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Criticism and justification of undergraduate academic
dishonesty: development and validation of the domestic,
market and industrial orders of worth scales*
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ABSTRACT
Despite university efforts to create honour codes and a culture of
integrity, student academic dishonesty remains a widespread
problem around the world. Previous theoretical and
methodological approaches, which informed the development of
measures for the prevention of dishonest behaviour, focus only
on student justifications of academic misconduct as abnormal or
deviant acts. However, understanding the arguments that both
criticize and justify dishonesty at universities is crucial for
developing an effective integrity policy. Based on Boltanski and
Thevenot’s theory, we develop and validate a questionnaire
measuring the prevalence of students who draw on domestic,
market and industrial orders of worth justifying or criticizing
academic dishonesty. A total of 3,538 students from six Russian
universities participated in the study. The results supported the
applicability of the proposed model, demonstrating the validity
and reliability of the instrument. The instrument can be utilized
by universities for monitoring what order of worth prevails
among students and developing honour codes and integrity policy.
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Introduction

Student academic dishonesty is a large-scale problem for universities worldwide. A
majority of students engage in dishonest practices such as plagiarism, copying home-
work, cheating on an exam, at least once during their studies (McCabe and Treviño
1993; Chapman et al. 2004; Jeergal et al. 2015; Denisova-Schmidt, Huber, and Leontyeva
2016; Maloshonok and Shmeleva 2019). In recent years, the number of academic dishon-
esty cases among students has risen (Bacon et al. 2020). The existing research discusses
several reasons for this, including technology availability and accessibility, which makes
it easier to cheat, the fast development of online instruction with a lack of or insufficient
proctoring, and poor academic integrity counselling that may lead to students’
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misperception and misunderstanding of institutional policies regarding academic dis-
honesty (ProctorU 2016; Peled et al. 2019; Krienert, Walsh, and Cannon 2021). Wide-
spread dishonesty in universities calls into question the quality of higher education,
which may decrease the value of a degree (Golunov 2014; Denisova-Schmidt 2017)
and lead to workplace dishonesty (Whitley and Keith-Spiegel 2002; Harding et al.
2004; Lucas and Friedrich 2005; Mulisa and Ebessa 2021). Given these issues, researchers
and policymakers are concerned with deterring dishonest acts at universities.

Two approaches to preventing cheating behaviour are usually employed: (1) the detec-
tion and punishment of dishonest acts and (2) prevention of such acts by developing
values and a culture of academic integrity. The first group of methods has been
effective (Corrigan-Gibbs et al. 2015; Chirikov, Shmeleva, and Loyalka 2020); however,
universities have increasingly employed the second group of methods, such as honour
codes (Ferguson et al. 2007; Löfström et al. 2015).

Despite the great efforts that universities have invested in the development of aca-
demic integrity, the problem of the high prevalence of dishonest behaviour remains
unsolved (Baran and Jonason 2020; Stephens et al. 2021). We hypothesize that the low
efficiency of attempts to prevent dishonest behaviour can be partly explained by the
way policymakers formulate arguments promoting academic integrity and criticize dis-
honest behaviour. As a rule, integrity policies are developed based on theories and state-
ments that consider academic dishonesty an inherently negative phenomenon. The same
approach was shared by the theories explaining the student justification of dishonest acts
(Brimble and Stevenson-Clarke 2005; Shu, Gino, and Bazerman 2011; Burnett, Smith,
and Wessel 2016; Pulfrey, Durussel, and Butera 2018). However, students may consider
academic dishonesty to be normal rather than deviant behaviour. In a previous paper
(Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev 2020), we employed the theoretical framework
of Boltanski and Thévenot (1999) to demonstrate the plurality of grounds that students
use for criticism and justification of dishonest acts at universities. Following Boltanski
and Thevenot methodology, we analysed interviews with students and identified six
orders of worth that are used for the criticism and justification of academic dishonesty:
inspired, domestic, civic, opinion, market, and industrial.

This paper aims to provide an instrument for measuring the prevalence of students
who use different principles of equivalence for criticizing or justifying dishonest behav-
iour at university and to test the psychometric properties of this instrument by confirma-
tory factor analysis. We suggest measurable indicators only for three of six orders of
worth due to the restrictions, which were applied by the survey principals on the
length of the questionnaire used in the study. They are domestic, market, and industrial.
In the domestic world, students criticize or justify dishonest behaviour by appealing to
traditions that they learn from significant persons with high reputation and authority,
such as parents and teachers. Students with market order of worth considering using dis-
honest practice if it helps to minimize their efforts and yield better results. For the indus-
trial world, the judgement of dishonest behaviour depends on the degree to which it leads
to a decrease in the professional competences and skills of students and the efficiency of
graduates’ work (Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev 2020).

These three orders of worth could be more affected by the university than the other
three. Students who draw on domestic order to justify dishonest behaviour could be
identified through the selection procedures and not admitted to a university. For students
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who use the market principle of equivalence, universities can organize the learning
process in such a way that cheating and plagiarism become unbeneficial. To cope with
industrial arguments justifying student dishonesty, an explicit matching between the
required professional skills and an educational programme could be established.

Theoretical approaches explaining student criticism and justification of
dishonest behaviour

There are several theories that have been used to study students’ justifications of their
dishonest actions: (1) neutralization theory, (2) social cognitive theory and (3) the
theory of moral disengagement. According to neutralization theory, students attempt
to shift the blame onto something or someone to justify their dishonest actions (Sykes
and Matza 1957). For example, they rationalize their dishonest acts by using explanations
concerning pressure to obtain better grades, gaining employment upon graduation, a
desire to succeed or lack of preparation, etc. (McCabe 1992; Brimble and Stevenson-
Clarke 2005). In line with this theory, all students understand that academic dishonesty
is a deviant behaviour; therefore, they try to neutralize its negative effects on their con-
sciousness. According to Bandura’s social cognitive theory (SCT), when a student wit-
nesses a peer’s dishonest behaviour and the following consequences of that behaviour,
he or she will take it into account for future actions (Bandura 2002, 2006; Hendy, Mon-
targot, and Papadimitriou 2021). For example, if a peer benefits or gets punished for
cheating, the observing student may decide to repeat – or avoid – the same behaviour
in the future (Bandura 2002). However, previous research has studied only students’ jus-
tifications for cheating rather than their reasons for not engaging in dishonest acts
(Burnett, Smith, and Wessel 2016; Parks-Leduc, Guay, and Mulligan 2021). Thus, this
theory considers only one side of students’ justifications that may be to their benefit
rather than detriment. Bandura’s theory about moral disengagement (Bandura 2002)
explains students’ justifications of dishonest behaviours by their concern of being a
good person, and as dishonest behaviour could lead to self-recrimination, they tend to
behave in ways that follow their moral standards (Shu, Gino, and Bazerman 2011;
Pulfrey, Durussel, and Butera 2018). Therefore, students provide different justifications
to make their cheating actions morally acceptable (Pulfrey, Durussel, and Butera
2018). For example, they explain it by the benefits for the whole group of students or
friends, the flexibility of rules or the adaptation to different situations, etc. However, it
is not clear how the abovementioned studies established that academic dishonesty is
counter to student moral values, as existing research demonstrates that the views of stu-
dents on cheating vary (Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev 2020; Karanauskienė et al.
2020).

All the reviewed theories aim to mitigate self-censoring and portray oneself as a good
and a respectable person. They assume that students understand that academic dishon-
esty at the university is wrong and deviant (Stephens 2019). However, some studies
demonstrate the opposite results (Karanauskienė et al. 2020). Many students worldwide
engage in cheating, and the current methods for its prevention (honour codes, sanctions,
etc.) do not work effectively. Students in different situations may refer to various values
and rationalisations that do not consider academic cheating to be fraudulent or dishon-
est. We hypothesize that students perceive the same actions and practices differently
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depending on their rationalisations. They may view actions that are considered dishonest
by other groups of people (students, researchers and teaching staff, etc.) as natural and
normal.

Although many studies try to identify students’ justifications for cheating, very few
attempt to examine the rationalisations for students’ critiсism of dishonest acts. The
lack of studies examining students’ criticism of academic dishonesty may be explained
by the fact that all the theories applied to the investigation of students’ views towards
cheating do not consider students’ criticism of such actions, which is equally significant
in understanding students’ decision-making processes in terms of fraudulent behaviour.
This may also be the reason why methods for cheating prevention are not effective.

Boltanski and Thevenot lens to examine dishonest behaviour

To overcome the limitations of existing theoretical approaches to exploring student jus-
tifications and criticisms of dishonest behaviour, we apply the approach developed by
Boltanski and Thevenot (‘pragmatic sociology’ or ‘the sociology of critics’). This
theory has gained significant attention among sociologists and political scientists in
the last twenty years and is often discussed as one of the most important contributions
to contemporary social theory (Bénatouïl 1999; Wagner 1999; Blokker 2011). However,
there have been no attempts to use it in the analysis of academic dishonesty, apart from
our previous paper (Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev 2020). Based on the analysis
of semistructured interviews with Russian and British students, we showed the pro-
ductivity of using Boltanski and Thevenot theory to examine views on academic dishon-
esty among university students. This paper laid the foundation for the current study,
which aims to develop and validate a questionnaire to measure the prevalence of
different orders of worth.

The theoretical and methodological approach developed by Boltanski and Thevenot
has three main peculiarities, which are important in application to the analysis of aca-
demic dishonesty: (1) the contesting of the external researcher’s position in the analysis
of public discussions on academic dishonesty; (2) the plurality of foundations (or orders
of worth in the terminology developed by Boltanski and Thevenot) used for criticism and
justification of dishonest behaviour; and (3) recourse to political philosophy as providing
the systematic theoretical statements of knowledge forms used in the practice of criticism
and justification of dishonest behaviour (Wagner 1999).

First, Boltanski and Thevenot state that there are no strong foundations for arguing
that the researcher’s external position is superior to the position of social actors
engaged in social practices (Susen 2014). Accordingly, they focus on the analysis of
actual arguments used by participants of social practices for justification and criticism
rather than producing criticism external to these social practices (Wagner 1999).
Applied to the analysis of academic dishonesty, this implies the rejection of the initial
undisputed attitude towards academic cheating as abnormal and unfair. Instead, it
implies the analysis of arguments used in public discussions around academic dishonesty
and the elicitation of their basic principles (which Boltanski and Thevenot name ‘prin-
ciples of equivalence’), even if these arguments are aimed at justifying dishonest behav-
iour. It is important that both types of argument – justification and criticism – should be

4 O. DREMOVA ET AL.



taken into account, and the same analytical procedures should be applied to their
analysis.

Second, Boltanski and Thevenot postulate the plurality of different foundations for the
evaluation of social practices. They argue that actors construct their arguments using
different ‘metaphysics’ or perceptions of what the common good is, which are incompa-
tible and irreducible to each other (Wagner 1999). Applied to academic dishonesty, this
means that there is a range of possible arguments for both its criticism and justification,
and there is no argument that should be seen as universally legitimate.

The third distinctive aspect is strongly related to the second. Plural orders of worth
employed in public discussions refer to the limited set of arguments used in these
orders. Boltanski and Thevenot distinguish six of them: the market order, the industrial
order, the civic order, the order of inspiration, the domestic order and the order of fame
(Boltanski and Thévenot 2006). In our previous paper (Dremova, Maloshonok, and Ter-
entiev 2020), we showed the productivity of using this classification in the analysis of aca-
demic dishonesty. Market order refers to the argument when academic dishonesty is
discussed through the lens of personal costs and benefits that cheating could cause.
The industrial order evaluates cheating practices with reference to the usefulness of
knowledge and competencies developed in classes for the prospective professional
career. The civic order puts into the centre of discussion the collective good and
norms. In the inspiration order, the main principle of evaluation is personal comfort
and feelings. The domestic order is based on the appeals to the traditions that students
learn from significant persons in their environment (primarily school and family).
Finally, the order of fame is related to the argument through the lens of reputational
risks and consequences of cheating.

In this paper, we focus on three orders of worth distinguished by Boltanski and The-
venot – domestic, market, and industrial. The motivation for the selection of these orders
is twofold. The first motivation is pragmatic. Due to the inclusion of the examined con-
structs in the questionnaire of the Russian survey of student experience, we were
restricted by the length of the questionnaire. The second motivation is substantive.
Three selected orders refer to the areas that can be more influenced by university policies.
Next, we will discuss these orders more precisely.

Domestic order

In the domestic world, a person cannot be considered in separation from belonging to a
family and an estate. People’s worth is evaluated by those in a position of trust and auth-
ority (Boltanski and Thévenot 1999). Face-to-face relationships and respect for traditions
are important for people using this principle of equivalence. Students employed this
ground for criticizing or justifying dishonest behaviour appealing to traditions and
rules of behaviour that they learn in family or school from significant persons with
high reputation and authority, such as parents and teachers. Previous research has
attempted to explore the link between academic dishonesty, family characteristics and
school background and showed the significance of this dimension. Qualls, Figgars, and
Gibbs (2017) found that characteristics of an individual’s family of origin are important
predictors of academic dishonesty. Students experiencing severe forms of physical disci-
pline tend to engage in higher levels of academic dishonesty. Students reported that the
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use of less punitive disciplinary techniques was not associated with increased college
cheating (Qualls 2014). Some parents can permit students to employ dishonest tech-
niques (Abou-Zeid 2016; Buckner and Hodges 2016; Aljurf, Kemp, and Williams
2020) or even help them cheat on high-stakes exams (Metwally 2013; Abou-Zeid
2016). Furthermore, students who cheat in high school are significantly more likely to
cheat at university (Josephson Institute of Ethics 2009). The domestic dimension is
meaningful for some students in justifying or criticizing academic dishonesty, which
can be a reason for the low effectiveness of university methods to prevent cheating
and plagiarism.

Market order

In the market world, people compete for the acquisition of scarce goods that affect the
price attached to the desired commodity. Relationships are competitive, and the main
qualities of successful individuals are opportunistic in spotting and seizing the opportu-
nities of the market (Boltanski and Thévenot 1999). For criticizing or justifying dishonest
behaviour at university, students from the market world are oriented by the ‘price’ of
getting the desired grades (or degree) that will be a function of the required resources
and efforts, the probability of being successful in cheating or of getting caught, and
the severity of punishment for misbehaviour (Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev
2020). Students look for opportunities to minimize their efforts and yield better results
and consider using dishonest practice for that (Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev
2020). Previous empirical studies (Kerkvliet and Sigmund 1999; Freiburger et al. 2017)
show that the market principle of equivalence is relevant for students. Freiburger et al.
(2017) found that increased certainty of being caught decreases the likelihood of cheating
behaviours of students. The same results were observed by Kerkvliet and Sigmund
(1999). They also found that an increase in the benefits associated with undetected mis-
conduct encourages students to cheat (Kerkvliet and Sigmund 1999). Students who
cheated on exams or papers were less likely to believe that people in the business
world generally act in an ethical manner or that good ethics is good business (at a mar-
ginal level) (Ma 2013). The applicability of market order for dishonest behaviour can be
traced to the national level. There was a strong association between self-reported aca-
demic cheating on exams and the country level of the corruption perception index
(Orosz et al. 2018).

Industrial order

The industrial order is based on efficiency and can be measured on a scale of professional
skills and competencies (Boltanski and Thévenot 1999). Successful people in the indus-
trial world are experts. Hence, dishonest behaviour will be criticized in this world if it
leads to a decrease in the professional qualities of students and the efficiency of graduates’
work. One such argument is that cheating leads to the graduation of unqualified pro-
fessionals, who may even unintentionally endanger human lives in their future work-
places (Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev 2020). The justification of misconduct
can be based on the proposition that it does not affect professional capabilities. For
example, students report that some classes and assignments are useless for their future
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professional activity. McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1999) indicated that employ-
ment upon graduation is a frequent reason that students use to explain dishonest
behaviour.

Previous studies demonstrate the association between dishonest behaviour at univer-
sities and the workplace. Whitley and Keith-Spiegel (2002) discovered that students who
cheat at university are more likely to be engaged in unethical practices at their future
workplaces. Harding et al. (2004) also point out that there is a strong connection
between the prior academic misconduct of students and their self-reported dishonest
behaviours at workplaces. Scholars suppose that students who have cheated at university
will choose to cheat at work if they have such an opportunity (Harding et al. 2004). In
contrast, students who considered any type of dishonesty a serious offense had a
greater tendency to be ethical in their workplaces (Guerrero-Dib, Portales, and
Heredia-Escorza 2020).

Methods and data

Instrument development

The questionnaire was developed in the period from winter 2019 to spring 2020 and went
through several stages of revisions and data collection. The preliminary pool of items was
created based on the application of the theoretical framework of Boltanski and Thevenot
theory to the narratives of students about academic dishonesty. Twenty-three semistruc-
tured interviews with undergraduate domestic students at three Russian universities and
undergraduate domestic students at three British universities were conducted in 2019 to
check the applicability of this theory to different national contexts. The results of this
qualitative study presented by Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev (2020).

The analysis of the interviews performed in (Dremova, Maloshonok, and Terentiev
2020) allows us to collect the arguments that students use to criticize and justify academic
dishonesty. The thematic analysis was performed by three experts. At the first stage of the
analysis, each expert worked separately to identify each piece of the narratives in which
order of worth was present. Then, the experts shared the coding results with each other
and came to final codes across all interviews through discussion. In the next step, we
created a list of items by selecting the main arguments from the narratives assigned to
three of six orders of worth: domestic, market, and industrial. We chose ten main argu-
ments from the list, as we were restricted by the inclusion of only ten items in the Russian
survey of student experience. Therefore, we decided to develop the instrument only for
three of the six orders of worth. Domestic, market and industrial worlds were chosen for
two reasons. First, they are the more frequent codes in undergraduate interviews. Second,
they can be more easily influenced by universities than the other three orders of worth.

We intend to use the developed instrument to investigate students’ criticism and jus-
tification of all forms of academic dishonesty. However, we included only items referring
to exam cheating in the instrument to make questions clearer and more specific, as recent
research showed that students report cheating more often during examinations (Harper,
Bretag, and Rundle 2021).

These items were tested in a pilot study conducted in April 2020 with the participation
of 14 students. This pilot study aimed to ensure that the questionnaire items accurately
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addressed the research questions and that they were well defined and clearly understood.
As a result, the list of items was slightly corrected. The final questionnaire included the
following ten items measured on a four-point Likert scale (‘Completely disagree’, ‘Some-
what disagree’, ‘Somewhat agree’, ‘Completely agree’):

Domestic world

. I am ashamed to use cheat sheets in an exam

. I know from school that there is nothing wrong with cheating

. I try not to use cheat sheets in exams because I have been raised like that.

Market world

. If a course is boring, then you can use cheat sheets in the exam.

. If a course is useless for my future career, then I can use cheat sheets

. If a student is afraid to forget the material, then that student can use cheat sheets on an
exam.

. If there is not enough time to prepare for the exam, then I can cheat

Industrial world

. If I plan to have a job related to my degree, then using cheat sheets is unacceptable

. If I want to gain knowledge and skills necessary for my future career, then I don’t cheat

. Cheating leads to the graduation of unskilled professionals

Sample

To measure the psychometric properties of the instrument, it was included in the ques-
tionnaire of the larger student experience online survey carried out as a part of the project
‘Monitoring of student experience’ of the Consortium ‘Evidence-based digitalization for
student success’1 in April – May 2020 at eight Russian public universities located in the
South, the Privolzhsky, the Siberian and the Far East federal districts, three of which are
highly selective universities. In total, 6,163 students took part in the project. Due to the
large number of items in the questionnaire, some parts of the survey were displayed only
for a certain proportion of the respondents. Ten items about academic dishonesty devel-
oped in this study were randomly assigned to 60% of the respondents. The question items
could not be skipped by the respondents. Therefore, there are no missing values in these
variables in the data.

The total sample for this study is 3,538 students from 6 universities, and 61% of
respondents are female. The sampled students specialized in engineering and technol-
ogies (54%), social sciences (27%), and mathematics and natural sciences (19%). The
response rate ranged from 2% to 54% in different universities, with a mean of 16%.
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table A1 in the Appendix.
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Analysis

We used a confirmatory factor analysis to confirm the structure of the survey (Little
2014). The model was estimated as an item factor analysis model, which takes into
account the ordered nature of item responses by utilizing polychoric correlations
instead of Pearson correlations. As a result, the model becomes a graded response
model from the item response theory paradigm (Wirth and Edwards 2007). To estimate
the model parameters, we used the lavaan package v. 0.6–8 (Rosseel et al. 2021) for R soft-
ware v. 4.0.3.

To evaluate model fit, we used the most trusted and widely accepted indices from the
SEM paradigm: root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR), comparative fit index (CFI), and Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI) (Iacobucci 2010). Lower values of the two former indices are preferable (lower
than 0.05), signalling absolute model fit: the distance of the estimated model from the
data-generating model (RMSEA) and absence of local item dependency conditional on
person parameters (SRMR). For the latter two indices, higher values are preferable
(higher than 0.95), signalling incremental model fit: the distance of the model from
the baseline model, where all variables are unrelated. As a measure of reliability, we
used two indices: Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s SEM Omega (Zinbarg et al. 2005).

Results

According to the survey results, the market order of worth in justifying cheating is the
most prevalent among Russian students (see Table A2 in Appendix for more infor-
mation). Three out of four undergraduates reported that they completely or somewhat
agreed that it is reasonable to use cheat sheets on an exam if a student is afraid to
forget the material. Sixty-three percent of students think that it is acceptable to cheat
if a course is useless for a future career or if there is not enough time to prepare for
the exam. The most popular argument against cheating is grounded by the industrial
world: 65% of respondents completely or somewhat agree with the statement ‘If I
want to gain knowledge and skills necessary for my future career, then I don’t cheat’.
Although the prevalence of criticism of cheating behaviour from the domestic world is
lower, this order of worth is also important, especially family traditions. More than
half of the students responded that they try not to use cheat sheets in exams because
they have been raised like that.

The main purpose of this paper is to test the psychometric properties of this instru-
ment by confirmatory factor analysis. The results show a good fit of ten items to the
three-factor structure (see Table 1). The item-factor loadings are all significantly
different from zero at the p < 0.001 level and interpretable (Table 2). Cronbach’s alpha
of each scale ranged from 0.67 to 0.77, and McDonalds Omega ranged from 0.73 to
0.83, which suggests that each scale can be considered a reliable measure.

Table 3 demonstrates that inter-scale correlations between the three factors are signifi-
cant at the p < 0.001 level and range from 0.64 to 0.80 (p < 0.001) in absolute values. This
means that factors are related to each other but do not overlap. The correlation between
market and domestic orders of worth is negative, which can be explained by the differ-
ences in the principle of equivalence underlying these orders of worth. In the domestic
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world, people’s actions are guided by tradition and position in the hierarchy of trust,
while in the market world, people compete. The correlation between the industrial
and domestic world is positive, while a correlation with the market order of worth is
negative. This is a substantial result that does not contradict the theoretical assumptions
of Boltanski and Thevenot. This may be explained by the Soviet background of Russia.
Parents of the current students grew up in the system of planned economy (Carr and
Davies 1969) and in a society where collectivist values were dominant (Velichkovsky
et al. 2019). The government regulated social and economic processes, all organizations
and factories were public, and there was no market competition. There was an enormous
influence of the government on families and schools where the ‘right citizens’ were

Table 1. The estimates of the model fit.
Statistics Values

The baseline model
Degrees of freedom for Chi-Squared statistic 45
Chi-Squared statistic 43,173.610
Sample size 3,538
The estimated model
Number of free parameters 43
Degrees of freedom for statistics 32
Chi-Squared statistic 539.282
RMSEA 0.067
90% CI for RMSEA [0.062; 0.072]
SRMR 0.041
CFI 0.988
TLI 0.983

Table 2. The estimates of the measurement model.

Item
Standardized factor

loading
Standard
Error

Domestic world (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.687, McDonald’s SEM Omega = 0.748)
I am ashamed to use cheat sheets in an exam 0.735 0.010
I know from school that there is nothing wrong with cheating −0.657 0.013
I try not to use cheat sheets in exams because I have been raised like that 0.723 0.011
Market world (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.769, McDonald’s SEM Omega = 0.825)
If a course is boring, then you can use cheat sheets in the exam 0.731 0.010
If a course is useless for my future career, then I can use cheat sheets 0.715 0.010
If a student is afraid to forget the material, then that student can use cheat
sheets on an exam

0.731 0.010

If there is not enough time to prepare for the exam, then I can cheat 0.753 0.010
Industrial world (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.673, McDonald’s SEM Omega = 0.731)
If I plan to have a job related to my degree, then using cheat sheets is
unacceptable

0.690 0.012

If I want to gain knowledge and skills necessary for my future career, then I
don’t cheat

0.771 0.012

Cheating leads to the graduation of unskilled professionals 0.602 0.013

Table 3. Factor correlations.
Domestic world Market world

Market world −0.778
Industrial world 0.799 −0.640
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formed. This national characteristic can be the reason for a strong positive correlation
between domestic and industrial orders of worth and a strong negative association
between the market and industrial worlds observed in this study.

Discussion

The Boltanski and Thevenot framework for understanding student arguments for and
against misbehaviour is helpful for understanding the high prevalence of dishonest prac-
tices (despite university efforts to deter cheating and plagiarism) for several reasons. First,
it suggests focusing not only on the justification of dishonest behaviour but also on criti-
cism of such acts. Reasons for academic misconduct that students report are insufficiently
informative for effective integrity policies. According to Curasi (2013) and Hakim et al.
(2018), there is a significant divergence between reasons for academic dishonesty that
students report in surveys or interviews and the reasons that they provide to faculty
members once they have been caught cheating. This indicates that the actual reasons
for dishonesty may be completely different from those they claim. Understanding
what arguments students consider important in deciding not to engage in dishonest
activities is not less significant than explanations of misconduct. They should be
embedded in honour codes and academic integrity policy of universities. Second, this
approach allows researchers and educators to take a neutral observer’s position and
look at student dishonesty as a social fact instead of morally unacceptable and socially
undesirable behaviour, as it is usually viewed by other theories.

Students can use various orders of worth to criticize and justify dishonest behaviour.
Therefore, some propositions of honour codes for them can be more influential than
others. The suggested instrument for measuring domestic, market and industrial
orders of worth scales allows us to estimate the prevalence of students from different
orders of worth. This information can be used to understand the optimal content of
honour codes and an ‘integrity portfolio’ for university policy.

Based on the propositions of the Boltanski and Thevenot framework, we can suggest
that practices for deterring academic dishonesty will differ for students oriented on dom-
estic, market, and industrial orders of worth. Thus, our preliminary results demonstrate
the high prevalence of Russian students who justify academic misconduct by using argu-
ments from the market world. These findings coincide with the discussion about the con-
sumerist orientation of contemporary students (Naidoo and Jamieson 2005; Bunce,
Baird, and Jones 2017). This situation can be managed through the revision of the
grading system and learning process at university rather than through academic integrity
policies and revisions of the honour codes. For example, to decrease possible benefits
from cheating in terms of costs/benefits of getting high grades, exams and tests can be
replaced by essays, or the weight of the tests can be decreased in the cumulative grade
for a course. The other way is to increase the cost of misconduct through control and
sanctions for misbehaviour. For students who justify dishonest behaviour by employing
arguments from the industrial world, it is important to make a clear connection between
classes and their future professional activity, highlight the importance of different aspects
of classes for the development of professional skills, use more practical cases from pro-
fessional fields to explain content, etc. In addition, statements about the harmful effect of
dishonest behaviour on professional knowledge and skills and career success included in
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honour codes can be helpful at institutions with a high prevalence of such students. For
students utilizing arguments from the domestic world, it is important to form an integ-
rity culture and mentorship from faculty. Faculty members should become important
persons whose views and behaviour patterns affect the value systems and behaviour of
such undergraduates. Information about the prevalence of each type of student allows
universities to focus on practices that can affect more students and optimize financial
resources and efforts invested in such practices.

The developed instrument can be used in further quantitative research and for the
monitoring of students’ criticism and justification of academic misconduct. As the struc-
ture and content of the university policies on academic misconduct and honour codes
appear to be closely connected with students` decision-making processes on cheating,
it is important to construct policies carefully with specific details about what constitutes
academic dishonesty, the importance of academic integrity, procedures for cheating pre-
vention, and sanctions for such actions. All these details should be in line with the stu-
dents’ prevalent orders of worth. It is also crucial to involve students in the process of
honour code creation and oversight. Such an approach may contribute to the establish-
ment of proper communication between the university and its students (Dix, Emery, and
Le 2014; Raman and Ramlogan 2020). Thus, both parties may benefit, the university
maintains and enhances its integrity culture and the students obtain clear instructions
and rules concerning academic misconduct.

This study serves as only a starting point in the creation of a comprehensive validated
instrument that will also measure the prevalence of students who employ inspired, civic,
opinion orders of worth for criticizing and justifying academic misconduct. Future
research should examine the relation between the prevalence of students’ worlds and
their individual characteristics, such as gender, age, and academic results. It is also
important to investigate the mechanisms that students apply when choosing a certain
order of worth. Regarding the validity of the instrument, it would be valuable to
conduct a similar study in a different national context, since the prevalence of the
orders of worth among students may differ across cultures.

Limitations

This study has some limitations. First, we do not explore the differences in understanding
what behaviour at university is considered academic dishonesty. Our developed instru-
ment included items about cheating as the most obvious, widespread and non-controver-
sial form of academic misconduct. However, we do not take into consideration other
types of dishonest behaviour, such as plagiarism.

Second, the instrument includes different numbers of items for domestic, market, and
industrial scales. This is caused by the methodology of the instrument development based
on the results of semistructured interviews with students. We relied on undergraduate
narratives when formulating the items. Narratives referring to market order of worth
prevailed, while student criticism and justification drawing on the domestic world
were less frequent.

Third, the data are restricted by their convenience sampling method, the national
context, and the number of represented universities. It is not representative of the
Russian higher education system, and we cannot generalize the results to all universities.
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Moreover, we do not test the validity of the instrument in other national contexts, nor its
applicability for cross-national comparison.

Finally, the instrument measures only three of six orders of worth. Further methodo-
logical work should be done for the development of instruments measuring the other
three orders of worth.

Conclusion

Despite the great efforts that universities invest in the development of academic integrity,
the problem of student dishonest behaviour remains large-scale across the world (Baran
and Jonason 2020; Stephens et al. 2021). The low effectiveness of university efforts for
deterring academic misconduct can be explained by the fact that integrity policies are
developed on the basis of theories and statements that consider academic dishonesty
only as a negative phenomenon, which can contradict student perception. This study
demonstrates benefits from applying Boltanski and Thevenot theory (Boltanski and Thé-
venot 1999) to exploring student dishonesty at universities through understanding what
orders of worth students use when they justify or criticize dishonest acts.

It also provides an instrument for measuring the prevalence of students who draw on
domestic, market and industrial worlds to criticize and justify academic misconduct. To
develop the instrument and demonstrate the promise of the use of Boltanski and Theve-
not theory, we conducted semistructured interviews with students (Dremova, Malosho-
nok, and Terentiev 2020). Employing data from a cross-sectional survey of Russian
students and confirmatory factor analysis, we demonstrate the construct validity of the
instrument. The instrument can be utilized in institutional research for the development
of policies preventing academic misconduct. Information about the prevalence of stu-
dents employing arguments from the different worlds is helpful in optimizing the
resources and practices that prevent misbehaviour.

Note

1. https://en.edtechdata.ru/
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Appendix

Table A1. Descriptive statistics of the sample.
Variables %
Gender
Male 39
Female 61
Year of study: undergraduate students
first year 26
second year 22
third year 19
fourth year 17
fifth year 4
Year of study: graduate students
first year 6
second year 6
Major
Engineering and technology 54
Social sciences 27
Mathematics and natural sciences 19

Table A2. Response frequencies.

Item

Response category

Completely
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Completely
agree

Domestic world
I am ashamed to use cheat sheets in an exam 19% 30% 32% 19%
I know from school that there is nothing wrong
with cheating

16% 40% 34% 10%

I try not to use cheat sheets in exams because I
have been raised like that

15% 29% 38% 18%

Market world
If a course is boring, then you can use cheat
sheets in the exam

14% 42% 31% 13%

If a course is useless for my future career, then I
can use cheat sheets

9% 28% 42% 21%

If a student is afraid to forget the material, then
that student can use cheat sheets on an exam

5% 20% 56% 19%

If there is not enough time to prepare for the
exam, then I can cheat

9% 28% 50% 13%

Industrial world
If I plan to have a job related to my degree, then
using cheat sheets is unacceptable

14% 39% 33% 14%

If I want to gain knowledge and skills necessary
for my future career, then I don’t cheat

8% 27% 47% 18%

Cheating leads to the graduation of unskilled
professionals

13% 43% 35% 9%

18 O. DREMOVA ET AL.
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