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Abstract

Our aim in this study was to determine students’ and teachers’ attitudes towards
cheating in assessing students’ performance. We used mixed methodology and the
main research method was a case study. We aimed to describe how our
respondents: 1. recognize ethical misconduct (EM) in several situations given through
case studies, 2. understand the roles of each subject involved, 3. predict
consequences of the EM and how they understand its possible causes, 4. create
individual answers to EM or resolve problem situations. The research sample of
students (120) includes participants from three basic study programs and two
postgraduate programs in the field of education. A sample of teachers (42) was
obtained from a number of faculties by random selection. Our respondents have
identified most forms of EM reasonably well, although in some situations, the
respondents recognized other errors (poor organization of time for learning,
professors’ strict deadline for paper submission, etc.) as EM. Therefore, the issues of
ethics are not completely clear to all respondents, which leads to the conclusion that
universities must organize training in this field. Both groups of respondents
understand EM in a similar way, and whether it is a professor or a student (or
students) who commits EM has not affected their responses. Our results suggest that
it is necessary to work on the prevention of fraud by discussing the consequences
(especially the long-term ones, which were not considerably discussed in the
comments), by learning ethical reasoning, by developing functional strategies of
learning for the purpose of preventing fraud.

Keywords: Academic integrity, Causes of cheating, Cheating, Consequences of
cheating, Non-ethical behavior

Introduction
While ethical misconduct (EM) has been studied at world universities since the 1990s

(McCabe et al. 2001), it has become a popular topic in Montenegro only in recent

years. This does not mean that various forms of EM have not been noted in higher

education (ETINED Council of Europe Platform on Ethics, Transparency and Integrity

in Education, 2018). Ethical misconduct in (higher) education in a country
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experiencing transition1 where the education sector is facing a series of reforms repre-

sents a most serious disruptive factor to progress. Since there was no research on

cheating in assessing students’ performance in Montenegro, we considered it necessary

to determine from the outset whether there has been a common understanding of

cheating, its causes and consequences. We wanted to find out the implicit ethical

norms of our respondents (Colnerud and Rosander 2009). Our aim in this study is to

determine students’ and teachers’ attitudes towards academic integrity (AI) issues in

assessing students’ performance.

We will first present an overview of literature relevant to our research, which also re-

fers to the recognizing and understanding of EM, its social and individual causes and

effects, as well as the role of teachers, students and institutions in the prevention and

sanctioning of cheating. The results of an empirical research study with students and

teachers as respondents follow further on. We have used the case study method, where

the respondents evaluated ethical problems presented in case studies.

Literature review
Fraud in assessment – do we consider the same meaning?

The question posed by Ashworth et al. (1997), which refers to determining the meaning

of the term academic fraud, is still relevant. The authors point out that the term does not

have the same meaning for all members of the academic community, while the starting

point in various studies is that there is a consensus on the meaning of the term fraud

(Ashworth et al. 1997). Even though the problem is a complex one and while it is quite

possible that some students may have difficulties understanding its meaning (Trautner

and Borland 2013), some authors think that students most certainly know what is

expected from them (Burrus et al. 2013). Respondents answer the question What do

students perceive to be plagiarism/cheating? correctly and precisely (Jones 2011), e.g. the

majority of students knew what plagiarism/cheating is. What we understand by the

term cheating in this paper is “Actions that attempt to get any advantage by means

that undermine values of integrity” (Tauginienė et al. 2018, p.12), while we will be

focused on cheating connected with the assessment of students’ performance.

If students have been accustomed to fraud during their previous education and if they

live in transitional societies where there is no coherent system of values (Hrabak et al.

2004) – which is the case in Montenegro – then it is quite natural to “mix up” the

notions of what is allowed, and what is not. For example, the research conducted by

Hrabak et al. (2004) with medicine students (who study ethics as a separate subject)

showed that most of them (94%) admitted to cheating in exams, while almost half of

respondents would never report cheating. The knowledge of ethics did not appear

applicable to this group of students.

1Montenegro was part of the united state of the South Slavic peoples, whose last name was the Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFR Yugoslavia), for most of the twentieth century (from 1919 to 1990).
After the 1990s and the civil war in the territory of several former members of SFR Yugoslavia, Montenegro
remained in a state union with Serbia until 2006, when the population voted for state independence through
a referendum. After the restoration of state independence, Montenegro expressed its commitment to
European and transatlantic integration, so it joined NATO in 2017. Negotiations on joining the European
Union have been very intensive. All these numerous changes have been turbulent and testify to the
transitional position of the country.
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Cheating in assessment represents a violation of the rules of AI, by which we under-

stand the expectation of being “honest, trustworthy, responsible, respectful, and fair, by

completing work only in ways authorized by... the institution” (Bertram Gallant 2008,

pp.10–11). Coursework and examination cheating has almost become common at univer-

sities, i.e. it has acquired the status of normative behavior among students (Chapman

et al. 2004). Examination cheating has been treated as a more serious type of fraud com-

pared with coursework cheating (Ashworth et al. 1997).

A number of types of fraud have been identified (Jones 2011; Newman 2020), and numer-

ous attempts have been made to classify them (Ashworth et al. 1997; Lothringer 2008). The

Glossary for Academic Integrity (Tauginienė et al. 2018) was compiled, and taxonomies con-

tributing to the systematization of the more and more abundant glossary in this field were

developed (Lothringer 2008; Tauginienė et al. 2019). Despite researches, taxonomies and nu-

merous activities whose primary purpose is to preserve ethics in higher education, academic

fraud is getting more widespread, its types and forms are multiplying, so that it is obvious

that classifications and definitions do not considerably contribute to fraud prevention.

Spreading of cheating, its actors and frequency

We could speak of both individual and collective cheating within the students’ community

(Lothringer 2008), where collective cheating may be either socially active or socially passive

(Thomas 2017). Students’ frauds sometimes involve teachers, so that a number of scandals

at prestigious universities have been referred to in literature (Aaron and Roche 2013; Robin

2004). Third parties, i.e. persons from outside the academic community, are also getting

more and more involved in cheating, so the contract cheating is growing more and more

evident (Steel 2017), meaning that ghost writing has become an “industry”, as reported by

numerous studies (Glendinning 2016; Shahghasemi and Akhavan 2015). The circle of the

people involved is getting bigger, while the types of fraud are multiplying, regardless of the

only acceptable public (desirably, personal as well) attitude that collecting points and the

grade itself must be attained exclusively by hard work and knowledge with due respect to

all rules which (un) officially apply to knowledge assessment.

Since the 1990s this topic has been drawing particular attention (Ashworth et al. 1997)

and there are numerous studies which have provided valuable insights, but their impact is

obviously not enough because the types and forms of academic fraud have been multiply-

ing incredibly fast mostly by means of the Internet and modern technology (Aaron and

Roche 2013; Burrus et al. 2013). Besides technology, diversity in the classrooms is another

important factor that strongly influences students’ cheating (Brodowsky et al. 2019).

Cheating poses a problem around the world (Thomas 2017) and it represents “a threat

to the morality of the students, the integrity of their grades, and the reputation of our in-

stitutions of higher education” (Aaron and Roche 2013, p.161). The problem of academic

dishonesty represents a long-term threat to our entire society. The questionable AI of stu-

dents, and often of professors (Aaron and Roche 2013; Thomas 2017) is a definite sign

that morality of contemporary higher education is not at a satisfactory level. In addition,

there is evidence that cheating in education begins long before university (Aaron and

Roche 2013), as well as that it continues after university, i.e. at work (Jones 2011; Teixeira

and Rocha 2006). If cheating is not prevented in a timely manner, it threatens to reoccur

and persist, thus tending to become a common pattern of conduct.
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There are frequent researches of cheating in the disciplines of economy (Brodowsky

et al. 2019), medicine (Hrabak et al. 2004), and life sciences (Dömeová and Jindrová

2013), while Joshua Newman (2020) points to a lack of research concerned with studies

whose students will work in the public sector. A high degree of self-reporting has been

recorded – students admit to having been involved in cheating – but they often do not

see it as immoral behavior (Dömeová and Jindrová 2013). Education sciences students

also admit to having been involved in cheating (Cummings et al. 2002). Frequent self-

reporting is a certain indicator that cheating has acquired the status of habitual behavior.

Factors determining students’ cheating

Both collective and individual factors determine cheating, and cheating has also been asso-

ciated with certain contexts (Thomas 2017). The cultural context represents the common-

est factor which (de) motivates cheating, so that the orientation individualism vs.

collectivism has been recognized as that which most influences making ethical decisions

(Brodowsky et al. 2019). Cultural individualism directs to an individual who does not sub-

jugate his or her interest to the group, while in collectivism everything is subjugated to the

interests of the group (Brodowsky et al. 2019; Thomas 2017). A step further in such re-

searches has been determining such a phenomenon which shows that some cultures and

regions in the world more or less tolerate fraud (Brodowsky et al. 2019) through the orien-

tation individualism vs. collectivism. Therefore, societies of the Middle East, North Africa

and Eastern Europe have been recognized as utilitarian societies, and “utilitarian cultures

are the most tolerant of cheating behavior wherein people view cheating as a way to ac-

complish the greatest good for the greatest number of people” (Brodowsky et al. 2019,

p.26). The authors emphasize an important non-discriminatory idea, i.e. they point out

that one should avoid overgeneralizations while determining cultural factors (Brodowsky

et al. 2019). In addition to this, much as cultures may have powerful influences, it is clear

that they are not the only ones. Certain studies indicate similarities in perception among

students coming from radically different cultures (Rawwas et al. 2004). This similarity of

attitudes may be explained by communication through social networks.

Directly related to individualism-collectivism is also the relation or construct agency-

communion, where agency represents a tendency by which an individual boosts his or

her potentials and forms his or her independence, while communion represents an op-

posite tendency by which an individual becomes completely devoted to the interests of

the collective and directed towards belonging to the collective (Brodowsky et al. 2019;

Thomas 2017). In addition to the aforementioned determinants, Thomas (2017) further

analyzes several more factors, which have also been recognized as culturally modelled,

such as: mind-set (fixed vs. growth mind-set), learning environment (transmission vs.

active learning) and motivation. In education it is necessary to encourage growth mind-

set, active learning approaches (e.g. discussion, problem solving), and students need to

be constantly motivated (Thomas 2017).

However, individual certainly are culturally modelled, but they also have some indi-

vidual characteristics (e.g. demographics, capabilities, attitudes and beliefs) which make

them more or less liable to cheating (Ashworth et al. 1997; Brodowsky et al. 2019;

Chapman et al. 2004). When they find themselves in a peer group, individuals are espe-

cially guided by the culture of that group (McCabe et al. 2001). In student groups peer
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loyalty and fellow feeling are highly valued (Aaron and Roche 2013; Ashworth et al.

1997). Thus a student will rarely report his or her fellow student who is cheating

(Aaron and Roche 2013), or they will even express a strong disapproval of the one who

reports (Brodowsky et al. 2019).

Student group culture also implies the fact that students often model their behavior ac-

cording to what they think other students do. Students cheat because they think their

peers do that as well (Engler and Landau 2011). Moreover, they find that their fellow stu-

dents do that more often than they themselves, which is seen “as a justification for their

behaviors” (Engler et al. 2008, p.99). Thus Engler and Landau (2011) prove that in fraud

prevention it is of particular importance to show students what the behavior of an average

student is, i.e. that their perception of fraud is unrealistic (Engler and Landau 2011).

The application of social norms interventions requires consistency, stability and

depth, because if there is no consistency in the message on the part of the university,

the student will not thoroughly adopt the value (Engler et al. 2008). It is especially im-

portant to position learning as a motivating factor for students, because as long as mo-

tivation is purely extrinsic (grades), the problem of values is seriously compromised

(Aaron and Roche 2013). Students can play a major role in maintaining AI by creating

the right climate, but also through peer reporting (Burrus et al. 2013). In addition, insti-

tutions are thought to be able to improve AI with appropriate codes of ethics and their

being respected (McCabe et al. 2001).

Causes, effects and prevention of fraud

Various causes of fraud have been identified, such as: pressure (mostly from parents), the

desire to increase GPA because of a scholarship and/or getting a job, the fact of being

overburdened, a lack of self-confidence, etc. (Davis and Ludvigson 1995). Academic fraud

often occurs because of bad time management, “everybody does that”, “nobody cares”, the

material is incomprehensible (Jones 2011). Less personal investment in learning also

causes cheating (Colnerud and Rosander 2009). Plagiarism seems to be unclear to stu-

dents (unintentional plagiarism is also recognized), there is an alienation from the univer-

sity, the influence of large groups and an emphasis on group studying – students consider

these as factors which encourage cheating and plagiarism (Ashworth et al. 1997).

The list of causes is not exhausted, and neither is the list of consequences. It is highly

important that students be aware of the consequences of their conduct and understand

fully the seriousness of the mistake they make while cheating. When it comes to conse-

quences, it is necessary to point out to students the short-term negative effects (punish-

ments, ignorance of the subject, etc.), but even more the long-term consequences –

incompetence in the profession and the resulting dangers. Students themselves are un-

aware of the consequences for those who commit fraud (Aaron and Roche 2013). In

that respect students point out that it is of vital importance that faculties take all mea-

sures to prevent fraud (Aaron and Roche 2013). In addition to strictly controlling of

technical conditions where exams take place, it is particularly important that students

be taught responsibility and integrity (Rosile 2007; Trautner and Borland 2013), as well

as that they learn to manage their time better (Aaron and Roche 2013). Professors are

expected to be more devoted, to create exam tasks in a more creative form (avoiding

tasks that can be plagiarized), and to encourage higher forms of learning and thinking
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instead of simply memorizing data (Aaron and Roche 2013; Newman 2020; Thomas

2017). The quality of teaching and assessment must be at a high level (Ashworth et al.

1997).

The authors of the pedagogical orientation assert that the moral education of young

people poses a major problem in modern society, so that theories on moral develop-

ment and learning should be put into function of solving this problem (Caro et al.

2018). Therefore, one of the suggestions is rereading Lawrence Kohlberg’s theory with

an emphasis on its practical side. According to Kohlberg’s theory, it is considerably

more important for moral learning to work on the development of students’ moral rea-

soning through moral dilemmas than to teach them attitudes and values in the form of

content (Caro et al. 2018). It is precisely the principle of moral reasoning on which

Trautner and Borland (2013) suggest the model of teaching by means of the so-called

sociological imagination. The model consists of a series of stories encompassing moral

dilemmas which are the topic for discussion and analysis (Trautner and Borland 2013).

In addition, it is important to keep in mind that certain forms of academic fraud are

caused by the fact that it is still necessary to teach some things directly, i.e. in the form

of content, because “students may not be as competent at completing academic assign-

ments as educators usually assume that they are” (Newman 2020, p.73). This

phenomenon concerns different contents, such as general academic writing, adequate

selection of literature and its proper citation, but also other important aspects. Many

students do not have learning skills developed (Perović and Vučković 2019).

Anonymous direct question surveys and/or Likert-type scale were the most frequent

methods in this research field (Ashworth et al. 1997; Thomas 2017).

Research context

As for our research context, it is represented by a collectivist culture which is still not ori-

ented enough to growth mind-set, so Thomas’s (2017) research corresponds to our con-

text very well, regardless of it having been undertaken on the other part of the planet.

Namely, Thomas (2017) study, conducted with 207 university students in Thailand (in an

area marked by a collectivist culture), corresponds to our study because Montenegrin

culture is also collectivist and belongs to the region of South-Eastern Europe, which is also

recognized as an area of collectivist utilitarian cultures (Brodowsky et al. 2019). In

addition, teaching and learning at the university level in Montenegro, despite a number of

changes that have taken place since the signing of the Bologna declaration in 2003, is still

marked by traditional transmissive teaching which does not encourage a growth mind-set

and agency, as confirmed by research (Perović and Vučković 2019; Vučković 2010).

The learning environment is mostly marked by traditional transmission teaching,

while the motivation for learning is predominantly extrinsic – in the form of points

and grades (ETINED Council of Europe Platform on Ethics, Transparency and Integrity

in Education, 2018). Students are also often demotivated towards studying because se-

curing employment in a particular field is very hard. It is considered that cheating starts

considerably before getting to university.

The Council of Europe ETINED platform published a comparative survey on AI in six

South-Eastern European countries, including Montenegro. The greatest disadvantage of

that research regarding Montenegro is the fact that a small number of respondents
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participated, especially through the survey (ETINED 2018). However, if we even take this

disadvantage into consideration, we still think that the results correspond to the real situ-

ation quite well. Among other things, the report indicates:

– the lack of clear guidelines on how to preserve AI at the level of decision makers;

– HEIs do have necessary documentation (codes of ethics), but there are no clear and

consistent procedures of their implementation;

– students’ cheating is not considered to be a serious problem;

– the respondents indicate that prevention is to be provided by the application of

external verification measures (e.g. by software for plagiarism detection and by

technical prevention of cheating during exams);

– some students do get training on academic writing, but they find it insufficient

(ETINED 2018).

Among other things, the recommendations emphasize the following:

– institutions must improve the learning environment;

– students should be included in the prevention of academic fraud, and it is necessary

to encourage them to report fraud;

– academic staff must show responsibility, but also great pedagogical competence

(encouraging higher forms of learning, avoiding tasks that can be plagiarized, highly

estimating learning, etc.);

– getting familiar with every aspect of AI must be intensified (ETINED 2018).

Interesting information was obtained from students about their treating fraud as a

game, and it was noted that some teachers also denied students’ cheating, which is

drastically different from what students stated (ETINED 2018).

Some of the difficulties Montenegro is facing are: low component values in the

Academic Integrity Maturity Model (see Fig. 1); there are examples of unpunished

cheating in the media; some students enrol in the university unwillingly, due to

the fact that it is hard to get employment; professors do not punish students’

cheating (ETINED 2018).

Certain attempts have been made after ETINED’s report in order to better treat

the problems of AI. Montenegro is the first country in the Western Balkans that

adopted The Law on Academic Integrity, in March of 2019. The Law was created

within the Project Strengthen Academic Integrity and Combat Corruption in Higher

Education, co-funded by the Council of Europe and European Commission (2017–

2019). The whole project was aimed at understanding questions of ethics in higher

education and raising awareness about AI. A lot of different activities have taken

place within this project in Montenegrin higher education community since 2017,

and that means that the questions about AI are put in the centre of academic dis-

cussions, both among members of academia (students, teachers, researchers) and

members of the wider society. The greatest amount of the debate in Montenegro

is about plagiarism and about software checking of plagiarism, but the questions

on AI are much wider and deeper and AI consists of the whole set of academic

values.
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Methodology
Research design, aims and objectives

Our aim in this study is to determine students’ and teachers’ attitudes towards cheating

in assessing students’ performance. The main research method is case study (Flyvbjerg

2006; Yin 1994). We aim to describe how our respondents:

– Recognize ethical misconduct (EM) in several situations given through case studies,

– Understand the roles of each subject involved,

– Predict consequences of the EM given in the case study and how they understand

its possible causes,

– Create individual recommendations to EM or resolve problem situation.

Method

We used mixed methodology (qualitative and quantitative). Each question that was

given to the respondents was open-ended, but it also was possible to code, categorize

and thematize the answers (Vilig 2016) and to include quantitative data analysis.

The study design had a roadmap as follows:

a. There are many different types of academic dishonesty in assessing students’

performance, so we decided to choose 8 of them from three taxonomies arranged

by Lothringer (2008). These taxonomies consider three domains of cheating:

exams, writing assignments and other assignments and actions, and they consist of

total 66 possibilities of cheating (Lothringer 2008). We chose 8 of them (random

choice) and created 8 case studies. These case studies are moral reasoning

situations.

Fig. 1 Academic Integrity Maturity Model radar chart for Montenegro. Source: (ETINED Council of Europe
Platform on Ethics, Transparency and Integrity in Education, 2018, p.75)
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b. Considering the possible “guilty” person in each case study, we decided to have

three “guilty” scopes of action: a. guilty student(s), b. guilty teacher(s), c. guilty

some other person(s) (other students, persons outside academia etc.). With these

three dramatis personae we could have 8 different combinations (23, 3 is a number

of actors). It is possible to have 8 combinations as we showed in Table 1.

Each case study is created according to one horizontal line and one combination, so

we have one situation that is in line with ethical principles by all actors, and also the

latest case study shows an example where none of the actors behaved ethically. Consid-

ering this, our design gets a better connection with reality.

c. We set up several questions about each case study: Is there any ethical misconduct

(EM)? Who (if any) engaged in EM? Why do you think so? Which are the possible

consequences of this misconduct? What are the possible causes of this behavior?

What would you recommend to be done about this case?

d. We gave our respondents (120 students and 42 teachers) case studies and questions

in the written form. Students and teachers responded to the same questions.

Important limitation of this methodology design was the time needed for individual

responses (it varied from half an hour to one hour and 50min, with the arithmetic

mean of 46.50 min), but our respondents reported that they were highly interested and

motivated to understand case studies. They rated the questionnaire’s interestingness

with a rating of 4.22 on a scale up to five, and the effort invested received an average

score of 2.92. So the effort rating is not negligible, but it is very important that the curi-

osity is valued by a higher score.

The research sample of students (120) includes participants from three basic study

programs (pre-school, teacher training and pedagogy), and two postgraduate programs

in the field of education. The sample is predominantly female based (114 female and 6

male students), which matches the fact that these studies are almost exclusively “fe-

male” studies. The number of students of the first and the second cycle of studies is

even (50.1% master’s and 49.9% bachelor). The sample of teachers was obtained from a

number of faculties of the University of Montenegro by random selection – respon-

dents who showed interest in this topic were included. The sample consisted of 28

Table 1 The actors’ roles in 8 case studies

Scope of action

Student Teacher Other

EB EB EB

EB EB NEB

EB NEB EB

EB NEB NEB

NEB EB EB

NEB EB NEB

NEB NEB EB

NEB NEB NEB

EB ethical behavior, NEB non-ethical behavior
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Table 2 Recognizing EM in case studies according to classifications in Table 1

Respondents Correct Partially correct Incorrect Total

Case study 1 Teacher 30 1 11 42

% 71.4 2.4 26.2 100

Student 95 0 23 118

% 80.5 0 19.5 100

Total 125 0 34 160

% 78.1 0 21.9 100

Case study 2 Teacher 35 4 2 41

% 84.4 9.8 4.9 100

Student 89 22 8 119

% 74.8 18.5 6.7 100

Total 124 26 10 160

% 77.5 16.2 6.3 100

Case study 3 Teacher 38 0 4 42

% 90.5 0 9.5 100

Student 113 0 5 118

% 95.8 0 4.2 100

Total 151 0 9 160

% 94.4 0 5.7 100

Case study 4 Teacher 10 21 11 42

% 23.8 50.0 26.2 100

Student 31 63 26 120

% 25.8 52.5 21.7 100

Total 41 84 37 162

% 25.3 51.8 22.8 100

Case study 5
p<.05; Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) = 0.011; C=0.27

Teacher 32 0 10 42

% 76.2 0 23.8 100

Student 53 1 66 120

% 44.2 0.8 55.0 100

Total 85 1 76 162

% 52.5 0.6 46.9 100

Case study 6 Teacher 35 7 0 42

% 83.3 16.7 0.0 100

Student 73 40 7 120

% 60.8 33.3 5.8 100

Total 108 47 7 162

% 66.7 29.0 4.3 100

Case study 7 Teacher 31 9 2 42

% 73.8 21.4 4.8 100

Student 86 31 3 120

% 71.7 25.8 2.5 100

Total 117 40 5 162

% 72.2 24.7 3.1 100
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female and 14 male teachers. Mostly younger teachers were included – 38% had up to

10 years of work in education, and 30% had from 11 to 20 years of work in education.

Since there is a large imbalance in the overall sample between the number of female

and male respondents (142 female or 87.65% and 20 male or 12.35%), we did not

analyze the results according to the gender variable. The case studies were balanced in

terms of gender, so realistic female and male “characters” appear in them. Considering

that female and male “characters” in the case studies were involved in situations with

different types and degrees of EM (from copying texts from paper, cheating through

bugs, to registering exams without taking them previously), it was not possible to check

the respondents’ attitude towards the female or male perpetrator of EM. Therefore, the

design of this study did not allow us to check whether harsher punishments were

intended for male or female “character”.

The data we received as answers to questions about causes, effects and recommenda-

tions (which we will treat as topics) were processed in accordance with a qualitative

analysis, i.e. answers were coded and categorized. We classified 13 codes for effects, 17

codes for causes and 16 codes for recommendations in total. Nine categories were

formed in the topics of effects and causes, while 7 were formed in the topic of recom-

mendations. The categories for the three topics are given in Tables 4, 5 and 6.

The accuracy and inaccuracy of the assessment was defined in the following way: if a

respondent considered the conduct of all who had participated in the event as (un) eth-

ical, the answer correct was recorded; if he or she considered only certain forms of con-

duct as such, the answer was partially correct; and if he or she recognized at least one

form of conduct as opposite to its real meaning, i.e. if there was a shift between the eth-

ical and the unethical, then the answer was identified as incorrect. The same principle

was applied to the respondents’ explanations.

Results and discussion
Our results show good understanding of EM given in the case studies. Each EM was

clearly recognized by almost 70% of the respondents (Table 2). These data confirm that

students mostly know what is expected from them (Burrus et al. 2013). Several of the

given EM – being incorporated in complex situation in which more than one person

was cheating in some way – were not recognized. The only variable which provided us

with a few statistically significant differences is the role of the respondent (teacher and

student), so that we are delivering the results according to it. Tables 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6

show frequencies and percentages for recognizing EM, explaining EM, suggesting con-

sequences for EM, EM’ causes and recommendations for each case study.

Table 2 Recognizing EM in case studies according to classifications in Table 1 (Continued)
Respondents Correct Partially correct Incorrect Total

Case study 8 Teacher 15 27 0 42

% 35.7 64.3 0.0 100

Student 27 83 9 119

% 22.7 69.7 7.6 100

Total 42 110 9 161

% 26.1 68.3 5.6 100

Vučković et al. International Journal for Educational Integrity           (2020) 16:13 Page 11 of 28



Table 3 Explaining EM in case studies

Respondents Correct Partially correct Incorrect Total

Case study 1 Teacher 31 2 9 42

% 73.8 4.8 21.4 100%

Student 98 0 22 120

% 81.7 0 18.3 100

Total 129 2 31 162

% 79.6 1.2 19.1 100

Case study 2
p<.05; Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) = 0.001, C=0.32

Teacher 39 0 3 42

% 92.9 0 7.1 100

Student 70 36 13 119

% 58.8 30.2 10.9 100

Total 109 36 16 161

% 67.7 22.4 9.9 100

Case study 3 Teacher 38 0 4 42

% 90.5 0 9.5 100

Student 113 0 5 118

% 95.8 0 4.2 100

Total 151 0 9 160

% 94.4 0 5.6 100

Case study 4 Teacher 12 23 7 42

% 28.6 54.8 16.7 100

Student 39 72 8 119

% 32.8 60.5 6.7 100

Total 51 95 15 161

% 31.7 59.0 9.3 100

Case study 5 Teacher 30 0 12 42

% 71.4 0.0 28.6 100

Student 56 1 62 119

% 47.1 0.8 52.1 100

Total 86 1 74 161

% 53.4 0.6 46.0 100

Case study 6
p<.05; Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) = 0.035, C=0.25

Teacher 35 7 0 42

% 83.3 16.7 0.0 100

Student 69 38 9 116

% 59.5 32.8 7.8 100

Total 104 45 9 158

% 65.8 28.5 5.7 100

Case study 7 Teacher 32 8 2 42

% 76.2 19.0 4.8 100

Student 69 31 20 120

% 57.5 25.8 16.7 100

Total 101 39 22 162

% 62.3 24.1 13.6 100

Case study 8 Teacher 17 25 0 42

% 40.5 59.5 0.0 100
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We have used Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient to evaluate the registered ef-

fects, causes and recommendations. In three cases we have obtained high coefficient

values. In case study 6, in the teachers’ sample it has been noted that a better know-

ledge of the consequences reduces the cause (rS = −0,849; p = 0,016). In case study 3, in

the students’ sample a better knowledge of the causes leads to better recommendations

(rS = 0,841; p = 0,036). In the same sample for case study 8, a better knowledge of the

causes leads to a better understanding of the consequences (rS = 0,964; p < 0,001).

We are presenting the results in accordance with particular stories, whereas we have to

point out that most categories which were recognized for a single story in terms of causes,

effects and recommendations are practically the same for all case studies. However, differ-

ences occur in terms of the frequency of certain categories from one story to another. We

are presenting case studies according to the order from Table 1.

Case study 1

The results of case study 1 that was ethically clear are very interesting. In this case

study the student was able to see exam questions which happened to be near him,

because the professor left her office for some time and students were left alone

there. However, it is clear from the case study that the student was uncertain

(“many question went through his mind”), but he resisted the temptation. As in

every case study, there was an ethical dilemma with this one, but it was resolved

in the correct way. Almost 30% of teacher respondents described the situation as

EM, while the same reasoning came from more than 20% of students (Table 2).

The respondents who identified EM pointed to the professor’s recklessness in their

open comments (14%), and they also showed distrust of the student – 19% of the

respondents were convinced that the student had actually seen the questions, as

well as that he had kept them to himself (there were a few more students in the

professor’s office). The respondents’ explanations given in the form of open an-

swers confirmed their estimation (Table 3).

Such answers confirm the presence of distrust in academia as well as the assumption

that students most certainly cheat if given a chance. The same respondents state that

the student was selfish (“he did not tell his fellow students”), curious (“he took a look

at the professor’s desk”), and they recommend that “he should not look at other peo-

ple’s stuff”. Even though it is clearly stated in the case study that the student acciden-

tally spotted the questions on the pile of papers on the desk, these answers indicate

that strict prohibitions and forms of control are required, which was confirmed by the

answers which followed. Therefore, in our respondents’ opinion, the locus of control is

predominantly external, which indicates the need for a number of changes in

Table 3 Explaining EM in case studies (Continued)
Respondents Correct Partially correct Incorrect Total

Student 28 81 9 118

% 23.7 68.6 7.6 100

Total 45 106 9 160

% 28.1 66.2 5.6 100
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education. Namely, only when students have developed self-control, is it then possible

to speak about interiorized ethical norms.

Other respondents from the teacher group (71%) and the student group (80%)

did not observe EM (Table 2). Their comments confirmed this – they point out

that the student resisted the temptation and wrote comments such as: “May he

keep it up!” This group states that the professor was not careless, only that she

trusted the students, and trust relationships are what should be built in higher

education.

As for the three topics where open comments were asked (effects of conduct, causes

and recommendations), few categories were classified. In this case study these are the

categories which originate from the group of wrong estimations of EM, so in terms of

effects the respondents think that the professor is in danger of losing her authority, be-

cause she failed to exercise strict control (4 respondents), and she allowed injustice to

occur (3 respondents). The professor’s insufficient pedagogical competencies were

stated as the causes of EM (5 respondents), as well as the student’s fear of the exam (5

respondents). Among the recommendations we have noted the need for: strict control

(11 teachers and 4 students), learning about AI (5 teachers) and the student’s punish-

ment (2 students). All open comments came from the respondents who had recognized

EM in an ethically correct dilemma.

Case study 2

The second case study deals with a student of medicine who cannot pass his anat-

omy exam, even though he has studied hard. His ambitious mother bribes a person

from the faculty administration (her schoolmate), and she records a positive grade.

The student does not know what his mother has done. This case study provoked

intense and extensive reactions from the respondents. In all likelihood, the studies

of medicine must be in particular ethically pure, since they are directly associated

with health care.

The way in which our respondents recognized EM in the case study is given in Table

2, whereas the accuracy of their explanations is stated in Table 3. The answers which

are marked as incorrect labelled the student as the perpetrator of EM, while the par-

tially correct answers excluded the mother, probably guided by the logic that she was

not a member of the academic community. However, in the introductory part of the

questionnaire it was not stated that the case studies related exclusively to members of

the academic community.

The explanations of students and teachers differ considerably in statistical terms

(Table 3). The students failed to recognize some of the perpetrators of EM and a num-

ber of them identified the student from this case study as a responsible one.

The respondents expressed the most reactions for this case study, especially in the

part concerning the effects (Table 4) of EM (“He will be a lousy doctor”, “He’ll kill

somebody”, “Everybody is guilty – the student, his mother, the administration clerk, the

professor who does not exercise control”). The number of comments and the intensity

of reactions of the respondents point to their opinion that the medical profession is

such that people’s lives depend directly on it, so it goes without saying that it needs to

be free from all types of EM.
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The causes which had led to EM were mostly recognized as part of extrinsic motiv-

ation for conduct in academia (the grade is the aim, not learning and knowledge), even

though we recorded different reactions as well (Table 5). The teachers (15 of them) in-

dicated that this case confirmed the disadvantages of the system of studying.

A third of our sample advocates harsh punishments for all participants (Table 6), but

there are such respondents who feel it is sufficient to interrogate the student and others

involved in the situation. More responses from the respondents who emphasize the ne-

cessity of learning about AI are also recorded here. The responsibility of the institution

is particularly emphasized in relation to the administration clerk (Table 6), who is ur-

gently to be “most severely punished, fired and prosecuted”. The respondents mostly

seek the most serious punishment for the student’s mother (prosecution), while they

identify the student as a victim of his mother’s ambition. However, he is not completely

absolved in their opinion (one respondent wrote “the student should denounce his

mother”) and is expected to acknowledge everything to the faculty services and ask for

a retake, having realized that he got a grade for the exam he did not pass. The com-

ments also highlight the possible poor learning strategies.

Case study 3

In this case study a student finds out that her former mentor has published a book in

which he included her diploma paper, among other students’ papers. The professor

published the book under his own name exclusively. This case study opens a dilemma

among students whose works have been plagiarized which makes them emotionally

hurt and disappointed. They are uncertain whether to denounce the professor or not.

Apart from several (9 in total) answers which indicate that a teacher “is entitled to stu-

dents’ works, because the mentor is a co-author”, other respondents clearly state that the

professor expressed EM (Table 2). Their explanations confirm this (Table 3). Almost all

of them explicitly identified the professor’s conduct as plagiarism or intellectual theft.

The respondents are almost unanimous about this case of plagiarism – the pro-

fessor should be denounced and he has to bear consequences for such behavior

(Table 4). Among other things, one of the respondents states: “The book should be

declared an act of plagiarism, while all professor’s works should undergo verifica-

tion. If this was not the single instance of plagiarism, he would be fired.” This

comment and the similar ones show that some students are very well acquainted

with the regulations of AI, which can be explained by a significant number of ac-

tivities related to AI having been realized since 2017. In this case study the respon-

dents (23 of them) point out that the professor is in danger of losing his authority

and reputation, which in our respondents’ estimation represents a highly serious

consequence of his unethical conduct. The reputation of university professors is

something which is still highly appreciated, even though a gradual change of atti-

tude has been noted especially due to several scandals which have shocked the

public. A few comments which also appear here focus on the hurt emotions of

those students whose works were appropriated by the professor.

As for the causes which had led the mentor to the EM situation, the respondents

identify the absence of hard work and the lack of teaching competencies by frequency,

followed by “the bad character” (Table 5). The respondents convincingly recommend
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very harsh punishments for the professor, from declaring the book a piece of plagiarism

to taking away both the academic rank and the job from the professor (Table 6).

Case study 4

A student who is good at statistics sends a completed piece of homework to a fellow

student. The latter submits the homework as his own, after which the real author of

the homework also submits the paper. The professor notices two identical pieces of

homework and invites the student who was the first to submit the homework for an

interview. Since he does not manage to find out the truth, the professor decides not to

deal with it any longer allocating no points to either of them.

We obtained extremely interesting views on EM (Table 2) and their explanations (Table

3). The respondents disapproved of the student’s behavior and they treated his act as un-

congenial. Interestingly enough, in this case study we also obtained the comments which

indicated that the behavior of the student who had sent the homework to his friend was

unethical – he shouldn’t have sent the homework to a fellow student. A considerable

number of the respondents did not recognize the professor’s EM, i.e. they did not treat his

decision “not to deal with it any longer” as an unprofessional attitude. The given explana-

tions, however, described the EM somewhat better and more meticulously (Table 3).

As for this case, a lot was said about emotions, which was explained by the respondents

in terms of peer loyalty being disrupted. They emphasized that the student was hurt, that

he had lost his trust in his “friend” (student who copied his answers), so that he would no

longer trust anyone (Table 4). The respondents thought that the professor “had to solve

the situation”, because in this was he let the students themselves solve the problem which

objectively related to the very course and the professor as well. Many comments indicated

that the students needed to give a precise description of the situation so that the problem

could be justly solved. Concerning this case study, the loss of amiable relations was par-

ticularly emphasized, followed by the unjust gaining of points as a result of the action of

the student who had submitted someone else’s paper under his own name (Table 4).

Among the causes of EM the student’s indolence and irresponsibility (Table 5) are

particularly emphasized as well as his extrinsic motivation (points and grades). What

follows is a recognition of the student’s fear or anxiety, which was not discussed in the

case study. Very few respondents (only 6 teachers) point out that the professor lacks

the competencies to resolve the situation in an ethically acceptable manner.

The respondents recommend rigorous scrutiny, penalties, interviews with the partici-

pants (Table 6), and a smaller number of them address essential pedagogical issues,

such as: the need for quality learning, better teacher competencies, and the lack of

knowledge and skills related to AI.

Case study 5

A student is cheating (copying the answers) during the exam and rustling the papers

from which she is copying she is making noises which disturb her fellow students. An-

other student, visibly irritated, tells her aloud to stop doing that because she is disturb-

ing others. She mentions that her fellow student is a “copycat” who does that all the

time. The professor was at the other end of the amphitheatre and noticed nothing. This

case study refers to mass studies of economics, so it is realistic that 100 or more
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students take the test in the same amphitheatre. In such numerous groups, it is possible

that the professor does not notice two distant students arguing out loud without shout-

ing. Additionally, the emphasis of this case study was on the relationships between stu-

dents in a situation involving EM, as well as on their reactions to cheating. Therefore,

the professor is deliberately “removed” to the other end of the amphitheatre so that stu-

dents can first try to confront EM on their own. Since the person who is cheating has

not stopped, the other student reports her to the professor who takes away her paper

without much discussion and orders her to leave the examination room.

In this case study, the students primarily noticed the girl who reported the act of

cheating (more than 41%) (Table 2). In addition, statistically significant differences were

identified as well as a very high contingency coefficient (C = 0.27). Such answers from

our respondents indicate that denouncing somebody who has committed EM is not at

all desirable in Montenegrin culture, even if that person visibly prevents you from fin-

ishing your work. The explanations given mostly focus on the girl who reported the

cheating and only after that they focus on the person who committed EM (Table 3).

The reactions already reported by other studies emerged among the students – they

express a (very) strong tendency towards peer loyalty (Aaron and Roche 2013; Ash-

worth et al. 1997), so peer reporting is strongly rejected (Table 3). Furthermore, since

they belong to a collectivist culture, the students among our respondents label the stu-

dent who reported cheating as “a snitch”, “a traitor”, i.e. they use derogatory words.

Some go even further in their comments stating that the student reported “because she

is jealous” (This explanation remained unclear, because the case study did not point

out any reason why anyone would be jealous of the girl who is copying.), “obnoxious”,

“telltale”, “doesn’t mind her own business”, etc.

The students identified the following key effects of EM: the lack of knowledge, the

fact that the student’s cheating was discovered (which is identified as a punishment), as

well as the loss of trust among fellow students (Table 4). The professors are also ori-

ented towards the lack of knowledge as a serious consequence.

As in most case studies, some of the respondents point to the student’s irresponsibility

and indolence as the primary causes (Table 5), then to anxiety which students experience

during written examination, then to bad learning habits, but also to the disadvantages of

the system of higher education (this group contains exclusively the professors’ answers).

In order to avoid such situations, the respondents consider that it is necessary to

study harder, and to talk to the student and to clearly indicate to her the seriousness of

the mistake she is making while taking her exams in this way (Table 6). In addition,

some respondents express the need for stricter control of the process of examination

and they think that professors should provide the questions “which cannot be copied

from the secretly prepared lists”. The professors (13 of them) believe that this case

study also indicates the need for learning about AI.

Case study 6

A student is anxious during the exam, and even though she has studied the best she

could she is now taking the exam using “bugs”. Another student from her group is dic-

tating the answers. She manages to pass the exam.
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This case study was in general correctly perceived in ethical terms, even though a consid-

erable number of students failed to notice the unethical behavior of the student who dic-

tated the answers (Table 2). A smaller group of teachers produced similar answers. The

situation was even more polarized in the explanations of the two groups of respondents, so

that statistically significant differences appeared (Table 3). These differences indicate that

the students find the EM of the student who dictated the completed questions less obvious.

The most frequent among the effects (Table 4) include the development of a bad

habit, a lack of knowledge, a bad example for other students, a possible punishment (“if

somebody happens to speak out – too many are involved in the act of fraud”), as well

as hurt feelings of those students who passed their exam in a regular way.

The case study explicitly states that the student was anxious, which represents the pri-

mary cause in our respondents’ opinion (Table 5), while they also identify some other,

such as: underdeveloped learning habits, the flaws of the system of higher education, indo-

lence, as well as the pressure coming from the family and a grade as motivation. This case

study obviously inspired identification among the students, because they expressed a great

amount of understanding for the phenomenon of anxiety. Here they also suggest the issue

of communication with professors, which is a frequent cause for anxiety in their opinion.

What dominates among the recommendations (Table 6) is an interview with the per-

petrators of EM, then a strict control during examination, as well as the need to study

harder, i.e. in a more organized and quality manner.

Case study 7

A student has forgotten about the deadline of submitting the seminar paper. He asks

the professor to extend the term, but the latter rejects, insulting the student as well as

his fellow students who are supporting him. Pressured to meet deadlines, the student

submits a plagiarized paper.

More than 70% of the respondents recognized EM (Table 2), while fewer were accur-

ate in their explanations (Table 3). This study inspired the respondents to comment on

the fact that students are sometimes overburdened while studying as well as on the real

situation in which “one deadline immediately follows another or they even coincide”. It

is interesting that some respondents consider the professor’s attitude to be unethical,

because he did not alter the term. Partially incorrect interpretation of ethical norms has

been noticed in such comments. The professor did not engage in EM not having

altered the term for paper submission (in Montenegrin higher education system there

is a frequent notion that somebody “does (not) come to students’ assistance”, which im-

plies extremely diverse forms of behavior on the part of professors who meet students’

requests with or without reason), but he expressed it insulting the students – which

was correctly identified by most respondents.

The development of a bad habit of the student, a possible punishment, a bad example for

others, as well as the professor’s loss of authority and the students’ hurt feelings are the

most frequent effect of the discussed EM (Table 4). As for the cause, a lack of pedagogical

skills of the professor is dominantly emphasized (Table 5). A conversation is the

preferred solution, rather than punishment, and the respondents justify this by the

fact that the student’s act was a direct consequence of the professor’s irresponsible

behavior (Table 6).
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Case study 8

A student hires a person (a ghost-writer) who “writes” for her a diploma paper. A

ghost-writer plagiarized a diploma paper because the student said that she was in a

hurry to graduate. The professor recognizes plagiarism, but allows the student to de-

fend the thesis, because “a job is waiting for her”.

A small number of respondents fully recognized EM (Table 2), and their explanations

were similarly successful as well (Table 3). The ghost-writer, as a person outside aca-

demia, was not identified as a perpetrator of EM, except in terms of “not having done

the job for which he/she had been paid properly”. The ghost writer was accused by this

comment of direct and unskilled plagiarism, which indicates a serious lack of AI in the

student who commented. High solidarity among the responding students was obtained

related to this case study. They frequently justified the actions of the characters,

explaining that the student’s “life is at stake”.

As for the effects, they are as follows: a lack of knowledge, a possible punishment (a

number of persons were involved in EM here as well), and a bad example for others

(Table 4). Concerning the causes (Table 5), our respondents noticed a lack of teaching

competencies (“the professor had an opportunity not to allow the defence of such the-

sis”), the student’s and the professor’s irresponsibility and indolence, and extrinsic mo-

tivation (obtaining a diploma at all costs).

The most common recommendations (Table 6) suggest punishment, the need to

learn about AI, strict control and the use of software for the purpose of authentication.

Recommendations

A great number of our respondents advocate punishments for those who commit EM in

assessing students’ performance. Institutions are definitely obliged to have developed pro-

cedures for combating every form of EM, meaning procedures that will be clear and famil-

iar to all members of the academic community in advance. Text-matching software is also

an important tool. However, from a pedagogical point of view, it is crucially important to

learn about academic integrity, which fundamentally implies notions on academic writing,

the use of literature, moral reasoning, and an ethical attitude towards teaching and learn-

ing. The respondents have also drawn attention to the fact that the lack of learning skills

represents a common cause of EM; therefore, they need to be given particular attention.

Teachers’ competencies have to be improved as well – a number of respondents have

stated in their open comments that “all these situations occur in reality”, which suggests

the need that teachers should also be more familiar with the rules of AI, it is important

that they be more competent while designing tests (so that they cannot be directly plagia-

rized) and that they be more responsible while invigilating and grading written papers.

When it comes to the recommendations for future research, this topic is only becoming

dominant in Montenegro; so many basic data are still missing. Every segment of academic

integrity is to be well known, while it is highly important that the results of research have

practical implications, i.e. a direct impact on university policies regarding AI.

Conclusion
Our respondents have recognized most forms of EM well enough, although in some situa-

tions, the respondents perceived other errors (poor organization of time for learning,
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professors’ strict deadline for paper submission, etc.) as EM. Certain manifestations of EM

have not been recognized, which may possibly be a consequence of complex situations.

For instance, the professor in case study 7 had two activities: 1. he refused to alter the

term for the submission of papers, and 2. he insulted the students. Some respondents have

identified his first action as EM, while they have failed to pay attention to his second ac-

tion. Therefore, the issues of ethics are not completely clear to all respondents, which

leads to the conclusion that universities must organize trainings in this field.

Both groups of respondents understand EM in a similar way, and whether it is a profes-

sor or a student (or students) who commits EM has not affected their responses. We have

not found consistent statistically significant differences between them when considering

identification of EM and a guilty person in a given situation. Interestingly enough, both

groups have emphasized the importance of peer loyalty (case study 5), which is probably a

consequence of firm social patterns. This also indicates the fact that in the present cir-

cumstances it is hardly expected that students will publicly criticize the one who is cheating

in Montenegrin higher education system. However, we think that it is necessary to work

with them on the prevention of fraud by discussing the consequences (especially the long-

term ones, which were not considerably discussed in the comments), by learning ethical rea-

soning, and by developing functional strategies of learning for the purpose of preventing

fraud. In addition, both groups of respondents have expressed the most intense reactions

and given the most extensive responses to the case study dealing with the student of medi-

cine. Furthermore, both groups have expressed weaker reactions to the unethical conduct

of persons who are not members of the academic community (for example, the ghost-

writer in case study 8). This at least partly indicates an understanding that the responsibility

for academic conduct must solely rest on members of the academic community.

Some older students (masters’ level and senior years of study) evaluate EM more

rigorously – they anticipate more severe consequences and more frequently seek for

causes in individual responsibility, but a few comments recorded have not resulted in

statistically significant differences in relation to younger students. Younger students

look for causes in overwork (which they associate with the lack of learning skills and/or

bad time planning), as well as in poor competencies of professors. The professors

sometimes believe that students are lazy, and that they “learned how to cheat, even be-

fore coming to university.”

Within the third research objective (predicting consequences and understanding pos-

sible causes) we have found some differences which we could describe as colored by per-

sonal role. Namely, when the students are describing consequences of EM that was

committed by students within the case study, they are slightly permissive while for

teachers they tend to be stricter. The teachers respondents are strict in both situations,

and their commonest recommendation is punishment or strict control. The students also

frequently mention punishment, yet a bit lower in percentage terms. This group has fre-

quently recommended the conversation with the perpetrator of EM. It is expected that

punishment and strict control will represent a way of preventing EM, but we think it is

equally important, if not more important, to raise awareness of non-ethics and its conse-

quences for an individual and for society, as well as to learn about AI as a teaching goal,

and to develop the manner of thinking which is ethical (i.e. learn ethical reasoning). When

considering the causes, the students tend to be more diverse in their ideas (all 17 codes

were registered in their group), while the teachers’ group is more homogenous (9 codes).
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Taking into consideration that our respondents showed great interest in participating

in a study that had a rather complicated structure composed of eight case studies, we

believe that students and teachers from our sample are ready and motivated to ser-

iously confront the problems produced by EM. Many of our respondents’ reactions lead

to the conclusion that the academic community, or at least part of it, perceives the ser-

ious threats emerging as a result of EM. Identifying the problem is the first step to-

wards solving it, so we believe that this first step in the field of AI has been made.
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