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Ted Brown1 , Stephen Isbel2, Alexandra Logan3 and
Jamie Etherington1

Abstract

Background: Academic integrity is viewed as honest and responsible scholarship and the moral code of academia.

Reported incidences of academic dishonesty among health professional students are widespread and may be an indicator

of future unprofessional behaviour in the workplace. Aim: This study investigated the potential predictors of academic

integrity in undergraduate and graduate-entry masters occupational therapy students. Method: Occupational therapy

students from five universities (n¼ 701 participants; 609 undergraduates; 92 graduate-entry masters) were recruited.

Data were collected via a two-part self-report questionnaire that included six standardised scales: Academic Dishonesty

Scale; Academic Dishonesty in the Classroom Setting Scale; Academic Dishonesty in the Clinical/Practice Education Setting Scale;

Moral Development Scale for Professionals; Academic Dishonesty Tendency Scale; and Perceived Academic Sources of Stress. Data

analysis involved multi-linear regression analyses with bootstrapping. Result: Significant predictors of academic integrity

in occupational therapy students included age, gender, grade point average, public meaning, moral practice, general

tendency towards cheating, tendency towards dishonesty in the conduct and reporting of research findings, tendency

towards not providing appropriate references and acknowledgements and pressures to perform well academically.

Conclusion: These findings will assist educators in identifying vulnerable students potentially prone to academic

integrity infringements and implementing proactive strategies with them. Further studies are recommended to explore

further predictors of students’ academic integrity.
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Introduction

Academic integrity is the moral code of academia

whereby students and staff generate and disseminate

knowledge in an ethical and honest manner and

apply behaviours that promote the teaching and acqui-

sition of skills, new learning and values in fair and

responsible ways. The accurate reporting of research

findings, citing of all sources of information, expressing

original ideas in assignments, completing assessment

tasks independently, not acknowledging collaboration

when it occurs and displaying trustworthiness during

examinations are all examples of breaches of academic

integrity. Behaviours that contravene the ethos of aca-

demic integrity are practices where students seek to

gain an unfair advantage for themselves (Krueger,

2014). In classroom and fieldwork settings, this may
include unauthorised collaboration on assessable writ-
ten, oral or practical work, providing test questions to
other students on completion of an examination,

1Monash University – Peninsula Campus, Frankston, Victoria, Australia
2The University of Canberra, Bruce, Australian Capital Territory,

Australia
3Australian Catholic University, Fitzroy, Victoria, Australia

Corresponding author:

Ted Brown, Department of Occupational Therapy, School of Primary and

Allied Health Care, Faculty of Medicine, Nursing and Health Sciences,

Monash University – Peninsula Campus, Frankston, Victoria, 3199,

Australia.

Email: ted.brown@monash.edu

Hong Kong Journal of Occupational Therapy

2020, Vol. 33(2) 42–54

! The Author(s) 2020

Article reuse guidelines:

sagepub.com/journals-permissions

DOI: 10.1177/1569186120968035

journals.sagepub.com/home/hjo

Creative Commons Non Commercial CC BY-NC: This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-

NonCommercial 4.0 License (http://www.creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/) which permits non-commercial use, reproduction and

distribution of the work without further permission provided the original work is attributed as specified on the SAGE and Open Access pages (https://us.

sagepub.com/en-us/nam/open-access-at-sage).

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9403-5877
mailto:ted.brown@monash.edu
http://uk.sagepub.com/en-gb/journals-permissions
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1569186120968035
journals.sagepub.com/home/hjo


submitting assignments completed by a third party and
not the student themselves, using technology to access
test banks, plagiarism, falsifying test results and
recording assessments that were not carried out
(Balik et al., 2010; Klocko, 2014).

The prevalence of dishonest behaviours in higher
education has been widely reported, with research
spanning cohorts of students from a variety of disci-
plines including business, education and the health sci-
ences (Okoroafor et al., 2016; Tsui & Ngo, 2016;
Yeşilyurt, 2014). The evidence suggests that institutions
struggle with students’ poor levels of academic integri-
ty, the apparent lack of knowledge about how to apply
the conventions of academic integrity and the impor-
tance of doing so (Bretag et al., 2014). Compounding
the issue is research indicating that many students do
not view their actions as out of the ordinary or morally
wrong when in fact they contravene academic integrity
principles (Josien & Broderick, 2013). This has serious
implications for students graduating in the health sci-
ences since there is evidence that dishonest practices
engaged in by students in the academic or practice edu-
cation settings can be carried forward into the profes-
sional arena where new graduates are employed
(Krueger, 2014).

Research within occupational therapy and beyond
has investigated a wide range of potential factors that
determine the extent of students’ engagement in honest
academic behaviours including approaches to learning,
behavioural profiles, beliefs about the acquisition of
knowledge, admission criteria, text anxiety and compe-
tition among peers (Bonsaksen, 2016; Bonsaksen et al.,
2017; Howard & Jerosch-Herold, 2000; Mitchell, 2015;
Shanahan, 2004; Yeşilyurt, 2014). The impact of other
factors have also been reported (such as the fear of
failure, web-based study frameworks, the ubiquitous
use of social media among students, peer competition,
low levels of satisfaction with the teaching and learning
environment, ignorance of academic integrity policies,
ease of cheating on assessments, cost-cutting and cre-
dentialism in higher education (Bretag & Harper, 2017;
Ip et al., 2016; Korn & Davidovitch, 2016; Oran et al.,
2016). A common feature of many studies, however, is
that breaches are often committed unintentionally and
result from gaps in students’ knowledge about what
constitutes academic integrity.

It is therefore important to establish the factors that
predict academic integrity in occupational therapy stu-
dents. This will assist educators in identifying vulnera-
ble students who may exhibit tendencies towards
engaging in dishonest behaviours. This study builds
on the existing body of evidence that investigated the
predictors of academic outcomes in occupational ther-
apy students (Bonsaksen, 2016; Shanahan, 2004;
Watson, 2013). Establishing a range of factors that

may predict students’ academic integrity will facilitate
a commitment to informed curriculum planning, design
and implementation. Remedial strategies and pro-
grammes that bridge gaps in students’ knowledge will
better enable educators and institutions to actively pro-
mote academic integrity as a core competence for all
occupational therapy students.

The aim of this study was to investigate what the
potential predictors of academic integrity were in a
sample of Australian undergraduate (UG) and
graduate-entry masters (GEM) occupational therapy
students. The research question posed was: what inde-
pendent factors predicted overall, classroom and field-
work academic integrity in UG and GEM occupational
therapy students?

Methods

Participants

UG and GEMs occupational therapy students enrolled
at Monash University, Australian Catholic University,
La Trobe University, University of Canberra and the
University of Queensland were recruited using a con-
venience sampling method. In total, 701 participants
were recruited consisting of 609 (86.9%) UG and 92
(13.1%) GEMs students. UG programmes are typically
four years in length and the graduate-entry profession-
al master’s programme is an accelerated two-year
course undertaken by students with a related degree.

Instrumentation

Students completed either an online or paper-based
self-report questionnaire comprising two sections to
elicit information about their academic integrity and
performance. The first section contained demographic
questions where students were asked to report their
year level of enrolment, gender, age, student status
(domestic or international; full-time or part-time), aca-
demic grade point average (GPA) and number of hours
per week spent in direct and indirect study, and paid
work. For the GPA question, students were asked to
report the percentage range of their scholastic average
out of 100 (e.g.< 49%, 50–59%, 60–69%, 70–79%, 80–
89%,> 90%). The second section consisted of five
standardised scales that used a Likert scoring system
to measure students’ general academic integrity, ten-
dencies to engage in dishonest behaviours, moral devel-
opment and perceived sources of academic stress.

The Academic Dishonesty Scale (McCabe &
Trevino, 1997) was used to generate a total academic
dishonesty cheat score, a measure of students’ general
academic integrity. Respondents were asked to rate 14
academic behaviours using a five-point Likert-type
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scale (Completely Dishonest¼ 1; Dishonest¼ 2;
Neither Dishonest or Honest¼ 3; Honest¼ 4;
Completely Honest). Example items included ‘copying
from another student during a test’ and ‘using material
from a published source in a paper without giving the
author credit’. The scale has reported reliability and
validity with evidence of good internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.83) (McCabe &
Trevino, 1997; McCabe et al., 2001).

The Academic Dishonesty in the Classroom Setting
(ADCS) and Academic Dishonesty in the Clinical/
Practice Education Setting scales (ADCPES)
(Krueger, 2014) investigated academic behaviours
that students may or may not engage in the classroom
and field settings. Respondents rated 20 (ADCS) and
nine (ADCPES) behaviours respectively in relation to
the frequency they have engaged in it using a five-point
Likert-type frequency scale (Never¼ 1; Seldom¼ 2;
Sometimes¼ 3; Often¼ 4; Very Often¼ 5) and how
seriously they regard the behaviour also using a five-
point Likert-type scale (Not Serious¼ 1; Slightly
Serious¼ 2; Moderately Serious¼ 3; Serious¼ 4; Very
Serious¼ 5). Example items included ‘Working with
another student on an out-of-class assignment when
it should be an individual task’, ‘Reporting assessment
results that were not completed’ and ‘Getting test ques-
tions from another student who has taken the exami-
nation at an earlier time’. Responses generated total,
seriousness and frequency mean scores. The instru-
ments have reported reliability and validity (Krueger,
2014).

The Moral Development Scale for Professionals
(MDSP) (Skisland et al., 2012) measured students’
moral development in professions where decision-
making has ethical implications and there is a high
level of responsibility for other people. The MDSP
consisted of 12 statements which load on to four sub-
scales: authoritative standards; public meaning; moral
practice; common values. The 12 MDSP items were
scored using a five-point Likert-type level of agreement
rating scale (Disagree completely¼ 1; Disagree¼ 2;
Neither disagree nor agree¼ 3; Agree¼ 4; Agree com-
pletely¼ 5). Example items included ‘A good value is
valid for all people’ and ‘It is usually possible to reach
consensus in moral issues’. Evidence of the validity of
the MDSP was established through exploratory factor
analysis and internal consistency was reported with a
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.67 (Skisland et al.,
2012).

The Academic Dishonesty Tendency Scale (ADTC)
(Eminoglu & Nartgun, 2009) examined university stu-
dents’ tendencies to engage in academically dishonest
behaviours. Responses loaded onto four subscales: ten-
dency towards cheating; tendency towards dishonesty
in assignments, essays and studies; tendency towards

dishonesty in the process of doing and reporting

research; tendency towards dishonesty in providing

appropriate references and acknowledgements.

Examples of the 22 items included ‘It is plagiarism to

use others’ authentic ideas and thoughts without pro-

viding appropriate references’ and ‘It is harmless to ask

for the help of other students during exams’. Subscale

scores of 1.00–1.79 equated to very low tendency to

engage in academic dishonesty while scores of 4.20–

5.00 represented a very high tendency. The 22 ADTC

items were scored using a five-point Likert-type level of

agreement rating scale (Disagree completely¼ 1;

Disagree¼ 2; Indecisive¼ 3; Agree¼ 4; Agree com-

pletely¼ 5). The scale has proven reliability and con-

struct validity with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients

ranging from 0.71 to 0.90 (Eminoglu & Nartgun, 2009).
Bedewy and Gabriel’s (2015) Perceived Academic

Sources of Stress (PASS) scale measured levels of aca-

demic stress in university students and responses to the

18 statements loaded onto four subscales: pressures to

perform; workload and examinations; self-perceptions;

time restraints. PASS items are answered by respond-

ents using a five-point Likert-type level of agreement

rating scale (Strongly Disagree¼ 1; Disagree¼ 2;

Neither disagree nor agree¼ 3; Agree¼ 4; Strongly

Agree¼ 5). Item examples included ‘I fear failing

courses this year’ and ‘The unrealistic expectations of

my parents stress me out’. Validity of the instrument

has been established and reliability information

reported with reported Cronbach’s alpha coefficients

for the subscales ranging from 0.50 to 0.60 (Bedewy

& Gabriel, 2015).

Data analysis

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, version

22 (IBM Corporation, 2013), was used for data entry,

storage and analysis. Results were analysed using

multi-linear regression to determine if any significant

predictors of general, classroom and fieldwork academ-

ic integrity in occupational therapy students existed. A

resampling technique, bootstrapping, a type of robust

statistic that infers a population from sample data, was

therefore used (Chernick, 2007). By taking, with

replacement, the values from the original sample to

obtain 2000 UG and 1000 GEM bootstrapped samples,

the accuracy of the confidence interval estimation can

be improved. For analyses, p< 0.05 was considered sta-

tistically significant.

Procedures

Ethics committee approval for this project was

obtained from the participating universities. Students

were asked to complete the self-report questionnaire at
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the end of a lecture by a non-teaching member of staff

either in hard copy or online. Students were also sent

an email informing them about the details of the study

and that they could complete it online if they wished to

take part in the study. Students were informed that

participation was voluntary, and consent was inferred

by students completing and submitting the question-

naire. The anonymity of participants was guaranteed

since there was no identifiable information on the ques-

tionnaires and data were analysed on a group basis.

Data collection with first-year UG and GEMs students

took place in the second semester of their course to

ensure that they had adequate exposure to completing

assessment tasks and assignments. The self-report ques-

tionnaire took respondents approximately 25min to

complete based on fielding testing findings.

Results

Demographic results

The majority of the sample fell into the categories of

being female, domestic students aged 20–29 years with

an even spread of year levels among UGs (see Table 1).

GEMs students spent more hours per week engaged in

direct and independent study and paid work than UGs.

Instrument scores

UGs and GEMs recorded similar scores across meas-

ures of general academic dishonesty and reported rates

of frequency and seriousness of dishonest behaviours

within classroom and fieldwork settings (see Table 2).

UGs scored higher on measures of tendencies towards

cheating, dishonesty in assignments and providing

appropriate references and acknowledgements, while

GEMs recorded a higher score on the tendency to dis-

honesty in research subscale. UGs recorded higher

scores on three of the moral development subscales:

authoritative standards, moral practice and common

values. GEMs performed better on the public meaning

subscale. On the perceived stresses scale, the scores

indicated that GEMs experienced slightly less stress

than UGs on three factors: pressures to perform; per-

ception of workload; time restraints (see Table 2).

However, there was a notable difference in scores on

the self-perceptions subscale.

Regression analysis

Regression analysis was completed focussing on three

dependent variables: academic integrity; academic

integrity in classroom settings; and academic integrity

in fieldwork settings. The analysis revealed a range of

statistically significant factors that were predictive of

UG and GEM occupational therapy student academic
integrity.

Predictors of general academic integrity. UG: Eleven inde-
pendent variables were included in the regression equa-
tion that accounted for 12.40% of total variance of the
dependent variable (R2¼ .124, F (11, 597)¼ 7.67, p ¼
.001) (see Table 3). Eight independent variables made a
unique contribution to the overall variance of the
dependent variable (see Table 3).

GEM: The regression equation included seven inde-
pendent variables and accounted for 26.8% of total
variance of the dependent variable (R2¼ .268, F (7,
84)¼ 4.39, p ¼ .001). Two independent variables
made a unique contribution to the regression results
(8.76%; p¼ .006) (see Table 3).

Predictors of academic integrity in classroom settings. UG:
Fifteen independent variables were included in the
regression equation. The results accounted for 14.7%
of total variance of the dependent variable (R2¼ .147,
F (15, 593)¼ 6.81, p ¼ .001) (see Table 4).

GEM: The GEM regression equation included six
independent variables. The results accounted for
12.8% of total variance of the dependent variable
(R2¼ .128, F (6, 85)¼ 2.08, p ¼ .064). The regression
results were not statistically significant (see Table 4).

Predictors of academic integrity in fieldwork settings. UG: The
regression equation included eight independent varia-
bles. The results accounted for 7.4% of total variance
of the dependent variable (R2¼ .074, F (8, 600)¼ 6.00,
p ¼ .001) (see Table 5).

GEM: Five independent variables were included in
the regression analysis and accounted for 16.4% of
total variance of the dependent variable (R2¼ .164, F
(5, 86)¼ 3.38, p ¼ .008) (see Table 5).

Discussion

This study investigated factors that were potential pre-
dictors of academic integrity in UG and GEM occupa-
tional therapy students. Regression analysis revealed a
range of statistically significant predictors of general,
classroom and fieldwork academic integrity. A greater
number of predictors were identified for UGs com-
pared to GEM students.

Predictors of general academic integrity

At UG and GEM level, gender was shown to be pre-
dictive of general academic integrity of both UG and
GEM occupational therapy students. Gender
accounted for 1.32% and 6.8% (p < .001) of the
unique variance of general academic integrity for UG
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and GEM students respectively. The association

between gender and the application of honest academic

behaviours among university students is consistent with

previous research (Richardson et al., 2012). Studies of

occupational therapy and nursing UGs demonstrate

that female gender is a reliable predictor of better aca-

demic outcome and male gender is associated with

poorer academic performance, and higher incidences

of academic dishonesty (Korn & Davidovitch, 2016;

Watson, 2013). It is encouraging that the self-

reported rates of dishonest academic behaviours

within the current study are low compared to previous

research involving other samples of health science stu-

dents (Okoroafor et al., 2016).
In this study, GPA was shown to be predictive of

UGs’ academic integrity (p¼ .015). However, as one

might reasonably expect high-achieving students to

demonstrate academic rigor in their work. This finding

was therefore not unexpected. It is suggested that GPA

cannot be studied in isolation, but should always be

considered in tandem with other variables such as

age, gender and year level of university enrolment

(Brown & Murdolo, 2017).
At the UG level, a wider span of predictors was

identified. Regression analysis indicated that measures

of moral practice in UGs were a useful predictor of

academic integrity (p¼ .003). The results are notewor-

thy on several fronts: the scores from the MDSP indi-

cated that UGs placed a high value on adherence to

moral standards, and the requirement to practice ethi-

cally. The findings are congruent with previous

research demonstrating that health science students

Table 1. Demographic data, self-reported GPA and time spent in direct education, indirect study and paid work (UG: n¼ 609; GEM:
n¼ 92).

Year of enrolment (UG) Frequency Percentage

First year 172 28.2

Second year 164 26.9

Third year 167 27.4

Fourth year 106 17.4

Year of enrolment (GEM)

First year 47 51.1

Second year 45 48.9

UG GEM

Age range

17–19 years 172 28.2 1 1.1

20–24 years 364 59.8 34 37.0

25–29 years 36 5.9 35 38.0

30–34 years 13 2.1 11 12.0

35–39 years 8 1.3 2 2.2

40 years or older 16 2.6 9 9.8

Gender

Male 167 27.4 26 28.3

Female 442 72.6 66 71.7

Enrolment category

International student 83 13.6 15 16.3

Domestic student 526 86.4 77 83.7

UG GEM

Mean SD Mean SD

GPA

<49% 7 � 1.1 4 � 4.3

50–59% 40 � 6.6 14 � 15.2

60–69% 211 � 34.6 44 � 47.8

70–79% 226 � 37.1 27 � 29.3

80–89% 110 � 18.1 3 � 3.3

>90% 15 � 2.5 4 � 4.3

Hours/week in face-to-face education 14.75 � 5.258 14.93 � 7.953

Hours/week dedicated to independent study 15.11 � 9.139 19.49 � 11.294

Hours/week of paid work 10.21 � 8.185 10.87 � 9.488

GPA: grade point average; UG: undergraduate; GEM: graduate-entry masters; SD: standard deviation.
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with a strong sense of moral identity are less likely to

cheat in academic settings; and the association of good

moral reasoning skills with lower incidences of dishon-

est academic behaviours (Henning et al., 2013, 2015). A

study of UG nursing students concluded that students’

commitment to academic integrity are closely con-

nected to personal experience and the development of

ethical reasoning skills, with benefits for their practice

in the field and classroom settings (Krueger, 2014).

Moral development is a key element in students’ edu-

cation and training and paramount in occupational

therapy where practitioners’ decision making will

often have ethical implications. Therefore, substantiat-

ing the usefulness of moral practice as a predictor of

students’ academic integrity is an important finding.
The tendency towards cheating (measured by the

ADTC) was also identified as a significant predictor

of UGs’ academic integrity (p¼ .005) which aligns

closely to regression analysis of two other ADTC sub-

scales: tendency towards dishonesty in providing appro-

priate references and acknowledgements (predictive of

academic integrity in UG (p¼ .006) and GEM

(p¼ .017) students) and tendency towards dishonesty

in the process of doing and reporting research (predictive

of UG students’ (p¼ .016) academic integrity). On the

ADTC tendency towards cheating scale, UGs students’

scores equate to a high risk of engaging in dishonest

academic behaviours, yet their responses to individual

items suggest a clear demarcation exists in their minds

between practices involving coursework infringements

and those relating to cheating in examinations. For

example, UG and GEM students identified the use of

notes and mobile phones in closed-book tests or copy-

ing from a fellow student while writing a test as

completely dishonest behaviours. Other behaviours,

however, were regarded as less serious breaches of aca-

demic integrity, such as not referencing source material

or paraphrasing material from books, journal articles

or websites without referencing the original source.
This reflects Okoroafor et al.’s (2016) contention

that dishonest behaviours involving coursework are

more ambiguous and debatable than those related to

cheating in examinations. One explanation is the col-

lective learning process where collaborative learning

among peers and students liaising and working closely

with each other on assignments leads to breaches (often

unwittingly) of institutions’ requirement for students to

produce and submit their own work.
It also reflects technological advances over the last

decade and the ease with which sources of information

can be accessed and disseminated, and where the ver-

batim use of original material from online sources

Table 2. Academic integrity, tendencies towards dishonesty, moral development and perceived stresses comparative mean scores
(UG: n¼ 609; GEM: n¼ 92).

UG GEM

Mean SD Mean SD

ADS CHEAT Mean total score 10.02 � 2.76 10.01 � 1.63

ADSC mean cheat frequency score 1.26 � 0.35 1.22 � 0.25

ADSC mean seriousness rating score 4.19 � 0.70 4.15 � 0.69

ADCPES mean cheat frequency score 1.11 � 0.31 1.11 � 0.18

ADCPES mean seriousness rating score 4.59 � 0.64 4.57 � 0.57

MDSP Factor 1: Authoritative standards 15.55 � 1.87 15.18 � 2.09

MDSP Factor 2: Public meaning 11.77 � 1.37 11.90 � 1.46

MDSP Factor 3: Moral practice 14.03 � 2.34 13.22 � 2.69

MDSP Factor 4: Common values 9.91 � 1.55 9.27 � 1.77

ADTC Scale 1: Tendency towards cheating 3.83 � 0.52 3.79 � 0.44

ADTC Scale 2: Tendency towards dishonesty in assignments,

essays and studies such as projects

3.13 � 0.59 3.03 � 0.35

ADTC Scale 3: Tendency towards dishonesty in the process

of doing and reporting research

3.88 � 0.65 4.00 � 0.53

ADTC Scale 4: Tendency towards dishonesty in providing

appropriate references and acknowledgements

3.11 � 0.57 2.95 � 0.44

PASS Factor 1: Pressures to perform 15.01 � 3.04 15.15 � 2.98

PASS Factor 2: Perceptions of workload and examinations 10.48 � 2.72 11.39 � 2.69

PASS Factor 3: Self-perceptions 13.99 � 2.37 14.75 � 2.26

PASS Factor 4: Time restraints 14.66 � 2.84 14.77 � 2.90

UG: undergraduate; GEM: graduate-entry masters; SD: standard deviation; ADS: Academic Dishonesty Scale; ADCS: Academic Dishonesty in the

Classroom Setting Scale; ADCPES: Academic Dishonesty in the Clinical/Practice Education Setting Scale; MDSP: Moral Development Scale for

Professionals; ADTC: Academic Dishonesty Tendency Scale; PASS: Perceived Academic Sources of Stress.
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without due accreditation is not always considered by
students as academic misconduct. The issue is com-
pounded by students’ use of online paraphrasing
tools and article spinners that avoid detection by soft-
ware programmes such as Turnitin (Rogerson &
McCarthy, 2017). Some commentators have suggested
that the high rates of dishonest practices in producing
assignments are an inherent danger of web-based study
framework within health science programmes that are
not augmented by clearly defined academic integrity
policies (Oran et al., 2016).

Predictors of academic integrity in classroom settings

Within the classroom setting, both UG and GEM stu-
dents scored high on tendencies towards dishonesty in
the process of doing and reporting research; however,
only in UGs was it found to be a strong predictor of
academic integrity (p¼ .001). This suggests that stu-
dents struggle with poor research protocols; for exam-
ple, the importance of generating original qualitative
and quantitative data in projects and appropriate
acknowledgement of research reports in their own
work. In conjunction with regression analysis demon-
strating the tendency towards cheating scale’s value as
a predictor of honest academic behaviours in the class-
room (p¼ .008), these predictors represent useful ‘red
flag’ markers. Deficiencies in academic integrity in the
classroom context represent a challenge for educators
as high standards in research protocols are essential in
the health sciences. Within occupational therapy,
Mitchell (2015) emphasises the importance of technical
approaches such as authentic fieldwork experiences and
case-based methods in developing students’ knowledge
about how to conduct studies and the appropriate use
of original sources for research purposes.

The predictive value of the number of hours spent in
direct education (p¼ .013) in anticipating UGs’ aca-
demic integrity in the classroom environment reflects
existing research that determined a positive correlation
between year level of academic study and academic
performance (Brown & Murdolo, 2017; Richardson,
2010). This infers that increased attendance at lectures
and participation in small group work in the early years
of study, during which UGs are taught foundational
knowledge subjects (e.g. occupational science, psychol-
ogy, physiology), correlate with improved performance
in the classroom setting across the course of study. A
range of didactic and assessment methods are used in
the first years of the Monash University occupational
therapy programme including scenario-based learning
in which students develop their own learning objectives
based on authentic case studies. Through assessment of
students’ problem-solving, practical, and presentation
skills across the years of study, students are expected to

have acquired effective and efficient study skills and
learning strategies by their final year. There is also evi-
dence that occupational therapy programmes in which
students are encouraged to be reflective and to draw on
their own field experiences is associated with the devel-
opment of sophisticated cognitive skills that allow stu-
dents to apply their knowledge at a deeper level
(Mitchell, 2015). The number of hours spent in direct
education per week can therefore be considered a useful
predictor of classroom academic integrity at UG level.

For GEMs, the sole predictor of academic integrity
in the classroom was age, and the effect was only mod-
erate (p¼ .048). This reflects the lack of consensus
within the literature regarding the influence of age on
academic integrity. Previous research has demonstrated
variable findings; for example, Seah et al. (2011)
acknowledge the importance of mature students’ pre-
vious experiences in the classroom and practice settings
in their acquisition of independent learning skills,
reflective practice and group work skills. In contrast,
Shanahan (2004) and Watson (2013) contend that age
is not a proven predictor of academic performance, nor
is it associated with academic success, in occupational
therapy students. The findings from our research indi-
cate that age is only a marginal predictor of academic
integrity and therefore cannot be considered a reliable
marker.

Predictors of academic integrity in fieldwork settings

Regression analysis revealed that gender was a predic-
tive factor of students’ academic integrity in the field in
both UGs (p¼ .001) and GEMs (p¼ .016), tendency
towards cheating (p¼ .004) was a predictor for UGs
and pressures to perform (p¼ .05) was a predictor in
GEMs. At the graduate level, according to Seah et al.
(2011), females are more adept at meeting personal
challenges and aware of opportunities to develop
their clinical reasoning and relational skills, an aware-
ness drawn from concentrated periods of professional
practice placements as part of their Master of
Occupational Therapy Practice course.

The self-confidence of masters-level students is
reflected in the finding that GEMs experience slightly
less stress in relation to the excessive pressures gener-
ated by competition among peers, parental expecta-
tions and criticism from supervisors. It is possible
that GEMs’ wider academic experience and deeper
understanding of applying theory in the multi-
disciplinary field context provide the motivation and
self-confidence to facilitate an awareness of the impor-
tance of applying academic integrity. In contrast to UG
colleagues who spend a greater proportion of their time
in the classroom environment where teaching formats
place less emphasis on individual guidance, supervision
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and feedback and students are exposed to a more

dynamic, competitive academic environment

(Bonsaksen, 2016). The other issue for GEMs is the

larger number of scheduled academic contact hours

and shorter period of enrolment compared to UG stu-

dents. GEMs are typically enrolled for two 36-week

academic years where as UG students are typically

enrolled for two 12-week academic semesters per
year. In other words, GEMs students often are under

pressure to perform because of the more intense nature

of completing a health professional graduate-entry

master’s degree.

Implications for practice

This study identified a range of predictors of academic

integrity, particularly at the UG occupational therapy

level. The findings on gender, GPA and hours spent in

direct and indirect education support existing evidence

of their predictive value while measures of tendencies to
engage in dishonest academic behaviours in the class-

room and fieldwork settings, pressures to perform and

self-perceptions add new findings to the cognate knowl-

edge base on academic integrity in allied health stu-

dents. The results will generate improved

understanding of the academic perceptions of, and

challenges faced by, UG and GEMs students.

Encouraging students to achieve and maintain higher

standards of academic integrity through proactive edu-

cational initiatives such as role play, scenario-based

learning and mentoring programmes will engender pos-

itive outcomes for the profession in terms of students’

understanding of, and commitment to, academic integ-
rity policies. Universities need to clearly signpost to

students what their academic misconduct and plagia-

rism policies are and also provide them with clear

examples of what constitutes academic integrity mis-

conduct at all stages of their enrolment.

Limitations

The convenience sampling approach was used to

recruit participants and the use of self-report scales

which can be prone to bias are notable limitations. It

is possible that students may not have reported all
instances of dishonest academic practices and behav-

iours they may have engaged in. The self-reporting of

GPA was also a noted drawback since participants may

have not been completely honest when answering this

item. However, for ethical reasons, it was not possible

to retrieve this information from the student records of

students. Detailed demographic information about the

participants, including cultural background, living cir-

cumstances and socioeconomic status, were not collect-

ed; it is therefore acknowledged other factors may also

predict academic integrity in students. Another limita-
tion may be the approaches and modes of delivery of
occupational therapy curricula may differ from one
country to another. This may limit the generalisability
of the study findings. One final limitation is the poten-
tial for gender bias in the sample and the resultant data
collected. The majority of the respondents were female;
however, the sample of respondents is representative of
the occupational therapy profession itself.

Future research

Research exploring the sociocultural backgrounds of
students is recommended to explore the significance
of domestic or international origin as a predictor of
academic integrity in students. The generation of qual-
itative and longitudinal data would also provide addi-
tional insights into other potential predictors and
exploration of whether the predictors of academic
integrity change over the duration of UG or GEMs
period of study. A comparison of UG or GEMs stu-
dents enrolled in health professional courses with stu-
dents enrolled in more subject-based coursed (e.g.
chemistry, biology, physiology, history, geography, lin-
guistics, etc.) in relation to academic integrity issues
would be informative.

Conclusion

This study identified a range of demographic and self-
report variables that were predictive of academic integ-
rity in UG and GEM occupational therapy students.
Confirmation of the predictive value of self-reported
measures of tendencies towards cheating, moral prac-
tice and self-perceptions in UGs and pressures to per-
form in GEMs are new findings that will assist in the
identification of vulnerable students. The challenge for
educators in occupational therapy is to ensure that stu-
dents are aware of the need to display integrity and
honesty in all aspects of their academic work, irrespec-
tive of entry level and setting. Further research in this
area is recommended.
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