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Abstract  
Clear definitions of terms related to academic integrity help to resolve difficulties arising from 
academic dishonesty. However, in practice the interpretation of these terms makes investigation of 
dishonest behaviour rather difficult. Naturally, there are more terms relating to academic misconduct 
than to academic conduct. Within the frame of definitions of academic integrity and related terms, this 
paper presents the Erasmus Plus project ‘European Network for Academic Integrity’; particularly one 
of its sub-outputs concerning the construction of a glossary. The glossary of academic integrity and 
related terms is based on a variety of credible sources, varying from documents issued by reputable 
international organisations to research papers where empirical data reveal academic misconduct 
related practices and cite real-life examples. The latter source enriches the glossary with terms on 
very specific deviations, and demonstrates the range of misconduct that serves to inspire the 
development of new terms. The aim of creating the glossary is to raise awareness in the matters of 
plagiarism, academic ethics, scholarly values and academic integrity. The paper discusses reasoning 
for the development of such a glossary, the process of collecting terms and developing their definitions 
as well as the first results of this process.  
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1 INTRODUCTION  
Though academic integrity is one of the key pillars aimed at sustaining the quality of academic and 
researcher conduct there is a lack of consensus about the meanings and boundaries of terms related 
to academic integrity. The lack of a common perception at the level of definitions correspondingly 
leads to inconsistencies at the practice level, especially when combating potential misconduct. 
Horbach and Halffman [1] and Jordan [2] argue that there is no entire agreement about the exact 
meaning of integrity. On the one hand, integrity embraces only falsification, fabrication and plagiarism 
and, on the other hand, ethics is an overarching term where integrity is one of the related terms [3]. 
Next to these observations nuances emerge, but are not apparent at first sight [1]. In addition to this, 
as Salwén [4] pointed out, universities use different misconduct-related definitions, resulting in 
different understanding of what the misconduct is. Hence the same misconduct is not always treated 
as such in different universities. Consequently, the variety of definitions affects this understanding and 
questions ethical practices in academia. Furthermore, perceptions of academic misconduct (e.g. 
plagiarism) may be culturally embedded and, therefore, have different meanings for students, teachers 
or researchers due to diverse academic cultures [5]. This is not the only issue we argue: it is also 
important to shed light on a variety of misconduct that necessitates having proper names. In other 
words, devising specific terms with clear definitions as both society and technology rapidly progress 
and new forms of behaviour in academia occur. Jordan [2] stressed that to elucidate terms without the 
contextual meanings they bear might render these terms as buzzwords. Along these lines, this paper 
aims to present the Erasmus Plus project “European Network for Academic Integrity”, in particular the 
construction of the glossary as one of the project sub-outputs. Attempts to construct the glossary 
derive from the urge for unified understanding worldwide in order to have a shared basis for enhancing 
academic integrity, as well as dealing more efficiently with misconduct within academia and, where 
applicable, outside academia. 

2 LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature argues that there are multiple and contested definitions of academic integrity related 
terms ([6], [7], [8]). Such definitions originate from ethical disagreement that is either disguised or 
probably resolved [9]. This is to say that the need for definitions comes from the lack of exactness in 
our language. Nevertheless, the abundance and inexactness of these terms ([7], [9], [8]) as well as 
increasing research in this field (e.g. [1], [3], [10]) mainly present different novel forms of misconduct 
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([11], [12]). Furthermore, the literature evidences that having a clear definition and making students 
read it will reduce the number of cheaters [7]; otherwise, the lack of generally agreed definitions (e.g. 
of academic misconduct) impedes combating misconduct [4]. Thus, prior studies put some effort 
towards into consolidating the diversity of concepts as much as possible ([1], [2], [3], [5], [13]). 
Nevertheless, a more systematic attempt to focus on revision and clarification of a more extensive 
pool of terms has not yet been made.  

3 METHODOLOGY 
As Godecharle et al. [14] state, there are two approaches for the distinction of terms. The ‘positive 
approach’ refers to guidelines that focus on principles of (research) integrity while the ‘negative 
approach’ refers to infringements of integrity. In line with this, we hypothesize that the ‘negative 
approach’ is predominant in the glossary of academic ethics because of growing new forms of 
misconduct as a consequence of the considerable use of technology and attributes of human 
behaviour to adapt to the milieu. To figure out it, we examined which terms have more available 
definitions and the approach to which they correspond. 

To construct the glossary, further steps were followed. 

Data collection. Using the world café approach in the project partners’ meeting the pool of potential 
sources to look for terms and their definitions was established. As the main sources, partners 
identified previous and current international and national sister projects (at international level such as 
Printeger, Satori, Respect, etc.; at national level such as Refairence in Germany, MTEtika and 
AcadAu in Lithuania); international organizations with the expertise or consideration in ethics (such as 
European Science Foundation, Committee of Publication Ethics, International Center for Academic 
Integrity, etc.); networks (such as European Network of Research Integrity Offices, Pan-European 
Platform on Ethics, Transparency and Integrity in Education, European Network of Research Ethics 
and Research Integrity, etc.); internationally recognized academic publishers (such as Springer, 
Elsevier, Routledge, etc.); partner country national documents (published by research councils or 
other public bodies); and legislation and other relevant sources (for example, suggested research 
papers by partners where academic integrity related terms were analysed). In total, over 60 core 
sources were reviewed that, accordingly, encompassed more than one document. Only documents 
available online were considered. 

While reviewing each document, we looked for terms related to any aspect of ethics in academia, 
either higher education or research. Both terms with definitions and terms without definitions were 
included in the glossary, overall 438 terms. Terms with the same or nearly the same meaning were 
treated as distinct items. Then, we chose the following characteristics for the glossary structure – term, 
definition, tag (classifying category), source with the full description, and online link. In terms of 
research ethics, the description of each source was accordingly respected. For example, suggested 
form of citation was considered when clearly provided. 

Data analysis. To explore which approach (negative or positive) is rather inherent to the collected 
terms, and which terms have more available definitions and to which approach they correspond, we 
used the descriptive analysis of terms, their definitions and assigned tag. We attributed the tag 
substantially, i.e. according to the essential meaning resulting in a definition. The core tags are 
presented in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Core tags for academic integrity related terms. 

Academic standards Editorial standards Ethics 

Authorship standards Ethical values Research ethics 

Ethical standards Ethical principles Misconduct 

In some cases, some sub-tags were possible to assign. For example, the tag ‘Misconduct’ covers sub-
tags such as ‘self-plagiarism’, ‘plagiarism’ and so on. 
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4 RESULTS 
Taking the number of terms and assigned tags in consideration, the glossary contains 51.6% of terms 
referring to various malpractices. It is noticeable that neither a ‘negative’ nor ‘positive’ approach 
significantly prevails. In addition to this, there were four definitions without terms and 66 terms without 
definitions. This has the potential to distort the proportion by approaches when continuing further work 
on the refinement of the glossary. 

Apart from frequently used terms to describe misconduct (such as falsification, fabrication, and 
plagiarism) we can list less familiar terms such as intellectual pollution, falsifying references, anti-
whistle blower, boilerplate, citation amnesia, patchwriting and so on. Evidently, several listed 
examples enriched the glossary by shedding light on new forms of misbehaviour and revealing their 
finesse. 

In order to examine which terms have more available definitions and the approach to which they 
correspond, we found over 50 terms that had at least two or more definitions.  Table 2 presents terms 
with the most numerous definitions of specific terms. 

Table 2.  Mostly defined terms.  

Term Number of definitions Term Number of definitions 

Plagiarism* 58 Misconduct*  
11 Integrity* 30 Falsification* 

Ethics 18 Cheating* 

Fabrication*  
12 

Conflict of interest 8 

Author/authorship Accountability 7 
*The term encompasses any combination with other words when it explains diverse forms of a particular behaviour. 

To illustrate the myriad of terms related to a specific term, we provide an example of the term 
‘plagiarism’ (see Fig. 1; it lists the terms without any hierarchy or order).  

 
Figure 1. Terms related to plagiarism. 

Likewise, in the overall glossary, terms with multiple definitions represent both approaches. 
Nevertheless, some terms cannot be attached to any approach because of their neutral character (for 
example, ethics, author/authorship). 
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5 DELIMITATIONS 
Not all potential sources were included during the stage of data collection. For example, documents 
approved by higher education and research institutions (such as codes of ethics, ethics policies) were 
not incorporated due to the lifetime of the project. Thus, institutional academic practices are mainly 
absent. 

6 CONCLUSIONS 
Different terms are used to label diverse behaviour in academia, essentially focusing on specificity. 
Moreover, omni-agreed definitions are missing which may induce diverse interpretations of acceptable 
and non-acceptable behaviour, particularly when cultural differences intervene; therefore, raising 
awareness of the glossary as mutually perceived ‘language’ is crucial. 

Previous studies on the prevailing approach linked to academic integrity related terms were not 
inherent to our research results; however, we assume that some terms are rather of neutral character 
than of positive or negative character. Nevertheless, half of the terms are explicitly associated with 
deviations. It should be borne in mind that these results are preliminary and are at the mid-stage of the 
development of the glossary. 

These research results serve for a springboard for future research. First, synonyms should be sought 
in order to distil fine behavioural peculiarities that, respectively, would help to better anticipate 
potential prevention means and expressly impose sanctions. Second, multilingual study is encouraged 
with the purpose of understanding cultural contexts as well as the development of language that may 
influence the introduction of a term in practice. 
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