation of results. Any personal information by which you can be
identified will be kept strictly confidential. Raw data will be stored in a secure location, and it
will be deleted after the completion of the study in June 2025. No one, other than the researchers,
Anastassiya Nesterova and Kymbat Smakova, will have access to the raw data. Individual results
will not be shared with any third party at the conclusion of this study; only a consent form will
be included as it is.

Potential Risks: Any possible risks will be kept to a minimum. No names or other personal
information will be disclosed without written consent.

Refusal/ Withdrawal: Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary. If you feel
uncomfortable with any part, you reserve the right to withdraw from this study without any effect

on your future relationships with your educational institution.
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Statement of Consent.

I, , agree to participate in this study voluntarily. I have been made aware of the research
purpose and objectives and clearly understand what is expected from me.

I know that it is voluntary to participate in this study and I have complete freedom to withdraw
my consent at any time without providing any reasons and in this case, there will be no negative
consequences to me.

I understand that any personal information obtained in this study will be kept confidential.

Signature: Date:
Researcher:

Signature: Date:
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Appendix E

Research Ethics Committee
Informed Consent Form

You are invited to participate in a research study entitled “Academic Integrity: Students’ Perceptions
and Instructors’ Promoting Strategies in English Lessons”.

Dear Participant,
You are invited to participate in this interview. Thank you in advance for taking the time to carefully
read the following form. If you agree to participate, please fill it in with your name/surname and
signature.

Purpose: The purpose of this study is doublefold: first, the research aims to identify instructors’
perceptions of their role in teaching about academic integrity. Second, the research seeks to investigate
what strategies instructors use to prevent students from violating the rules of academic integrity.

Participant Selection: You were selected as a possible participant in this study based on the fact that
you work as an EFL instructor in higher education. Thus, the researcher assumes that you are familiar
with what academic integrity is, and you can provide some valuable insights into how it can be
promoted in lessons.

Procedures: There are several steps, involved in this research. Prior to beginning the interview, you
need to read this form and in case you agree to participate, please sign it in the indicated place. Also,
feel free to ask any questions related to the topic and purpose of this study. After that, the interview will
begin. This is a semi-structured interview; therefore, you will be asked approximately 10-15 questions,
and it will take about 20-30 minutes. The interview will be recorded. Following this, the researcher will
transcribe the audio recording and analyze it. Finally, the transcribed version and key takeaways will be
sent to you to check for any possible inconsistencies or misunderstandings. Your participation is highly
appreciated as you can share beneficial strategies which can help other readers maintain academic
integrity in their lessons.

Confidentiality: All research participants will be assigned specific numbers, and anonymity will be
maintained in the presentation of results. Any personal information by which you can be identified will
be kept strictly confidential. Raw data will be stored in a secure location, and it will be deleted after the
completion of the study on May 5, 2024. No one, other than my research supervisor, Kymbat Smakova,
and me, Anastassiya Nesterova, will have access to the raw data. The transcripts of interviews will not
be shared with any third party at the conclusion of this study; only a consent form will be included as it
is.

Potential Risks: Any possible risks will be kept to a minimum. No names or other personal information
will be disclosed without written consent.
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Refusal/ Withdrawal: Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary. If you feel
uncomfortable with any part, you reserve the right to withdraw from this study without any effect on
your future relationships with your educational institution.

Statement of Consent.
L , agree to participate in this study

voluntarily. I have been made aware of the research purpose and objectives and clearly understand
what is expected from me.

I know that it is voluntary to participate in this study and I have complete freedom to withdraw
my consent at any time without providing any reasons and in this case, there will be no negative
consequences to me.

I understand that any personal information obtained in this study will be kept confidential.

Signature: Date:

Researcher:

Signature: Date:
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