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Abstract

This conceptual review seeks to reframe the view of academic integrity as something
to be enforced to an academic skill that needs to be developed. The authors
highlight how practices within academia create an environment where feelings of
inadequacy thrive, leading to behaviours of unintentional academic misconduct.
Importantly, this review includes practical suggestions to help educators and higher
education institutions support doctoral students’ academic integrity skills. In
particular, the authors highlight the importance of explicit academic integrity
instruction, support for the development of academic literacy skills, and changes in
supervisory practices that encourage student and supervisor reflexivity. Therefore, this
review argues that, through the use of these practical strategies, academia can
become a space where a culture of academic integrity can flourish.
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Introduction

In the contemporary higher education environment, issues of academic integrity and
credibility are turning matters of learning into matters of surveillance and enforce-
ment. Increasingly, higher education institutions are relying on text-matching software
(such as Turnitin) and the monitoring or scrutiny of students (e.g., through practices
such as online proctoring) as a proxy to measure their level of academic integrity
(Dawson 2021). Indeed, failure to adhere to these often contextually and socially con-
structed rules of academic integrity is termed academic misconduct or dishonesty and
can lead to severe consequences for students. As Dawson (2021) notes, this approach
is adversarial, focussing on detection rather than encouraging academic integrity. This
adversarial approach is also reflected in recent changes to Australian federal legislation
(see the Prohibiting Academic Cheating Services Act 2020), with provision of an
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academic cheating service now attracting criminal or civil penalties. There is also in-
creasing concern about the “threats to academic integrity [ ...] due to the wide-spread
growth of commercial essay services and attempts by criminal actors to entice students
into deceptive or fraudulent activity” (Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency
(TEQSA) 2021 para. 2 emphasis added). Despite this often adversarial language, how-
ever, TEQSA also acknowledges that there is a need to promote academic integrity
practices by, for example, working with experts to create an Academic Integrity Toolkit
(TEQSA 2021).

Interestingly, the higher education environment now appears to lead educators to a
dichotomous choice to either be “pro-integrity” or “anti-cheating” (Dawson 2021 p. 3).
In this conceptual review, we seek to challenge this perception. We focus on how doc-
toral education programs can foster academic integrity skills development to create an
environment where policies and surveillance strategies are incorporated into peda-
gogical practice. East (2009) highlights the importance of viewing academic integrity
development as a holistic and aligned approach that supports the development of an
honest community within the university. Furthermore, Clarence (2020) argues that doc-
toral education is underpinned by the axiological belief that graduates should be
confident scholars who value integrity in research, authenticity, and ethics. Therefore,
it is our argument that it is the responsibility of educators to explicitly teach these skills
as part of doctoral education programs in order to encourage a culture of academic in-
tegrity among both staff and students (see, for example, Nayak et al. 2015; Richards
et al. 2016). The long-term benefits of such a culture of academic integrity will include
greater awareness of academic integrity for both staff and students, the involvement of
students in creating and managing their own academic integrity, a reduction in aca-
demic integrity breaches, and improved institutional reputations (Richards et al. 2016).

Contextualising our review within the Australian higher education setting, our
view of academia is representative of an all-encompassing global space which wel-
comes the skills, knowledge, values, and practices of all scholars regardless of their
background. In this review, we highlight how practices within academia create an
environment where feelings of inadequacy thrive, leading to behaviours of uninten-
tional academic misconduct. In particular, we explore the impact of the imposter
phenomenon and cultural differences on academic integrity practices in doctoral
education. We conclude this review by providing practical suggestions to help edu-
cators and institutions support doctoral student writing in order to avoid forms of
unintentional academic misconduct. Therefore, in this review we argue that,
through the use of these practical strategies, academia can become a space where a
culture of academic integrity can flourish.

Key concepts in academic integrity

As Bretag (2016) stresses, definitions of integrity terms matter, as researchers have pre-
viously fallen into the trap of synonymously linking concepts together. The notion of
academic integrity is multifaceted and complex, so defining the concept is an ongoing
and contestable debate amongst researchers (Bretag 2016). In general, academic integ-
rity is considered the moral code of academia that involves “a commitment to five fun-
damental values: honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and responsibility” (International
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Center for Academic Integrity 2014 p. 16). Therefore, we consider academic integrity
as a researcher’s investment in, and commitment to, the values of honesty, trust, fair-
ness, respect, and responsibility in the culture of academia. In this review, we adopt the
following interpretation of academic integrity (Exemplary Academic Integrity Project
2013 section 15 para. 2):

Academic integrity means acting with the values of honesty, trust, fairness, respect
and responsibility in learning, teaching and research. It is important for students,
teachers, researchers and all staff to act in an honest way, be responsible for their
actions, and show fairness in every part of their work. Staff should be role models
to students. Academic integrity is important for an individual’s and a school’s
reputation.

An important component of academic integrity for doctoral students is integrity in
the research process. We consider ethical research practice to involve conducting re-
search in a fair, respectful and honest manner, and reporting findings responsibly and
honestly.

In contrast, academic misconduct (also termed academic dishonesty) involves behav-
iours that are contrary to academic integrity, most notably plagiarism, collusion, cheat-
ing, and research misconduct. In this review, plagiarism refers to presenting someone
else’s published work as your own without appropriate attribution. Drawing on the
work of Fatemi and Saito (2020), we stress that plagiarism can be either intentional or
unintentional. We consider intentional plagiarism as purposely using other people’s
work and promoting it as your own. In contrast, we define unintentional plagiarism as
not acknowledging another researchers’ ideas by, for example, forgetting to insert a ref-
erence, not inserting the reference for every sentence from a source, or placing the ref-
erence in the wrong place within the text (Fatemi and Saito 2020). In this review,
collusion is defined as unauthorised collaboration with someone else on assessed tasks
while cheating is defined as seeking an unfair advantage in an assessed task, including
resubmission of work from another unit. Notably, academic settings have seen a rise in
what has been termed contract cheating, where assignments are completed by outside
actors in a fee-for-service type arrangement (Bretag et al. 2019; Bretag et al. 2020;
Clarke and Lancaster 2006; Dawson 2021; Newton 2018). Finally, we consider research
misconduct to be misrepresenting the study design or methodology, falsifying or fabri-
cating data, and/or breaching ethical research requirements. Academic institutions
often have a range of responses, policies, and procedures to identify academic miscon-
duct; these range from official warnings to loss of marks on an assignment or expulsion
from the institution for the most severe cases.

Academic integrity and the imposter phenomenon

It is important to note that, for this review, the authors have agreed upon the term im-
poster phenomenon, although the expression imposter syndrome is often used synonym-
ously in the literature. The term imposter syndrome was initially coined by Clance and
Imes (1978) to describe individuals who felt like frauds and perceived themselves as un-
worthy of their achievements, despite objective evidence to the contrary. To avoid
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stigmatisation of these feelings as a pathological syndrome, the term imposter
phenomenon is more commonly used in modern thinking. Imposter phenomenon can
therefore be defined as “the persistent collection of thoughts, feelings and behaviours
that result from the perception of having misrepresented yourself despite objective evi-
dence to the contrary” (Kearns 2015 p. 25).

This notion of feeling like a fraud is frequently experienced by doctoral students. In-
deed, half (50.6%) of the PhD students in the study by Van de Velde et al. (2019) re-
ported experiencing the imposter phenomenon. Similarly, Wilson and Cutri (2019)
revealed how novice academics experienced constant disbelief in their success. This is
because the imposter phenomenon is linked to an identity crisis which is commonly ex-
perienced by novice academics (Wilson and Cutri 2019). For instance, Lau’s (2019)
autoethnographic reflection as a medical doctoral student highlighted how self-imposed
pressures during his PhD journey led to feelings of inadequacy. This was due to a pre-
vailing perception of what “the perfect PhD student” was and the feeling that he was
not meeting this perceived standard, leading to self-sabotaging behaviours (Lau 2019 p.
52). Thus, from a doctoral student perspective, Lau (2019 p. 50) defines the imposter

phenomenon as:

feelings of inadequacy experienced by those within academia that indicate a fear of
being exposed as a fraud. These feelings are not ascribed to external measures of
competence or success (e.g., publishing papers or winning prizes), but internal feel-
ings of not being good enough for their chosen role (e.g., being a PhD student or

academic staff member).

Lau (2019) warns that, if these feelings are left unchecked, it could lead to low self-
confidence and high anxiety.

The imposter phenomenon is increasingly recognised as a significant issue by
higher education institutions, but this is often considered a mental health concern
affecting productivity and success (see, for example, University of Cambridge 2021;
University of Waterloo 2021). It is important to note, though, that the feelings of
fraudulence and negative self-confidence can be attributed to the socio-political
and cultural environment of academia in which doctoral students are immersed. As
Hutchins (2015) notes, the imposter phenomenon thrives in environments where
there are expectations of perfectionism, highly competitive work cultures, and
stressful environments. Academia is a high-stakes, competitive environment where
a person’s success is measured by the quantity and quality of their research output,
commonly referred to as an environment of publish or perish. Indeed, Moosa
(2018) notes that academics must obey the rules of the publish or perish environ-
ment if they are to progress through their career. With an emphasis on scholarly
dissemination, doctoral students are thrown into a new context of public critique
through the peer review and publication process. While this is an opportunity for
academics to showcase their research, Parkman (2016) notes that such public scru-
tiny invokes the common imposter phenomenon fear of being found out as a
fraud. This is because doctoral candidates are constantly exposed to the final prod-
uct, while the process of writing has been devalued (Wilson and Cutri 2019). The
doctoral journey, however, should be about the process, as candidates are
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developing their skills and building their academic identities as future researchers
in their fields.

When academic institutions focus on polished products, doctoral students who are
currently engaged in the writing process feel a sense they are not good enough (Wilson
and Cutri 2019). This is because the writing process and expectations at doctoral level
are complex and challenging, requiring students to develop specific academic skill sets
that are different from their previous studies (see Level 10 of the Australian Qualifica-
tions Framework for a list of the expected skills of doctoral graduates in Australia, Aus-
tralian Qualifications Framework Council 2013). Facing these new challenges can be
overwhelming and students compensate by engaging in sabotaging behaviours (such as
procrastination, perfectionism, or avoidance) because they feel they must write like the
experts in their field. Cisco (2020a) found that imposter phenomenon feelings became
more prevalent with the challenge of these new and more complex academic tasks.
This struggle during the reading and writing process can be attributed to a need for
further development of the necessary academic literacy skills for a specific discipline. In
this review, we consider [iteracy to refer to the socially constructed use of language
within a particular context (Barton and Hamilton 2012; Lea 2004; Lea and Street 1998,
2006; Street 1984, 1994). Consequently, it is important to note that literacy is continu-
ously constructed and includes elements of both power and privilege (Lea 2004; Lea
and Street 1998, 2006). The term academic literacy skills, therefore, reflect a broad
range of practices that are involved in the practice of communicating scholarly research
(for example, learning the differences in academic writing for literature reviews, meth-
odology, data analysis, and discussion of findings sections to answer the all-important
so what question). These more advanced academic literacy skills are relatively new as-
pects for doctoral students, as the production of new knowledge is what makes a PhD
candidature unique.

When doctoral students commence their studies, they transfer their prior under-
standings regarding appropriate academic conduct. Students enter doctoral training
programs through a variety of pathways. For example, some students enter a PhD after
completing an Honours degree, while others first complete a Masters or other graduate
research degree. Increasingly, doctoral programs are also seeing students who return to
study after several years away from university. Hence, students who enter doctoral
studies, regardless of their prior educational experience, bring their discourses of aca-
demic understanding and what they perceive as appropriate with them.

It is likely that doctoral students have, at some point in their studies, encountered the
concept of academic integrity at some level. While students may have encountered the
concept of academic integrity in the past, this previous knowledge does not necessarily
translate into an understanding of how to demonstrate academic integrity in their work
at a doctoral level. There are also institutional and cultural differences that play a sig-
nificant part in how academic integrity is applied in practice. Understanding how to
apply this academic integrity knowledge in academic writing practice should, therefore,
be considered a threshold concept — it is a concept which, when understood, leads to a
permanent change of perspective (see Meyer and Land 2006). Pretorius and Ford
(2017) describe threshold concepts as “gatekeepers to deeper knowledge, understanding
and thinking [ ...] that allow students to genuinely see new perspectives and think in
different ways” (p. 151). Tyndall et al. (2019) notes that if doctoral students do not
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move across the threshold to understand how to apply academic integrity in their writ-
ing, it can lead to academic misconduct behaviours including mimicry and plagiarism.
Mimicking the sophisticated genre of academic writing seen in published works is
often done in an effort to sound academic. The disciplinary discourse in which a person
finds themselves contributes to the social construction of identity (Ivani¢ 1998). Fur-
thermore, a person’s identity is inscribed in their writing practices (Ivani¢ 1998) — we
write ourselves into our text as we interact with the social context in which we find
ourselves. Ivani¢ (1998) notes that this discursive identity construction provides a useful
lens through which to view academic integrity. Instead of condemning students for aca-
demic integrity breaches such as plagiarism, Ivani¢ (1998) argues that this type of be-
haviour can be seen as a function of “students’ struggles to achieve membership of the
academic discourse community” (p. 197). For example, Fatemi and Saito (2020) note
that, in the absence of appropriate academic literacy skills, postgraduate students can
engage in what Howard (1992) termed patchwriting (i.e., poor paraphrasing, also
termed source-reliant composition) where some words are synonymously replaced
while the original sentence structure is maintained. While such an action is deemed as
plagiarism, the students’ intentions are usually not to cheat but rather to try and write
in what they perceive to be an academic style (Fatemi and Saito 2020; Pecorari 2003).
Consequently, if doctoral students, engage in a form of academic misconduct other
than contract cheating, we argue this is a form of unintentional academic dishonesty.
We have developed a model to highlight how the imposter phenomenon influences
doctoral students’ academic integrity which we have termed the IPAIR model (the im-
poster phenomenon and academic integrity relationship model, see Fig. 1). We argue
that feelings of being discovered as a fraud lead students to mimic academic practices,
including textual plagiarism, academic dishonesty, and research misconduct (Fig. 1).
The first component of this model, textual plagiarism, involves taking credit for

Textual
plagiarism

Imposter
phenomenon

Research Academic
misconduct dishonesty

Fig. 1 The Imposter Phenomenon and Academic Integrity (IPAIR) Model
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another person’s published work without referencing the source, by providing inaccur-
ate citation details, or by engaging in poor paraphrasing such as patchwriting. The sec-
ond component, academic dishonesty, consist of the other elements of academic
misconduct such as reusing previous work, collusion, and contract cheating. The final
component of our model, research misconduct, includes misrepresenting the study de-
sign or methodology, falsifying or fabricating data, and breaching ethical requirements.
It is important to note that the academic integrity breaches in our model are not neces-
sarily intentional. Furthermore, it should be noted that the forms of academic miscon-
duct highlighted in our model would also likely further exacerbate doctoral students’
feelings of inadequacy.

Academic integrity and cultural differences

We have argued that there is a relationship between the imposter phenomenon and
academic integrity in relation to doctoral student writing. We further contend that cul-
tural differences may impact academic integrity during a doctoral student’s candidature.
In Australia, domestic and international students from a wide variety of cultural back-
grounds study PhDs (see, for example, Cutri and Pretorius 2019; Pretorius and Macau-
lay 2021). In this paper we define a domestic student as someone who is an Australian
or New Zealand citizen, or who holds a permanent residency or humanitarian visa. The
term international student refers to someone who has a temporary visa to study in
Australia. It is important to note that, in using the terms domestic and international,
we do not intend to create a dichotomy between these student cohorts. Rather, these
two terms can be considered representative of the often-times different sociocultural
characteristics and power relationships that influence these students’ experiences (Cutri
and Pretorius 2019; Pretorius and Macaulay 2021). It is also important to note that cul-
tural differences exist between domestic students as well.

Today’s contemporary research context reflects a globalised academic landscape com-
prising expert, early career, and novice academics. The increase of internationally di-
verse doctoral scholars can be attributed to the process of globalisation (Cutri and
Pretorius 2019). For this review, we have chosen to draw upon Holton’s (2005) defin-
ition of globalisation: “the intensified movement of goods, money, technology, informa-
tion, people, ideas and cultural practice across political and cultural boundaries” (pp.
14-15). Globalisation has impacted higher education through an increased movement
of international students which has also resulted in a higher number of international
doctoral students enrolling at higher education institutions (Cutri and Pretorius 2019;
Marginson and van der Wende 2007; Nerad 2010). In fact, many universities promote
the mobility of higher education and offer scholarships for people around the world to
continue their studies. This has led to the emergence of various cultural differences in
expectations and understandings of academic integrity causing universities to recon-
sider their academic integrity practices and support structures for students.

Importantly, globalised movements describe not only people migrating from one
country to another but also the movement of people’s ideas, beliefs and culture (see,
for example, Appadurai 1990). Culture offers a lens through which people see and
understand the world in which they live (Garcia and Dominguez 1997). Hence, culture
includes “shared values, beliefs, perceptions ideals, and assumptions about life that



Cutri et al. International Journal for Educational Integrity (2021) 17:8 Page 8 of 16

guide specific behaviour” (Garcia and Dominguez 1997 p. 627). Hofstede et al. (2010)
state that culture programs people’s behaviour, reaction and understanding and thus
call it the “software of the mind” (p. 5). Culture is dynamic, persists over time, and,
therefore, guides an individual’s capacity to make meaning of their world and experi-
ences (Garcia and Dominguez 1997). Most importantly, Bourdieu (1984) argues that
people can be unaware of their own cultural influences and how it shapes their deci-
sions. Thus, the cultural practices, values and beliefs guiding an individual’s decisions
appear natural and intuitive, but are in fact culturally driven. Consequently, culture
plays a crucial role in influencing and guiding an individual’s decisions and meaning
making capacity.

Cultural difference can be a leading cause for academic dishonesty amongst inter-
national postgraduate students as academic integrity has different definitions for differ-
ent cultures (Velliaris and Breen 2016). This highlights that international postgraduate
students may have different standards of academic integrity and plagiarism than the do-
mestic students at their host universities. Students bring their pre-existing beliefs into
academia while they, at the same time, grapple with newly formed expectations to be
experts in their fields (see, for example, Cutri 2019). Indeed, as authors of this literature
review, we found that we had several different pre-existing beliefs of academic integrity
due to our own cultural backgrounds. For example, one of the authors of this literature

review notes:

While in Australia, especially in doctoral studies, one of the key functions of an
academic is to contribute to knowledge by identifying and filling gaps in existing
knowledge. This requires advanced yet complex skills in reading existing literature,
questioning the ontological and epistemological existence of knowledge along with
arguing or critiquing studies respectfully. As an individual, who has experienced
the [education system in my country] that worship textbooks, I find it extremely
challenging to critique other studies and fail to recognise the limitations in the
findings, methodology or methods employed in the study. Culturally, this practice
of reviewing other academics work and addressing the limitations and gaps was
not preached, experienced or expected. Therefore, I tend to use a lot of direct
quotes from original writing.

As highlighted above, an array of cultural differences exists in understanding aca-
demic integrity. These differences in academic expectations can be wide-reaching,
including a lack of language proficiency, as well as an unfamiliarity with the myriad
of research and writing practices of their host universities (Cisco 2020a; Fatemi
and Saito 2020). These differences can negatively affect postgraduate international
students’ transition into academia, potentially leading to academic dishonesty
(Fatemi and Saito 2020). It is, therefore, hardly surprising that Bretag et al. (2014)
found that international students received three times more formal notifications of
academic integrity breaches compared with domestic students. International stu-
dents were also more than twice as likely to report feeling ill-prepared to avoid
academic integrity breaches (Bretag et al. 2014).

Another factor resulting in a lack of academic integrity from international doctoral
students is believed to be the lack of academic support for these students (Fatemi and



Cutri et al. International Journal for Educational Integrity (2021) 17:8 Page 9 of 16

Saito 2020). The transition from their home country’s academic integrity practices to
those of their host country can also mean that not all skills brought by international
postgraduate students are recognised by the host university. The transfer between one
educational system to another combined with a lack of familiarity with the local aca-
demic integrity practices can result in unintentional academic dishonesty by inter-
national students (Fatemi and Saito 2020). Without appropriate support to develop
academic skills from their universities, postgraduate international students can develop
negative opinions about host countries and feel that their prior academic skills are
devalued. It is, therefore, imperative that international postgraduate students adapt to
local academic integrity practices with the support of universities. It is equally vital that
local universities honour and value the pre-existing skills and beliefs of doctoral stu-
dents and assist these students with building a new set of academic integrity practices.

Building academic integrity at a doctoral level

In the previous sections, we have highlighted the influence of the impostor
phenomenon, a lack of academic literacy skills, and cultural differences on the aca-
demic integrity practices of doctoral students. Based on these factors, this section ex-
plores the multifaceted measures that could be put in place to better support doctoral
students in developing academic integrity in their research and writing practices. In
particular, we highlight the importance of explicit academic integrity instruction, sup-
port for academic literacy development, and changes in supervisory practices.

Explicit academic integrity instruction
The key to improved academic integrity practices at any level of study is the under-
standing of appropriate conventions in the discipline. Once PhD students are enrolled
in their studies, many Australian universities provide mandatory training components
related to academic integrity in research. At our institution, for example, all doctoral
students are required to complete three online doctoral induction models that cover an
introduction to the University, the Faculty, and research integrity. Across institutions,
however, research integrity training is offered in a variety of formats and are focussed
on many different areas of research ethics. Furthermore, there appears to be a pre-
sumption that, upon completion of these modules, doctoral students will understand
their responsibilities and, therefore, not engage in academic misconduct. We argue that
this presumption is dangerous and that doctoral students require ongoing scaffolding
and skills development throughout their candidature. Furthermore, as highlighted in
our model (see Fig. 1), research integrity involves a specific skill set. A lack of under-
standing of this skill set can lead to academic misconduct if students are not adequately
supported. Lofstrom and Pyhélté (2017) highlight that doctoral students rely on their
supervisors and faculty colleagues to help learn ethical guidelines and appropriate codes
of conduct. By acknowledging that doctoral students unintentionally engage in aca-
demic misconduct due to a lack of awareness, universities can offer supportive struc-
tures and educational programs to help foster a deeper understanding of the impact
of the imposter phenomenon, academic literacy skills, and ethical research approaches.
Bretag et al. (2014) highlight that postgraduate research students can be disadvan-
taged in terms of education, training, and support for academic integrity. This calls for
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institutions to provide interventions in the form of direct instruction at different stages
of a doctoral program. Gullifer and Tyson (2014) have highlighted the need for univer-
sities to take proactive steps by offering formal workshops that highlight the expecta-
tions and strategies to maintain academic integrity rather than expecting students to
read academic integrity policies. Fatemi and Saito (2020) have also called for a more
standardised approach to teaching academic integrity, including attention to the prac-
tical skills associated with citation, paraphrasing, and summarising. The skill of referen-
cing is usually taught at the undergraduate level, so there is often the expectation that
postgraduate students have acquired this knowledge in their undergraduate studies and
are consequently able to reference correctly. However, a lack of awareness can be at-
tributed to several factors, such as changing disciplinary or cultural conventions. A
more nuanced understanding of referencing conventions should, therefore, be explicitly
taught, particularly at the start of a doctoral student’s candidature.

Academic integrity software can also be used in a more educative manner to help scaf-
fold students’ understanding. In our Faculty, for example, the text-matching software
Turnitin is used to help doctoral students improve their approaches to academic integrity
prior to submission of written work to their supervisors, academic publishers, or thesis ex-
aminers. This practice version of a Turnitin dropbox emphasises the use of the software
as a learning tool, rather than a surveillance strategy, enabling students to discover where
they have engaged in poor paraphrasing. While anecdotal, our experience seems to indi-
cate that this approach, in conjunction with educational videos, tutorials, and educator
guidance, can scaffold doctoral students’ understanding of academic integrity according to
disciplinary conventions. This form of explicit instruction can be provided throughout a
student’s doctoral journey, in order to raise an awareness of academic integrity practices
as well as lay a solid foundation for the student’s future study and career.

Another consideration is that doctoral students may come from a different cul-
tural academic context where different writing practices are valued. In designing
and implementing these interventions, we consequently argue that academic in-
tegrity training should not only target the implementation of research integrity
codes from above (Sarauw et al. 2019). We believe that the training should also
be a site for doctoral students to negotiate, question, and affirm institutional
codes in order to develop their individual reflexivity and responsibility as junior
academics (Sarauw et al. 2019). By allowing reflection on professional practice,
educators and supervisors will provide a space for doctoral students to discover
and apply appropriate integrity practices. It is also important to note that, as
Hyytinen and Lofstrom (2017) highlight, academic staff may also require peda-
gogical training on how to effectively teach research integrity and ethics. Target-
ing these interventions at both institutional and individual levels could help to
create an institution which supports, facilitates, and provides a conducive envir-
onment for academic integrity where reflexive and responsible researchers can
flourish.

Support for academic literacy development
Building confidence in writing ability by modelling the writing process is an im-
portant way to scaffold academic integrity for PhD students. Fatemi and Saito
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(2020) noted that a lack of self-confidence and lack of knowledge in relation to
academic literacy skills were key causes of plagiarism. Cisco (2020b) also reported
that literacy interventions that target academic and disciplinary literacy, in addition
to reading and writing academic texts, can help doctoral students develop the aca-
demic skill set required to thrive in academia. Emerson et al. (2005) highlighted
that a lack of academic integrity in students’ writing is often a consequence of a
lack of understanding of the academic writing process. Experienced academic
writers, however, realise that academic writing is indeed a process (Wilson and
Cutri 2019). For instance, manuscripts often undergo multiple revisions and signifi-
cant editing prior to submission for publication. Peer review then leads to further
changes before final publication. Modelling this process for students can be an
eye-opening experience, helping students overcome some of the feelings associated
with writing anxiety and the imposter phenomenon (see, for example, the experi-
ences of Lam et al. 2019).

Consequently, we advocate for the establishment of learning communities such
as writing groups. Doctoral writing groups offer a safe and low-risk environment
where students can build their academic writing skills in a peer learning environ-
ment (Aitchison and Guerin 2014; Cahusac de Caux et al. 2017). It has been
shown that the peer feedback component of these types of writing groups helps
students to build their writing confidence, foster greater reflective practice, and en-
courage them to take ownership of their writing style (Cahusac de Caux et al.
2017; Lam et al. 2019). Encouraging doctoral students to join, or indeed set up
their own, learning communities could, therefore, significantly improve students
overall learning experience during their candidature. It is important to note, how-
ever, that students often tend to seek peer support from fellow students who come
from a similar cultural or linguistic background. Accordingly, it is important to
consider how the benefits of writing groups with members from a variety of back-
grounds and perspectives can be best showcased to students.

Changes in supervisory practices

We believe that the supervision process should enable students to develop their aca-
demic integrity. The role of a research supervisor is crucial in doctoral students’ aca-
demic endeavours. Supervision entails an enculturation function in which students are
encouraged to be a member of the disciplinary community in academia through role-
modelling and apprenticeship (Lee and Murray 2015). This can be achieved through
exposure to exemplary texts to analyse, encouragement for students to produce their
own texts based on these exemplars, and provision of advice and constructive feedback
on students’ writing.

In addition, supervision should also enable emancipation where students are en-
couraged to develop and question themselves and their motivation in writing (Lee
and Murray 2015). This aspect is particularly important, as a doctoral student’s
identity changes during the writing process (Clarence 2020; Cotterall 2011). Super-
visors should, therefore, motivate students to reconceptualise writing not just as a
method of completing a thesis, but also as a learning process. As noted by Preto-
rius (2019 p. 5),
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the doctoral journey is more than just a three- to four-year timeframe where a stu-
dent eventually submits a thesis as evidence of the creation of new knowledge. Ra-
ther, the doctoral experience incorporates a variety of opportunities for more in-
depth personal development, particularly in terms of intrapersonal wellbeing, aca-

demic identity and sense of agency, as well as intercultural competence.

To facilitate this more in-depth personal development, writing tasks from super-
visors should be more diverse. This is in line with postmodern scholars’ conception
of writing as a method of inquiry (Richardson 2000; Richardson and St. Pierre
2005; St. Pierre 1997). Writing can be a method of self-discovery to explore doc-
toral students’ deepest desires in undertaking their doctoral projects and conse-
quently their motivation in writing. Pretorius and Cutri (2019) provide a
framework for doctoral student reflection based on the “What? So What? Now
What” reflective practice model (see also Driscoll 2000; Rolfe et al. 2001) that can
help doctoral students explore their experiences during their doctoral candidature.
As guiding prompts to write about their writing process, Fernsten and Reda (2011)
have also provided 35 questions that can help doctoral students become reflexive
writers who can critically identify problems with their writing and texts. This shift
to a more reflective approach can reduce writing anxiety because, instead of view-
ing writing as a high-stakes activity, writing is conceptualised as thinking, analysis,
and as “a seductive and tangled method of discovery” (Richardson and St. Pierre
2005 p. 1423).

Conclusion

In this conceptual literature review, we have explored the key factors that are asso-
ciated with academic integrity in doctoral education. We argue throughout this art-
icle that academic misconduct within doctoral studies is underpinned by two
significant factors: the imposter phenomenon and cultural differences. Facing these
challenges can be overwhelming for doctoral students, which we argue can lead to
unintentional academic misconduct. We, therefore, emphasise that approaches en-
suring academic integrity do not need to be adversarial or geared towards merely
surveillance and punishment. Rather, an educative approach can help to create a
culture of academic integrity in the doctoral education setting. We provide prac-
tical suggestions to help institutions support doctoral student writing in order to
avoid unintentional academic misconduct. In particular, we highlight the import-
ance of explicit academic integrity instruction, support for the development of aca-
demic literacy skills, and changes in supervisory practices that encourage student
and supervisor reflexivity. We argue that, through the use of these practical strat-
egies, academia can become a space where a culture of academic integrity can
flourish.
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