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Abstract

A clear understanding of terminology is crucial in any academic field. When it is clear

that complex interdisciplinary concepts are interpreted differently depending on the

academic field, geographical setting or cultural values, it is time to take action. Given

this, the Glossary for Academic Integrity, newly developed by the European Network for

Academic Integrity project, served as the basis for compiling a comprehensive taxonomy

of terms related to academic integrity. Following a rigorous coding exercise, the taxon-

omy was partitioned into three constituent components – Integrity, Misconduct and

Neutral terms. A review of relevant literature sources is included, and the strengths and

weaknesses of existing taxonomies are discussed in relation to this new offering. During

the creation of these artefacts the authors identified and resolved many differences

between their individual interpretative understandings of concepts/terms and the view-

points of others. It is anticipated that the freely-available glossary and taxonomy will be

explored and valued by researchers, teachers, students and the general public alike.

Keywords Academic integrity.Academicmisconduct .Taxonomy.Research integrity.Research

misconduct . Qualitative content analysis . Concept analysis

Introduction

Academic integrity encompasses principles, norms and regulatory frameworks instrumental

for driving appropriate conduct in education and research. The term ‘academic integrity’ has

been defined as “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” (Tauginienė et al. 2018a, p. 7–8). In fact, very few

studies have been published so far on the definition of integrity and misconduct across
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different disciplines (e.g. Bretag (2016) andMacfarlane et al. (2014) discussed the definition of

integrity and misconduct in different geographical contexts) and most of the earlier studies

took place outside the academic community (e.g. Komić et al. 2015).
There are several reasons why it is important to develop and exchange terminology in the

field of academic integrity. One reason is to shape a homogeneous understanding of academic

integrity and misconduct. This would help academics and other stakeholders within higher

education to make more informed decisions about maintaining normative standards against

unethical or questionable behavior in academia, either for deterring or sanctioning misconduct

(e.g. Adam et al. 2017; East 2010). The second reason relates to how we perceive (un)ethical

behavior. We refer here to a common perception that academic practices vary in different fields

of science. However, we believe that there should be a consistent understanding across

academia concerning academic integrity and misconduct. In other words, there should not

be any differences in interpreting what is academic integrity or misconduct in different

academic fields. It would not make sense for ethical norms in academia to differ according

to whom or where they are applied and whether it involves students, teachers, researchers, or

administrative staff (Tauginienė 2016). Ambiguity in meaning should not arise in country

specific interpretations.

The research of Becher (1989), Caudron (1994) and Garrett and Davies (2010) suggest that

different sub-cultures exist within academia (e.g. in departments, institutes, researcher teams).

It is likely that different perceptions on (un)ethical behavior may derive from such settings.

Although there are many field-specific academic networks that promote academic integrity

(e.g. publicizing statements, codes of ethics), and diverse academic viewpoints about ethical

conduct, it seems appropriate to propose a more unified approach to such important concepts.

A consistent understanding and the use of agreed terms allows the prospect of a shared set

of values. It also allows a possibility of developing internationally acceptable common

solutions relating to teaching methods, content and preventative strategies for academic

misconduct. Reaching agreement on these fundamental concepts would in turn lead to

alliances between various fields of science. However, to achieve this, variations in the

conceptualization and use of key terms need to be discussed and agreed. Consequently, we

shed light here on concepts related to academic integrity and misconduct that derive from

agreement, based on community norms. Also, as research in this field is advancing rapidly,

new terms are constantly emerging and being widely adopted or used in scientific literature

and other contexts (e.g. reports, lawsuits). Therefore, it is essential to address the need for a

compendium of these terms with their meanings.

Such concepts have “a life cycle determined by cognitive and societal dynamics” (Picht

2013, p. 11). Therefore, it is natural that various factors would affect the development of a

concept. However, the desired outcome of an individual’s ethical behavior is complicated,

because it depends on imposed habits/rituals which may result in cultural differences based on

the interpretation of terms.

To some extent, the interpretation of terms related to academic integrity and misconduct is

culture-bound. In this respect, revisiting our understanding of the definition of culture would

be useful before dealing with these cultural differences. Liddicoat et al. (2003) define culture as

“a complex system of concepts, attitudes, values, beliefs, conventions, behaviors, practices,

rituals and lifestyles of the people who make up a cultural group, as well as the artefacts they

produce and the institutions they create” (p. 45). This implies that universities as institutions

may be subject to different practices that are appropriate to the traditions and lifestyles of their

communities. Hence there is a need for shaping homogeneous terminology that stems not only
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from science and research, but also from society (Szapuová and Nuhlíček 2015). It is also

evident that academic research is no longer a national affair since it is very much internation-

ally orientated. The mechanisms that lead to fraud, deception, or looking the other way, are

universal (Plašienková 2016). Within this scope, institutional academic integrity policies are

impacted by society’s cultural values.

Furthermore, the need to address issues of terminology related to academic integrity and

misconduct relies on the specificity of scientific fields, such as biomedical research, where the

importance of specific behaviors may be very different. For example, adherence to ethical

principles in clinical research implies that research is conducted according to the Declaration of

Helsinki (1964). Also, authorship practices in scholarly pieces may differ greatly across

disciplines. Indeed, the most acknowledged guidelines in medicine and biology are those from

the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE, http://www.icmje.org/),

which require named authors to make substantial contributions to design and execution of

the work as well as involvement in writing the manuscript. In addition, in biomedicine the

order of authors has specific significance. By contrast, other scientific areas (e.g. physics) may

include in the list of authors people unfamiliar with the specific study and often put the authors

in alphabetical order.

Authorship in academia is however fundamental for both accountability towards stake-

holders and society as well as for individual reputation and career progression of scholars;

therefore, reflecting on the meaning of authorship across academic disciplines is of paramount

importance (Tauginienė et al. 2018b). Given such examples, the question remains open

whether existing terminology compiled by reputable organizations is genuinely and consis-

tently put into practice.

Other reasons to develop and exchange interpretations of terminology relate to the fact that

definitions can be too narrow and ambiguous (Gaižauskaitė and Tauginienė 2017; McClung and

Schneider 2015; Picht 2013), or broad-ranging and contested (Bretag and Mahmud 2009; Burrus

et al. 2007; Curran 1976), which fail to reflect current trends and threats. Thus, it is difficult to deal

with research misconduct institutionally or legally if there is no common agreement on the exact

meaning of terms such as integrity (Horbach and Halffman 2017; Jordan 2013) or plagiarism

(Upleja 2012). For example, the Latvian academic terminology database AkadTerm does not

include terms such as “academic integrity”, “academic honesty”, and “academic misconduct”.

Another example relates to international research collaboration where different institutions may

interpret the same behavior in different ways (Resnik et al. 2015a, b). This affects various

stakeholders such as authors, editors, reviewers and readers (Wells and Farthing 2008 as cited

in Regmi 2011). Students sometimes fail to understand academic standards due to ignorance and

misunderstanding of various terms (East 2006; Roberts 2008 as cited in Ho 2015), which impedes

efforts to combat misconduct (Salwén 2015).

Overcoming this lack of understanding necessitates sustained effort and justification to

achieve societal acceptance (Picht 2013), i.e. harmonizing academic integrity terminology in

order to avoid, or at least minimize, further pitfalls. Evidence from prior studies indicates that

having a set of clear definitions and requiring that students read these will reduce the number

of violations (Burrus et al. 2007). Therefore, studies on academic integrity should endeavor to

unify the meaning of concepts related to both academic integrity and academic misconduct as

much as possible (East 2006; Fielden and Joyce 2008; Horbach and Halffman 2017; Jordan

2013; Steneck 2006). Despite the contributions from previous studies, a systematic focus on

the revision and clarification of an extensive pool of terms relating to academic integrity has

not yet been conducted.
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For all these reasons we aim here to provide a taxonomy of honest and dishonest behaviors

that links to academic integrity and academic misconduct. In fact, by creating this classification

and glossary, we aim to provide content-specific explanations that will facilitate the use and

sharing of these terms by students, scholars and the general public.

This paper begins with a review of the literature related to academically honest and

dishonest behavior. We then provide an illustrative taxonomy organized into three distinct

constituents and ends with a discussion and conclusions.

Literature Review

Academic integrity has been a focal point for research as well as practice in recent years. A

number of high-profile dishonest practices have been identified (e.g. Weber-Wulff 2014,

2016), resulting in a negative impact on scholars and public figures. At the same time,

academic integrity is probably one of the least-explored issues at higher education institutions

in developing countries (Heitman and Litewka 2011). Earlier studies have shown that students

from countries with minimally established academic integrity policy often lack an understand-

ing of academic integrity and therefore are at higher risk of committing plagiarism (Bamford

and Sergiou 2005; Park 2003).

Although research in this field has increased, there remains a paucity of literature that

consistently and comprehensively examines academically honest and dishonest behavior of

both students and academics. Several studies are devoted to categorizing types of misbehavior

in research and higher education. Resnik’s work identified between thirteen (Resnik et al.

2015a) and seventeen (Resnik et al. 2015b) types of misbehavior in research, while McClung

and Schneider (2015) listed eighteen categories of academic misbehavior. Al-Marzouki et al.

(2005 as cited in Regmi 2011) reported 60 items related to research misconduct. Kumar (2008)

revised the types of scientific misconduct in biomedical research, identifying several behaviors

besides fabrication, falsification and plagiarism, which are those usually acknowledged by the

scientific community. These include malpractice common to other areas, such as omission of

citations of sources as well as practices that are more or less exclusive to biomedical sciences,

such as unethical animal or human experimentation, photo-manipulation, data augmentation

and others (see Table 1). Meanwhile, Hall and Martin (2019) developed a taxonomy for

business schools organized according to the stakeholders affected and the severity of the

misconduct. They grouped behaviors related to research misconduct as well as inappropriate

and questionable conduct. The importance of concepts in academic integrity has served as

another criterion for listing terms related to academic integrity (Jordan 2013). The taxonomies

included in these four studies are detailed in Table 1.

Returning to the subject of cultural differences, academic integrity may be associated with

community values. To demonstrate this, we provide an example from Turkey, where it is a not

an uncommon practice in recent times to deal with ‘academic integrity’ under the umbrella

term ‘values education’, especially in the case of providing awareness of ethical issues (e.g.

Cihan 2014). Values courses were added to the curriculum at all levels (primary, secondary,

high school) by the Ministry of Education in 2011, the roots of which date back to a project

supported by UNESCO. By dealing with issues beyond the scope of academic integrity, values

education mainly aims at developing personal integrity through extra-curricular activities.

Academics are expected to adapt to evolving requirements on a regular basis, such as new

technologies and institutional pressures (de Weert 2001; Geppert and Hollinshead 2017), and,
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naturally, to modify their behavior. Therefore, it is possible that research misconduct has

become more diversified and thus more confusing in the process (Bohannon 2013; Maddox

2008 as cited in Ho 2015; Martin 2013). As McCabe et al. (1999) and, more recently, Salwén

(2015) pointed out, universities use different misconduct-related definitions, resulting in

different understandings of what misconduct is. Hence, the same type of misconduct is not

always treated with the same response in all universities.

In pursuance of the quest to provide an inclusive taxonomy of academically honest and

dishonest behavior, we will revisit two taxonomies; one for academically dishonest behaviors

developed by McClung and Schneider (2015) and the other concerning academic integrity

concepts proposed by Jordan (2013). We will then align them with our own taxonomy. We

limited alignment of the developed taxonomy to these two more general taxonomies because

other taxonomies, such as Kumar’s (2008) classification and Hall’s and Martin’s (2019)

taxonomy, derive from field-specific research.

Methodological Approach

Data Collection

For the purpose of analysis, we selected 212 terms included in the glossary for academic integrity

(Tauginienė et al., 2018a) that had already been developed by the authors of this paper. This

glossary was developed by an international interdisciplinary team in an attempt to reach a shared

understanding of concepts related to academic integrity and misconduct in academia.

This glossary was created by applying a robust approach from the outset of the develop-

ment, which helped to ensure the validity and relevance of the chosen terms and their

definitions. The following brief description of the stages of the glossary development evi-

dences the rigorous approach adopted by the team (authors of this paper, the glossary and

taxonomy). Using the World Café approach for experts’ knowledge sharing, we identified

potential sources where relevant terms and their definitions could be found. During this

process we collated information from a pool of credible sources (see Tauginienė et al., 2018a):

& previous and current international and national sister projects (at international level such as

Printeger, Satori, Respect, etc.; at national level such as Refairence in Germany, MTEtika

and AcadAu in Lithuania);

& international organizations with expertise in or consideration of ethics (such as the

European Science Foundation, Committee on Publication Ethics, International Center for

Academic Integrity, etc.);

& networks (such as the European Network of Research Integrity Offices, PanEuropean

Platform on Ethics, Transparency and Integrity in Education, European Network of

Research Ethics and Research Integrity, etc.);

& internationally-recognized academic publishers (such as Springer, Elsevier, Routledge,

etc.);

& partner country national reports (published by research councils or other public bodies);

& legislation and other relevant sources (for example, suggested research papers by project

partners where academic integrity-related terms were analyzed, and the websites of a few

universities were consulted).
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In total, over 60 core sources were selected, some encompassing more than one document.

Next, all documents available online were reviewed, looking for terms related to any aspect of

ethics or academic integrity in academia, scholarship, teaching or research. Initially, all terms

that could be identified were collected. These included terms with or without a definition, with

the same or nearly the same meaning. Based on the documents reviewed, 440 individual terms

were collected. In addition, a further 30 terms were suggested based on the expertise of project

partners. Collected terms were structured in the following way – term, definition, source with

full description, and online link (Tauginienė et al. 2018a).

Data Analysis

A refinement process for each term and its definition was initiated. The final glossary

comprised a set of 212 entries with terms relevant to academic integrity, decided via face-to-

face and virtual working group meetings. Different strategies were used with the terms that

were removed. For instance, over 260 terms were removed from the glossary due to their

ambiguity and nuance related to connotation. Some terms were aligned either as synonyms of

retained terms (over 30) or used for the development of general guidelines (over 20)

(Tauginienė et al. 2018a). The final version of the glossary was agreed by partners from

different countries (Germany, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, UK), and

from various institutions and scientific fields (such as history, sociology, medicine & allied

sciences, computer science, business, and mathematics).

We combined the methodological approaches of concept analysis and content analysis.

Though the glossary principally serves a practical purpose, the process of its development was

in line with the principles of concept analysis (Foley and Davis 2017; Nuopponen 2010a, b,

2011). The glossary itself aimed at bringing more clarity and common understanding to the use

of academic integrity-related concepts, deriving a substantial set of reliable, widely-used and

academic integrity-focused terms. Refinement of each term by an international and interdis-

ciplinary team led to the final list of terms that well reflects the current conceptual field of

academic integrity. Therefore, we further aimed to conduct a thorough analysis of the thematic

domains of the terms included in the glossary and the relationships between them. For that

purpose, we applied qualitative approach principles to the content analysis (Krippendorff

2013).

We developed the coding system using a thematic-coding perspective. For each term in the

glossary, we assigned a code that connotes the essential conceptual meaning of its definition.

Due to the word limit constraints of this journal, we are unable to provide comprehensive

definitions of each term. We strongly recommend that readers consult the freely available

ENAI Glossary for Academic Integrity (Tauginienė et al. 2018a) to understand these

definitions.

The initial proposal for constructing the coding system was based on previous attempts to

classify academic integrity and misconduct-related concepts. Based on interviews with experts,

OECD (Best Practices 2007) provided the following categories of misconduct: research

misconduct; data-related misconduct; personal misconduct; research practice misconduct;

publication-related misconduct; financial misconduct and miscellaneous misconduct. Horbach

and Halffman (2017) proposed the empirically-derived themes of: authorship; education;

finance; institution; integrity; misconduct; policy; academic promotion; repression; science;

society, and virtue. Steneck (2006) constructed a continuum of research behaviors ranging

from the ideal to the worst in three categories: ideal behavior as responsible research practice
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(RPR); worst behavior as exemplified by fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism (FFP), and

questionable research practices (QRP) in between. In the same vein, Hall and Martin (2019)

suggested three groups of behaviors (see Table 1).

However, all these examples and the taxonomies discussed in the Literature review section

are either too broad (general) or restricted to a certain thematic domain of integrity (miscon-

duct). Therefore, we had no alternative but to develop an expanded coding system that allowed

us to encompass all terms in the glossary.

We applied triangulation of the researchers’ expertise and views to validate the initial coding

system. Three of the co-authors of this article volunteered to independently code each of the

glossary terms; subsequent discussions then led to a consensus on the outcomes. Afterwards, a

final coding system was developed, and this was applied to the analysis of glossary terms.

Three individual coders (i.e. the three co-authors) separately assigned primary codes to each

term in the glossary. Furthermore, we checked for compatibility of the primary codes. These

fell into three groups. In the first round, we marked the codes that were (1) in full agreement

(i.e. all three coders assigned exactly the same code for a term, or the codes assigned were only

different in the sense of being synonyms but connoted the same essential meaning, e.g.

“breach” and “abuse”); (2) codes that were in partial agreement (i.e. two coders assigned the

same code whereas one of them proposed a different code), and (3) codes for which there was

no agreement between coders (i.e. all three coders assigned a different code to the term). Out of

212 terms, we fully agreed on the codes for 20 terms (11.3%), partially agreed on the codes of

97 terms (45.8%) and disagreed on the codes of 91 terms (42.9%). It is worth mentioning that

no other coefficient of the reliability of content analysis data was applied. This decision was

based on the apparent coefficient’s limitations, such as number of coders, and sample size. For

example, Cohen’s kappa shows the relationship between two coders while our data were coded

by three coders. Likewise, Krippendorff’s alpha is applied to large sample sizes while our

dataset is small (Krippendorff and Bock 2009).

This resulted in the second round of coding, where we looked for common agreement on

primary codes between all three coders. After discussing the code of each term, coders did not

assign any code to 8 terms because these terms were either used as codes themselves (e.g.

principle), were too broad (e.g. culture of academic integrity) or too general (e.g. academic

(adjective)). Coders reached full inter-coder agreement on the remaining 200 terms.

We further grouped all coded terms into three categories: integrity (terms whose definitions

connote assurance and promotion of integrity as well as serving this purpose); neutral (terms

with definitions relating to the field of academic integrity; however, they do not bear any

particular connotation, either integrity or misconduct); and misconduct (terms whose defini-

tions connote a variety of breaches of integrity). While making decisions regarding the

category, coders referred to the definition provided in the glossary. It should be noted that

we assigned some terms to two categories. For example, ‘neutral’ to those terms that are

polysemic or have definitions with different connotations (e.g. the term ‘crib-notes’ may be a

tool used for memorizing information (neutral connotation) or as a cheating tool (misconduct

connotation)). We visualized these cases using a dashed line.

Where applicable, we grouped codes into mid-level sub-categories based on the locus of

occurrence (e.g. such terms as “authorship abuse” and “coercion authorship” under the code of

behavior were sub-categorized into ‘authorship’). Compiled codes, sub-categories and categories

denote our expert-knowledge and literature-based judgements as to what a term relates to. Based

on these links, we finally produced concept maps using graphics programEdrawMindMaster that

reveal visually the field of academic integrity as integral parts of the taxonomy (see Figs. 1–3).
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Findings

The rigorous ENAI glossary development procedure revealed a spectrum of terms related to

integrity in academia to date (see Figs. 1–3). This finding elevates academic integrity as a

specific scientific field and practice. Hence, while generating the taxonomy of academically

honest and dishonest behaviors that link to academic integrity and misconduct, three separate

constituents emerged – Integrity, Misconduct and Neutral. The Neutral constituent covers

integrity-related terms that are distinguished by different connotations; in some contexts, some

of the Neutral terms can be considered as malpractice or integrity.

The Integrity constituent identifies a wide variety of terms related to virtues (37.2%) and

ethics infrastructure (20.5%) (see Fig. 1), while, behavior-related terms are prevalent (70.3%)

in the Misconduct constituent (see Fig. 3), particularly linked to plagiarism and authorship.

The Neutral constituent is the most diversified in terms of sub-categories (see Fig. 2).

INTEGRITY-related terms

Ethics infrastructure

Intellectual property

Artefact copyright notice

Regulation

CC-BY

Behavior

avoiding harm

Authorship
Actorguarantor

Relationshipcontributorship

Writing

Artefact

Behavior

Tool

Outputreproduction

Publication

Behaviorpublication acknowledgement

Output
compilation

Peer reviewProcess

blind peer review

Regulation

bioethics

business ethics

Value

academic ethics

academic integrity

ethics

integrity

Disposition

ethicality

individual integrity

morality

Principle

accountability

Data
Process

Actor

academic integrity committee

disciplinary committee

ethics committee

research ethics committee (REC)

Behavior

reporting irresponsible research practices

research compliance

whistleblowing

Process
audit (noun)

risk management

Regulation

code of conduct

code of ethics

policy to enhance academic integrity

Tool

ethical approval

ethics assessment

informed consent

text-matching software

copyright

creative commons (CC)

inviolability of a work

author's ethical rights

author's patrimonial rights

compliance

responsible conduct of research

confidentiality

objectivity [in research]

respect for others

responsibility

scepticism [in research]

transparency

trust

autonomy

fairness

fiduciary responsibility

honesty

impartiality [in research]

institutional autonomy

Regulation

data management

personal data protection

moral (noun)

moral values

research ethics

research integrity

scientific (or academic) freedom

truth

virtues

moral norm

good record-keeping practices (GRKPs)

Helsinki Declaration

norms of science

double-blind peer review

open peer review

single-blind peer review

triple-blind peer review

replication

references

reference (verb)

citation

quotation

recognised referencing style

Fig. 1 Terms related to integrity

L. Tauginienė et al.354



Discussion

The term “academic integrity” has become a focal point in higher education organizations

around the world. Whilst many institutions are focusing on teaching and establishing accept-

able behaviors within this context, the interpretation and conceptual understanding of terms

linked to integrity can vary depending on the field of study, from country to country or even

institution-to-institution (CSE White Paper 2012). Therefore, a glossary of terms for the study

of academic integrity developed through a well-defined conceptual taxonomy would be an

important contribution to the field. Most crucially, the glossary should focus on providing

examples of the empirical functions of the terms it defines.

The establishment of ENAI (as an association) in 2017 provided an opportunity for

European academics working in different disciplines to come together to address this vacuum.

The multi-disciplinary input impelled us to produce this glossary with meanings and examples

to suit a wide audience of people either involved or interested in integrity-related issues.

However, this multidisciplinary approach did generate some issues. Bringing together scholars

from various fields and then expecting them to avoid misunderstandings in their oral and
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written communications would be naïve. This is because these scholars rely on different sets of

knowledge and experience; thus, their comprehension of the same text, either in written or

spoken form, may vary. Despite this, we achieved consensus by creating an up-to-date glossary

addressing the terms related to both integrity and misconduct (positive and negative connota-

tions, respectively).
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To the best of the authors’ knowledge, only two previous studies (Jordan 2013; McClung and

Schneider 2015) have attempted to highlight the importance of rational conceptualization in the form

of a clearly-defined glossary. Jordan (2013) argued for minimizing “conceptual stretching” and

pointed out that the term “ethics” itself may have different connotations in different contexts. She

argued that trying to provide a glossary including meaning (and usage) of terms outside their

contexts might result in confusion. In contrast, in a world where integrity has recently gained

importance (and/or become legitimized), we feel that simplified definitions may reduce the wider

applicability/receptivity of these terms. For instance, in the example glossary given in Jordan’s study

(box 2 in Jordan 2013), the definitions for academic ethics and research ethics had only minor

differentiations. Whilst the former was linked to individuals (or institutions) “in education, research

or scholarship settings”, the latter were linked to academics/academia “where systematic, general-

izable knowledge is produced or disseminated”. However, in practice, scientific research integrity

encompassesmuchwider connotations that involve research conduct, ethics, methodological clarity,

and so on. Therefore, we feel that this way of generalizing the definition would not provide

conceptual clarity. However, we accept the fact that it is difficult to give a definition that would

suit all contexts and situations. In the taxonomy presented here, we have developed generalized

definitions adjusted to suit the fields where they are extensively used and/or adhered to.

McClung and Schneider (2015) created a taxonomy of dishonest behaviors based on

searches of literature databases. They believed that by identifying and classifying dishonest

behaviors, their research would assist students in higher education to become more profes-

sional. Unlike Jordan (2013), these authors tried to give examples of dishonest behaviors in

addition to their definitions. Yet since this was a meta-analysis, their definitions might have

been influenced by the interpretations given in the original 17 articles that were selected for

this study. Further, they claimed that these definitions of academic misconduct would assist in

developing institutional policies. Although we accept that their findings may have provided

clarification about different types of academic misconduct, the study only focused on “mis-

conduct” (as opposed to integrity); therefore, the applicability of this compendium to institu-

tional policies is limited. Also, we argue that it would be more logical to provide a taxonomy

based on a lexicon relating to good academic practice, or to take a more holistic approach by

addressing all relevant terms (positive and negative) relating to “integrity” with their meaning

and examples to address, or be applicable to, a wide range of different disciplines.

Studies in the relevant literature provide examples of problems in comprehension between

different academic fields (see Carrell 1988 and Erten and Razı 2009 for more). This evidence

provides justification for the need to clarify the terminology applicable to academic integrity, which

can serve as a common tool to exchange ideas among scholars from different disciplines. For

instance, authorship is a key issue for academic scholars as it represents the basis for individual credit

and reputation. Authorship criteria are, however, different across disciplines (see Tauginienė et al.
2018b). In a recent commentary, Kiser (2018) highlighted the importance of having common and

stringent authorship criteria coupled to systems of ascertainment as a way to cope with authorship-

related misconduct. This is a significant contemporary issue wherever careers are based on the

number of authored papers. On the constructive side, fair authorship attribution fulfils some of the

major requirements of science/scientists, i.e. giving proper credit to one’s work and achievements.

Indeed, not only does misattributing authorship provide undue advantage to individuals who did not

contribute to a study, but this practice also undermines the value and credibility of appropriately-

assigned authorship in general. Abuse in attributing authorship can lead to unfair credit for

scholarship in publications, which make an important contribution to the development of our

collective knowledge and promotion of transdisciplinary collaboration.

Enhancing the Taxonomies Relating to Academic Integrity and Misconduct 357



The journey undertaken by the whole team during the iterative co-creation process of

putting together the glossary, refining the definitions, and constructing the taxonomy was a

remarkable learning experience. The advantages to individuals contributors include knowledge

improvement (e.g. different interpretations of terms, inter/transdisciplinary confrontation),

collegial environment (e.g. sharing workloads, collaborative and positive attitude of whole

team), community culture (e.g. possibility to discuss and reach consensus), task management

(e.g. timely reminders with manageable deadlines). Most importantly authors have learnt about

culture and language specific influences in interpreting the meanings of these terms. However,

detailing individual experiences about this process is beyond the scope of this study. Yet we

realized the necessity for everyone involved to question deeply their own understanding of the

terms, their meaning, and different ways they can be used (e.g. connotation of a term

‘compilation’ varies by countries, i.e. in Lithuania, Slovakia it has a negative connotation

while in the UK it has a positive connotation). The multicultural and interdisciplinary nature of

the ENAI team forced all contributors to empathize and consider different viewpoints in order

to reach agreement on concepts and terms.

The creation of these artefacts served to broaden the perspectives of all participants. Some

contributors came to the activity with interest in research integrity and ethics, while others

were primarily focused on integrity connected to student conduct and the educational process.

However, the whole team gained a more holistic view of what academic integrity implies both

for higher education and academic research. Also, the approach should be multi-faceted, we

aimed to develop a taxonomy that would not only help academics (e.g. supervisors, teachers)

and institutions (e.g. higher education institutions, offices of ombudspersons) but also could be

widely used by the general public.

Conclusions

The outputs from this journey include the most comprehensive glossary available, compared

with others identified, that takes into account several different educational and legal systems,

various nuances based on national and cultural norms, and the varying requirements of several

academic disciplines.

Previous studies on terminology generated a limited number of terms due to the restricted

scope of their selected criteria for taxonomy development. To avoid this limitation, we

investigated the entirety of the comprehensive glossary we had recently created, which allowed

us to portray the breadth of academically honest and dishonest behaviors and to grasp

specificities. However, we accept that rapidly evolving technologies and cultures drive to

changes to academic malpractices and responses to such conduct, spawning new terms and

changes in use of language; therefore, this taxonomy should be regularly revised and updated.

Having a clear content-specific definition for each term, and identifying with which of the

three constituents it should be associated, helped us to facilitate its interpretation. This way we

avoided making misleading judgements derived from cultural and institutional differences.

This approach helped to make our taxonomy more comprehensive and explicit.

As ENAI consists of European interdisciplinary scholars from different countries and fields,

it reflects the demographics of real-life academia; therefore, the terminology is expected to

make a worthwhile and useful contribution to the field. Also, this freely-available taxonomy is

able to serve as source material for teaching students, training scholars and raising the

awareness of the general public.
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