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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to understand how academic integrity educational tutorials
are administered across Canadian higher education. Results are shared from a survey of
publicly funded Canadian higher education institutions (N="74), including universities
(n=41) and colleges (n=33), across ten provinces where English is the primary language
of instruction. The survey contained 29 items addressing institutional demographic details,
as well as academic integrity education questions. Results showed that academic integrity
tutorials are inconsistent across Canadian higher education, with further differences evi-
dent within the university and college sectors.
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Article

The importance of supporting educational environments that promote and engage stu-
dents and faculty in learning, teaching, and researching with integrity, remain integral
to the success and missions of higher education organizations around the world. Recent
challenges to our educational systems, as a direct result of the COVID-19 pandemic,
have stressed and tested existing organizational structures, educational pedagogies,
and processes that aim to protect, preserve, and promote academic integrity efforts
across higher education. These efforts in turn continue to ensure quality learning envi-
ronments. Because our higher education organizations are complex systems, effective
efforts to ensure that learning environments are grounded in integrity must be multifac-
eted and responsive to changing needs. How we educate and acculturate our students
to the expectations for their studies and conduct, that are consistent with the values
aligned with academic integrity like honesty, trust, fairness, respect, responsibility, and
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courage, are worth exploring and discussing (International Centre for Academic Integ-
rity, 2021). This article serves to inform our understanding about the use and intent of
student academic integrity tutorials in universities and colleges in Canada. Specifically,
we report findings about existing academic integrity education efforts through tutorials,
highlighting similarities and differences in delivery of such content between Canadian
universities and colleges.

Literature Review

Existing literature focused on academic integrity across higher education is replete with
studies that report the incidence, reasons, and various forms of student academic dishon-
esty (Hensley et al., 2013; Lang, 2013; McCabe et al., 2001; Tatum et al., 2018). Some
studies show expectations of faculty and students are misaligned in terms of how well-
prepared students are to enter higher education, including expectations regarding academic
integrity within their learning environments. This misalignment between expectations
result in student integrity transgressions and student dissatisfaction with their educational
journeys (Bretag et al., 2014; Curtis et al., 2013). Opportunity, for faculty, leaders, and
students in higher education, rests in our efforts to orient, teach, and engage students with
academic integrity (Peters et al., 2019). Additionally, higher education students’ interac-
tions with their organizations’ cultural landscapes influence their beliefs and actions related
to integrity (Young et al., 2018).

Efforts to understand the effectiveness of educational initiatives that focus on relevant
academic integrity content suggest that while successes exist with student satisfaction,
and an immediate increased knowledge of academic integrity, there remains a paucity of
current research focused on changes to student behaviours and adherence to integrity on
a longer-term basis. Stoesz and Yudintseva (2018) synthesized findings from twenty-one
articles and report on research completed internationally (United States, United Kingdom,
Australia, Sweden, Qatar, Taiwan). They conclude that it remains unclear if one specific
approach to teaching academic integrity is most effective, when considering face-to-face,
e-learning, and blended approaches (Stoesz & Yudintseva, 2018). In turn, an Australian
team completed an extensive review of approaches to online delivery and applied Mayer’s
Theory and Principles of Multimedia Learning to their offering of an academic integrity
course at their higher education organization (Bing et al., 2016). This theory suggests that
learning happens through students’ information processing (visual and auditory), basic
principles of multimedia learning that include issues like the intentional use of graphics,
and boundary conditions like individual student learning needs and the complexity of con-
tent. They concluded that a deliberate multimedia approach to online design “works for
students when assimilating, integrating, retaining, and creating deeper meaning” based on
their usability testing with students (Bing et al., 2016, p. 12).

Evidence suggests that faculty play important roles in modelling desired behaviours and
conduct, as well as teaching essential skills that equip students to engage with their stud-
ies with integrity (Garza Mitchell & Parnther, 2018). Academic writers suggest that when
students have positive relationships with their instructors, they are less likely to be dishon-
est and feel connected to their learning and those teaching them (Clark & Soutter, 2016;
Peters et al., 2019; Stoesz & Yudintseva, 2018). Seventy-five percent of senior under-
graduate nursing students (N=339) from across three different educational organizations
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reported they rely on their professors/instructors to help them learn about academic integ-
rity (Miron, 2016). As well, in designing and teaching academic integrity it is important
to consider students in a more holistic manner. Acculturating students to integrity may rest
with a broader educational approach to address students’ moral, intellectual, civic, and per-
formance development (Clark & Soutter, 2016).

Content included in academic integrity tutorials often serves to orient and educate stu-
dents on understanding organizational processes and supports, as well as to outline the
behavioural expectations that will support their successful engagement in post-secondary
learner roles. Content is often intended to expose and prepare students for the require-
ments needed to behave with integrity in higher education (Eaton, 2019). Approaches
to the successful development of such tutorials, that are sensitive to the idiosyncrasies and
nuances of each organization, must be carefully and strategically planned for when under-
taking this work (Eaton, 2019; Levine & Pazdernik, 2018; Orr, 2018). Such nuances
require consideration of content, key players, and best approaches to delivery of content.
Orr (2018) notes that buy-in and success of such educational programs are cultivated when
we review and clearly understand our organizations’ “academic misconduct troubles” (p.
206) and work to include a variety of organization members’ voices.

Contributions to Knowledge

The literature and research available to help us understand the current experience with
academic integrity teaching across Canada is sparse (Eaton & Edino, 2018). The authors share
an interest in learning more about tutorials focused on academic integrity content across
Canadian universities and colleges. Informing our understanding of current educational
practices can create opportunities, disseminate knowledge, stimulate conversation on the
topic, and provoke interest in additional research.

Theoretical Framing

A foundational tenet of the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) is that the intentions that
predict behavior include attitudes, perceived norms and perceived behavioral expectations
(Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen, & Sheikh, 2013). TPB is a common theoretical framing of academic
integrity studies (Coren, 2012; Curtis et al., 2018; Harding et al., 2007). TPB frames aca-
demic integrity tutorials as a method to help develop students’ attitudes regarding the value
of learning with integrity, as well as to teach them the perceived educational norms and
behavioral expectations regarding academic integrity within higher educational contexts.

Method

Our research method followed a quantitative approach through a nonexperimental explora-
tory survey (LoBiondo-Wood & Harper, 2017).
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Research Questions
The primary and secondary questions that guided the project were:

(RQ1): What is the rate of higher educational organizations in Canada that use student
academic integrity educational tutorials (university and colleges)?

(Sub-RQ2): Is there a difference between the rates of Canadian universities using aca-
demic integrity educational tutorials compared to Canadian colleges?

(Sub-RQ3): Are there differences in how, why, and when student academic integrity
educational tutorials are used between universities and colleges?

Research Ethics

Research ethics were obtained through the researchers’ schools in June of 2018. Informed
consent was obtained through a detailed explanation of risks and benefits to the respond-
ents from the various higher education organizations who then indicated consent by
implied action through an online acceptance of the research terms before completing the
survey. Participants were advised that they could drop out of the research without fear of
reprisal. Data were kept confidential and secured through password protected access by the
researchers.

Sample (Inclusion/Exclusion)

Non-random purposive sampling (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016) was employed to recruit par-
ticipant institutions on a Pan-Canadian level. Initially all private and public funded higher
education organizations across all but the three territories in Canada (Northwest Territo-
ries, Nunavut, and the Yukon) were included in the study. Difficulty in locating informa-
tion about higher education contacts for the three Canadian territories made it difficult to
include these regions in the initial research. Our final sample initially intended to include
private and public funded higher education organizations information from the ten Cana-
dian provinces, however a decision was made after collecting the data to proceed with ana-
lyzing data from all English public funded higher education organizations that responded
to the survey.

Phase|

In the fall of 2018, online surveys were developed considering available research that
discussed online learning, the pedagogy of teaching—learning, and academic integrity
(Atkinson et al., 2016; Green et al., 2010; Griffith, 2013; Lowe et al., 2018; Singh &
Hurley, 2017; Smith et al., 2010; Tallent-Runnels et al., 2006). Two separate surveys
were created to capture the nuanced differences between colleges and universities using
SurveyMonkey®. The final survey development was agreed upon through an iterative
process between the researchers with the help and consultation of various experts in sur-
vey development, education, and academic integrity. Each survey consisted of 29 items
that included demographic information as well as specific academic integrity module
queries (Appendix A; Appendix B).
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Parallel work was completed in Phase I with the help of a work-study student (Laura
McBreairty). The student completed an initial review of all Canadian higher education websites
to obtain appropriate contact people who were identified with roles or expertise in academic
integrity, at each organization. This information was populated to a spreadsheet and supported
the work of email dissemination of the online surveys.

Phaselll

During the second phase of the research the developed surveys were sent to the contacts
identified by the work-study student in phase I. The first round of emails was sent with an
explanation of the study, and an invitation to participate in the study in October—-December
2018. Surveys were sent to higher education organizations across all Canadian provinces
(the three territories were excluded).

From February to March 2019, a second call for participation was sent out to the same
higher education organizations with a thank you for those who had already participated.
This set of emails also provided higher education organizations, who had not yet partici-
pated, an opportunity to do so with access to the survey online. Again, a deadline of two
weeks was set.

The overall sample resulted in responses from n=44 universities and n=38 colleges
(combination of privately and publicly funded organizations N=82). Since the response
rate from private higher educational organizations was low, it was decided to narrow the
focus for analysis to explore the publicly funded institutions.

A list of publicly funded higher education institutions with English as the primary
language of instruction was created (Jennifer Miron) and verified by a review of provincial
government sites, and experts living and teaching in each of the provinces. Gaps in the
data resulted since only seven of the nine provinces surveyed recorded responses, with
some universities and colleges within the participating provinces not recording responses
(Table 1).

Analysis

Data from the online surveys were analyzed using SPSS-23 with the help of a research
assistant (Heba Baig). The final response rate of English, publicly funded universities and
colleges were seventy-four (N ="74). Sixty-six percent of the university sub-sample (n=41)

Table 1 English Universities and

X Province Universities (n=27) Colleges

Cglleges nun}b;rs by.provmc.e (n=18)
with academic integrity tutorials

Alberta 6 5

British Columbia 4 4

Manitoba 1 0

Nova Scotia 1 0

Ontario 12 7

Québec 2

Saskatchewan 0
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reported having academic integrity tutorials compared to 55% of the college sub-sample
(n=33). Our final analysis is then based on the aforementioned English, public funded uni-
versities and colleges who reported having academic integrity tutorials across seven Cana-
dian provinces (n=27; n=18 respectively). Since the numbers varied between provinces,
it was also decided to analyze the data set for all universities and colleges rather than prov-
ince by province (Table 1).

Demographic Findings

The survey was most often completed by administrators at both universities and colleges
(48%; 56%) followed by a category of other (37%; 22%), and faculty (15%; 17%). The
other category accounted for those working in roles such as academic integrity coordina-
tors/officers, support staff, librarians, administrative staff, academic skills instructors, and
roles in centres for teaching and learning. The majority of respondents had worked at their
organization between 1-5 years (52% university: 61% college). Seventy-four percent of uni-
versities and 52% of colleges were organizations with over 10,000 students. Sixty-seven
percent of all respondents reported having assigned roles for academic integrity work.

Additional Findings

English was the primary language that academic integrity tutorials were offered for both
universities and colleges (89%). A French version was offered 11% of the time in both
types of organizations. The estimated time to complete the educational session took less
than one hour in universities (52%) compared to one to four hours at colleges (56%). Both
universities and colleges offered academic integrity education most often through one
module (63% universities; 50% colleges), with certificates of completion offered at uni-
versities 33% of the time, compared to colleges (22%). About half of the respondents at
both organizations believed no research had been undertaken related to the academic integ-
rity modules (52% universities; 50% colleges). Universities relied on library staff to deliver
academic integrity education (30%) followed by individual faculty members (11%). The
picture was different for colleges that reported a higher percentage of individual faculty
members taking responsibility (33%) followed by the library staff (22%).

The frequency of content that included information about various aspects of scholarly
writing were priorities for both organizations but varied between universities and colleges.
Plagiarism was the primary focus for both organizations although paraphrasing, referenc-
ing, and citing were areas of higher interest for universities when compared to colleges.
Other skills such as citing, and research skills were less of a focus but still higher in univer-
sity than college modules. The item of cheating was not specifically defined on the survey
but was an item that was reported as covered through the education tutorials more with
the college respondents than the university group. Content on collusion was higher with
universities, however impersonation was covered more thoroughly in the college tutorials.
The concept of contract cheating was one of the lowest content areas when looking at both
universities and colleges. Both organizations covered content related to academic integrity
policies for their respective organizations although, including content that discussed how to
access this information was higher in the university grouping (Table 2).

A higher percentage of respondents across both types of higher education organizations
reported that academic integrity tutorials were not made available to all students (Table 3).
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Table 2 Topics covered in academic integrity education modules

Integrity Item University (n=27) College (n=18)
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Plagiarism 24 88.8 17 94.4
Paraphrasing 23 85.1 12 66.7
Referencing 23 85.1 13 72.2
Citing 23 85.1 14 77.8
Research Skills 16 59.2 8 44.4
Cheating 19 70.3 15 83.3
Collusion 18 66.6 10 55.6
Impersonation 9 333 8 44.4
Contract Cheating 6 22.2 10 55.6
Academic Integrity Policies 20 74 13 72.2
How to access Academic Integrity 15 83.3 14 77.8
Policies

Not all respondents answered questions related to the time when tutorials were adminis-
tered to students, but of the responses received both organizations reported the tutorials
were more often delivered during the students’ first semester. As for the timing of tutorial
administrations the other category captured responses related to students completing tutori-
als at any time over their studies, and as often as they wanted. Again, both university and
college respondents noted that the tutorials were intended to be educative in approach, but
they seemed less clear as to whether tutorials were also used for student remediation. Tuto-
rials at universities had higher reports of prevention of academic dishonesty and promotion
of integrity as the foci for the content of the tutorials when compared to the colleges. Uni-
versities were less likely to have learning outcomes associated with the tutorials than their
college counterparts. A high percentage of both organizations reported that their tutorials
included quizzes, but universities were less likely to track student success than colleges.
The majority of the sample for both organizations reported that students were not held
back from their studies if they had not successfully completed the tutorials. Tutorials were
largely administered online (Fig. 1) at both types of organizations with much smaller offer-
ings of content through face-to-face and blended/hybrid modalities. Strategies of academic
integrity workshops, specific library sessions, and hands on activities were employed less
often.

Limitations

There were several limitations to the study. First, the survey was not tested for reliability or
validity and its purpose was to explore and gather information about the current situation
for academic integrity tutorials across Canada. Second, the distribution of the surveys was
largely dependent on the success of accessing names and contact information for higher
education organizations available through their main school websites. It is possible that if
a survey was sent to an individual who did not have information about academic integrity
tutorials, or was not interested in the subject matter, it may not have been forwarded to the
most appropriate person for completion. This may account for the low overall response rate
since there are over 160 recognized private and public universities and 180 colleges across
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Table 3 Details about academic integrity tutorials

Item Universities (n=27) Colleges (n=18)
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Tutorial Completed Prior to Admission 5 18.5 0 0
First Semester 13 48.1 11 61.1
Tutorial Completed Other 8 29.6 5 27.8

Missing 1 3.8 2 11.1
Available to all Students

Yes 8 29.6 6 333

No 18 66.7 11 61.1

Missing 1 3.7 1 5.6
Educational Focus for Tutorials

Yes 22 81.5 15 83.3

No 0 0 0 0

Missing 5 18.5 3 16.7
Remediation Focus for Tutorials

Yes 5 18.5 10 55.6

No 0 0 0 0

Missing 22 81.5 8 444
Prevention Focus for Tutorials

Yes 19 70.4 11 61.1

No 0 0 0 0

Missing 8 29.6 8 44.4
Promotion Focus for Tutorials

Yes 17 63 10 55.6

No 0 10 0 0

Missing 10 37 8 44.4
Learning Outcomes Included

Yes 11 40.7 10 55.6

No 1 3.7 3 16.7

Unsure 12 44.5 4 222

Missing 3 11.1 1 5.6
Quizzes Included

Yes 21 77.8 16 88.9

No 3 11.1 1 5.6

Missing 3 11.1 1 5.6
Tracked Completing

Yes 15 55.6 13 722

No 8 29.6 4 222

Missing 4 14.8 1 5.6
Students Prevented from Advancing

Yes 7 25.9 4 222

No 17 63 13 722

Missing 3 11.1 1 5.6
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University Institutions - Mode of Delivery

74% Moniine
CJFace-to-face
M BlendedHybrid
Eother

College Institutions - Mode of Delivery
16.7%

MOnline
[CJFace-to-face
M BlendedMybrid
W other

704%

61.1%

Fig. 1 Modes of delivery for tutorials

the country (Council of Ministers of Education, n. d.). Future research should include a
contact for each province and territory who could advise and perhaps secure contact names
for each targeted organization. Finally, Canada has two official languages, but this study
was conducted in English only, due mainly to limited language proficiency of the authors.
Efforts will be made in a second stage of this research to translate the survey and admin-
ister it to those higher education organizations that identify as primarily French language
schools.

Discussion

In this exploratory study, we learned that educational approaches about academic integ-
rity were inconsistently applied across colleges and universities in terms of who taught
the content, when content was delivered, what content was covered in tutorials, the
accessibility of content to all students, and the level and investment of time expected of
the student for completion. As well, there were differences in the delivery method for
the tutorials, their intended foci, and their organized structure.

Research Question 1

What is the rate of higher educational organizations in Canada that use student aca-
demic integrity educational tutorials (university and colleges)?

In considering the current research study it is important to note that our sample repre-
sented about 57% of all English publicly funded higher educational organizations across
the ten Canadian provinces. So, our findings should be considered with caution. That
being said, we noted that over sixty percent of the responding organizations reported
having academic tutorials in place for their students.

Research Question 2

Is there a difference between the rates of Canadian universities using academic integrity
educational tutorials compared to Canadian colleges?
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In the current study university responses indicated that those organizations used
academic integrity tutorials to educate their students more often than their college
counterparts.

Research Question 3

Are there differences in how, why, and when student academic integrity educational
tutorials are used between universities and colleges?

Our third research question revealed data that are important to consider. There
is academic debate that scaffolded approaches to teaching specific skills required
by students in higher education is an important aspect to the successful acculturation
of students to the values of academic integrity. Emerson et al. (2005) reported that pla-
giarism with first year university students (N =142) was the result of more than their
misunderstandings of the conventions of scholarly writing. They suggested a scaffolded,
multi-dimensional approach to engaging with students through interactive teaching
benefitted students’ understanding around expectations for honest writing. Garza et al.
(2018) reported success through their college environments when a variety of learning
opportunities were provided to students including, policy information shared through
student handbooks, course catalog information that included academic integrity, syllabi
academic integrity content, writing classes, and library sponsored modules on literacy.
Findings from this study suggest that tutorials are one strategy used to teach content
specific to academic integrity and are often taught using one offering and during stu-
dents’ first semester. Successes such as the ones reported by Garza Mitchell and Parn-
ther recognize the educational experience as a developmental one so that initial aca-
demic integrity tutorials offer an opportunity to lay a foundation for the content, but it is
important to approach our teaching from different vistas.

The notion of a “one and done” approach to teaching academic integrity merits closer
scrutiny. Circling back to the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Sheikh,
2013), it is reasonable to expect that students’ understanding of educational behavioral
norms and expectations develop over time, as they encounter concrete instances in which
ethical decision-making is required in various contexts and throughout their academic jour-
ney. Past successful strategies to help students understand honesty within the academic
environment include information and academic integrity language through syllabi and
course outlines accompanied by clearly set expectations and opportunities for discussion
on the topic (Lofstrom et al., 2015; Miron, 2016). One tutorial, as is currently reported
most often by Canadian universities and colleges, should be considered a starting point and
work in combination to other learning opportunities that fully effect students’ understand-
ings for what is expected in their roles as learners. Helping students to understand at the
start of their higher education journey just what is expected and why serves an important
purpose in an introductory tutorial and may serve to be a powerful starting point (Hyytinen
& Lofstrom, 2017).

Academic integrity content was most often taught by library staff, and individual fac-
ulty members. Our research did not explore how academic integrity was being taught apart
from a tutorial approach, but it is important to consider the potential challenges to situating
tutorials separately from what is happening in the classroom, if they are stand-alone efforts.
Emerson et al. (2005) noted that relationships with teaching assistants played a large role
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in students appreciating and committing to writing with integrity. The pivotal role faculty
play through their relationships with students must be emphasized. Students have reported
their reliance on faculty to help them understand expectations related to academic integ-
rity (Miron, 2016; Peters et al., 2019). Modeling and mentoring the values of academic
integrity combined with teaching content specific to academic integrity and expectations
across the students’ learning career will support the development of students’ ethical and
moral comportment. Peters et al. (2019) noted that faculty who adopt an ambassador role
toward academic integrity engage students systematically to teach them the importance
of integrity in their academics. Peters et al. suggested that this role engages, promotes,
encourages, and inspires students to learn through tangible teaching about academic integ-
rity within the higher education setting.

Assumptions that students are prepared and understand their responsibilities in the
higher education landscape are misplaced so strategies that include descriptions for assign-
ments and conduct in learning environments are important to share and model consistently
with students and across courses. Current research suggests that dichotomies exist across
faculty teaching in higher education. Lofstrom et al. (2015) studied academics teaching
in higher education in Finland and New Zealand (N=56) who reported beliefs that aca-
demic integrity teaching included more than focusing on the rules of the academy. They
also believed they were qualified to teach about academic integrity but disagreed on how to
teach it and if it was teachable to every student. Upholding and enacting academic integrity
requires a multi-stakeholder approach (Morris, 2016). It is unlikely that a single academic
integrity tutorial can provide students with adequate understanding of the institutional
behavioral expectations regarding academic integrity that can be enacted across various
courses throughout a student’s program. This study showed few links, if any, between aca-
demic integrity tutorials and classroom student experience. How faculty design and man-
age their classroom activities and members helps shape student integrity practices (Garza
Mitchell & Parnther, 2018). It is worth noting that relational pedagogy may play an impor-
tant role in acculturating students to values consistent with academic integrity since at its
core it “encourages students to invest more in their own learning” (Lertora et al., 2020,
p- 206). So, those relationships between faculty and students are paramount to academic
integrity efforts. While faculty play key roles in teaching academic integrity, there is also
an argument that suggests a shared responsibility is fundamental to maintaining and pro-
moting cultures of integrity (Garza Mitchell & Parnther, 2018; Morris, 2016).) Faculty,
staff, administrators and students are collectively responsible for promoting integrity across
higher education settings. They warn that a separation of roles or imbalance of one group
taking responsibility jeopardizes integrity and may set up organizations to focus on dishon-
esty rather than integrity.

What is being taught across different organizations through tutorials varied. This finding
makes sense in that it is important for organizations to understand where their vulnerable
or pressure points are to ensure students have clear understandings and the skills, they need
to avoid breaching integrity. By identifying the factors that lead students to breach integ-
rity, organizations can develop integrity education that makes sense to the unique needs
of its members (Orr, 2018). A positive and practical approach to tutorials may also enable
members across the community to avoid assigning blame and shame and instead help focus
initiatives on increased knowledge and improved learning skills. Such knowledge and skill
translate to careers after students graduate and benefit those delivering and receiving care
and services from graduates (Orr, 2018).
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Conclusion

Cultures of academic integrity are built and sustained through the cooperation and commit-
ment of all members of the learning community. Bertram Gallant and Drinan (2006) sug-
gest student academic dishonesty boils down to an adaptive challenge for students who must
learn and demonstrate integrity in conduct and behavior within the context of the higher
education learning environments. In fact, they note that academic dishonesty is not the result
of individual dysfunction but rather a systematic and organizational issue (Bertram Gallant
& Drinan, 2006). Approaches to the acculturation of students to the values associated with
academic integrity must be multi-faceted and include clear, accessible policies and pro-
cedures, and educational initiatives that consider developmental, relational approaches to
teaching and learning.

Our research questions focused on the use of academic integrity tutorials in Canadian
higher education contexts, with a further focus on the differences that might exist between
how universities and colleges utilize such tutorials. Our results showed inconsistencies
in how academic integrity education is implemented across Canadian higher education
institutions, with few links to classroom practice. Overall, there is a need for Canadian
higher education institutions to attend to the needs of students in terms of understanding
and enacting institutional expectations for ethical learning behavior in a variety of ways,
of which tutorials are only one component. A more integrated and intentional approach to
academic integrity education that emphasizes learning about ethical conduct as a develop-
mental process that continues throughout formal education and beyond is needed moving
forward.
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