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Abstract of Dissertation 
 

“It’s Not Cheating if You Don’t Get Caught”:  Critical Discourse Analysis of  
Academic Integrity Policies in Public High Schools 

 
The purpose of this study was to present a critical discourse analysis (CDA) of 

current academic integrity policies used by public high schools, to uncover how they 

impede the fostering of the ethic of care and a sense of community in the school. Ten 

public high schools from ten different states, all of which are members of the School for 

Ethical Education’s Academic Integrity Network, were selected for this study.  The 

academic integrity policies for each of these ten schools were first analyzed through a 

traditional text analysis approach, which revealed four key themes throughout the 

documents—academic dishonesty as discipline, student as criminal, authoritative adult 

voice, and extreme punishment. Then, the four themes of the overall discourse were 

analyzed by using a critical discourse analysis (CDA) methodology, to uncover the 

impossibilities of fostering the ethic of care and a sense of community around the concept 

of academic integrity.  

The theoretical perspective for this study was postmodernism. This study is 

grounded in the work of Foucault, who calls into question the extreme need for order and 

strict discipline, and instead argues for a more gentle way to punish. Foucault also calls 

into question the abuse of power by those in authority, and the inequalities of traditional 

power hierarchies in social institutions. This study sought to uncover within the academic 

integrity policies the various constructs which Foucault describes. 

The findings of the critical discourse analysis (CDA) of the academic integrity 

policies in this study reveal constructs which create the impossibility of fostering the 

ethic of care or creating a sense of community in schools. These constructs include a lack 
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of a definition of “academic integrity,” or a definition for “academic integrity” focused 

on negative concepts such as dishonesty or cheating; teacher as arbiter in determining 

the meaning of “academic integrity”; a student voice that is either silenced or controlled, 

and which fails to engage the reality of why students cheat; honor councils which simply 

function by legitimating hegemony; and teacher as victim of an academic crime 

committed by students, thereby criminalizing the concept of academic integrity. 
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“It’s Not Cheating if You Don’t Get Caught”:  Critical Discourse Analysis of 
Academic Integrity Policies in Public High Schools 

 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem  

One important problem facing high schools today is a lack of academic integrity 

among students. In recent years, studies have shown that a majority of high school 

students admit to cheating on tests and homework (Josephson Institute of Ethics, 2000, 

2002, 2004, 2006, 2008; McCabe, 2001). Also, with the emergence of the internet and 

other technological innovations over the last decade, it is also now easier than ever for 

high school students to plagiarize on writing assignments (McCabe, 2001, 2005; 

Josephson Institute of Ethics, 2004, 2006, 2008). Further studies indicate that various 

pressures (including fear of failure, academic demands, perceived unreasonable 

workloads, and drive to succeed) are the reasons why many high school students resort to 

cheating (Schab, 2001; Anderman, 1997; McCabe, 2001).  Certainly a lack of academic 

integrity is not a problem unique to secondary education. In fact, similar studies in higher 

education indicate that students continue to cheat at alarming rates in college (McCabe, 

2001; McCabe & Trevino, 1993). Now more than ever, it is critical for educators to work 

together to find ways to promote academic integrity in high schools and universities. 

Statistics on Cheating 

Several important studies illustrate the rise in cheating over the decades. McCabe 

(2001) surveyed 4,500 high school students from around the country and found that 74 

percent of the students admitted to serious cheating on at least one formal test. McCabe 

also found that 72 percent admitted to cheating on at least one writing assignment. 
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Additionally, 97 percent of all students surveyed reported at least one minor incident of 

copying homework or cheating on a quiz or test.  Studies from the Josephson Institute of 

Ethics also found similar results. In 2006, the Josephson Institute reported that 60 percent 

of the students who participated in its Ethics of American Youth Survey admitted to 

cheating on at least one exam during the past school year, and 33 percent had used the 

internet to plagiarize an assignment. On the 2008 survey, those percentages jumped to 64 

percent and 36 percent, respectively.  In striking contradiction, however, the 2008 

Josephson survey also revealed that 93 percent of high school students were satisfied 

with their personal ethics and character.  

Student Perceptions 

Perhaps the most startling information from these studies centers on high school 

students’ attitudes toward cheating.  McCabe (2001) found that more than half of the 

students in his survey did not consider the following actions cheating: (1) collaborating 

on assignments when instructed not to; (2) Copying sentences without citing references; 

(3) having parents complete homework; (4) obtaining questions from someone who has 

previously taken an exam.  Another survey reported that 53 percent of students believed 

cheating to be “no big deal” (Who’s Who Among America’s Teachers, 2005, para. 5). An 

additional startling factor in the discussion of academic integrity among high school 

students is that many believe they can get away with cheating. McCabe (2001) found that 

47 percent of students believed their teachers sometimes ignored incidents of cheating, 

while another survey revealed that 95 percent of those students who admitted cheating 

avoided getting caught (Who’s Who Among America’s Teachers, 2005). 

Why Students Cheat 
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The research points to various reasons why students cheat in high school. Jenson, 

Arnett, Feldman, and Cauffman (2002) reported that many high school students evaluated 

the acceptability of academic dishonesty in terms of the motivation behind the need to 

cheat. McCabe (2001) found that many students resort to cheating as a way of coping 

with what they perceive to be unreasonable workloads assigned by teachers.  In addition, 

Schab (1991) found that another common reason for cheating was a student’s fear of 

failure. He also discovered an increase in students’ perceptions of dishonesty as a 

necessary means to success, especially related to the idea of getting ahead in the business 

world. Anderman (1997) added support to the idea that students who cheat do so because 

of academic pressures; he found that those who cheat are often extrinsically motivated to 

get good grades and avoid trouble. This also supports the earlier findings of Aiken (1991) 

and Davis, Grover, Becker, and McGregor (1992), whom examined cheating in higher 

education.   

Policy as Curriculum 

 While the alarming rates of cheating remains the primary problem of practice, the 

approach that schools are taking to combat academic dishonesty is an important 

secondary problem. A quick glance of many public high school disciplinary handbooks 

will show academic dishonesty delineated as a discipline problem. Children are socially 

constructed as problematic, and therefore in need of order, rules, structure, and 

consequences to ensure that they make appropriate choices (Block, 1997; Jenks, 1996; 

Lesko, 2001; Males, 1996; Mayhall, 1994).  However, school policies which simply 

administer punitive consequences for academic integrity violations fail to provide an 
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avenue for educating students and incorporating curriculum on the importance of valuing 

and upholding high standards of academic integrity.  

Literature Gap 

While a wealth of research specifically focused on academic integrity exists in 

higher education, there remains a need for additional research focused on high schools. 

The current research on high schools documents a rise in cheating and the reasons why 

students cheat, but very little is known about how high schools choose to address the 

problem. Some past studies have evaluated specific strategies, such as honor codes, that 

individual high schools have implemented (Broussard & Golson, 2000; Spohn, 2003; 

Zink, 2005), but there remains a need to examine the written policies which serve as the 

school’s official documentation for approaching the topic of academic integrity.   

An effective study of academic integrity policies must include an analysis of 

educational policy and of the concept of ethics. Many educational leaders have called for 

a focus on ethics in the decision-making process for school administrators (Bottery, 1990; 

Sergiovanni, 1990; Shapiro & Gross, 2008; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2005; Starratt, 2004; 

Strike, Haller, and Soltis, 2005). The literature points to three main lenses from which to 

view ethical decision-making—the ethics of justice, care, and critique (Starratt, 1994). 

This research project focuses on the ethic of care as fundamental to the implementation 

process of any policy on academic integrity. The ethic of care is viewed as a way of 

nurturing students and providing them the care and concern they need to be successful, as 

opposed to relying on strict rules of justice as the primary means of decision-making 

(Gilligan, 1982; Noddings, 2003; Sernak, 1998). Parallel with the ethic of care, the 

concept of school-as-community is also vital to establishing an effective policy on 
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academic integrity.  Many researchers argue that a sense of community and 

interdependence among students, teachers, and administrators is a critical component of 

any effective school environment (Furman, 2002; Merz & Furman, 1997; Sergiovanni, 

1994, Shapiro, 2006). 

Implications for Research 

 The implications for this research project focus on the concept of policy as 

curriculum. It is imperative for school discipline policies to do more than delineate a list 

of wrongs that students must adhere to during the school day. Instead, discipline policies 

should aim to incorporate curriculum on instructing students in the value of upholding 

certain principles and behaviors. In the area of academic integrity, one must first 

deconstruct current policies to uncover those factors which impede the instruction and 

training of students in the benefits and value of choosing to uphold academic integrity at 

all times. Then, school leaders will be able to deconstruct other discipline policies which 

fail to include the opportunity for educating students in the value of following established 

expectations. A change in policies to focus on curriculum for discipline issues will ensure 

that school administrators are intentional to instruct students in appropriate behavior, that 

consequences administered are in the best interest of the students, and that students 

change their behaviors for the values behind the school rules. 

Theory Overview 

The theoretical framework used for this study is deconstructive postmodernism.  

The concept of deconstructive postmodernism found in the work of Michael Foucault is 

critical in establishing a need for examining academic integrity policies through a 

postmodern lens.  Foucault (1977, 1980, 1991) examines the concept of power within 
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social institutions and how the misuse of power can create social injustice within the 

society.  Foucault describes the problems associated with having an elite class control the 

punishment process in a society, with a severe unbalance between those holding the 

power and those accused of a crime. Instead, Foucault (1977) argues for a 

“representative, scenic, signifying, public, collective model” of punishment that pervades 

all ends of a society (p. 131). 

More recently, Slattery (1995) defined the concept of postmodernism as “a radical 

eclecticism (not compromise or consensus) and double-voiced discourse that accepts and 

criticizes at the same time because the past and the future are both honored and 

subverted, embraced and limited, constructed and deconstructed” (pp. 17-18).  In more 

practical terms related to education administration, this research project aims to capture 

the balance between criticizing past and current practices and proposing new ideas for 

change (Shapiro & Purpel, 1993; Lightfoot, 1983). 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study is to present a critical discourse analysis (CDA) of 

current academic integrity policies used by public high schools, to uncover how they 

impede the fostering of the ethic of care and a sense of community in the school. Through 

the critical discourse analysis, the major hidden meanings or agendas within the language 

will be unveiled, and the problematic language will be evaluated within the context of 

what is in the best interest of students. Language which portrays students as criminals, 

and establishes a punishment system with the power of discipline in the hands of 

powerful school leaders, will be uncovered. Finally, language within the academic 

integrity policies which promotes the ethic of care and “the gentle way in punishment” 
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(Foucault, 1977, p. 104) will be brought to light, in hopes of encouraging school 

administrators to write policies which exemplify the best interest of students. 

Research Questions 

The research questions for this study will interrogate how current public high 

school academic integrity policies fail to promote the ethic of care to create a sense of 

community in the school. The main research question for this study is as follows: 

1.  What types of underlying values or imbalanced power relations, which impede an 

ethic of care and a sense of community in school, can be uncovered through a 

critical discourse analysis (CDA) of current public high school academic integrity 

policies? 

To fully answer the main research question, it is important to address a subset of 

additional questions:  

a. Which individual words and phrases within public high school academic 

integrity policies portray students who commit policy violations as 

criminals in need of punitive punishments by school administrators? 

b. To what extent does the language of the academic integrity policy 

encourage an imbalance of power in the discipline process by granting the 

power to punish solely to school administrators? 

c. Which underlying values of the academic integrity policy prevent schools 

from employing an ethic of care and creating a sense of community 

through the discipline process? 
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The answers to the main research question and sub questions will provide a 

comprehensive critique of current public high school academic integrity policies, and will 

identify aspects of the policies which are not in the best interests of students. 

Significance of Study 

 This study will critique current public high school academic integrity policies to 

uncover the impediments to fostering an ethic of care and sense of community in the 

school. The critique will provide valuable insight into how schools are currently 

addressing academic integrity at the high school level. This study will enable schools to 

begin to closely examine the language of their academic integrity policies. By uncovering 

the problematic language in academic integrity policies which views students as 

criminals and promotes an imbalance of power in the discipline process, this study will 

help make school leaders aware of the effects that the power of policy language has on 

students. Ultimately, schools should begin to construct policies in a way that encourage 

the ethic of care and a Foucauldian way of punishment which creates lasting change in a 

school community.  

Methodology 

 The overall research design for this study will be a critical discourse analysis. 

Critical discourse analysis is defined in the following way:  

Critical discourse analysis (CDA) is a type of discourse analytical research that 

primarily studies the way social power abuse, dominance, and inequality are 

enacted, reproduced, and resisted by text and talk in the social and political 

context. With such dissident research, critical discourse analysts take explicit 
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position, and thus want to understand, expose, and ultimately resist social 

inequality (Van Dijk, 2003, p. 352). 

The academic integrity policies of 10 public high schools which are currently members of 

a national network of high schools focused on promoting academic integrity will be 

critiqued in this way. Additional information regarding the methodology will be 

discussed in chapter three. 

Assumptions 

 It is assumed that membership in a national network of high schools promoting 

academic integrity demonstrates a school’s awareness of the problem with academic 

dishonesty and a need to take some form of action. It is also assumed that these written 

policies hold some level of significance within the school community, and that the 

policies are active documents used in some way by students, teachers, and administrators.  

Limitations 

While the findings will provide a complete analysis of the policies used by the 

public high schools in this study, one major limitation of the study is that it does not 

provide an analysis of other strategies for promoting academic integrity in schools, such 

as trainings, workshops, and student organizations that focus on academic integrity. Also, 

while the study does provide insight into the macro-culture of the social construction of 

children in public schools, a limitation of the study is that the analysis of the policies does 

not allow for insight into the actual micro-cultures of the ten schools in this study. In 

addition, this study does not examine the relationship between these school policies and 

the amount of student academic dishonesty violations in the school. Also, the ten schools 

chosen for this study are located in suburban and town areas, which leaves the schools in 
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inner-city and urban areas unrepresented. The schools in this study were selected based 

on their participation in the high school Academic Integrity Network, facilitated by The 

School for Ethical Education (SEE). Inner-city and urban schools have not joined this 

network of schools, perhaps due to a difference in priority areas of concern for these 

schools to address. However, the lack of inclusion of inner-city and urban schools does 

pose an important limitation to this study. 

Delimitations 

Only high schools who had demonstrated a commitment to academic integrity by 

joining a national network of schools were selected. The reason for this is to ensure that 

those schools who are currently leading the way in terms of promoting academic integrity 

are progressing in a manner which is in the best interest of the students.  Also, this study 

is limited to public high schools, even though the same problems of academic dishonesty 

and subsequent disciplinary policies are found in private schools as well. 

Definition of Key Terms 

Academic dishonesty is an act in which a student uses any unapproved means to 

advance academically. Academic dishonesty includes all unapproved acts which create 

an unfair academic advantage over those who utilize natural intelligence and approved 

resources, work extremely hard, and abide by the academic parameters established by the 

teacher and/or high school. Academic dishonesty also includes aiding other students in 

the use of unapproved means to advance academically. 

 

Academic integrity is “a commitment, even in the face of adversity, to five fundamental 

values: honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and responsibility” (Center for Academic 
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Integrity, 2006) in relation to academic studies. This definition can be examined from an 

individual perspective as well as from the perspective of a school community. Academic 

integrity includes doing what is honest even when getting caught is not a possibility. 

 

Ethic of care is a lens for which one can approach moral decision-making. In contrast to 

the traditional, dominant ethic of justice, the ethic of care invokes a passion for 

connection, concern, nurturing, and an interdependence on relationships (Gilligan, 1982; 

Noddings, 2003; Sernak, 1998). 

 

Policy on academic integrity includes any written documentation that addresses a 

school’s position, procedures, beliefs, rules, guidelines, or definitions regarding academic 

integrity and academic dishonesty (Kibler, 1992).   

 

Rehabilitation is the term used to describe the desired outcome for students who are 

involved in situations of academic dishonesty. Rehabilitation includes not only a change 

in future behavior to avoid any participation in academic dishonesty, but also a 

transformation in understanding the importance of the values associated with academic 

integrity, as well as applying those values in all academic settings. 

 

Sense of community is the “affective experience or psychological state [that] tends to 

create feelings of belonging, of safety, or stability” (Furman, 2002, p.11). When applied 

to academic integrity, a sense of community invokes an understanding of purpose and 
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desire to explore knowledge in a way that is honorable among all members of the school 

community. 

Overview of Dissertation 

 This chapter serves as an overview of the research study, providing background 

knowledge and general explanations of the foundations of the study.  Chapter Two will 

focus on academic integrity literature (both at the high school and college levels), 

followed by literature on educational policy, social construction of children, school as 

community, educational ethics, the ethic of care, and postmodernism. Chapter Three will 

present a detailed description of critical discourse analysis and the methodological 

process used in this study. Chapter Four will present a description and text analysis of all 

ten policies used in this study. Chapter Five will unveil the themes from a discourse 

analysis and a critical discourse analysis of the ten school’s academic integrity policies. 

Chapter Six will provide a conclusion to fully answer the research questions of the study, 

and will put forth implications for further research. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 This literature review is divided into two sections: academic integrity and 

theoretical perspectives. First, the section on academic integrity examines the research 

which focuses on the concept of academic integrity in education. The concepts examined 

in this section include the amount of academic dishonesty occurring in high schools and 

colleges, the most important characteristics of those who cheat, the perceptions of 

students about academic integrity, the motivation and various contextual variables which 

impact academic integrity, and the use of honor codes as a way of deterring academic 

dishonesty. Second, the section on theoretical perspectives focuses on a postmodern 

approach to analyzing academic integrity policies. This section examines educational 

policy, the social construction of children, the concept of school as community, ethical 

leadership (specifically the ethic of care) and postmodern theory (with an emphasis on 

the works of Foucault). 

Academic Integrity 

Academic dishonesty is a disturbing problem prevalent at all levels of education. 

Educators, from high school teachers and principals to college professors and 

administrators, are looking for ways to reduce cheating and to promote an environment of 

academic integrity. Although the focus of this particular study is solely on academic 

integrity in high school, this part of the literature review presents studies in the field of 

academic integrity at both the high school and college levels. Most of the research on 

academic integrity has been conducted at the college level; however, these studies offer 

valuable insights into the problem which are applicable to the high school setting. In this 
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section of the review, high school studies are presented first in each category, followed 

by corresponding college studies which were selected as a way to reflect on the high 

school findings. 

 The first set of research studies focuses on the amount of academic dishonesty 

occurring in high schools and colleges, as well as the most important characteristics of 

those who cheat. Then, studies of the perceptions of high school students about academic 

integrity are examined, as well as studies of student perceptions about cheating in 

college. Next, issues of how motivation and various contextual variables impact 

academic dishonesty are addressed through several important high school and college 

studies. Then, a set of studies specifically focus on the use of honor codes as a way of 

deterring academic dishonesty. Finally, two critical studies are presented which examine 

policy, program, and ethos building intervention strategies to promote academic integrity 

campus-wide. 

Characteristics of Students Who Cheat 

 Although Schab (1991) showed the level of self-reported cheating at under 30 

percent over three previous decades, most studies found that the majority of high school 

students admitted some form of cheating (Josephson Institute, 2000, 2002, 2004; 

McCabe, 2001; Who’s Who Among America’s Teachers, 2005).  High school students 

also expressed a lack of concern for the seriousness of cheating, as well as a belief that 

cheating was easy because teachers many times ignore it (McCabe, 2001; Schab, 1991; 

Who’s Who Among America’s Teachers, 2005). Studies also showed that high school 

students who attended religious schools cheat as much or more than other students 

(Bruggeman & Hart, 1996; Josephson, 2002, 2004).  In addition, studies focused on the 
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characteristics of college students who cheat found that young, male, underclassmen who 

are majoring in business or engineering and are involved in extracurricular activities or 

fraternity/sororities are more likely to cheat (Bowers, 1964; Dawkins, 2004; McCabe & 

Trevino, 1997; Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, and Armstead, 1996). 

High school studies. 

 Schab (1991) provided the most comprehensive review of academic dishonesty in 

high schools from the 1960s through the 1980s. The researcher administered a survey to 

high school students three different times over the course of the three decades, aiming to 

gain insight in the following areas: (1) amount of cheating; (2) who was cheating; (3) 

reasons for cheating; (4) classes with the most cheating; (5) punishments administered; 

(6) societal beliefs about dishonesty; (7) self-reported cheating. Schab documented a 

slight increase in the number of students who admitted cheating, from 20.3 percent in 

1969, to 29.9 percent in 1989. Although the numbers only showed a 10 percent increase 

in self-reporting over a thirty-year span, the more startling information came from the 

societal dishonesty questionnaire. In 1969, over 82 percent of students believed that 

honesty was always the best policy; however, that number dropped to 59.9 percent by 

1989. Additionally, when asked whether or not they perceived some teachers to be 

dishonest, the number rose from 57 percent in 1969 to over 87 percent in 1989. The 

survey also reported that the causes for why a high school student might cheat included 

fear of failure, laziness, grade pressures from parents, and the fact that cheating was 

simply an easy thing to do.  

Clearly the major strength of Schab’s (1991) work was the collection of data for 

three consecutive decades, which allowed the researcher to document shifts in beliefs 
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about academic dishonesty in high school students and make comparisons over an 

important interval of time. However, it is important to note the omission of a detailed 

description of the population, sample, and research process from the researcher’s report 

of findings.  Although the specific number of students surveyed is reported (1969: 

n=1,629; 1979: n=1,100; 1989: n=1,291), Schab did not state whether survey results 

could be generalized to high school students across the nation, or if they were a 

representative of a smaller population. If the latter is true, this could perhaps explain the 

large discrepancy between Schab’s results of self-reported cheating for high school 

students (29.9 percent in 1989) and several other important studies which found the 

percentage to be much higher (Josephson Institute, 2000, 2002, 2004; McCabe, 2001; 

Who’s Who Among America’s Teachers, 2005). 

McCabe (2001) provided the first important study of the present decade which 

highlighted an considerable increase in academic dishonesty among high school students. 

The researcher surveyed 4,500 high school students from 14 public and 11 private high 

schools across the nation. McCabe found that 74 percent admitted to a serious form of 

cheating on a test at least once in high school, and 72 percent admitted to cheating on at 

least one writing assignment. In addition, the survey also documented that 47 percent of 

the students believed that their teachers sometimes chose to ignore incidents of cheating. 

A major strength of McCabe’s study was that it also addressed academic dishonesty and 

the internet. The researcher found that 54 percent of students reported committing at least 

one form of cyber-plagiarism during their high school careers. 

Similar to the findings of McCabe (2001), a report from the Who’s Who Among 

America’s Teachers (2005) group also showed high levels of academic dishonesty among 
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America’s high school students. However, this report was unique because it surveyed the 

population of students who had been selected for Who’s Who Among American High 

School Students, an honor given to high-achieving students. The study found that 80 

percent of all Who’s Who students admitted to cheating at some point in their schooling, 

and 53 percent believed that it was “no big deal” (paragraph 1). In addition, 95 percent 

said that they were never caught, which gave support to the earlier findings that students 

believe cheating to be easy and that teachers often ignore it (Schab, 1991; McCabe 2001).  

The Josephson Institute (2000, 2002, 2004) provided the most comprehensive 

study on high school academic integrity and ethics by using exceptionally large sample 

sizes of the general population of American high school students.  The group issued the 

Ethics of American Youth survey to 8,600 students in 2000, and the sample size 

increased to 12,000 students in 2002 and to 24,763 students in 2004. Results of the 

surveys were consistent with others (McCabe 2001, Who’s Who Among America’s 

Teachers, 2005) in the area of student cheating on exams, with 71 percent of students 

self-reporting in 2000, and 74 percent in 2002. However, the Josephson Institute reported 

an important drop in the number of students who admitted cheating on a test in 2004, 

down to 62 percent.   

Although the 2004 results signal a move in the right direction, it is important to 

consider these findings in the context of other survey results. For example, 98 percent of 

the students surveyed in 2004 believed it was important to be a person of good character, 

and 92 percent reported that they were satisfied with their personal ethics and character. 

These results demonstrated a clear disconnect between students’ moral and ethical beliefs 

and the decisions they made concerning academic dishonesty. In addition, in all 
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categories related to academic dishonesty on the 2002 and 2004 surveys, students who 

attended private religious high schools reported the most cheating, followed closely by 

public high students. Students who attended private non-religious high schools reported 

the least amount of cheating.  

A study by Bruggeman and Hart (1996) compliments the Josephson Institute’s 

analysis of data for students attending various types of high schools. The researchers 

administered Rest’s Defining Issues Test (measuring moral reasoning) and Hartshorne 

and May’s Circles Test (measuring cheating) to high school students (n=221) attending 

religious and non-religious private high schools. The researchers used a t-test and 

determined that there was no significant difference between the two groups of students on 

the moral reasoning scores. Likewise, a chi-square test did not reveal an important 

difference in the academic integrity of the students. The authors concluded that 

attendance at a religious high school was not a predictor of a student’s moral reasoning 

ability, and that students who attend religious high schools were just as likely to cheat 

and lie as students who attend non-religious high schools.  

College studies. 

 Bowers (1964) provided the seminal study which laid the groundwork for the 

development of a plethora of literature in the area of academic integrity in higher 

education. The author surveyed 5,000 students with 11 different majors at over 99 

different colleges and universities across the nation. In the survey, Bowers listed thirteen 

examples of academic dishonesty, from serious issues like cheating on a major exam, to 

those which might be considered less serious, like collaborating on a homework 

assignment after the teacher has given instructions not to do so. He found that over half 
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of all students in the survey admitted to at least one form of academic dishonesty. In 

addition, Bowers reported that the following groups of students cheat more than their 

respective counterparts: (1) underclassmen; (2) males; (3) lower achieving students; (4) 

athletes; (5) fraternity and sorority members; (6) students at non-honor code institutions; 

(7) business and engineering students. His findings would open the door for future studies 

which specifically examine the various characteristics of college students who cheat. 

McCabe and Trevino (1997) tested Bowers’ (1964) findings by specifically 

examining the various characteristics of college students who demonstrate high levels of 

academic dishonesty.  The researchers found that older students cheat less than younger 

students, women cheat less than men, students with high Grade Point Averages cheat less 

than students with low GPAs, and that students who do not participate in extracurricular 

activities or fraternities/sororities cheat less than those who do. In addition, McCabe and 

Trevino documented that the influence of peers had an important impact on a student’s 

decision to cheat. Students who perceived that their peers cheated were more likely to 

cheat themselves. However, one surprising finding of the study was that students who 

perceived their schools’ discipline system for academic dishonesty to be more severe also 

reported higher levels of cheating. Perhaps the use of a qualitative methodology could 

have provided greater insight into the issue of peer perceptions as well as the apparent 

discrepancy between perceived discipline and student cheating.   

While the studies presented thus far all focus on large sample populations from 

various schools, the following study focused on one particular university’s levels of 

academic dishonesty.  Dawkins (2004) surveyed 858 college students on a small college 

campus to determine the extent to which academic dishonesty was prevalent. The author 
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found that 41 percent of all students on the college campus cheat on exams, and that 19 

percent report participating in cyber-plagiarism.  Dawkins also reported that the behavior 

of peers was extremely important in a student’s decision to cheat, which is consistent 

with McCabe and Trevino’s (1997) findings. In addition, the author found that males, 

undergraduates, younger students, and those who live in the dormitory were more likely 

to cheat. Although the statistical charts were included, a written explanation of the step 

by step mathematical process would have increased the reliability of this study.  

Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, and Armstead (1996) provided a unique study 

examining the characteristics of college students who cheat by examining a population 

outside the United States. The authors surveyed 943 students at a large university in 

England and asked respondents to indicate which, if any, of the 21 listed cheating 

violations they had committed in the last twelve months. An important strength of this 

study is that for each of the 21 questions about academic dishonesty, students were 

requested to provide a reason why they did or did not cheat in each situation. This 

extension of the traditional survey research method enabled the researcher to learn more 

about the decision-making process with regard to academic dishonesty.  

The study reinforced the previous research that men cheat at significantly higher 

levels than women, that older students cheat less than younger students, and that career-

oriented classes such as business, education, and engineering lead to higher levels of 

academic dishonesty.  In addition, Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, and Armstead (1996) 

provided evidence of the rationale for why some students cheat and others do not. It is 

interesting to note that while women cheat significantly less than men, women reported 

similar levels of cheating in altruistic situations (helping a friend). However, men in the 
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study cheated at significantly higher levels when the reason for cheating was to get good 

grades. And more than men, women also avoided cheating because they saw it as 

immoral and dishonest. 

Summary. 

  After examining all of the survey results from the previous studies as a whole, it is 

difficult to say with certainty exactly how many students are cheating in today’s schools. 

In fact, McCabe and Trevino (1997) stated that the number of students who cheat at the 

college level has been reported as anywhere from 13 percent to as high as 95 percent in 

various studies. And while the number of college students cheating appears to be more 

difficult to track, however the recent studies this decade about cheating in high schools 

have all concluded that at least 60 percent of high school students are involved in some 

kind of academic dishonesty (Josephson Institute, 2000, 2002, 2004; McCabe, 2001; 

Who’s Who Among America’s Teachers, 2005). This number should be alarming to any 

educator, and it is increasingly necessary to take a deeper look into the perceptions of 

students and teachers in hopes of gaining insight that will lead to a rise in academic 

integrity in America’s high schools. 

Perceptions of Academic Dishonesty 

 Understanding the attitudes and beliefs of both students and teachers is important 

when trying to grasp the whole concept of academic integrity. Culley (2003) examined 

whether or not high school teacher characteristics impact beliefs about academic 

integrity, and Evans and Craig (1990) compared student and teacher perceptions. 

McCabe (2001) and Kessler (2003) provided alarming descriptions of students’ 

perceptions about the prevalence of cheating in high schools. On the college level, 
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McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1999) used a qualitative approach to gauge student 

perceptions at honor code and non-honor code colleges. An additional three studies 

examine the perceptions of those in three specialized fields: engineering students 

(Carpenter, Harding, Finelli, Montgomery, and Passow, 2006), business students 

(Premeaux, 2005), and technology (Etter, 2004). 

Teachers. 

 While most studies address academic dishonesty from a student perspective, 

Culley (2003) studied teachers’ perceptions of the levels academic dishonesty in high 

school. The researcher randomly surveyed 150 teachers from 14 public high schools in 

the state of Mississippi. The goal of the research study was to determine whether or not a 

teacher’s high school classification, gender, grade level, educational attainment, and 

years of teaching experience impacted his/her beliefs about academic dishonesty. The 

researcher found a statistically significant relationship when using the Survey of 

Academic Cheating, but failed to find significance when using the Scales of Attitudes 

Toward Academic Cheating. Even though the results of this study were inconclusive, it 

brought to light the role of the teacher in fostering the development of academic integrity 

in the classroom, and provided the foundation for much further research concerning the 

teachers’ role in preventing academic dishonesty. 

 Evans and Craig (1990) studied the perceptions of both middle school and high 

school teachers and students in the area of academic dishonesty. Participants in the study 

were 1,763 students and 107 teachers from two middle schools and two high schools. The 

questionnaire featured 120-items in which teachers and students indicated their beliefs 

about cheating in their respective schools. The researchers then used a two-way ANOVA 
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design to compare students and teachers across school type (middle school and high 

school).  Overall, teachers and students agreed on that cheating was a serious problem 

that needed to be addressed, but they also disagreed on several key points, including 

causal attributes and effective intervention strategies. 

 There are several important findings from the Evans and Craig (1990) study that 

are worth noting. First, they found that although teachers saw cheating as a general 

problem in the field of education, it was the students who believed cheating to be a more 

serious problem in their immediate school building. Second, the researchers found no real 

difference between middle school and high school students in their comprehensions of 

what constitutes cheating. Third, a considerable amount of teachers and students 

disagreed with the idea that students involved in athletics and extracurricular activities 

were more likely to cheat. Fourth, students and teachers believed that “clarity of 

instructional objectives and smaller, more personalized classes” would lead to less 

cheating (p. 49). Finally, both students and teachers agreed that honor pledges were not 

effective intervention strategies in middle school and high school.  

While only two studies specifically focus on high school teachers’ perspectives on 

academic integrity, it is important to note these studies because they demonstrate the 

critical role that classroom teachers play in the fostering of a culture of academic integrity 

within a school.  

Students. 

McCabe (1999) contributed an important study to the field of academic integrity by 

providing one of the few studies that uses a methodology other than survey. He organized 

a focus group of thirty-two high school and college students in northern New Jersey, and 
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recorded their responses to various topics related to academic integrity. The students’ 

perspectives focus on the idea of cheating as something that is widespread and not too 

serious of an issue. The students comment about cheating as an unspoken way of life for 

today’s students, and they point out that teachers are aware but students are rarely caught. 

The strength of this study was that the responses of the students in the focus groups 

articulate in a real and tangible way the severity of the problem that the other studies 

brought to light through statistics. 

 Another article which painted a clear and insightful picture of students’ 

perceptions of academic dishonesty was written by a college freshmen English professor. 

Kessler (2003) relayed various stories of students’ attitudes and beliefs about cheating, 

which they revealed through classroom discussions and class writing assignments. Using 

an action research approach, Kessler used simplified techniques of qualitative 

methodology to collect and report the findings. The author discussed the deep concern 

that many college freshmen develop during their first year of college. Instead of being in 

a high school environment where most students cheat and the punishments are not always 

clear, the students in the article had to face the difficult transition to abiding by the strict 

rules of an honor code and facing harsh consequences for committing violations. The 

author also pointed out the freshmen students’ need for clarification on what constitutes 

cheating, and this opened up positive dialogue about the importance of academic integrity 

between the students and professor. Most importantly, Kessler pointed out the alarming 

reality that while colleges are making progress with establishing a culture of academic 

integrity, many high schools have a long way to go. 

College students and faculty. 
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 At the college level, McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1999) conducted one of 

the few qualitative studies on academic integrity and reported college student perceptions 

about the extent of academic dishonesty and the effectiveness of honor codes.  The 

authors used the results of open-ended questions on a larger survey for students at honor 

code and non-honor code schools (McCabe and Trevino, 1997) as the data for the study. 

The questions in the study only used general academic integrity terms so that students 

would not be aware that the study was specifically targeting honor codes; however, 

almost one in six students from honor code campuses discussed their school’s honor code 

without any prompting. One student mentioned in the study commented that he believed 

his college to be a unlike other schools because of the focus on integrity and the honor 

code, thus resulting in an atmosphere of trust between students and faculty. The authors 

made the observation that the honor code students had a fundamentally different 

approach to discussions of academic integrity than students at the non-code colleges.  

One of the major weaknesses of McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield’s research 

study was that it did little to justify or explain the purpose of choosing a qualitative 

methodology. Instead of examining a few individual voices or small group (McCabe, 

1999), the researchers chose to analyze the thoughts and perceptions of the 971 

individuals who responded to the open-ended question survey.  This contributed to the 

researcher’s overall propensity to report student responses as quantifiable statistics 

(frequencies, percentages) rather than rich, descriptive data. 

Carpenter, Harding, Finelli, Montgomery, and Passow (2006) specifically focused 

on the perceptions’ of college engineering students with regards to academic dishonesty. 

The researchers administered the PACES-1 survey to 643 engineering and pre-
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engineering students from eleven different colleges. The goal was to gain insight into 

engineering majors’ perceptions about academic dishonesty, since students in this field 

have reported some of the highest levels of cheating (Bowers, 1964; Newstead, Franklyn-

Stokes, and Armstead, 1996).  The researchers found a discrepancy with which behaviors 

students perceive to be cheating. For example, 96.4 percent of students believed that 

copying another student’s answers during a quiz or test was cheating; however, 72.9 

percent of students believed that allowing another student to copy answers from you 

during a quiz or test constituted cheating. In addition, students overwhelmingly agreed 

that the burden for reducing academic dishonesty rested with the professors and the 

institution, highlighting the ambiguity of students’ values in relation to academic 

integrity.  

In addition to engineering students, business students also report high levels of 

academic dishonesty at the college level (Bowers, 1964; Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, and 

Armstead, 1996). Premeaux (2005) conducted a study similar to Carpenter, et al. (2006) 

but instead used college business majors as the sample of the study. The researcher 

compared the perceptions of students attending Tier 1 business schools (selective 

admissions process, expensive, attract the top business students) to students attending 

Tier 2 business schools (less selective admissions process, less expensive, and attract 

local students) by surveying a sample of students at both types of schools. The survey 

results indicated that students at Tier 1 schools were more likely to cheat on written 

assignments; however, these students recognized the consequences and dishonor 

associated with cheating. Results for students at the Tier 2 schools indicated that they 

were more likely to cheat on exams, and they also expressed the idea that one can cheat 
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and still be a moral and ethical person. In addition to outlining various perceptions, the 

study also identified the characteristics of business students more likely to cheat: (1) 

students majoring in Business Administration, (2) students employed 40 or more hours 

per week, (3) married students, (4) students who are also members of fraternities and 

sororities. These findings shed light on the characteristics unique to the students attending 

business schools across the country. 

Certainly another area related to academic integrity which should specifically be 

addressed is technology and the Internet. Etter (2004) examined the student and faculty 

perceptions of the changing nature of technology and how that impacts academic 

integrity for one small, private Pennsylvania college. An important finding of the study 

revealed that students took into account the difficulty of the cheating scenario in 

determining its severity. For example, students in the study perceived “cut and pasting” 

information from the internet to be a rather serious form of cheating because it involved 

little effort to get the work completed. However, the same students believed that copying 

information from a library book was less serious because of the effort involved with 

going to the library and actually finding a hard copy of the book. Statistical comparisons 

between student and faculty beliefs were conducted using chi-squares and ANOVA, and 

the results showed that the faculty rated behaviors as severe much more than students did. 

Although this survey focused only on questions related with cheating and technology, it 

is unclear if this same discrepancy in perceptions exists for all forms of cheating. 

Summary. 

 The high school and college studies of student and teacher/faculty perceptions 

shed light on the differences between high schools and colleges as academic institutions. 
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Many high school students perceived their schools to be places in which cheating was 

widely accepted by students as the normal way of life (Kessler, 2003; McCabe, 1999). 

College students seemed more aware of the higher stakes and possible consequences for 

cheating in college (Carpenter et al, 2006; Premeaux, 2005). But one common thread 

among both high school and college students was a lack of clarity in terms of moral 

reasoning and personal values (Carpenter et al, 2006; Etter, 2004; Evans & Craig, 1990; 

Kessler, 2003; McCabe, 1999, McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 1999; Premeaux, 2005)  

Motivation and Context Variables in Predicting Academic Dishonesty 

 Several studies of high school and college students have specifically focused on 

student motivation and context variables as predictors of cheating. Anderman, Griesinger, 

Tripp, Westerfield, and Gloria (1998) and Anderman and Midgley (2004) found that 

students cheated more in low-mastery and high-performance classes. In addition, Finn 

and Frone (2004) examined school identification and self-efficacy, and Stephens (2004) 

studied the relationship between moral reasoning and cheating. Murdock, Miller, and 

Kohlhardt (2004) looked at a variety of contextual variables, including teacher quality 

and the justification of cheating. At the college level, Angell (2006) brought the issue of 

impulsiveness into the equation as a context variable of academic dishonesty. McCabe, 

Dukerich, and Dutton (1991) and Bernardi, Metzger, Bruno, and Hoogkamp (2004) 

furthered the comparison of the relationship between moral development and academic 

integrity. And McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (1993, 2001) presented studies which 

highlight the honor code contextual variables which help to reduce cheating on college 

campuses. 

High school studies. 
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 Anderman, Griesinger, Tripp, Westerfield, and Gloria (1998) studied the 

connection between student motivation and their self-reported levels of cheating and 

beliefs about academic dishonesty. Using a sample of 285 middle school students for the 

study, the authors asked the students to indicate their feelings about cheating in their 

science classes. One weakness of the study is that it used a very small population of 

students from one middle school, which greatly limited the generalizability of the study. 

However, the results were similar to the other studies which follow. Anderson, et al. used 

a logistic regression coefficient test, which showed that students who cheated in middle 

school science classes also perceived their classes to be extrinsically motivated, as well as 

low mastery oriented. In addition, students who admitted cheating were also more likely 

to engage in self-handicapping behaviors, such as blaming others for failure and making 

excuses for poor academic performance.  

 In a similar study of math students, Anderman and Midgley (2004) studied 

student levels of self-reported cheating during the transition from middle school to high 

school. Surveys were administered to the middle school students twice during their eighth 

grade year, and then once as high school students during their ninth grade year. The study 

found no significant change in self-reported cheating between the first and second middle 

school survey; however, they did note an important increase in cheating on the ninth 

grade survey. Further statistical analysis showed an important increase for students who 

moved from a high-mastery and low-performance oriented eighth grade math classes, to 

low-mastery and high-performance high school math classes. These findings were 

consistent with the lead researcher’s earlier work (Anderman, et al., 1998) on science 

classes. 
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 Finn and Frone (2004) conducted a study to examine the role of school 

identification and self-efficacy in determining student levels of self-reported cheating. 

The researchers recruited 315 full-time students between the ages of 16 and 19, who all 

volunteered to be part of their extensive research project examining academic and health- 

related behaviors. For the academic part of the study, the researchers conducted statistical 

analyses for four hypotheses: gender/age, academic performance, school identification, 

and self-efficacy. Further in all four categories, Finn and Frone found statistically 

important relationships which said that males, younger students, students with lower 

academic achievement levels, and students with lower levels of school identification and 

self-efficacy all cheat more than their counterparts. A particular strength of this study is 

the inclusion of self-efficacy as a variable in predicting student levels of cheating in high 

school; his findings lent support for the relationship between motivation and self-reported 

cheating. 

 Two studies which examined the motivation and cheating of high school students 

within the context of moral reasoning were presented in a Stanford University 

dissertation by Stephens (2004). The first study, Beyond Reasoning: The Role of Moral 

Identity, Self-regulation, and Social Context in Academic Dishonesty among Adolescents, 

employed a hierarchical regression analysis and found no statistical significance between 

students’ moral reasoning abilities and their behaviors of academic dishonesty. However, 

in the researcher-defined model of cheating behaviors, Stephens did find that moral 

identity, the tendency to justify cheating depending on the situation, and perceptions of 

behavioral norms were all statistically significant predictors of student levels of academic 

dishonesty.  
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In his second study, called Quantity of Motivation and Qualities of Classrooms, 

Stephens (2004) used two different high schools for the study and examined the classes in 

which students reported the most cheating, as well as classes in which the students 

reported the least cheating. Similar to Anderman et al. (1998), Stephens found that 

students cheated more in classes which they perceived to be low-mastery and high-

performance oriented. In addition, this study contributes new, important findings to the 

literature. Stephens found that students tend to cheat more in classes in which they view 

the teacher as less fair and less caring than other teachers in the school.  

Murdock, Miller, and Kohlhardt (2004) examined context variables (poor or good 

pedagogy; performance or mastery goals in the classroom) to determine whether or not 

they were predictors of high school student levels of academic dishonesty. The 

researchers surveyed 204 ninth and tenth grade students from a Midwestern, middle-class 

high school, to determine who students blame for cheating, how students determine the 

acceptability of cheating, and what variables could serve as predictors of cheating. The 

study found that students believed cheating to be more acceptable in low-mastery classes, 

as well as classes in which they perceived the teacher to be “pedagogically poor” (p. 

771). In addition, students put more blame for academic dishonesty on these teachers. 

Also, the authors reported that contextual variables (poor or good pedagogy; performance 

or mastery goals in the classroom) had little impact on student beliefs about the moral 

acceptability of cheating, but had a statistically significant impact on student beliefs 

about the justifiability of cheating. 

College studies. 
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Angell (2006) examined the relationships among impulsiveness, personal 

efficacy, academic motivation, and one’s level of self-reported cheating in college. The 

researcher surveyed 61 undergraduate students at a small Catholic university in the 

northeast. An immediate cause for concern is the small sample size, which automatically 

hindered the generalizability of the study to other larger colleges. However, this study is 

important because it provides the first step of examining the impulsiveness factor in 

student cheating. Although the research results were inconclusive in determining whether 

or not impulsiveness is a predictor of student cheating, the author pointed out that further 

research in this area is needed, including the improvement of the limited Impulsiveness 

vs. Cautious Self-Control subscale instrument.  

Similar to Stephens (2004) examination of moral reasoning and cheating in high 

schools, McCabe, Dukerich, and Dutton (1991) provided a study of undergraduate 

business and law students which brought values and moral dilemmas into the discussion 

of academic dishonesty. Over 800 respondents answered questions related to a series of 

ethical vignettes in which students were to state how they would handle each situation. 

Results from the survey indicated that women were more ethical in their decision making 

than men, which supported other findings which indicate that men cheat more than 

women (Bowers, 1964; Dawkins, 2004; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Newstead, Franklyn-

Stokes, and Armstead, 1996). In addition, the researchers were most concerned with the 

findings that more than one in four undergraduate students made unethical decisions on 

the survey, and one in three students made decisions which violated personal integrity 

standards, such as insider trading for business majors.  
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Bernardi, Metzger, Bruno, and Hoogkamp (2004) specifically examined the 

relationship between college students’ attitudes about academic dishonesty and their 

cognitive moral development. The researchers used the Defining Issues Test and the 

Attitudes on Honesty Scale to determine the level of moral development for the 220 

college students in the study (a mix of psychology and business majors). In addition, the 

students took the Academic Integrity Index test, and the results were compared with the 

two moral development tests. Overall, the authors reported that 66.4 percent of the 

participants admitted to some type of academic dishonesty. In addition, the study 

documented that psychology majors scored higher than business majors on the academic 

integrity scale. Also, the researchers used a logistic regression to determine a correlation 

between students’ moral development and their attitudes and behaviors about academic 

integrity. 

On a much larger scale, McCabe and Trevino (1993) examined contextual 

variables by surveying 6,096 students at 31 colleges and universities, fourteen of which 

used an honor code as a way of promoting academic integrity on campus. A major 

strength of this study was the multiple statistical tests used to test several different 

hypotheses. Using a t-test to compare the means of honor code and non-honor code 

responses, the authors found that self-reported cheating was higher among students at 

non-honor code institutions. McCabe and Trevino also constructed a multiple regression 

model and found that peer behavior had the most important impact on academic 

dishonesty. In addition, the researchers conducted a multivariate analysis and found that 

“perception of peers’ behavior was the most influential contextual variable…” (p. 533).  

The authors concluded that students who initially choose not to cheat may feel rejected or 
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at a disadvantage; therefore, this strong peer influence may result in other students also 

cheating to get ahead. 

One specific contextual factor which relates to schools with honor codes is the 

concept of peer reporting. McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (2001) hypothesized that 

schools with honor codes which require peer reporting would actually see more peer 

reporting and, consequently, less incidents of cheating. Again, the researchers used a 

sample of students from 31 universities, and compared results for honor code and non-

honor code institutions. After conducting statistical analyses, McCabe, Trevino, and 

Butterfield revealed that student reporting did, in fact, lead to significantly lower levels of 

cheating at the honor code institutions. Perhaps the most telling piece of information from 

the study is the fact that only 13 percent of students at non-honor code institutions said 

they would report an incident of cheating if they became aware of it; this is startling in 

comparison with the 43.4 percent of honor code students who said they would report the 

same incident.  

Summary. 

 It is interesting to note that while the high school studies focused on the context of 

the classroom teacher’s role in providing instruction in a way that would reduce cheating 

(Anderman, et al., 1998; Anderman and Midgley, 2004; Stephens, 2004), the college 

studies focused more on a student’s personal and moralistic approach to academic 

integrity (Angell, 2006; Bernardi, Metzger, Bruno, and Hoogkamp, 2004;  McCabe, 

Dukerich, and Dutton, 1991). This most likely is due to the fact that the burden for 

reducing cheating in K-12 education is mostly placed on the teacher’s control over the 

classroom environment; however, in college the expectation for reducing academic 



35 
 

dishonesty tends to shift to the student. In addition, the honor code studies (McCabe, 

Trevino, and Butterfield, 1993, 2001) placed emphasis on the establishment of a campus-

wide system of promoting academic integrity. And the success of the campus-wide honor 

codes signals the need for emphasis on school-wide academic integrity systems at the 

high school level.  

Academic Honor Codes 

 One context variable that has gained important attention in higher education 

academic research is the honor code. Although only a few studies on high school honor 

codes exist (Broussard & Golson, 2000; Spohn, 2003; Zink, 2005), academic integrity 

research at the college level is saturated with literature on the effectiveness of honor 

codes. McCabe, the leading researcher in the field, and his colleagues have conducted 

numerous large-scale studies for the past two decades (McCabe & Trevino, 1993, 1997; 

McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 1999; 2001, 2002). In addition, several other 

researchers have conducted studies which show the effectiveness of honor codes on 

college campuses (Hall, 1996; Harding, Carpenter, Montgomery, & Steneck, 2002; 

Holcombe, 1992; Zoll, 1996).  

High school case studies. 

As a dissertation study, Zink (2005) explored the use of an honor code to promote 

academic integrity at the Saint Thomas More Academy. The researcher worked as a 

teacher at the school and developed a case study which analyzed the effectiveness of the 

school’s new honor code in reducing academic dishonesty. The author conducted a series 

of student and teacher surveys and gauged their perceptions throughout the first year of 

the honor code’s existence. At the beginning of the year, some faculty questioned the 
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feasibility of implementing an honor code that could really work, and some students 

expressed their thoughts of the honor code simply being another set of rules imposed by 

the administration. By the end of the year, however, students reported lower cheating 

rates and expressed that discussions about academic integrity were having a positive 

impact on the school. Although Zink reported a positive change in perceptions about the 

honor code, one must remember that the study only documented the first year of the 

honor code’s implementation and did not measure long term success. It is also concerning 

that one survey respondent referred to the honor code as “your project,” signaling that 

perhaps some viewed the code simply as a dissertation project and not true policy change 

for the school. 

Spohn (2003) conducted a dissertation case study of Romana Convent Secondary 

School’s honor code system. The author surveyed all parents, teachers, and students, and 

ten randomly selected individuals from each group participated in one-on-one interviews 

about their perceptions and experiences related with the school’s honor code. The results 

found that students and teachers both agreed that the honor code was more effective at 

the lower grades than at the higher grades. The researcher also pointed out that the honor 

code appeared to be effective with the ninth grade students, but that most of the 

respondents for the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades indicated that it seemed to lose its 

effectiveness as the students became older. In addition, the researcher noted that perhaps 

this discrepancy was caused by more effective communication with ninth grade students 

and parents, although there is no evidence from the study to indicate this.  

Overall, Spohn’s (2003) study failed to investigate one major component of the 

school’s honor code—that students have the option of signing or not signing the code. 
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The researcher acknowledged this fact, yet the study did little to explore the uniqueness 

of a school in which agreeing to follow the academic honor code was a choice. There is 

enormous room for further research questions about the interactions of students who 

pledge and those who do not, as well as an analysis of these two groups within the 

school’s academic culture. Also, the student data would have been much stronger had 

separate findings been presented for honor code students and non-honor code students. 

Perhaps the most interesting article on honor codes in high schools comes, not 

from a top researcher in the field, but from two high school students who wanted to make 

a difference in their school. Broussard and Golson (2000) published their experiences as 

student council leaders who decided to implement a school-wide honor code at Catholic 

High School in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The student council president led an initiative to 

write and implement the honor code, which had three guiding rules: 

1. “I will do my work both in and out of school. I will not plagiarize the work or 

ideas of others, nor will I allow another student to use any part of my work as 

his own.”  

2. “I will not lie. I will not forge the signature of another student, my parent, a 

teacher, or another authority on notes, or school documents 

including…reports, tests, or status reports.” 

3. “I will report myself to the honor board for any infringement of the above 

rules and regulations…. I will report to the honor board another student who 

fails to report himself when asked to do so” (p. 27). 

The students also created an honor code board of peers, which included elected 

sophomore, junior, and senior students who would hear and make judgments on cases in 
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which a part of the honor code had been violated. Although many were skeptical at the 

outset, the honor code quickly became a core component of the school’s culture, and 

administrators estimated that academic dishonesty had been reduced by as much as 90 

percent. It is interesting to note that the Catholic High School students followed many of 

the principles outlined in the literature on effective honor codes used at colleges. It is also 

interesting to note that all the high school honor code studies presented here are Catholic 

schools. Perhaps this is due to the focus of Catholic education on instilling moral values 

such as academic integrity in students. 

College studies. 

 One cannot begin to understand the concept of honor codes used in college 

without examining the numerous studies from Donald McCabe at Rutgers University, the 

leading researcher in the field. Although several of his studies have already been 

presented in this literature review, it is important to have a holistic understanding of his 

research. To begin, McCabe and his colleagues defined a traditional honor code as one 

that that contained some or all of the following characteristics: (1) requires a signed 

pledge that states that all student work will be original and has been done honestly; (2) 

suggests that students constitute the majority of members of any hearing on academic 

dishonesty; (3) promotes unproctored exams; (4) relies on a student policy of having 

peers report any incidents of cheating they witness or hear about (McCabe & Trevino, 

1993, 1997; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 1999; 2001). In addition, McCabe’s 

research has overwhelmingly shown that students cheat less at schools with honor codes 

(McCabe & Trevino, 1993; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001). This also supports 
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the findings of several other previous studies (Bowers, 1964; Brooks, Cunningham, 

Hinson, Brown, & Weaver, 1981; Campbell, 1935; Canning, 1956). 

McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield (2002) also examined modified honor codes, 

which contain only a few aspects of traditional honor codes, to see if they also influence 

academic integrity.  Using nine honor code colleges, four modified honor code colleges, 

and eight non-honor code colleges as the sample of the study, the researchers conducted a 

regression analysis and found that academic dishonesty is highest at non-honor code 

colleges, moderate for colleges with modified honor codes, and lowest at schools which 

use the traditional honor code.  Unlike the other honor code studies, this study provided 

the necessary analysis of schools which are adopting certain aspects of the honor code 

and the honor code culture, but not a full, traditional honor code. The ultimate strength of 

the study, however, was that the regression analysis showed schools which use traditional 

honor codes have the lowest level of academic dishonesty. This shows that a 

comprehensive honor code program for addressing academic dishonesty will have a 

greater impact on levels of cheating than just simply implementing a few aspects of a 

traditional honor code. 

Holcombe (1992) used a qualitative approach and studied six different 

universities in the southeast, all of which had formal honor codes as part of their 

institutions.  He conducted six different case studies, which included the use of formal 

interviews, informal conversations, observations, and document analysis.  The researcher 

concluded that honor codes helped reduce academic dishonesty, foster a sense of a moral 

community, and create an environment focused on trust. However, one important variable 

he also reported was the reluctance of many students to turn in another fellow student for 
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academic dishonesty, which is in contrast with later findings on peer reporting (McCabe, 

Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001).  Even so, this collection of qualitative case studies, along 

with McCabe, Trevino, and Butterfield’s (1999) qualitative approach, provide an 

important glimpse into the thoughts and attitudes of those who are required to follow an 

academic honor code on a daily basis.  Perhaps Holcombe’s work could have been 

stronger by also conducting case studies at a non-honor code institution and comparing 

the results to those which use honor codes, but this suggestion should not detract from his 

important findings. 

Zoll (1996) surveyed 431 college students from 17 universities which used honor 

codes as a way of promoting academic integrity. More specifically, the researcher sought 

to determine whether or not an honor code’s emphasis on peer reporting was related to 

student levels academic dishonesty. Participants were divided into three groups, based on 

their school’s guidelines for reporting known incidents of academic dishonesty: (1) 

required to report, (2) obliged to report, (3) encouraged to report. The researcher 

developed a questionnaire to determine each student’s level of understanding and 

commitment to the honor code. The Spearman Rho Rank Order formula was used to 

compute the correlational statistics for each of the three groups. In the end, the author 

reported that students who were required to report violations of the honor code have a 

better understanding and commitment to their honor code than students who are only 

obliged or encouraged to report violations. 

Hall (1996) conducted three separate case studies of large universities to gain an 

understanding of how the honor code worked on each campus, and whether or not it was 

perceived to be a deterrent from academic dishonesty. The researcher conducted over 300 
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interviews, both individual and in groups, with students, faculty, and staff during campus 

visits at The University of South Carolina, the University of North Carolina, and James 

Madison University. After examining the case studies collectively, Hall reported that 

because of the awareness of the code and its consequences at these two schools, students 

at UNC and JMU expressed a stronger appreciation for academic integrity than students 

at USC. In addition, the researcher reported an overall reluctance of students to report a 

peer who violated the honor code, which was consistent with the findings of Holcombe 

(1992). But most alarming was the fact that students at these institutions with honor 

codes very candidly shared with the researcher about their personal violations of the 

school’s academic integrity standards. This hints at the fact that the mere existence of an 

honor code does not significantly reduce cheating; instead, it is the cultivation of a school 

culture, or ethos, of academic integrity which permeates through every facet of the 

school. 

While the previous studies examined entire school populations, Harding, 

Carpenter, Montgomery, and Steneck (2002) conducted a study to examine the 

effectiveness of academic dishonesty policies on engineering and pre-engineering 

students.  The researchers used 349 student surveys from five different colleges; one 

college was considered to be an honor code college, and the other four were considered 

non-honor code colleges. Using a regression analysis of the data, the researchers showed 

that the existence of an honor code appeared to decrease the extent of cheating, whereas 

participation in a fraternity or sorority appeared to increase the extent of cheating 

(Bowers, 1964; McCabe & Trevino, 1997). This study contained unyielding internal and 

external validity for engineering and pre-engineering programs; however, one must 
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caution generalizing this study for all college students because more than three-fourths of 

the participants were male, a figure not traditionally found on most college campuses. In 

addition, this also brings to light the perplexing idea that perhaps the large number of 

male students, who traditionally cheat more than female students (Bowers, 1964; 

Dawkins, 2004; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, and Armstead, 

1996, Stephens, 2004), has more to do with high levels of cheating by engineering 

students (Bowers, 1964; Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, and Armstead, 1996) than other 

proposed theories.  

Summary. 

 Overwhelmingly the research shows that honor codes help to reduce cheating on 

college campuses (Harding, Carpenter, Montgomery, & Steneck, 2002; Holcombe, 1992; 

McCabe & Trevino, 1993; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001, 2002). However, with 

the lack of honor code studies at the high school level, one cannot be certain if honor 

codes are having the same effect at the secondary level. But with reports like Broussard 

and Golson (2000), one can only be hopeful that methods to promote academic integrity 

are making a difference in high schools across the country. A large literature gap exists in 

the area of strategies, such as honor codes, which are designed to reduce academic 

dishonesty. In fact, researchers really know little about what high schools are doing to 

promote academic integrity and create a school climate free from academic dishonesty. 

Other Intervention Strategies 

 Although the previous studies highlighted the characteristics of cheaters and the 

contexts in which students cheat, the following two studies sought to determine how 

colleges prevented academic dishonesty and promoted academic integrity. Kibler (1992) 
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used the student development and moral development theories to design a framework for 

examining the extent to which colleges were implementing policies and programs related 

with academic integrity. Bush (2000) updated Kibler’s original study and found an 

important increase in the number of academic integrity programs available to students.  

 For his dissertation study, Kibler (1992) created a theoretical framework for 

addressing academic dishonesty from a student development perspective and a 

corresponding survey instrument for examining the promotion of academic integrity. The 

researcher also published his theoretical framework and subsequent findings in two 

journal articles (Kibler, 1993; 1994). For the design of his conceptual framework model, 

Kibler (1992) used the student development perspective as the foundation for his concept. 

Sanford (1962) argued that colleges and universities had a responsibility to develop the 

“whole” student and help them mature into successful adults. The body of knowledge 

known as the student-development theory soon emerged, forming five different sets of 

theories: (1) psychosocial; (2) cognitive-structural; (3) person-environment; (4) 

humanistic existential; (5) student development process models. While the student-

development perspective was created for post-secondary systems, many of the practical 

models, such as the one developed by Kibler, can also be applied to high school 

environments wishing to improve the overall development of high school students. 

 Kibler (1992) also grounded his theoretical framework in the theory of moral 

development. Kohlberg (1971) introduced the theory of moral development, which he 

divided an individual’s ability to make moral judgments into four stages of development. 

While the first two preconventional stages (Level I) present a self-centered approach to 

moral reasoning, the third and fourth conventional stages (Level II) are focused on 
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following rules and meeting expectations, especially from those in authority. The fifth 

and sixth postconventional stages (Level III) include the universal principle of morality 

as a basis for making decisions (Kohlberg, 1971). In addition to Kohlberg’s work, Rest 

(1986) produced similar work which emphasized the importance of understanding that 

background and experience play an important role in an individual’s moral reasoning 

process.  

 Basing his work on the student development and moral development theories, 

Kibler (1992) developed a conceptual framework and survey instrument for studying the 

various ways colleges and universities promote academic integrity. First, Kibler 

organized the overall theoretical framework into three broad categories called means of 

intervention:   

1. Policy on academic integrity- “Written documentation that addresses an 

institution’s position and/or rules regarding academic dishonesty” (p. 147); 

2. Program on academic integrity- “Education, training, activities, or programs that 

address academic dishonesty beyond the existence of a policy” (p. 147); 

3. Ethos promoting academic integrity- “The ethos reflects the character or value 

system of a particular institution. An ethos promoting academic integrity conveys 

that academic integrity is something to revere, honor and uphold. This ethos is 

established by all forms of written and verbal communication, by evidence of 

practice, and by the extent to which academic integrity is a priority of the 

leadership of the institution” (p. 147). 

These broad categories, which all overlap, were the “methods that an institution may use 

to address student academic dishonesty and promote an environment of academic 
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integrity” (Kibler, p. 147). Next, the researcher developed seven smaller components of 

the means of intervention: (1) honor code; (2) communication; (3) training; (4) faculty 

assistance; (5) disciplinary policies; (6) disciplinary process; (7) promotion of academic 

integrity (Kibler, p. 149). Finally, each of the seven components had a list of specific 

intervention strategies used by colleges and universities to promote academic integrity, 

which formed the basis for the questions in Kibler’s survey, which examined the various 

intervention strategies used by colleges to promote academic integrity. 

Kibler (1992) then used his framework to conduct a study on academic integrity 

intervention strategies at the university level.  Participants in the study included all 300 

colleges and universities that were members of the Association of Student Judicial 

Affairs (ASJA) in 1992. The purpose in selecting this specific population was to form a 

“research group that possessed above average sophistication in student judicial affairs 

concepts and that would be motivated to provide the requested information” (Kibler, p. 

46).  Although this study provided useful information about the ASJA’s institutions, it is 

important to remember that Kibler’s study cannot be generalized to the larger population 

of all colleges and universities.  

Kibler (1992) used a descriptive research design to gain an understanding of what 

practices colleges and universities were using to promote academic integrity, and whether 

or not these practices were “student developmental in nature” (Kibler, p. 43).  This design 

was appropriate because the purpose of the study was to document the strategies used, 

and not the effectiveness of the employed strategies.  For the study, Kibler mailed out 

surveys to the 300 colleges and universities, with a return rate of 66.1 percent. Perhaps 
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the solid response rate could be attributed to Kibler’s detailed follow-up contacts with the 

institutions that did not initially respond.   

To highlight the study’s findings, Kibler created a descriptive report with a series 

of numerical table presentations.  A report of descriptive frequencies and percentages was 

appropriate for the study because the entire population was surveyed, thus eliminating the 

need for statistical analysis. The results showed that while almost all schools had a 

discipline policy for handling incidents of academic dishonesty, only one-fourth of the 

schools used honor codes, and even fewer schools offered programs and training from a 

student development perspective. In addition, one of the limitations of Kibler’s design 

was that it did not provide for an evaluation of the effectiveness of the practices used by 

the schools; however, it does serve as an important foundation for future studies that 

could provide more in-depth analyses of individual practices.   

Bush (2000) expanded on Kibler’s (1992) work by providing a second study 

examining the practices and strategies used by colleges and universities to promote 

academic integrity.  Bush adapted the survey instrument created by Kibler and mailed 

surveys to the 188 colleges and universities that were members of Duke University’s 

Center for Academic Integrity (CAI). As with Kibler’s study, results from this specialized 

population cannot be generalized to all colleges and universities, thus leaving room for 

further research which includes those schools that have not joined an organization 

specifically related to academic integrity. 

Compared with Kibler (1992), Bush (2000) received an even higher response rate 

to his survey, with 70.2 percent of the CAI’s colleges and universities participating in the 

study. While much of the study’s results were also similar to what Kibler found eight 
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years earlier, Bush reported that more than half of all participating schools had 

established academic honor codes.  Also, the number of schools “offering a seminar, 

program, or discussion group on academic integrity to students” rose from 35.6 percent in 

Kibler’s study, to 67.4 percent. Although Bush’s study served as an update to Kibler’s 

original work, it did little to expand on other issues related to academic integrity, most 

specifically in the area of secondary education.   

Conclusion 

 The high levels of academic dishonesty in high schools are considerably alarming 

to anyone in the field of education. Studies continue to show that the majority of high 

school students cheat, with some reports indicating over 70 percent (Josephson Institute, 

2000, 2002; McCabe, 2001; Who’s Who Among America’s Teachers, 2005). Even 

though this number is higher than most statistics for college students, the research on 

academic integrity overwhelmingly has been conducted at the college level. The high 

school studies that are available tend to focus on the characteristics, motivation, and 

perceptions (Anderman, Griesinger, Tripp, Westerfield, & Gloria, 1998; Anderman & 

Midgley, 2004; Bruggeman & Hart, 1996; Culley, 2003; Evans & Craig, 1990; Finn & 

Frone, 2004; Josephson Institute, 2000, 2002, 2004; Kessler, 2003; McCabe, 2001; 

Murdock, Miller, and Kohlhardt, 2004; Schab, 1991; Stephens, 2004; Who’s Who 

Among America’s Teachers, 2005), but few actually examine the policies used in high 

schools to reduce cheating and promote academic integrity. It is imperative that high 

school educators give considerable thought to implementing policies which will create a 

campus climate that has academic integrity as the core value of its learning community. 

Theoretical Perspective 
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 This research study aims to dissect public high school academic integrity policies 

and to uncover the underlying values and the imbalance of power in the discipline 

process. In addition, the study will reveal the lack of an ethic of care or sense of 

community in these policies. Most high school academic integrity policies are written 

from the modern perspective, in which the student is viewed as the violator or 

perpetrator, and the administrative response is to follow the sequence of consequences for 

this particular infraction. To fully grasp the underlying values of current policies one 

must begin with an understanding of educational policy as it relates to the social 

construction of children. One must also fully understand the foundations of an ethic of 

care and the impact that employing an ethic of care in educational policies can have on a 

school environment. Then, it is essential to continue with an exploration of the concept of 

school as community, followed by an analysis of ethical leadership and postmodern 

theory.  

Educational Policy 

Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard, and Henry (1997) put forth the idea that educational 

policy is value-laden, multi-dimensional, much more than text, never straightforward, and 

results in unintended as well as intended consequences. Taylor et al. argue that “policy 

analysis must scrutinize the ways in which a given policy constructs policy problems and 

their context, including the way the context has been framed, more recently, in terms of 

global imperatives” (p. 53). However, it is this concept of social justice and its impact on 

educational policy that is most insightful in the book. The authors state that “clearly, if 

we are to resolve the dilemmas of justice and difference in education then policies must 

demand cultural and symbolic changes to the way schools are structured” (p. 151) and to 
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the way educational policies are developed, written, and implemented. With regards to 

cheating in schools, it is the social construction of children and the power hierarchy of 

adult v. child that has led to the formation of policies which simply view the issue of 

academic dishonesty in terms of a discipline problem in which consequences are needed 

to correct negative behavior.  

Similar to Taylor et al. (1997), Olssen, Codd, and O’Neill (2004) also argue 

against reducing educational policy to a value-neutral scientific task, and instead push for 

a policy discourse in terms of the unique 21st century problems facing the world today. 

The authors look to Foucault to provide the theoretical framework for examining policy, 

and point out that his Discipline and Punish (1982) work highlighted “new indirect forms 

of power, executed through schemes and programmes which exacted greater disciplinary 

control” (Olssen, Codd, and O’Neill, 2004).  They also further explain the development 

of modern society as one focused on Foucault’s power-knowledge relationships, and one 

valuing order, discipline, and a need for scientific answers. In addition, Olssen, Codd, 

and O’Neill put forth an approach for critical policy analysis, which will be discussed in 

chapter three. 

Ozga (2000) parallels the thinking of Olssen, Codd, and O’Neill (2004) and 

argues for a new way of approaching educational policy research by forming a 

community of independent thinkers who work to analyze and challenge policies around 

issues of social justice, instead of simply conducting research which supports the current 

system of policymaking. She also puts forth the phrase “contested terrain” and argues that 

the field of educational research should not be limited to the positivist approach of those 

with an educational political agenda. Instead, she supports the community of academics 
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lending a critical voice to the discussion by challenging the world of “highly controlled 

research practices, where topics, problems and resources are established and regulated by 

policy makers, and spaces for independent research are diminished” (p. 129). 

Stein (2004) coins the term “culture of policy” as a framework for critiquing 

today’s educational policy process. Her view of today’s policy culture focuses on three 

specific traits:   

(a) a shared conception of policy beneficiaries as deviant from (and usually 

deficient to) an often-unstated norm, (b) a presumption that government 

institutions can fulfill a corrective role in the lives of the country’s deviant 

inhabitants, and (c) mechanisms for service provision that provide incentives for 

identifying, maintaining, and perpetuating a deviant population  (p. 17). 

Stein then walks through an historical critique of modern educational policies in the US, 

from the beginnings of the original Elementary and Secondary Education act of 1965, to 

the present No Child Left Behind policy. By interweaving a critique of the history, Stein 

exposes the problematic language and rituals within the content of specific policies, and 

concludes her work by proposing alternatives by suggesting that practitioners can begin 

their own dissection of policies by beginning to discuss the specific ways students are 

labeled and what these labels say about the ways in which we view children.  

Just as Stein (2004) proposes new alternatives to changing policies, Roe (1994) 

presents a comprehensive approach to analyzing and proposing new policies. Roe’s  

concept of narrative policy analysis is a method of applying contemporary literary theory 

to current issues in education, and he examines them from both a theoretical and a 
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practical perspective. The ongoing conflict throughout his work is Roe’s support for not 

only deconstructing a policy in terms of critique, but also putting forth an alternative: 

Narrative Policy Analysis returns again and again to a central dilemma about 

policy critiques that only tell us what to be against, not what to be for: while 

criticisms that undermine a policy are frequently assumed to underwrite and 

stabilize the taking of certainty by not providing any alternative. Consequently, 

pressures increase to retain the now-discredited policy narrative, until something 

more than a critique comes along to replace it (p. 5). 

It is this alternative which is essential to the work of this research study, as critiqued 

academic integrity policies will continue to remain the same until a new idea of 

structuring a policy is put forth.  

 Summary. 

 Themes of social justice rise up from the complexities of educational policy 

language, and it is imperative that scholars analyze the specific language and all its 

implications to determine the often ambiguous undertones of the policy (Olssen, Codd, & 

O’Neill, 2004; Ozga, 2000; Stein, 2004; Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard, & Henry, 1997). Schools 

must begin to see policies as the result of past and ongoing discourse on a topic. The 

analysis of such policies then contributes to the continued discourse, and brings to light 

the hidden agendas, power struggles, oppressed voices, and other social justice issues. 

Once these policies are fully critiqued and deconstructed, it will then be possible for new 

policies to be written without the problematic language and in the best interest of students 

(Stein, 2004). 

Social Construction of Children 
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It is important to address one core problem with most U.S. educational policy 

today—the writing of policies which perpetuate the social construction of children as 

problematic members of our society.  In the 1980s, teachers in England and Wales 

expressed their concerns over the escalating violence and discipline issues in schools, and 

the government confronted this problem by addressing the social construction of children. 

Discipline in Schools: Report of the Committee of Inquiry chaired by Lord Elton (1989), 

which was a formal inquiry into discipline in schools in England and Wales, stated that 

students were not entirely to blame for behavior problems, as many believed. Instead, 

behavior issues were “influenced by a complex mixture of expectations, attitudes, 

regulations, policies, and laws which are shaped forces at work in the classroom, the 

school, the local community and society as a whole” (Chapter 2, number 26). The report 

also discusses the approach to administering consequences to students for behavior 

issues. In summary, the report stressed the importance of schools promoting good 

behavior through positive policies, as opposed to focusing on bad behaviors and 

administering stern consequences for these. Those who conducted the investigation 

visited various schools and reported that the schools with positive approaches to 

discipline policies were able to reduce problematic behaviors to a minimum. 

While progressive in nature, the Elton Report (1989) has not successfully 

achieved an overhaul of the approach taken with students in schools today. Mayhall 

(1994) looks at childhood and the status of children, pointing out that adults have 

established constructs for how children should behave and what children should do to be 

consistent with societal norms. The author also expresses his concerns with adults 

making decisions about what children should be taught, with the goal of children to one 
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day replace them as adults. Mayhall (1994) states that “as developing people and objects 

of socialization, children have thus been conceptualized as lesser than adults, in that they 

are progressing towards the goal of mature adulthood…” (p. 2). In addition, the author 

challenges the assertion that children should be meeting certain developmental stages at 

specific ages, and instead promotes a child’s right to participate in the learning process in 

a creative way and to be free to participate in one’s world as more than just an 

“incomplete” being (p. 3). Also, it is pointed out that even though ideas about children 

and childhood have progressed, there is still a belief that children are in need of adults to 

guide them along to achieve the appropriate maturity level of adulthood at the end of 

childhood. In conclusion, Mayall boldly calls the prevailing social constraints against 

children oppression. 

Jenks (1996) points out that the concept of development in childhood is not seen 

as something that is a natural process of human nature. Instead, he argues that 

development in children and the important milestones related to one’s age in childhood is 

socially constructed. In addition, children are seen in relation to the power structures of 

“adult-child, parent-child, teacher-child,” but this relationship is less about age and more 

about dependency (p. 40). Jenks also discusses the societal constraints of childhood in the 

following way: 

The child continues to be realized as an instance of a category and the 

concept of development only ever seems to depict the concerted and 

ultimately omnipotent violence of the social structure to which the 

individual inevitably succumbs. This is not to argue for the mobilization of 

the concrete child as a political force in response to these actual 
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constraints as part of a ‘children’s rights’ movement, but rather to argue 

analytically for a more radical conception of the child as a vision and as a 

potential (p. 47). 

In short, Jenks is arguing that all of childhood is a “social construction which provides 

both form and content to children’s experiences” (p. 123) and the interactions of children 

with each other, with adults, and with their environment are all done in terms of 

structures which are deemed appropriate by the society. 

 Males (1996) opens his book by describing the blame that America’s government 

has placed on teenagers. The author states that “health and welfare policy has consisted 

of blaming teenagers for nearly all major social ills: Poverty, welfare dependence, crime, 

gun violence, suicide, sexual promiscuity, unwed motherhood, AIDS, school failure, 

broken families, child abuse, drug abuse, drunken driving, smoking, and the breakdown 

of ‘family values’…” (p. 6). This sets the premise for discussion about adolescents as the 

“scapegoat” for the majority of society’s ills. However, Males presents facts which, to the 

contrary, do not show youth as the leading age group in committing various offenses. For 

example, when analyzing the age of the fathers of children born to teenage mothers, 

Males found that the majority of those were adult men, and not high school teenage boys. 

The author points to poverty as the one factor that is a consistent predictor of alarming 

social trends, and not race, gender, or age, as many have been led to believe. 

Block (1997) uses the concept of childhood to point out the major differences 

between modernity and the post-modern world. The author summarizes his premise about 

children and schools in the following statement: 
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The individual children in our classroom bespeak the centrality of 

ambivalence in our world and deny the very project of modernity: the 

permanent establishment of order. The schools themselves represent the 

social power to contain the stranger and avoid the uncertainty the child 

epitomizes. The child reminds us of the postmodern condition of 

ambivalence that so terrifies the ideologues of modernity and that they 

would prefer to scorn (p. 10).  

Further, Block argues that schools have been constructed to meet the needs of adults who 

live in a fantasy world in which there are no children. He also attempts to unravel the 

social construction of children by adults, and states that this construction is actually born 

out of “adult repression,” and that adults “impose on the child those characteristics we 

adults would desire and cannot have ourselves” (p. 158). 

Griffin (1997) presents an analysis of the idea of youth as a specific transitional 

period, in which there are specific societal norms that are expected by our culture. The 

author points to those “troubled teens” that do not follow the traditional path to 

adulthood. Griffin describes the various “panics” that our society has gone through in 

relation to youth, where “specific groups of young people are singled out for attention, 

and the focus of concern often deals with…consumption (e.g. drug use and food), 

reproduction (e.g. ‘teen mothers’), and/or production, which usually refers to the 

transition from education to the job market (e.g. slackers, youth crime)” (p. 8). She 

specifically examines the role of young women in our society, and how more recently 

they are not fitting into the societal expectations of heterosexuality, marriage, and 

motherhood. In addition, Griffin references the special schools that have been designed 
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for “troubled teens”—schools with residential and therapeutic programs to guide teens 

toward the traditional transition from youth to adulthood. In short, Griffin provides a 

critique on society’s expectations of what is considered to be the normal transition for 

youth, and the subsequent labeling of things outside the traditional path as troubling. 

Lesko (2001) takes a unique approach of analyzing adolescents by presenting a 

“history of the present” as to how and why our society views teenagers as problematic in 

nature. Pointing to Foucault’s Discipline and Punish as the foundation for her discourse, 

Lesko argues that the adolescent at the start of the 20th century had become a 

“multilayered object”: 

The adolescent was an object that could be discussed, diagnosed, 

scientized, differentiated, and familiarized in terms of unsettled race 

relations, economic prospects, emerging manliness, purity, and future 

preparedness as citizen and soldier. In these ways, the modern adolescent 

was always promiscuous, always ready to indicate and exemplify national 

crises, and a perfect troupe for worry, study, and action-taking that also 

met the coming-of-age interests of white middle-class professionals (pp. 

47). 

Lesko then argues that a constructed system of discipline and the monitoring of children 

became essential at every stage of adolescence, and the “administrative gaze” (p. 88) 

became widespread among all adults, from parents and teachers to psychologists and 

social workers. Instead, Lesko hopes for a change in which the following takes place: 

We must move between and against the confident characterizations of 

youth, which involves including teenagers as active participants (not 
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tokens) in educational and other public policy deliberations. I am not just 

trumpeting one “student voice,” but calling for the imagining of concrete 

practices in which youth demand and exercise adultlike responsibilities, 

acknowledging that teenagers are also affected by the commonsense 

reasoning about their age group (p. 199). 

It is this new way of approaching youth that must be incorporated into the policies in high 

schools if we are to see decisions made that are truly in the best interest of students.   

Ehrensal (2003) connects the concept of the social construction of children with 

the laws and policies which govern our schools by deconstructing the “dominant elite 

national discourse surrounding drugs and violence in U.S. schools” (p. 117). The author 

stresses that those in power make decisions based on their own interests, and in turn 

suppress those whose interests differ or challenge the beliefs of those in power. 

Concerning youth, Ehrensal describes the study of youth as revealing “adult 

preoccupations and panics. Put another way, the study of youth is as much about adult 

angst as it is about youth” (p. 120). Through a deconstruction of documents which 

address drugs and violence in schools, Ehrensal exposes the negative descriptors that 

have emerged from the way these documents have influenced our society’s view of 

children—adults in training, threat to adults, dangerous, at risk, delinquent, deficient, 

and other. In addition, this discourse reveals the further oppression of children based on 

race and class: “…working-class and children of color…are believed to be deficient and 

an even greater danger than their white middle-class counterparts” (p. 129). In the end, 

Ehrehsal questions how a society which values democracy and social justice can view 

children in such a duplicitous way.  
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 In his book Youth in a Suspect Society, Giroux (2009) cites the following as the 

reasons our society is having a detrimental impact on today’s youth: “…combination of 

market fundamentalism, greed, and cutthroat individual competition that has produced an 

unparallel degree of social inequality and massive dislocations in the basic foundations of 

the larger society” (p. 2). Giroux argues that the position of youth in our society has been 

greatly oppressed by the neoliberal ideology of the Bush administration in the 2000s, and 

the subsequent reduction in social programs to help specific groups such as the poor, and 

over one third of which are children.  Specifically related to education, he also argues that 

schools have become much more like prisons than the idealistic learning environment 

where students are nurtured, encouraged, and protected. Instead, students (particularly 

minority students who are poor) are seen as criminals and as a threat to the militaristic 

order of the schools. The school policies, which often include a zero tolerance approach, 

are further perpetuating this problem. 

Summary. 

The way society has constructed children has created a set order of expectations 

for children’s development and behavior. Those in a position of authority—most often 

adults—carry out this socially constructed viewpoint by subjecting children to the 

demands, rules, and regulations that have come to be viewed as cultural norms (Griffin, 

1997; Jenks, 1994; Males, 1996; Mayhall, 1994). The problem therein lies in the fact that 

children are seen as the other, and those children who do not meet adult expectations are 

labeled as the hyper-other in our society (Ehrensal, 2003). Our educational policies rarely 

encourage students in learning how to make good decisions; instead, the policies simply 

punish students for bad decisions and do not mention a restorative process for the child. 
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School as Community 

 The concept of school as community is an essential component in combating the 

negative impact that the social construction of children has had on our schools. Shapiro 

(2006) examines the state of our current educational systems in his book Losing Heart.  

One concept central to the change needed in our schools is the idea that a school must 

function as a community because of a deep need for all children to belong. He states that 

“the community provides the means through which we may receive the recognition of our 

presence, and affirmation of our value, in the world” (p. 76).  In addition, Shapiro stresses 

that compassion is an essential element of community, and that schools must provide care 

and support for all students. Also, the author argues for the creation of communities of 

meaning, as well as communities of resistance, which stand strong against the firmly 

rooted dominant values of competition, wealth, success, and status in our nation.  

Sergiovanni (1994) and Mertz and Furman (1997) present a theory of community 

rooted in the work of 19th century social theorist Tönnies. The authors explain the general 

ideas of Tönnies work, Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft. The two terms represent a 

continuum of societal communities. First, Gemeinschaft is the idea that relationships are 

based on location, kinship, and friendship, and collectively form a larger, family-like 

community. Second, Gesellschaft swings the other direction toward a society in which all 

relationships are voluntary and are chosen strategically by the individual to accomplish a 

goal, most notably related to commerce. Both Sergiovanni (1994) and Mertz and Furman 

(1997) warn that our current educational systems have greatly drifted to the Gesellschaft 

side of the pendulum, and that leaders need to work toward establishing school 

communities rooted in the ideas of the Gemeinschaft model. 
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Sergiovanni (1994) further expands on the idea of community by defining it as a 

collection “of individuals who are bonded together by natural will and who are together 

binded to a set of shared ideas and ideals” (p. xvi).  Sergiovanni also discusses the 

negative impact a loss of community has had on our schools, and how the development of 

a community of mind, or the shared core values and platform of the school, is critical to 

reestablishing a sense of community. He calls for changing the metaphor of schools from 

organizations to communities, and advocates for democratic communities within 

classrooms. Sergiovanni defines a democratic community in the following way:  

Democratic community is aimed not just at improving student behavior 

but at creating the kinds of ties that bond students together and students 

and teachers together and that bind them to shared ideas and ideals. When 

students share the responsibility for developing norms and when their 

commitment to these norms is expected, they know they belong. They get 

the message that they are needed. They feel a sense of ownership in the 

classroom. They experience community (p. 120).  

This idea of a democratic community certainly applies to the idea of establishing 

academic integrity as a part of a school’s shared values.  

Furman (2002) defines the concept of sense of community as an “affective 

experience or psychological state” which creates a “feeling of belonging, of safety, of 

stability, and so on” (p. 11). The idea is that if students and teachers cannot feel the sense 

of community of a regular basis, then the school is not functioning as a successful school 

community. Furman (1998) argues that this feeling of being in community cannot be 

accomplished if school leaders continue to approach the issue through a modernist lens—
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by building community on the foundation of sameness. Instead, Furman stresses that in 

postmodern times, a sense of community must take into account the diverse populations 

within our schools, and educate our students to be productive citizens in a “postmodern, 

multicultural, global community” (Furman, 1998, p. 56). This idea seems to contrast what 

Sergiovanni (1994) put forward, in terms of his emphasis on establishing school 

communities around commonalities. Furman’s vision for a sense of community in which 

diverse students are citizens within a global community lends itself more to the 

advancement of postmodern ideas, and for writing and implementing policies which truly 

support the establishment of schools as communities. 

Summary. 

While a lack of community can have a detrimental effect on a school, schools that 

function as communities can provide meaning and value for the students and teachers 

(Furman, 2002; Mertz & Furman, 1997; Sergiovanni 1994). A school-as-community 

environment allows students and teachers to encourage, support, learn, and grow 

together, thus cultivating a safe haven where students want to better themselves. This 

kind of community is the ideal place for expanding the discourse on complex topics such 

as academic integrity. 

Ethics 

Ethical paradigms. 

Certainly any discussion of academic integrity must be rooted in the concept of 

ethics and in a discussion of ethical leadership in schools. Starratt (1994) offers a road 

map for creating an ethical school, and examines the three main paradigms of ethics—

ethic of justice, ethic of care, and ethic of critique. It is Starratt’s perspective that all three 
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of these are compatible and work together in creating a school infused with ethical 

decision makers, from administrators and teachers to the students. Although justice and 

critique are certainly important in their own ways, this study focuses specifically on the 

ethic of care (presented later in this chapter) as a way of constructing academic integrity 

policies. 

Shapiro and Stefkovich (2005) put forth the idea of an additional lens from which 

to analyze ethical decision making dilemmas. In addition to the traditional ethics of 

justice, care, and critique, the authors argue that an “ethic of the profession” is necessary 

to encompass the wide spectrum of ethical codes that an administrator must consider 

when making a decision: 

Underlying such a process is an understanding of oneself as well as others. These 

understandings necessitate that administrators reflect on concepts such as what 

they perceive to be right or wrong and good or bad, who they are as professionals 

and as human beings, how they make decisions, and why they make the decisions 

they do. This process recognizes that preparing students to live and work in the 

21st century requires very special administrators who have grappled with their 

own personal and professional codes of ethics…” (p. 23).  

It is the interplay among personal and professional codes, standards of the profession, and 

the ethics of the community that leads administrators to be able to make decisions which 

are in the best interests of the student. School leaders must grapple with “clashing codes, 

professional judgment,” and “professional decision making” as they come to a final 

decision on the matter at hand (p. 27). The following diagram illustrates the ethic of the 

profession: 
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Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the ethic of the profession. The circles indicate 
major factors that converge to create the professional paradigm. The circles shown are: 
standards of the profession, professional code of ethics, ethics of the community, 
personal codes of ethics, individual professional codes, and best interests of the student. 
Adapted from Ethical Leadership and Decision Making in Education, by J.P. Shapiro and 
J.A. Stefkovich, 2005, p. 27. Copyright 2011 by Routledge Press.  Reproduced with 
permission from the authors.  
 
 

Shapiro and Gross (2008) expand on the multiple ethical paradigm of justice, 

care, critique, and the ethic of the profession, and present Gross’ turbulence theory within 

this context. The authors contend that when faced with an ethical dilemma, ethical 

leaders should begin by considering the level of turbulence in the dilemma (light, 
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moderate, severe, extreme). Then, the leader should analyze the situation through the lens 

of the four ethical paradigms. Finally, the leader should make a decision and then 

reconsider the turbulence level after the decision is made. The strength of this pathway 

for decision-making is that it allows the leader to jointly consider both the ethics 

surrounding the decision as well as the impact of the decision made. This can also be 

applied to a creating school policy which involves an ethical dilemma at its core. 

Although the ethic of care is central to the work of this study, the work of Starratt 

(1994), Shapiro and Stefkovich (2005) and Shapiro and Gross (2008) will also be used 

occasionally as a frame of reference in the analysis of the public high school academic 

integrity policies. 

Ethical leadership. 

Certainly it is the school leaders who will have the authority to write and 

implement a specific policy on academic integrity, and it should be the goal of these 

leaders to do so from a foundation of ethical leadership. Traditionally, much of the work 

on school leadership centers on practical decision making within schools. For example, 

Strike, Haller, and Soltis (2005) provide an overview for the wide variety of ethical 

dilemmas school administrators may face in their everyday work. The authors present a 

collection of situations in which administrators must make a decision, ranging from 

topics focused on the intellectual liberties of teachers and students, to issues of equal 

educational opportunity, multiculturalism, and religion. Collectively these accounts and 

subsequent analyses by the authors provide a starting point for a deeper understanding of 

ethical leadership; however, this type of approach to analyzing ethical leadership is 

limiting. Instead, the authors who approach ethical leadership from a theoretical 
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perspective are better able to justify potential solutions to educational problems because 

their ideas are strongly grounded in theory and analysis. 

Sergiovanni (1990) puts forth the term “value-added leadership” by expanding on 

the traditional idea of value leadership, and adding to it the idea of rising from mediocrity 

to excellence in our schools. He sums up the need for value-added leadership in the 

following statement: 

America’s main problem, however, is not bad but mediocre schools. Only value-

added leadership can raise our schools from the malaise of mediocrity to 

excellence. Excellence must become the norm if we seek the economic prosperity 

needed to care for our people, our twenty-first century. At stake here is not a 

theory of leadership or a point of view on schooling but the nature of the human 

condition and the quality of life that will characterize our nation’s future. Thus the 

word added is critical (p. 4). 

Sergiovanni then goes on to describe the nine dimensions that lead to extraordinary 

performance by schools: leadership (as opposed to management), extraordinary 

performance investment, symbols and enhanced meaning, purposing (as opposed to 

planning), enabling teachers and the school, accountability (as opposed to monitoring), 

intrinsic motivation, collegiality, and leadership by outrage. All of these collectively 

point to transformational leadership—using passion to fuel the fire for change; focusing 

on guiding teachers through the process of developing purposeful, engaging learning 

activities for students; creating a work environment that is focused on encouragement, 

collaboration, and support; and coming together as a team from a place of doing what is 

best for students in order for the school to meet accountability standards. 
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While Sergiovanni’s work (1990) is focused more on the overarching leadership 

approach of the school, Bottery (1990) presents school leadership in terms of what it is 

accomplishing with the individual child. Bottery uses the term morality and argues for a 

stronger connection between the concept of morality and the school. He advocates for 

focusing on the following four points as a starting place for integrating morality into our 

schools:  “(a) the fostering of the child’s self-esteem; (b) the heightening of the child’s 

empathy; (c) the furthering of co-operation between children; (d) the promotion of 

rationality” (p. 32).  Bottery also critiques the argument that tougher punishment is 

needed to combat the negative behaviors of our students. He argues instead for the 

development of “civic responsibility” in all students as part of the solution. He defines 

“civic responsibility” as having a number of elements, including pride in one’s society, 

which will result in a desire to uphold the laws and norms; belief that one has a duty to 

help uphold the laws and norms; understanding that working with others is imperative; 

and belief that all are to blame for a society with high crime rates (Bottery, 1990).  In 

short, Bottery sees an individual’s self-worth, socializing, and intrinsic motivation as key 

to becoming a productive citizen, and he advocates for the school to take the lead in 

ensuring that this occurs. 

Stefkovich (2006) expands on the ideas of Bottery (1990) by continuing to 

examine the individual student through an examination of decision making that is in the 

student’s best interest. The author points out that the term best interests is “the legal 

standard used by courts in determining issues of child custody, child support, and 

visitation…” (p. 19). However, even thought the same term is often used in educational 

literature and by the media when discussing educational issues, no clear definition of the 
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term exists. Stefkovich brings clarity and structure to the educational term best interests 

by presenting a model focused on three crucial aspects of the term: rights, responsibility, 

and respect. The author points out the human rights of children that must be considered 

when making decisions in the best interests of students: 

These include (a) rights granted to all human beings as articulated by 

philosophers past and present; (b) Universal rights recognized by the 

United Nations, particularly those acknowledged under its Convention on 

the Rights of the Child; and (c) rights guaranteed by law, specifically 

those enumerated under the U.S. Constitution’s Bill of Rights (p. 22). 

In terms of responsibility, the author looks to the philosophies of Aristotle, Rousseau, and 

Kant to frame the discussion of one’s individual responsibility to engage society in a way 

that promotes fairness, equality, and the general well-being of others. Stefkovich also 

brings up the term empathy, which leads to the discussion of her final key area—respect. 

The author defines respect in the best interests of students as “treating all students with 

respect but also expecting students to treat others in the same manner” with an emphasis 

on “equality, tolerance, self-respect…, an appreciation and celebration of diversity, and 

commitment to finding common ground in an increasingly multicultural, pluralistic 

society” (p. 26).  

Begley (2003) and Starratt (2004) focus their work on the individual school 

leader. Begley contemplates the idea of authentic school leadership practices, and puts 

forward several models which infuse a deeper understanding of values in ethical 

leadership. He begins by presenting the various layers of an individual’s values, with the 

outermost layer as a person’s surface-level actions. Then, as the layers move inward, the 
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complexity builds—attitude, value, understandings, motive, and self. He also links his 

work with the four motivational bases (Hodgkinson, 1996) from which actions occur, 

which begins with consequence based, followed by consensus based and preferences/ 

self-interest based. The final motivation is ethics/ principles based, in which wisdom, 

cultural norms, and entrenched societal values are what guide a person’s actions. The 

concept of democracy is placed in this category. 

Starratt (2004) also asserts that the field of ethical leadership must focus on 

specific virtues which school leaders can integrate into their daily work and use as a 

framework for leading in an ethical manner. Starratt puts forth the virtues of 

responsibility, authenticity, and presence as the three central to the work of school 

administrators. In addition, Starratt takes the reader on a journey into the life of a school 

administrator who must infuse these concepts into daily action. The strength of Starratt’s 

work is his application of theoretically based ethical virtues into practice for school 

administrators. Overall, the work provides a foundation for understanding the general 

concept of ethical leadership and what it means for school administrators to be ethical 

leaders who are responsible, authentic, and present. 

Ethic of care. 

Central to this study of public high school academic integrity policies is the ethic 

of care. While most existing policies are strictly focused on consequences and 

punishment for wrong actions, this study seeks to create a policy in which the student can 

learn, grow, and change as a person. To accomplish this, the ethic of care must be infused 

at every stage of the process, as to create an ideal set of circumstances for the student to 

emerge as an ethical and responsible citizen.  
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The beginnings of the work on the ethic of care can be traced back to Gilligan 

(1982), who wrote In a Different Voice as a response to the strong male voices of her 

time. Gilligan challenged the earlier work of Kohlberg (1971) and his stages of moral 

development by arguing that girls stayed at lower moral levels of reasoning as opposed to 

the boys in Kohlberg’s study. She then puts forth the notion of an ethic of care, in which 

individuals access a different set of moral ideas such as compassion, nurture, and caring. 

This is in contrast with much of the work of other men like Kohlberg, who put an 

emphasis on the ethic of justice. It is Gilligan who started the change to examining this 

idea of care, and whose solid foundation enabled other authors to expand on the topic and 

secure its place as a valuable aspect of ethical leadership. 

Noddings (1984) presents an analysis of the concept of caring by emphasizing 

that the true meaning of caring can only come in relation to others. She explains the 

importance of relationship by stating the following: 

When we see the other’s reality as a possibility for us, we must act to eliminate 

the intolerable, to reduce the pain, to fill the need, to actualize the dream. When I 

am in this sort of relationship with another, when the other’s reality becomes a 

real possibility for me, I care. Whether the caring is sustained, whether it lasts 

long enough to be conveyed to the other, whether it becomes visible in the world, 

depends upon my sustaining the relationship or, at least, acting out of concern for 

my own ethicality as though it were sustained (p. 14). 

When specifically addressing the concept of the ethic of care, Noddings explains two 

different types of caring: natural caring, which flows out of one’s emotions from a source 

of love; and ethical caring, which requires an effort born out of a sense of duty. And 



70 
 

Noddings stresses that reaching the fullness of caring is contingent upon both ethical 

caring and natural caring playing an equal role within an individual.  Noddings is arguing 

for a greater acknowledgement of the role of caring and sensitivity in organizations, and 

seeks to advocate for its place of importance along with the traditionally acknowledged 

quality of intelligence. Noddings’ work seems to be a logical precursor to the emotional 

intelligence movement of the last decade. 

 Noddings’ (2005) more recent work specifically examines the role of caring in 

schools, and how the ethic of care can be incorporated into current school curriculum and 

practices, even in the age of accountability. Although Noddings argues for caring as an 

alternative to competition, this work does not try to deconstruct the current educational 

system of competition, standardization, and accountability. Instead, Noddings focuses on 

the idea of responsiveness, which she describes as the response of the “one caring” 

toward the one “cared-for,” as the most essential component of caring in schools. In 

essence, it is the responsiveness of the school teachers and staff toward the needs of the 

students which will make much more of an impact on our schools, as compared with a 

focus on current political school issues such as accountability and standardized testing. 

Moving the work of Gilligan and Noddings forward, Sernak (1998) addresses the 

ethic of care as it specifically relates to the school leader, and how the leader can use 

his/her power to create and sustain a caring school community.  Sernak emphasizes 

several important aspects of the ethic of caring—connection, particularity of 

responsibilities, commitment, and reciprocity of giving and receiving. While Sernak 

points out that she expected to find the relationship between caring and power as good v. 

bad, what she instead found was a critical need for individuals in positions of power 
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(especially the school principal) to demonstrate the ethic of caring when working with the 

teachers and staff of the school, as well as with the district office and district bureaucratic 

expectations. She concludes her work by calling for leaders to use “caring power”:   

If we can accept that both caring and power are relational, reciprocal, contextual, 

and socially constructed, we come closer to realizing the link between them, that 

realization acts to dispel the notion that they are dichotomous and posits instead 

the concept of “caring power.”  It also allows for envisioning a framework in 

which power is used to bring about a milieu in which persons nurture and support 

one another in order to create a caring community (p. 144). 

And it is this concept of a caring community which sets the foundation for caring 

relationships to help students, teachers, and staff grow and flourish in their own unique 

ways.  

One common thread among all of the above works is that they all address the 

tension between caring and justice.  Katz, Noddings, and Strike (1999) addressed the 

topic directly and examined the balance between the two ethical paradigms.  Noddings 

points out that the ethic of care has mostly focused on serving as the response to the ethic 

of justice. However, she goes on to explain that her personal perspective on the topic has 

changed, and she now sees that “care and justice may properly be applied to different 

moments or intervals in a moral episode or encounter” (p. 1).  Strike, on the other side of 

the argument, stresses the importance of not allowing the traditional notions of justice to 

push caring aside. He contends that by doing so, “we take a step toward the culture wars 

in which incommensurable views about how we are entitled to be treated in schools and 

about whose views should triumph and become central” (p. 177). And while scholars 
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who emphasize preference for one ethical dimension over another are willing to see the 

interplay of the two, it is clear that an ongoing tension exists between which ethical 

paradigm should lead the way. 

Certainly this tension between caring and justice is present when examining 

public high school academic integrity policies. But while the purpose is not to eliminate 

the ethic of justice entirely from these policies, the emphasis of using the ethic of care as 

the primary approach and concern is paramount to the work of this study. 

Summary. 

The ethics of justice, care, and critique provide lenses from which to analyze 

ethical decision-making (Starrat 1994). In addition, the ethic of the profession provides 

educators with an additional lens when making decisions (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2005). 

Perhaps the most compelling factor in the decision-making process is ensuring that each 

educational leadership decision made is in the best interest of students (Bottery, 1990; 

Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2005; Stefkovich, 2006). To accomplish this, it is imperative to 

incorporate the ethic of care into the process. The ethic of care embodies the nurturing 

and well-being of every aspect of a student’s life, and strives to incorporate the notion of 

caring for others in the school community (Gilligan, 1982; Noddings, 1984; Sernak, 

1998). It is the ethic of care that is critical to sustaining a school climate focused on 

learning from mistakes, analyzing behaviors, understanding the context of school rules, 

and ultimately making good decisions. 

Postmodern Theory 

 Much debate exists among today’s educational leaders as to the theoretical 

approach needed for addressing the serious issues facing our schools. While much of the 
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field is focused on improving student achievement through the use of traditional methods 

within the framework of the modern educational structure, there are some leaders in the 

field desiring to break free from the very paradigms which inherently contribute to the 

ongoing problems in education. The theoretical concept of postmodernism provides a 

greater understanding of the theory behind the changes postmodern school leaders want 

to achieve in the field of educational administration. The work of Foucault focuses on 

those postmodern ideas from which current educational practices can be deconstructed 

and new ways of thinking about education can be constructed.  

Foucault.   

The writings of French philosophers in the mid 20th century unveiled a critical 

lens for analyzing the modern world and launched the era of postmodern thought. Among 

the prominent philosophers, Michel Foucault is perhaps the most highly regarded because 

of his critique of social institutions and his analysis of power within these institutions. In 

Discipline and Punish, Foucault (1977) reveals his perspective on the concept of 

punishment in general.  He argues in support of more gentle approaches to punishment, 

as opposed to the more severe forms of punishment which oppresses the humanity of the 

individual, and this can certainly be applied to educational systems. He points out that 

tougher laws have not led to reduced crime rates. Foucault also touches on the discipline 

and structure of educational systems in the following statement: 

“Gradually—but especially after 1972—the educational space unfolds; the class 

becomes homogenous, it is no longer made up of individual elements arranged 

side by side under the master's eye. In the 18th century, 'rank' begins to define the 

great form of distribution of individuals in the educational order: rows or ranks of 
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pupils in the class, corridors, courtyards; rank attributed to each pupil at the end of 

each task and each examination…. It is the perpetual movement in which 

individuals replace one another in a space marked off by aligned intervals” (p. 

146-147).   

It is this extreme need for order and strict discipline which Foucault calls into question, 

and the comparison of education systems to prison systems helps to heighten the severity 

of what has occurred in our modern ways of educating children. 

Foucault (1977) expounds on the idea of societies viewing criminals as less than 

human—as the other when compared to citizens who do not commit crimes. He explains 

this point in the following way:   

 On the one hand, the criminal designated as the enemy of all, whom it is in  

the interest of all to track down, falls outside the pact, disqualifies himself 

as a citizen and emerges, bearing within as it were, a wild fragment of 

nature; he appears as a villain, a monster, a madman, perhaps, a sick and, 

before long, ‘abnormal’ individual (p. 101). 

This view of criminals is often subjected on students in schools—most specifically those 

who misbehave—and the language in school policies often invokes a sense that students 

who violate school rules are deviant criminals in need of swift punishment by school 

officials. Foucault (1977) also explains the objectification of criminals, in which he 

believes that criminals simply become objects that are punished according to the laws and 

rules of the elite in a society. Again, this can also be translated to a school system 

scenario, in which school administrators treat students as objects to be disciplined 
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according to the laws and rules of the school, without giving credence to the individuality 

and uniqueness of students. 

 Foucault (1977) also criticizes the discrepancies in the power to punish and the 

inequalities in traditional punishment systems. Using the term “economy of the power to 

punish” (p. 90), Foucault brings to light the privileges of those in authority who have the 

power to punish:  

There was too much power on the side of the prosecution, which 

possessed almost unlimited means of pursuing its investigations, while the 

accused opposed it virtually unarmed—this led judges to be sometimes 

over-severe and sometimes, by way of reaction, too lenient; there was too 

much power in the hands of the judges who were able to content 

themselves with futile evidence (p. 79). 

These issues which Foucault points out are also found in school situations, where sole 

discretion for investigation and consequences is given to school administrators to make 

final decisions about guilt and consequences. Foucault also addresses the concept of 

imprisonment by stating that it “was, in practice, directly bound up with arbitrary royal 

decision and the excesses of the sovereign power…imprisonment was seen, generally 

speaking, as branded by the abuses of power” (p. 119). When compared to modern school 

systems, the concept of imprisonment can be closely associated with in-school isolation 

punishments, suspensions, and expulsions. 

 Foucault (1977) puts forth the argument for what he calls the “gentle way of 

punishment” (p. 104). Instead of a system which dehumanizes the criminal and gives the 
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power to punish to a privileged class, Foucault argues for the power of punishment to be 

hidden and to rise from the natural order of things and from the discourse of the people: 

On the one hand, a functioning of penal power, distributed throughout the 

social space; present everywhere as scene, spectacle, sign discourse; 

legible like an open book; operating by a permanent recodification of the 

mind of the citizens; eliminating crime by those obstacles placed before 

the idea of crime…A power to punish that ran the whole length of the 

social network would act at each of its points, and in the end would no 

longer be perceived as a power of certain individuals over others, but as an 

immediate reaction of all in relation to the individual.  

This approach to punishment requires an ethic of care to carry out, which is lacking from 

many of the school policies used in high schools today, including policies used to address 

issues of academic integrity. 

 Another central theme running through much of Foucault’s work is the concept of 

power/knowledge. Foucault (1980) explored this concept by reflecting on his major 

works to fully expound on what he saw as an interdependent relationship between power 

and knowledge. Foucault discusses a change in the concept of power in the 18th century, 

from a global, hierarchical power structure to a more localized, “capillary” kind of 

power: 

But in thinking of mechanisms of power, I am thinking rather of its 

capillary form of existence, the point where power reaches into the grain 

of individuals, touches their bodies and inserts itself into their actions and 

attitudes, their discourses, learning processes and everyday lives (p. 39). 
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To illustrate the concept of power/knowledge, Foucault uses the prison system as a 

primary example. He explains how the origins of the prisons were to focus on the 

rehabilitation of the individual prisoner. However, as those knowledgeable of the prison 

system grew in power, the system lost its primary role of reforming prisoners, and it 

became a holding place for corrupt individuals. Foucault points out that schools were 

created with much the same intentions as prisons (“best interest of the student”) but have 

also succumbed to the power of those in control. 

 Reflections on Foucault. 

Roth (1981) presents the idea of Foucalt’s work as a history of the present, 

connecting the “archaeology and criticism” among three of Foucault’s major works—The 

Birth of the Clinic, The Order of Things, and Discipline and Punish (p. 32).  In his article, 

Roth examines these works from a central perspective—that “the historical and critical 

understanding of the traditional experience is made possible by our own position within 

the changes in the way persons interact with the world around them” (p. 33). Roth notes 

that Foucault takes both an historical and critical approach in examining the present. For 

the historical approach, Foucault asks why past historians discovered what they did, and 

which components of the history were repressed or forgotten. And Foucault’s criticism of 

the present focuses on “exposing the limits of the present structures of experience” (p. 

35).  Roth also delves into Foucault’s connection between knowledge and power by 

specifically discussing Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. Roth refers to a 

“genealogy of the present” when describing Foucault’s take on the prison system, stating 

that his critique shows that the original ideology behind the prison system is not how it is 

functioning in its present form. And it is through a critique of this genealogy which 
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allows Foucault to write in the present “in a field of power relations and political 

struggle” (p. 43).  

Ball (1990) examines Foucault’s work within the concept of education, and how 

educational systems are interdependent on the politics, economy, and history of a society. 

Ball points out that “educational sites are subject to discourse but are also centrally 

involved in the propagation and the selective dissemination of discourses, the ‘social 

appropriation’ of discourses. Educational institutions control the access of individuals to 

various kinds of discourse” (p. 3).  Ball argues that Foucault’s main concern was with 

human beings made into subjects in whom the power of the state was imposed through 

discipline and knowledge. While Ball questions Foucault’s lack of tangible solutions for 

remedying these problems, Ball does embrace Foucault’s approach of using critical 

discourse as a “tool of subversion” (p. 7). Ball emphasizes that “it is hoped that the 

application of Foucauldian analysis to education will unmask the politics that underlie 

some of the apparent neutrality of educational reform” (p. 7). 

Included in Ball’s (1990) collection of essays on Foucault is Marshall’s (1990) 

work on Foucault and educational research. In his essay, Marshall (1990) first discusses 

the various institutions (including the prison, hospital, and school) which have been used 

to shape individuals: 

Within such institutions knowledge has been developed about people, and 

their behavior, attitudes, and self-knowledge have been developed, 

refined, and used to shape individuals. These discourses and practices 

have not only been used to change us in various ways but are also used to 
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legitimate such changes, as the knowledge gained is deemed to be ‘true’ 

(p. 15).  

Marshall argues that Foucault uses a new kind of methodology for addressing these 

problems with social institutions—genealogy. Marshall asserts that Foucault is presenting 

a “new history,” or what others have referred to as an “anti-history.” In terms of 

educational research, Marshall sees problems with the way Foucault says genealogy 

should be done, and the way he actually does it. Marshall believes that Foucault instead 

offers a new framework for educational research—one that analyzes the present instead 

of studying the past. He goes on to say that the “general framework is constituted by an 

analytic grid of power-knowledge, the method of genealogy, and new notions of time, 

especially of rupture and discontinuity” (p. 23). 

 Burchell, Gordan, and Mitchell (1991) complied the book The Foucault Effect, 

which includes several works by Foucault, himself. In the essay “Politics and the Study 

of Discourse,” Foucault outlines four important changes in the power-knowledge 

structure which impact the formation of discourses. First, the boundaries which define a 

specific field of objects are displaced, disrupting the traditional norms of how things had 

been classified by society. Second, the discourse gives a voice to subjects who previously 

were not able to be heard before. The role of speaking subject also shifts from one of 

looking, to one of “listening, interpreting, deciphering” (p. 57). Third, Foucault 

establishes the importance of the function of language when describing objects, for the 

purpose of revealing those hidden meanings and assertions which are layered among the 

choice of language. Fourth, Foucault calls for a “new form of localization and circulation 

of discourse within society” (p. 57).  Together, this new path toward the formation of 
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discourse serves to provide the foundation for which changes of power-knowledge 

relationships in our societal institutions can begin to emerge.  

Peters and Besley (2007) attempt to answer the question, Why Foucault?, and to 

explain the growing appeal of Foucault’s works and ideas in the field of educational 

research in America: 

Foucault has provided an understanding of the educational subject—the 

pupil, the student, the teacher etc.—in terms of a history of subjectivity 

and a genealogical investigation that allowed educational theorists to 

understand the effects of education and pedagogies both as disciplines and 

practices (p. 7).  

In the book, Besley (2007) authors a chapter examining Foucauldian principles in relation 

to moral dilemmas in education. The author discusses how Foucault’s emphasis on “care 

of the self” is necessary to properly educating students, yet this notion of care is rarely 

found in the policies which govern schools. Besley urges school leaders to be cognizant 

of the power roles the school plays in shaping students:  

Regardless of whether or not learning about the self could or should be a 

formal curriculum item, schools do need to have some awareness of the 

part they play in constituting the self of their students. Schools need to be 

aware of the technologies of power (domination) and of the self that they 

bring to bear on their students and the effect these have in constituting the 

self.  Furthermore, they need to more consciously provide the means to 

address care of the self, of which truth-telling and confession form only a 

part (p. 68).  
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 Garrison (1998) presents the topic of self-creation through the lens of the 

philosophies of Michael Foucault and John Dewey. He begins by examining the common 

thread between the two philosophers concerning the concept of self-creation—that one 

must abandon the traditional trappings of social institutions, cultural expectations, and 

perceived truths. Garrison points out that while Foucault focuses on the dangers 

associated with the power/knowledge concept, Dewey discusses how to improve oneself 

by participating in a democratic community. While labeling Foucault’s idea as the 

“selfish-creation,” Garrison refers to Dewey’s philosophy as “social-self-creation” (p. 

113). It is both of these philosophies together which provide a vision for the 

deconstruction of flawed social institutions, and then the construction of new ones which 

place the individual’s participation in a democratic community as central to the success 

of the society.   

Maxcy. 

In his book Postmodern School Leadership, Maxcy (1994) draws on the ideas of 

Foucault and other philosophers to establish a new way of thinking about educational 

administration. Maxcy argues that school leadership has been grounded in the rigid 

structuralist/modernist ways of the past, and that these structures prevent the critical 

analysis of the way school leaders operate, and how to make changes which benefit our 

students, parents, and teachers. Maxcy speaks of a “critical administration” movement 

which challenges the positivist approach of relying on traditional data, and instead puts 

forth an emphasis on postmodern theory: 

Rather than take for granted the simple derivation of administrative science from 

positivist social science, the postmodern administration theorists draw on new 
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philosophy, literary theory, qualitative research methods, and other nontraditional 

intellectual backings. Educational administration, viewed from this metastructural 

perspective, is informed by a wider variety of disciplines than the earlier 

structuralist narrative and will be more aesthetic than strictly scientific (pp.9-10). 

Certainly Maxcy’s approach is arguing for school leaders to take into account those 

factors which impact our school communities which cannot, and should not, be measured 

by mere statistical analysis.  

 Summary. 

 Postmodernism provides an appropriate framework for analyzing school policies 

on academic integrity. It is the work of Michael Foucault (1979, 1980, 1991) which 

examines the issues of power relations within social institutions and how these issues 

create social injustice within the society. Foucault’s critique of social institutions 

influenced the work of Maxcy (1994), which specifically examined using a postmodern 

approach in school administration.  

Conclusion 

 The theoretical perspectives presented in this chapter provide the foundation for 

critiquing academic integrity policies used by high schools. It is important to 

acknowledge the way the social construction of students has impacted policy, and it will 

be important to deconstruct the elements of academic integrity policies which focus on 

the student as “dishonest” and in need of consequences only for issues of academic 

dishonesty. In addition, the concepts presented in the “school as community” and “the 

ethic of care” sections provide the necessary framework for critiquing academic integrity 

policies. Also, the concept of postmodernism—most specifically through the work of 
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Michael Foucault—illustrates the need to deconstruct current educational practices in 

education today by critiquing discourse and bringing to light those practices which 

oppress students. 

Literature Review Conclusion 

This literature review began with an examination of the concept of academic 

integrity as an important problem in education today.  The evidence overwhelmingly 

suggests that the majority of students today are involved in some kind of academic 

dishonesty (Josephson Institute, 2000, 2002, 2004; McCabe, 2001; Who’s Who Among 

America’s Teachers, 2005). There is also evidence which suggests a lack of clarity in 

terms of moral reasoning and personal values (Carpenter et al, 2006; Etter, 2004; Evans 

& Craig, 1990; Kessler, 2003; McCabe, 1999, McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 1999; 

Premeaux, 2005).  The research also shows that strategies such as honor codes help to 

reduce cheating (Harding, Carpenter, Montgomery, & Steneck, 2002; Holcombe, 1992; 

McCabe & Trevino, 1993; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001, 2002).  As more 

schools begin to implement policies aimed at reducing academic dishonesty, it is 

imperative that schools do so in a way that is in the best interest of students.  

Educational policies are more than just words on a page; instead, each and every 

word/phrase selected carries with it a weight of meaning—both intended and 

unintended—which can create issues of social injustice for our students (Olssen, Codd, & 

O’Neill, 2004; Ozga, 2000; Stein, 2004; Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard, & Henry, 1997).  

Perhaps contributing to this problem even more is the fact that many facets of our society 

have socially constructed children as problematic and in need of correction and punitive 

action by adults (Ehrensal, 2003; Griffin, 1997; Jenks, 1994; Males, 1996; Mayhall, 
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1994). Thus, a faulty premise for writing educational policy has been set, and school 

policies are then passed, implemented, and administered without thinking through the 

negative ways these policies may not be in the best interest of children. To combat this 

problem, educational policy makers must be grounded in the concepts of ethical 

leadership to ensure that policies are written in the best interest of all children (Bottery, 

1990; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2005; Stefkovich, 2006). This research study focuses on the 

ethic of care (Gilligan, 1982; Noddings, 1984; Sernak, 1998) and the concept of school-

as-community (Furman, 2002; Mertz & Furman, 1997; Sergiovanni 1994) as the essential 

ingredients in any successful academic integrity policy. 

To impact change in the educational policies schools use, it is imperative to 

critique the underlying values and power structures embedded in these policies which 

negatively impact students in schools. Perhaps more than any other author, the work of 

Foucault provides a framework for such a critique. Foucault’s analysis of the concept of 

criminal within the context of an elite power structure raises important questions about 

the most beneficial way to punish those who violate laws (Foucault, 1977). In schools, 

administrators must use policies to guide decision-making regarding the administration of 

student discipline, yet too often those policies also incorporate a student-as-criminal 

mentality, with the school administrator as the full authoritarian over every situation.  

To uncover the values and power relations in academic integrity policies, one 

must dissect the language of the policies which portray students as criminals in need of 

swift punishment by school administration. In addition, it is important to examine the 

language which creates an imbalance of power between the student and the school 

administration in the discipline process. Also, the degree to which such aspects of the 
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policies impede the promotion of the ethic of care and a sense of school community is 

essential to a strong critique. Ultimately, the critical discourse analysis (CDA) of public 

high school academic integrity policies will uncover the underlying values and 

imbalanced power relations that must be addressed by school administrators to ensure 

that policies are written in the best interests of all students. 

Foucault (1977) uses the metaphor of punishment as an open book—something to 

be read, discussed, analyzed, and understood. He comments that “punishment must not 

have the physical effect of terror; it must open up a book to be read” (p. 111). This 

statement hints at the imperative nature of discipline to instruct as well as punish, and 

serves to encourage schools to use the discipline process as a learning experience for 

children, that they may be instructed in understanding the values behind why certain rules 

are in place, and the benefits to self and community for upholding such values. 

The goal of any student discipline policy should not only be to identify forbidden 

behaviors, as is the case most of the time in schools today. Instead, the goal of the policy 

should be to explain expected behaviors, as well as the values behind the expected 

behaviors and what they mean in relation to the students’ lives. In addition, policies 

should also contain a rehabilitative path toward enabling students to internalize these 

values and make decisions in accordance with the expected behaviors. However, before 

this can occur, current school discipline policies must be deconstructed to identify the 

language and concepts which prevent the intended values from becoming an explicit part 

of the corrective process.  

In terms of academic integrity policies in public high schools, many schools resort 

to policies which simply punish cheating, without attempting to correct the behavior in a 
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meaningful way. Individual words and phrases within academic integrity policies often 

portray students who commit such an offense as criminals in need of swift, punitive 

consequences by school administration. Also, these policies often delineate the power to 

punish cheating solely to school administrators, thus creating an imbalance of power in 

the discipline process. In addition, the underlying negative values of policies focused 

solely on consequences prevents issues of academic dishonesty from being handled with 

an ethic of care, and from helping to create a sense of community through the discipline 

process. Thus, it is imperative to use a critical discourse analysis (CDA) of public high 

school academic integrity policies to uncover these underlying values or imbalanced 

power relations, and provide a starting point for policy change to begin. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this study is to examine current public high school academic 

integrity policies to uncover the impediments to fostering an ethic of care and a sense of 

community in the school. The specific language within the academic integrity policies of 

10 public high schools will first be analyzed using a traditional text analysis approach. 

Then, the methodology of critical discourse analysis (CDA) will be used to decipher the 

hidden constructs, ideologies, and agendas embedded in the approaches taken and the 

language used in the various policies. This chapter will begin with a discussion of the 

paradigm of inquiry, the research design and theoretical constructs, followed by a step by 

step process for selecting and analyzing the documents for this study. 

Paradigm of Inquiry 

The paradigm of inquiry used for this study is the postmodern research approach.  

Researchers who use a postmodern paradigm of inquiry believe in the power of 

qualitative data to discover meaning (Creswell, 1998; Denzin and Lincoln, 2000; Van 

Dijk, 2003). In reporting the findings of qualitative studies, postmodern thinkers argue 

that theses studies produce much richer, more complex data as compared with the 

numerical results of a quantitative study.  Denzin and Lincoln (2000) define qualitative 

research in the following way:   

Qualitative research is multi-method in focus, involving an interpretive, 

naturalistic approach to its subject matter. This means that qualitative researchers 

study things in their natural settings, attempting to make sense of or interpret 

phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them. Qualitative research 
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involves the studied use and collection of a variety of empirical materials case 

study, personal experience, introspective, life story interview, observational, 

historical, interactional, and visual texts-that describe routine and problematic 

moments and meaning in individuals' lives (p. 2).  

In this study, a holistic picture of the language used in public high school academic 

integrity policies will be examined through critical discourse analysis (CDA) to reveal the 

essence surrounding the approaches schools are taking to address the subject.   

Creswell (1998) defines qualitative research as an “inquiry process of 

understanding based on distinct methodological traditions of inquiry that explore a social 

or human problem” (p. 15). It is getting to the roots of social or human problems that 

solidifies the need for qualitative methodology, as the positivist quantitative approaches 

cannot achieve this through mere statistics.  Creswell continues his definition by stating 

that the researcher “builds a complex, holistic picture, analyzes words, reports detailed 

views of informants, and conducts the study in a natural setting” (p. 15).   

Although this research study focuses on policy analysis and not the actual 

observation of people, it is a phrase from Denzin and Lincoln’s (2000) definition of 

qualitative research— “the meanings people bring to them”— that is central to this study 

(p. 2). It is the meanings behind the words and phrases of the policies that tell a much 

different story than when the words and phrases are simply taken at face value.   

Research Design and Theoretical Constructs 

 The research design for this study is a critical discourse analysis. Van Dijk (2003) 

defines critical discourse analysis (CDA) as a “type of discourse analytical research that 

primarily studies the way social power abuse, dominance, and inequality are enacted, 
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reproduced, and resisted by text and talk in the social and political context” (p. 352). The 

author states that critical discourse analysts reject the idea of “value-free” institutions in 

our society and focus on the ways “discourse structures enact, confirm, legitimate, 

reproduce, or challenge relations of power and dominance in society” (p. 353). By using 

critical discourse analysis as the methodology for examining academic integrity policies 

in high schools, one will be able to see the underlying issues of power and control over 

students with regards to the issue of dealing with academic dishonesty in our schools.  

 Fairclough (2003) argues for the complimentary presentation of text analysis and 

the analysis of social practices when writing a discourse analysis. He connects this focus 

on the society with what he calls the order of discourse, which is defined as “the 

relatively durable structuring of language which is itself one element of the relatively 

durable structuring and networking of social practices” (p. 3).  Fairclough is saying that 

behind the language are specific hidden beliefs and ideas which represent the larger 

beliefs and ideas of a society. If one is to make an impact toward changing the 

widespread problems in society, a place to start is through an analysis of the language 

from a particular discourse within a specific aspect of the society. This research study 

challenges the social construction of children as problematic through a critical discourse 

analysis of academic integrity policies which attempt to control and punish cheating in 

schools. 

Olssen, Codd, and O’Neill (2004) argue for using critical discourse analysis for 

analyzing school policies. The authors link this type of discourse back to Foucault, and 

comment on Foucault’s way of providing critical analysis:   
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Critique, for Foucault, aims at identifying and exposing the unrecognized forms 

of power in people’s lives, to expose and move beyond the forms in which we are 

entrapped in relation to the diverse ways that we think and act. In this sense, 

critique aims to free people from the historically transitory constraints of 

contemporary consciousness as realized in and through discursive practices. Such 

constraints impose limitations which have become so intimately a part of the way 

that people experience their lives that they no longer experience these systems as 

limitations but embrace them as the very structure of normal and natural human 

behavior (p. 39).  

The authors continue by discussing Foucault’s idea of examining the history that has led 

to the present systems that are in place and widely accepted by individuals, and calls for a 

critique of the historical underpinnings that are not normally examined or questioned by 

citizens of our society. 

 Olssen, Codd, and O’Neill (2004) also explain in detail the two methodologies 

associated with critical discourse analysis—archaeology and genealogy. The authors 

define archaeological analysis as being “centrally concerned to uncover the rules of 

formation of discourses, or discursive systems” (p. 46). Genealogy is “concerned to trace 

the historical process of descent and emergence by which a given thought system or 

process comes into being and is subsequently transformed” (p. 45).  Olssen et al. point 

out that both types can be integrated into an effective critical discourse analysis, and this 

research study will utilize this integrated approach in capturing the hidden ideas, beliefs, 

or agendas behind the 10 academic integrity policies.  
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 Gee (1996) explains the components of effective discourse analysis from a 

linguist’s perspective, and begins by providing a definition for discourse: “connected 

stretches of language which hang together so as to make sense to some community of 

people” (p. 90). He continues this thought by stating that “making sense is always also a 

social and variable matter: what makes sense to one community may not make sense to 

another” (p. 90). Thus, Gee argues that the meaning behind the discourse is embedded in 

the social institutions of a society, such as our school systems, and it is the purpose of the 

critical analyst to get to this level of discovering hidden meanings. 

 As a structure for conducting a discourse analysis, Gee (1996) puts forward five 

systems which work together to provide an in-depth  analysis of the discourse at hand: 

1. Prosody- “ways in which the words and sentences of a text are said: their 

pitch, loudness, stress, and the length assigned to various syllables, as well as 

the way in which the speaker hesitates and pauses.” 

2. Cohesion- “all the multifarious linguistic ways in which sentences are 

connected to each other.” 

3. Discourse Organization- This is the overall organization that “covers the ways 

in which sentences are organized into higher-order units (bigger than single 

sentences)….” 

4. Contextualization Signals- the ways in which “speakers and writers cue 

listeners and readers into what they take the context to be…. Context is not 

just there; it is something people actively construe, negotiate over, and change 

their minds about.” 
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5. Thematic Organization- “This covers the ways in which themes (images, 

contrasts, focal points of interest) are signaled and developed” (p. 94). 

For this study, the first approach—prosody—will not be used, as none of the discourse in 

this study is spoken language. Certainly the other four steps are integrated together 

throughout a discourse analysis of a written document. Gee points out that the steps two 

and three will help formulate the arguments in the forth and fifth systems. Overall, Gee 

stresses that the approach to discourse analysis is trying to make sense of what is social 

and political, and the four systems used in this study are key to accomplishing this:  

These systems all work to express a variety of themes, themes which are usually 

expressible in terms of contrasts and which are never fully determinable by the 

hearer or speaker. These themes express our deepest feelings, fears, and problems, 

the paradoxes and contradictions that are rooted in our humanity and in the 

diverse social and economic conditions in which we live (p. 120). 

In the end, the goal of this research project is to uncover these themes like Gee suggests 

through discourse analysis so that future policies which employ an ethic of care to create 

a sense of community in the school can be created. 

 Gee’s work also fits well with the main deconstruction method to be used in this 

study. Boje and Dennehy (1999) put forth a strategy for deconstruction, which can be 

applied to CDA. Their strategies for deconstruction consists of eight parts: 

1. Duality Search- Make a list of any bipolar terms, any dichotomies that are 

used in the story. Include the term even if only one side is mentioned. For 

example, in male-centered and or male-dominated organization stories, men 
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are central and women are marginal others. One term mentioned implies its 

partner. 

2. Reinterpret the Hierarchy- A story is one interpretation or hierarchy of an 

event from one point of view. It usually has some form of hierarchical 

thinking in place. Explore and reinterpret the hierarchy (e.g. in the duality 

terms how one dominates the other) so you can understand its grip. 

3. Rebel Voices- Deny the authority of the one voice. Narrative centers 

marginalize or exclude. To maintain a center takes enormous energy. What 

voices are not being expressed in this story? Which voices are subordinate or 

hierarchical to other voices (e.g. Who speaks for the trees?)? 

4. Other side of the story- Stories always have two or more sides. What is the 

side of the story (usually a marginalized, under-represented, or even silent)? 

Reverse the story, but putting the bottom on top, the marginal in control, or 

the back stage up front. For example, reverse the male-center, by holding a 

spot light on its excesses until it becomes a female center.  In telling the other 

side, the point is not to replace one center with another, but to show how each 

center is in a constant state of change and disintegration. 

5. Deny the Plot- Stories have plots, scripts, scenarios, recipes, and morals. Turn 

these around (move from romantic to tragic or comedic to ironic).  

6. Find the Exception- What is the exception that breaks the rule that does not fit 

the recipe that escapes the strictures of the principle? State the rule in a way 

that makes it seem extreme or absurd.  
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7. Trace what is between the lines- Trace what is not said? Trace what is the 

writing on the wall? Fill in the blanks. Storytellers frequently use "you know 

that part of the story." Trace what you are filling in. With what alternate way 

could you fill it in? (E.g. trace the context, the back stage, the between, the 

intertext). 

8. Resituate- The point of doing 1 to 7 is to find a new perspective, one that 

resituates the story beyond its dualisms, excluded voices, or singular 

viewpoint. The idea is to reauthor the story so that the hierarchy is resituated 

and a new balance of views is attained. Restory to remove the dualities and 

margins. In a resituated story there are no more centers. Restory to script new 

actions. (table 2-2).  

These steps will be used as a way of presenting a critical discourse analysis of the public 

high school academic integrity policies in this study. 

Recapitulation of Research Questions 
 

The research questions for this study will guide the critical discourse analysis of 

the 10 public high school academic integrity policies. The main research question for this 

study is as follows: 

1. What types of underlying values or imbalanced power relations, which 

impede an ethic of care or sense of community in school, can be uncovered 

through a critical discourse analysis (CDA) of current public high school 

academic integrity policies? 

To fully answer the main research question, it is important to address this subset of 

additional questions: 
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a. Which individual words and phrases within public high school academic 

integrity policies portray students who commit policy violations as 

criminals in need of punitive punishments by school administrators? 

b. To what extent does the language of the academic integrity policy 

encourage an imbalance of power in the discipline process by granting the 

power to punish solely to school administrators? 

c. Which underlying values of the academic integrity policy prevent schools 

from employing an ethic of care and creating a sense of community 

through the discipline process? 

Population and Sample 

The sample for this study is the academic integrity policies of ten public high 

schools. The selection of these schools involved a search for schools which have already 

shown a commitment to focusing on academic integrity. The selected schools are all 

members of the high school Academic Integrity Network, facilitated by The School for 

Ethical Education (SEE). The following is the purpose statement of the network:  

The purpose of the Academic Integrity Network is to encourage communication 

between schools to advance policies and activities promoting academic integrity 

as a character-education strategy in public, private or parochial secondary schools. 

The Network information may also be used by SEE/CEP (Character Education 

Partnership) to organize local or regional forums on academic integrity (para 2). 

Of the over 40 schools that are current members, 20 of those are public high schools, 

representing ten different states. To incorporate schools from a wide variety of 

geographical locations, the decision was made to select one school from each of the ten 
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states represented by the public high schools which are current members of the Academic 

Integrity Network, for a total of ten schools to be analyzed in this study. Some states only 

had one public high school, in which case this particular school was included in the 

population sample. For those states with more than one high school, the decision was 

made to select the school with the most progressive academic integrity policy, in terms of 

emphasis on academic integrity, ethic of care, and school as community.  

Data Collection 

 All ten public high school academic integrity policies are in the public domain. 

They are all published online, either as part of a school or school district handbook, or as 

a separate document on the school or school district’s website. 

Data Analysis 

 First, this research study will present a full text analysis of each of the ten public 

high school academic integrity policies. To do this, each policy will be examined in terms 

of its organizational structure and by its overall content (or sections of content). Then, the 

next level of analysis will identify and examine various phrases or series of phrases 

within the policy that contribute to the overall essence of the policy. Finally, individual 

word choice within the policy—such as the use of “academic integrity” v. “academic 

dishonesty”—will be analyzed. For the presentation of the analysis, similar policies will 

be grouped together to provide a sense of how these policies compare with one another. 

Second, this research study will focus on a discourse analysis and a critical 

discourse analysis of the ten public high school academic integrity policies, and will 

present the themes which represent the hidden ideas, beliefs, or agendas behind the way 

the policies were written. To fully understand the methodology of critical discourse 
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analysis, one must look to the works of those who have written about this postmodern 

methodology—specifically the work of Boje and Dennehy (1999)—discussed earlier in 

this chapter. The CDA will be presented as a series of themes found within the language 

of the policies. 

It is important to understand that the policies in this study are the result of 

discourse within the schools on the topic of academic integrity. The policies are the 

culmination of previous discourse, and will also shape future discourse on the topic after 

the implementation of the policies. While the analysis of the policies is only one piece of 

the overall micro-cultures within each school, an analysis of the discourse on academic 

integrity as a whole does provide insight into the macro-culture of the social construction 

of children in schools. Also, because these schools are leading the discourse on academic 

integrity policies throughout the nation, it is especially important to ensure that the 

discourse is leading to policies written in the best interests of students.  

Data Presentation for the Following Chapters 

 Chapter four will consist of a description and text analysis of all ten public school 

academic integrity policies. Chapter five will present a discourse analysis and critical 

discourse analysis of the policies discussed in chapter four, and will uncover themes 

related to the hidden constructs, ideas, or agendas behind the approaches taken and the 

language used within these policies. Chapter six will serve as the conclusion chapter, and 

will provide answers to the research questions, as well as ideas for future studies related 

to academic integrity in high schools. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: TEXT ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

Twenty public high schools from ten different states are members of the School 

for Ethical Education’s Academic Integrity Network. For this study, one school from 

each of the ten represented states was selected to be part of this critical discourse analysis 

(CDA). Of the ten states, some only had one public high school on the list, and other 

states had multiple schools. The academic integrity policies of the public high schools 

representing states with multiple schools were analyzed, and the most progressive policy 

(in terms of school as community, ethic of care, and best interest of the child) was 

selected for this study. The ten states represented span various geographical regions in the 

country: Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida, Maryland, Missouri, New Jersey, 

North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and Virginia. 

In this chapter, a traditional text analysis of the documents will be presented as a 

foundation for the full discourse analysis and critical discourse analysis (CDA), which 

will be presented in chapter five. This chapter will present each of the ten documents and 

provide a step by step traditional text analysis of the words, phrases, and ideas found 

within the academic integrity policies. This text analysis will include an examination of 

such things as the title of the policy, the length of the overall document, the major 

categories or sections of the policy, the general concepts or ideas found within the text, 

and any important words, phrases, or sentences which provide insight into the overall 

intent of the policy. 

The purpose of this study is to uncover how public high school academic integrity 

policies impede the fostering of the ethic of care and a sense of community in the school. 
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Hidden agendas and power struggles will be exposed through a critical discourse analysis 

(CDA) of the policies, and problematic language will be evaluated within the context of 

what is in the best interest of students.  However, before this can happen, a traditional 

text analysis of the documents must be presented to lay the foundation for the larger 

discourse analysis on the topic of academic integrity. 

Text Analysis of Four Policy Groupings 

The ten academic integrity policies in this study can be grouped together into four 

categories. The first category represents schools that do not have any specific academic 

integrity policy. Instead, discussion of the issue is imbedded in a larger discipline context. 

Only one school in this study—Rickards High School (FL)—falls into this category. The 

second group consists of schools with underdeveloped academic integrity policies. These 

schools include Mountain Pointe High School (AZ), Egg Harbor Township High School 

(NJ), East Chapel Hill High School (NC), and River Hill High School (MD). The third 

category of academic integrity policies includes those schools with traditional policies 

which recognize the importance of addressing the issue of academic integrity but do so 

by focusing on academic dishonesty, as opposed to academic integrity. The schools in 

this category are Woodside High School (CA), Seckman High School (MO), and Langley 

High School (VA). Finally, the fourth group represents those progressive policies which, 

for the most part, aim to foster a sense of community, promote an ethic of care, and allow 

for a decision-making and discipline process in the best interest of students. These 

schools include Radnor High School (PA) and Joel Barlow High School (CT). 

A wide range of lengths of the policies in this study is one important factor to be 

considered throughout the text analysis of the ten documents. For example, the four 
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underdeveloped policies in this study are all one to two pages in length (with the River 

Hill High School (MD) policy containing two additional charts). These are greatly briefer 

than the seven page Langley High School (VA) and Radnor High School (PA) academic 

integrity policies. However, while length is one factor to consider, it will be noted in this 

chapter that length is not a determining factor in the progressive nature of the policies in 

this study. While Langley High School (VA) and Radnor High School (PA) are the 

longest documents, the Radnor academic integrity policy is greatly more progressive. In 

addition, what is arguably the most progressive of all the documents—Joel Barlow High 

School (CT)—is only three pages in length. 

Another important factor which should be noted before proceeding with the 

traditional text analysis is the various titles of the documents. Three of the documents—

Rickards High School (FL), Woodside High School (CA), and Langley High School 

(VA)—do not contain overall titles of the policies. The other seven documents all contain 

titles which either use the word “honor,” “honesty,” or “integrity.”  Three of the policies 

are titled “Academic Integrity”—Mountain Pointe High School (AZ), Seckman High 

School (MO), and Joel Barlow High School (CT). Three other policies use the title 

“Honor Code” or “Honor Pledge”—East Chapel Hill High School (NC), River Hill High 

School (MD), and Radnor High School (PA).  The final school, Egg Harbor Township 

High School (NJ), uses the term “Academic Honesty Policy” as a title. What is most 

surprising about the choice of titles is that all the documents chose to select a title focused 

on the concepts of honor, honesty, and integrity. However, what will be revealed through 

the traditional text analysis is a shift in focus to academic dishonesty and consequences 

within the text of most of the documents. Perhaps the choice of title focused on the 
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concept of academic integrity stems from the schools’ acknowledgement of the 

importance of academic integrity, similar to the schools’ demonstrating the importance of 

the topic by joining the Academic Integrity Network.  

While the methodology for this study is a critical discourse analysis (CDA) which 

will be presented in chapter five, it is important to first provide a general analysis of the 

documents as an introduction to the CDA. In this chapter, each document will be 

presented and analyzed in terms of identifying the larger components and themes present 

in the policies. While no formal methodology is used for this chapter, the work of 

Titscher, Meyer, Wodak, and Vetter (2000) was consulted as a guide for presenting the 

general analysis of the ten academic integrity policies in this study. 

Embedded Policies 

 Schools that would fall into the category of using an embedded academic integrity 

policy do not have a specific policy solely devoted to the topic. Instead, the issue of 

academic integrity is delineated into a larger context, most commonly as one of many 

discipline issues mentioned in an overarching school discipline policy. Embedding the 

topic of academic integrity within a larger policy takes away from the importance of 

acknowledging the issue in an important way, and fails to provide an avenue for ensuring 

that academic integrity is addressed in a meaningful way for all students. While many 

schools embed their policies within the context of a larger discipline policy, it is not 

surprising that only one school of the ten for this study takes this approach. The reason 

for this is that all schools for this study were selected based on membership in the School 

for Ethical Education’s Academic Integrity Network, which promotes writing meaningful 

academic integrity policies.  
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Rickards High School (FL).  Rickards High School (FL) does not have an 

academic integrity policy which stands alone. Instead, issues associated with academic 

integrity are mentioned in a larger discipline policy titled “Infractions Requiring 

Informal Consequence.”  The document states that teachers and administrators should 

attempt to handle these disciplinary issues without invoking the school’s formal 

disciplinary process. Here is the complete list of violations which fall into this category: 

a.  Tardiness (see also Board Policy 3.03)  

b. Failure to return required forms  

c. Failure to have required materials or equipment  

d. Cheating or plagiarism  

e. Unauthorized use of school property  

f. Failure to report to class or leaving class without permission (see also Board      

    policy 3.03 

g. Stealing (minor theft)  

h. Violation of school parking regulations  

i. Violation of school bus rules of conduct  

j. Inappropriate use of toys, games, telephones, electronic communication devices,  

   audio or videos during the school day. 

The document does state that any serious violations of the above offenses will be handled 

separately under the formal discipline process, but no guidelines for how to make the 

decision of the severity of an incident are given.  The second section of the Rickards 

High School (FL) policy focuses on “Informal Consequences” for the violations listed 

above. These informal consequences include the following: 
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a.  Confiscation of contraband items and/or direct discussion with student and/or   

parent/guardian, in order to work out a problem. In cases where it is 

appropriate, Student Services staff or outside social agencies may be called in 

for assistance in this procedure.  

b. A written warning or reprimand to a student and parent/guardian from the  

teacher, or if deemed necessary, from the principal or designee.  

c.   Class reassignment may be imposed during school hours by the principal or 

designee. The student may be assigned for a period of time, determined by the 

principal or designee, to an alternative classroom under the direction of a 

certified teacher. Regular academic instruction shall continue in this 

classroom.  

d.  School detention may be imposed for a limited period of time with a maximum 

of one hour a day unless extended at the parent/guardian request. A period of 

detention may not begin without one day’s notice to the student and 

parent/guardian and a student shall be detained only under the supervision of 

school personnel.  

e.   School privileges may be withdrawn by the principal or his designee. These 

may involve field trips, co-curricular activities, school government and school 

social events as well as other functions.  

f.   Referral may be made to a dispute resolution program, if available.  

g.   Probation or other consequences may be imposed in lieu of suspension.  

It is important to note that none of the proposed consequences are directly related to 

issues associated with academic integrity in any way.  
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 Rickards High School (FL) is the only school in this study which embeds its 

policy within a larger discipline policy. The school’s policy lists “cheating or plagiarism” 

under a section titled “Infractions Requiring Informal Consequences.” Other discipline 

issues listed in the same section include “tardiness,” “failure to return required forms,” 

“violation of school parking regulations,” and “violation of school bus rules of conduct.” 

A list of possible informal consequences includes written warnings, class reassignment, 

school detention, withdrawn school privileges, and discipline referral. By placing 

cheating and plagiarism with other issues which do not warrant the same level of 

seriousness or need for corrective education, the school fails to acknowledge the 

importance of promoting academic integrity in a meaningful way throughout the school.  

Underdeveloped Policies 

 The main characteristic of the underdeveloped category of academic integrity 

policies is the brevity of each one. While the topic of academic integrity is separated out 

from other discipline issues, the four policies in this category simply provide a general 

overview of the topic and few specifics. Three of the schools take the traditional 

approach of focusing solely on cheating as a discipline issue in need of punishment. The 

fourth school, River Hill High School (MD), takes a progressive approach and introduces 

concepts that promote an ethic of care and a sense of community in handling academic 

integrity situations in ways that are in the best interest of the students involved.  

East Chapel Hill High School (NC).  The East Chapel Hill High School (NC) 

academic integrity policy is a short policy which begins with the definition of cheating: 

“Cheating is the act of gaining an unfair advantage, or misrepresenting one’s 
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knowledge.”  The policy then continues with a long list of actions which constitute 

cheating: 

• Wrongfully using or taking the ideas or work of another, including: 

1. Giving or receiving unauthorized aid from another person on assignments, 

papers, quizzes, tests, or examinations.  

2. Plagiarizing 

3. Giving or receiving advance information about quizzes, tests, or 

examinations. 

• Using or consulting unauthorized materials or using unauthorized devices on 

papers, quizzes, tests or examinations. 

• Using any portion of a paper or project to fulfill the requirements of more than 

one course, unless the student has received prior permission to do so. 

• Intentionally misrepresenting the need for extra time on any assignment, 

paper, quiz, test or examination, in order to gain more information. 

• Choosing to be absent on the due date of a paper, project, quiz or test. 

• Lying about any of the above. 

Then, the document concludes with a statement about consequences for any of the above 

actions: 

Violating the honor code will result in a “0” (zero) for the work in question.  In 

addition, cheating may jeopardize admission to the National Honor Society and 

one’s ability to obtain college recommendations.  The Integrity Committee may 

suggest additional consequences for cheating. 
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The primary consequence for dishonest actions is a zero on the assignment in question. 

This guaranteed consequence is followed by a list of possible additional consequences, 

including risking National Honor Society and college recommendations. In addition, the 

document mentions that the academic integrity committee for the school may issue 

additional sanctions, though nothing else about the academic integrity committee is ever 

mentioned in the policy. 

Mountain Pointe High School (AZ).  The academic integrity policy for 

Mountain Pointe High School (AZ) begins with a discussion of the virtues of honesty and 

integrity, and points to the students’ responsibility to uphold academic integrity:  

Honesty is a foundation value for success in career and life. Each student has an 

obligation to think and act with honesty and integrity, and respect the wishes of 

teachers and others in carrying out all academic assignments. Mountain Pointe has 

established an Honor Code that all students will sign and be expected to know and 

follow. Academic integrity encompasses any academic project, paper, 

performance, quiz, exam or any other work assigned by a teacher for a grade or 

credit (including optional credit).  Cheating, fabrication and plagiarism (see 

definitions below) are all forms of academic dishonesty that will not be tolerated. 

This statement in the document makes it clear that all students must sign the honor code 

and abide by it at all times. Then, the policy clarifies that the code applies to all types of 

graded assignments given by the teachers. 

 Next, the policy outlines the definitions of what the school has identified as the 

three most critical topics associated with the concept of academic integrity—cheating, 

fabrication, and plagiarism: 
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•    Cheating - Using or attempting to use unauthorized materials or technology, 

unauthorized group work, information or study aids in any academic exercise 

or assignment. 

•    Fabrication involves the falsification or invention of any information or 

citation in an academic exercise or assignment. 

•    Plagiarism refers to using another’s words, ideas, materials or work without 

acknowledging and documenting the source. Students are responsible for 

knowing the rules governing the use of another’s work, and for 

acknowledging and documenting the source appropriately. 

Then, similar to the East Chapel Hill High School (NC) policy, the Mountain Pointe High 

School (AZ) academic integrity policy concludes with a statement of the consequences 

for not upholding the standards of the policy: 

Violations in carrying out class assignments, including the inappropriate use of 

the internet, cell phones, PDAs, calculators, or any other technology, will result in 

disciplinary consequences. The first offense results in a zero on test/work and up 

to 5 days of ISS; second offense, in that class or any other class over the four 

years, results in withdrawal from class with an “F”. 

The document states that first time offenders will receive a zero on the assignment or test 

and could also receive five days of in-school suspension. The second offense at any point 

during one’s high school career will result in an automatic failing grade and immediate 

removal from the course. 

 Egg Harbor Township High School (NJ).  The Egg Harbor Township High 

School (NJ) academic integrity policy begins with three sentences related to the school’s 
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expectation that students must show honesty and integrity in all the work they submit to 

teachers: 

Students are expected to demonstrate honesty and integrity while in attendance at 

Egg Harbor Township High School. Each student is expected to do his/her own 

work. All work submitted by a student should be a true reflection of his/her own 

effort and ability. Any deviation from this standard is considered unacceptable 

academic behavior.  

The document then uses bold font to emphasize the phrase “unacceptable academic 

behavior” when referring to cheating. The policy continues to emphasize the negative 

impact of cheating: 

Cheating is representing someone else’s work as one’s own. Any form of 

cheating, to any extent, is wrong. This improper conduct is a disservice to one’s 

own educational program, as well as to that of others. Whether you give or 

receive information during an examination or on certain assignments, the offense 

is the same, and you will receive a zero (0) for the work. Parents will also be 

notified.  

As stated in the above quote, the opening paragraph related to cheating concludes by 

explaining that all student violations will result in a grade of zero, and that parents will be 

notified of the incident. 

 The second and final paragraph of the policy emphasizes the role of the teacher 

being the sole “arbiter” in making decisions related to student academic integrity 

violations: 
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The classroom teacher is the arbiter as to whether or not cheating has occurred. 

Incidents of plagiarism must be judged by the teacher, as always, in light of what 

the teacher has taught and what the teacher expects the student to know. The 

teacher will report all instances of cheating that involves formal and/or major 

assignments to the appropriate school counselor(s). The minimum penalty for 

cheating is a “zero” for the submitted work, and this applies to any student 

involved. AP/Honors students may be dropped from the Honors program if a 

second incident occurs. 

Again, it is restated that all students involved in any situation of academic dishonesty will 

be given a grade of zero. The last sentence mentions that students in the Honors Program 

may be removed from honors or Advanced Placement courses if a second violation 

occurs, perhaps signaling the school’s struggle to manage academic dishonesty in higher 

level courses. 

 River Hill High School (MD).  The River Hill High School (MD) academic 

integrity policy is divided into four parts—honor pledge, honor council, level one and 

two violations, and level one and two consequences. The entire policy begins with a one 

sentence honor pledge:  “On my honor, I have neither given nor received unauthorized 

aid on this assignment.”  While this pledge focuses on not making the wrong decision, it 

is the description of the honor council which shifts the focus to making the right decision. 

Here is the detailed description of the responsibilities of the honor council: 

Thirteen student members serve on the RHHS Honor Council, dedicated to 

promoting and upholding integrity among the student body.  The HC is 

responsible for three main objectives: 
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1) Provide guidance and assign consequences to students who have violated 

RH Academic Integrity Policy 

2) Develop educational tools that will foster academic integrity 

3) Strategically develop and implement RHHS academic integrity standards 

The Honor Council is a student-to-student organization, created to improve the 

academic integrity environment through a grassroots effort.  Those who commit a 

Level I violation may appear before the student HC. 

The document then continues with a description of the violations and consequences that 

are considered to be level one and two offenses: 

Level 1 Violations   

1. Copying, or allowing another student to copy, assignments or ideas 

2. Lack of internal citations, or omitting citations, within a given assignment 

(Including a bibliography is not adequate) 

3. Using another person’s ideas without   offering proper citation 

Level II Violations    

1. Cheating on exams or quizzes 

2. Buying or copying an essay assignment and submitting it as one’s own 

3. Using an assignment from a student who previously took the class, or 

using an assignment you completed for another class 

4. Any intentional violations not listed 

As stated above, the level one offenses include copying work and omitting citations, and 

level two offenses include cheating on tests, buying a paper, and obtaining an assignment 

from someone who previously took the course. The consequences for level one violations 
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include not receiving credit for the assignment as well as parent contact, and the 

consequences for level two offenses include Saturday school, suspension, and 

jeopardizing membership in National Honor Society. 

 Summary.  The academic integrity policy for East Chapel Hill High School (NC) 

is labeled as an “Honor Code.” However, the policy is very brief and does not ever use 

the word integrity or provide any explanation or definition of honor. Instead, the policy 

begins with a definition of cheating, follows with more specifics about cheating, and then 

lists possible consequences for cheating. The last line of the policy states the existence of 

a school “Integrity Committee,” which hints that the school’s approach to the topic may 

be much more extensive that the policy implies. 

Mountain Pointe High School (AZ) uses an academic integrity policy/honor code 

that begins with an explanation of honesty, followed by definitions of cheating, 

fabrication, and plagiarism. This policy has some of the more severe consequences of the 

ten policies in this study—a zero on the assignment and up to 5 days of in-school 

suspension for the first offense, and an automatic withdraw from a class and failing grade 

for any second offense during high school. Again, the brevity of this policy hinders it 

from becoming a tool for educators to actively use in promoting academic integrity and 

helping students who do participate in situations of academic dishonesty learn from their 

mistakes. 

The academic integrity policy for Egg Harbor Township High School (NJ) is the 

least specific of the four underdeveloped policies. The two-paragraph policy begins with 

general discussion of expectations of honesty and disapproval of cheating. The second 

paragraph explains that the teacher is the sole “arbiter” in making decisions about 
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incidents of cheating. Also, this is the only policy which mentions the possibility of being 

removed from AP/honors classes for incidents of cheating. The overall voice coming 

from this policy is a frustrated teacher who wants the power to make sure students who 

participate in situations of academic dishonesty are punished for their wrong actions. This 

voice will be examined in great detail in chapter five. 

 The academic integrity policy for River Hill High School (MD) is 

underdeveloped in that it does not have a purpose or philosophy statement, and does not 

provide any definitions of key concepts. The majority of the policy focuses on level one 

and level two violations, and the sequence of consequences at each level. However, what 

makes this policy progressive in nature is its inclusion of an honor council as part of the 

discipline process. Instead of having school administrators as the sole voice in 

administering consequences, the school has established a 13 student member honor 

council that is responsible for three aspects of the school’s approach to academic 

integrity: “Provide guidance and assign consequences to students who have violated RH 

Academic Integrity Policy; Develop educational tools that will foster academic integrity; 

Strategically develop and implement RHHS academic integrity standards.”  By including 

students on an honor council, and giving other students who participate in acts of 

academic dishonesty the opportunity to discuss their situation in front of their peers, the 

school is providing opportunities to approach the topic of academic integrity with an 

ethic of care in mind. It is the inclusion of such an honor code of student members which 

makes it inherently different from the other policies presented thus far, and signals a 

focus on the well-being, learning, and growth of the students, thus fostering the ethic of 

care throughout the school community. 
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 The four underdeveloped policies simply do not provide enough information to 

begin to make an impact on the promotion of academic integrity within the school. 

Perhaps these schools do promote academic integrity in other ways separate from the 

academic integrity policy itself, as may very well be the case. However, this study aims 

to promote academic integrity through employing an ethic of care and fostering a sense of 

community, and advocates accomplishing this through the language of policy. Each 

policy is the dominant voice of the discourse on academic integrity within the school, and 

by developing strong policies focused on academic integrity, schools can then use the 

policy as a curriculum tool to educate students on the importance of upholding the values 

surrounding the concept of academic integrity. 

Traditional Policies 

 Policies which fall under the traditional academic integrity policy category are 

considered to be fully developed policies which provide a philosophy or purpose, 

definitions of academic dishonesty, and address corrective action for students. What 

makes these traditional is their focus on cheating as a discipline issue in need of swift 

punishment and severe consequences. The majority of these policies focus on defining 

cheating and explaining the consequences, with little explanation of academic integrity. 

They also do not provide any kind of educational component to the discipline process. 

Also, theses policies use the traditional approach of delineating the discipline procedures 

for handling academic integrity violations solely to the teacher and school administrators.  

Woodside High School (CA).  The Woodside High School (CA) academic 

integrity policy begins with an opening philosophy statement focused on upholding the 

values associated with academic integrity:  
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The Mission and Expected Schoolwide Learning Results of Woodside High 

School advocate high standards in ethical behavior as well as scholarship. 

Academic honesty is an integral component in fostering self-respect, achievement 

and positive relationships among all stakeholders in our school community. Our 

Academic Integrity Policy is intended to clarify the expectations we have for all 

students to maintain an ethical climate at Woodside that values honesty, effort and 

respect for others. 

The opening statement then continues by discussing the various pressures students face, 

which may lead to decisions to cheat: 

This policy also delineates the consequences for students if they do not meet these 

expectations.  While there can be a variety of pressures or temptations for students 

to consider cheating or plagiarism, including time constraints, parental 

expectations, the actions of peers and poor preparation for exams, none of these 

pressures justifies either behavior. The staff at Woodside values learning above 

grades and strives to communicate to students that their best effort is what we 

expect. Cheating in any form detracts from the value and purpose of education. 

However, the school takes a strong stand against such excuses with the statement that 

“cheating in any form detracts from the value and purpose of education.” This sentence 

clarifies the school’s strong stance against academic dishonesty, and sets the stage for the 

rest of the policy to focus on the academic dishonesty, as opposed to promoting academic 

integrity. 

 The document continues with a list of examples of cheating, including copying an 

assignment or test, allowing other students to copy, submitting the same assignment more 
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than once, and collaborating on an assignment when instructed not to do so. The 

document also contains a list of examples of plagiarism, which include failure to cite 

sources, turning in another’s paper as your own, and summarizing another’s work without 

giving credit to the author: 

Cheating is a form of academic dishonesty in which an individual undermines the 

integrity of an assignment or exam.  Examples of cheating include, but are not 

limited to, the following: 

• Copying an assignment or test. 

• Allowing others to copy an assignment or test. 

• Giving or receiving test information. 

• Using unauthorized resources during an assessment. 

• Submitting the same assignment or presentation more than once. 

• Working on and/or completing an assignment collaboratively without 

teacher authorization. 

Plagiarism is a form of academic dishonesty in which an individual submits or 

presents the work of another person as his or her own. Plagiarism exists when 

• There is no recognition given to the original author for phrases, sentences, 

and ideas of the author incorporated in a paper or project. 

• A portion of a document is copied from an author, or composed by another 

person, and presented as original work. Examples of plagiarism include, 

but are not limited to, the following:  

• Presenting another author’s entire work as your own. 
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• Copying a summary from another source and incorporating it into your 

work. 

• Submitting an essay or story written by another student as your own. 

• Using another author’s sentences or phrases without using quotations 

and/or citing your source. 

Compared with the underdeveloped policies, the Woodside High School (CA) academic 

integrity policy goes into great detail explaining the definitions of cheating and 

plagiarism. However, the document fails to do the same thing for the concept of academic 

integrity. 

 When presenting consequences, the Woodside High School (CA) academic 

integrity policy gives sole discretion to the classroom teacher to make the decision on 

issues of academic dishonesty: “The teacher’s professional judgment will determine 

whether or not a student has cheated or plagiarized. It is the responsibility of the student 

to avoid any action or situation that may cause teachers to believe this policy has been 

violated.”  Then, procedures for administering consequences are presented: 

1. For any violation, automatic consequences include the following: 

• Teacher will assign a failing grade for the assignment. 

• Teacher initiates parent/guardian contact. 

• Teacher will inform the student’s other teachers and counselors of the 

student’s behavior. 

• Teacher will write a referral to the appropriate AVP. 

• AVP’s office will document the referral and inform the teacher of any 

previous violations on file. 
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2.  Consequences for repeat or severe violations may also include the following: 

Note – in these cases the instructor will consult with the department 

chairperson and the AVP to determine an appropriate course of action. The 

normal appeal process for disciplinary issues will still be in effect. Any of the 

following actions require the approval of the administrator, teacher, and 

department chairperson. The parents will be notified, and the action will be 

documented in an Academic Integrity Policy file, as well as the student’s 

discipline file. The file will be consulted prior to resolving any severe case to 

facilitate consistent enforcement of the policy. The AIP file will be available to 

certificated staff. 

• Suspension and/or removal from class. 

• Suspension from school (including extra-curricular activities). 

• Departmental refusal to provide letters of recommendation 

• Rescindment (by original writer) of previously written letters of 

recommendation or notification of unethical academic conduct sent to 

prospective colleges. 

As stated above, the consequences include the student receiving a failing grade and 

parent contact for the first offense. For a second offense, the document proposes serious 

sanctions including suspension, removal from class, removal from extracurricular 

activities, refusal to provide letters of recommendation, and rescinding previously written 

letters of recommendation.  

Seckman High School (MO).  The academic integrity policy for Seckman High 

School (MO) begins with a statement about the school’s commitment to “creating 



118 
 

responsible life-long learners” and then shifts focus to academic dishonesty as a 

discipline situation: 

Academic integrity is an essential element to Seckman High School’s philosophy 

and practice of promoting academic excellence and creating responsible life-long 

learners. For an academic institution to be successful, an honor code and 

consequences for violating the honor code must be established. Cheating, 

dishonesty, and plagiarism will not be tolerated at Seckman High School. 

The policy then continues with definitions of the words cheating, integrity, and 

plagiarize, with each definition taken from Webster’s dictionary: 

• Cheating (noun): the act of fraudulently deceiving; obtaining property from 

another by the intentional active distortion of the truth; the practice of fraud or 

trickery; violating rules dishonestly 

• Integrity (noun): firm adherence to a code of values; the quality of being 

complete or undivided; honesty 

• Plagiarize (verb): to steal and pass off the ideas or words of another as one’s 

own; to use without crediting the source; to commit literary theft; to present as 

new and original an idea or product derived from an existing source. 

The fact that these definitions were taken from Webster’s dictionary, and were not either 

written by the students of the school or taken from a source focused on academic 

integrity, shows the school’s lack of awareness to fully grasp the depth of the concept of 

academic integrity. 

The policy continues with a lengthy discussion on the reasons why it is important 

not to cheat. These statements read like a casual conversation from student to teacher, and 
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again signal the lack of attention and effort from the school to carefully construct a sound 

policy on academic integrity. The following is the corresponding statement from the 

Seckman High School (MO) academic integrity policy: 

Academic integrity means doing schoolwork honestly. Students should do their 

own work to the best of their ability. However, students are sometimes 

legitimately unsure about what is acceptable and what isn’t. Teachers should 

clearly communicate their expectations to students, and make every effort to 

avoid situations in which students are confused about how they are expected to 

meet assignment requirements. Good relationships between people are based on 

trust; cheating violates that trust. Getting a high school diploma is supposed to 

mean that you’ve demonstrated certain skills. When you pick up that diploma, 

you will want to know that you’ve earned it legitimately, not cheated your way to 

it. 

Following this, the policy launches into a lengthy description of plagiarism, and presents 

a list of possible violations: 

Plagiarism is the use of and representation of other people's words and ideas, in 

whole or in part, as your own work. This definition applies to words or ideas 

taken without proper acknowledgement from another source.  Examples of 

plagiarism include: 

• Paraphrasing ideas from any outside source without proper 

acknowledgement. 

• Submitting in whole or in part a paper written by another student. 

• Submitting in whole or in part an assignment written for another course. 
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• Submitting other’s experimental data, foreign language translations, 

music, computer programs, etc. 

• Allowing one's essay, assignment, or test answers to be copied by another 

student. 

The final line of the entire policy mentions that violations of the academic integrity 

policy will be divided into two levels, as “determined by the importance of the 

assignment and premeditation of the student.”  Similar to previous policies presented in 

this chapter, a lack of clarity exists in distinguishing between level one and level two 

violations. 

Langley High School (VA).  The Langley High School (VA) academic integrity 

policy opens with a list of guiding principles for the school’s philosophy regarding 

academic integrity. The opening statement and three fundamental principles are as 

follows: 

The Langley High School community embodies a spirit of mutual trust and 

intellectual honesty that is central to the very nature of the school, and represents 

the highest possible expression of shared values among the members of the school 

community. The fundamental beliefs underlying and reflected in the Honor Code 

are: 

• that trust in a person is a positive force in making that person worthy of 

trust,  

• that every student has the right to live in an academic environment that is 

free from the injustices caused by any form of intellectual dishonesty, and 
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• that the honesty and integrity of all members of the school community 

contribute to its quest for truth. 

These fundamental principles lead to a purpose statement for the overall policy, which is 

to communicate to students the importance of upholding academic integrity, and to 

impose sanctions for violations: 

The functions of the Honor Code are to communicate the meaning and importance 

of intellectual honesty to all students of the school; to articulate and support the 

interest of the community in maintaining the highest standards of conduct in 

academic affairs; and to identify, sanction, and educate those who fail to live up to 

the stated expectations of the school community with regard to these standards. 

While the first phrases of the above purpose statement signal a commitment to the values 

surrounding academic integrity, it is the second part of this purpose statement which 

focuses on academic dishonesty that dominates the rest of the policy.  

 The next section of the policy begins with an introduction of the school’s Honor 

Code and Honor Council: 

The Honor Code is the school policy which defines the expected standards of 

conduct in academic affairs. The Honor Council is the school body charged with 

enforcement of the Honor Code. The student body and faculty at Langley High 

School will not tolerate any violation of the Honor Code.  

Then, the policy continues with a lengthy description of the definition of cheating, 

followed by numerous examples including talking or using gestures during an exam, 

copying another’s work, passing notes during a test, unauthorized use of notes, 

sabotaging another student’s assignment, and misuse of computers: 
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Cheating includes the actual giving or receiving of any unauthorized aid or 

assistance or the actual giving or receiving of any unfair advantage on any form of 

academic work, or attempts thereof. Such acts include, but are not limited to: 

• deception;  

• the use of talking, signs, or gestures during a quiz;  

• copying from another student or allowing the copying of an individual 

assignment;  

• passing test or quiz information during a class period or from one class 

period to members of another class period with the same teacher;  

• submission of pre-written writing assignment at times when such 

assignments are supposed to be written in class;  

• illegally exceeding time limits on timed tests, quizzes, or assignments;  

• unauthorized use of study aids, notes, books, data, or other information;  

• computer fraud;  

• sabotaging the projects or experiments of other students;  

• use of electronic devices during an assessment.  

This is followed by an explanation of plagiarism, which includes having someone else 

write a student’s paper, or failing to provide appropriate citations for sources used: 

Plagiarism includes the copying of the language, structure, programming, 

computer code, ideas, and/or thoughts of another and passing off the same as 

one's own original work, or attempts thereof. Such acts include, but are not 

limited to:  
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• having a parent or another person write an essay (including the purchase 

of works on-line) or do a project which is then submitted as one's own 

work; 

• failing to use proper documentation and bibliography (Langley High 

School employs a plagiarism detection service through Turnitin.com).  

Next, the definition for falsification is presented, which includes forgery, tampering with 

academic records, giving false information to a teacher, or faking illness to avoid a test: 

Falsification includes the statement of any untruth, either verbally or in writing, 

with respect to any circumstances relevant to one's academic work, or attempts 

thereof. Such acts include, but are not limited to:  

• the forgery of official signatures;  

• tampering with official records;  

• fraudulently adding, deleting, or manipulating information on academic 

work, or fraudulently changing an examination or other academic work 

after the testing period or due date of the assignment;  

• lying or failing to give complete information to a teacher;  

• feigning illness to gain extra preparation time for tests, quizzes, or 

assignments due.  

Finally, the concepts of stealing and cell phone use in terms of academic integrity are 

discussed:  

Stealing includes the taking or appropriating without the right or permission to do 

so and with the intent to keep or make use of wrongfully, the school work or 
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materials of another student or the instructional materials of a teacher. Such acts 

include, but are not limited to:  

• stealing copies of tests or quizzes, illegitimately accessing the teacher's 

answer key for tests or quizzes;  

• stealing the teacher's edition of the textbook;  

• stealing another student's homework, notes, or handouts.  

Access to cell phones during assessments is prohibited; students should not bring 

cell phones to any testing situation. If your phone makes noise, or it is seen at any 

time (including breaks) the device will be confiscated, and it will be considered an 

honor code violation. This policy also applies to any other prohibited digital 

and/or electronic device, such as:  

• Blackberry 

• Pager 

• PDA 

• iPod 

• Camera or other photographic equipment 

• A separate timer of any kind. 

The lengthy list of infractions related to academic dishonesty signals Langley High 

School’s (VA) emphasis on academic dishonesty as the primary concern of the policy, as 

opposed to promoting academic integrity. In fact, the lengthy list of rules begins to read 

like a list of laws, especially when coupled with the upcoming list of procedures for those 

suspected of violating the honor code, as well as the list of consequences for those found 

guilty of violations.  
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 Students who have been suspected of an honor code violation are given three 

options, and they must choose one as part of the discipline process. Here are the 

procedures for those suspected of a violation: 

If a student is suspected of violating the Honor Code, the teacher will complete an 

Honor Code referral. The student will be given a copy of the referral in order to 

complete his/her portion of the referral. The student must also obtain a parent 

signature on the referral. The referral must be returned to the reporting teacher 

within 48 hours of receipt. The student will choose from one of three options on 

the referral: 

• Acknowledge that he/she violated the Honor Code and accept the penalty 

imposed by the Honor Council.  

• Acknowledge that he/she violated the Honor Code and accept the penalty 

imposed by the Honor Council; however, the student requests the 

opportunity to speak to the Honor Council before a final penalty is 

imposed.  

• Maintain that he/she did not violate the Honor Code and request an 

investigation and hearing be conducted by the Honor Council.  

The student can also attach a written statement to the referral. Questions 

concerning an Honor Code referral must be directed to the Chair of the Honor 

Council. The Honor Council will hear the student’s case, when applicable, and 

then render a decision. Appeals of the Honor Council decision are made to the 

administration. 
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Students will then be given consequences, according to the number of academic integrity 

violations they have committed during high school. First offense consequences include 

receiving a zero on the assignment in question, as well as being removed from honor 

societies and class officers, if applicable. Students committing a second offense will be 

assigned additional community service hours to complete, and Saturday school will be 

assigned for a third offense. A fourth academic integrity violation will result in out of 

school suspension. Here is the entire list of consequences that the Honor Council may 

select in determining the punishment for a violator of the Honor Code: 

 First Offense:  

• The assignment receives a grade of zero.  

• Student will be excused from any honor societies that he/she is a current 

member of and may be excused from class office.  

• Student may not apply to any honor societies or run for any SGA/class 

office for 12 months after the first offense.  

• The violation is kept on file by the chair of the council but is not placed in 

the discipline or academic record.  

Second Offense:  

• The assignment receives a grade of zero.  

• The student will be assigned community service hours.  

• The student’s guidance counselor will be notified that a second offense 

has occurred.  

• Student will be excused from any honor society that he/she is a current 

member of and will be asked to resign any SGA/class office.  
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• Student is ineligible to apply for any honor societies or run for any student 

offices for the remainder of his/her high school career at Langley High 

School.  

• The violation is kept on file by the chair of the council but is not placed in 

the discipline or academic record.  

Third Offense:  

• The assignment receives a grade of zero.  

• The student will be assigned community service hours and a discipline 

referral, for Saturday School detention, will be given to the grade-level 

administrator.  

• Violations become a part of the student’s discipline and academic record.  

Fourth Offense:  

• The assignment receives a grade of zero.  

• The student is assigned community service hours and a discipline referral, 

for a one-day out-of-school suspension, will be given to the grade-level 

administrator. 

Subsequent Offenses:  

• The assignment received a grade of zero. 

• The student will be suspended out-of-school from two to ten days. 

Violations of the honor code are cumulative (they do not reset at the beginning of 

a new school year). 

Again, the sheer length of the list of consequences signals the school’s intense focus on 

catching and punishing those students who violate the Honor Code, as opposed to 
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educating students on the values surrounding academic integrity, and the importance of 

upholding such values at all times. 

Summary.  The academic integrity policy for Woodside High School (CA) 

begins with a philosophy and purpose statement which ties the school’s commitment to 

academic integrity to the school’s mission statement and school community. It is then 

followed by a lengthy list of definitions of academic misconduct, categorized by cheating 

and plagiarism. Finally, another lengthy list of consequences and procedures outlines 

what happens once a violation is committed, and the responsibility of the teacher, 

department chairperson, and administrator is stated as well. This policy also mentions the 

possibility of notifying prospective colleges of academic integrity violations.  

The Seckman High School (MO) academic integrity policy also begins by 

establishing a need for promoting academic integrity as part of the school’s educational 

philosophy. While the policy does weave in some discussion of the meaning of integrity, 

the emphasis remains heavily focused on the cheating and plagiarism, with specific 

examples of each. The second major section of the policy details the differences between 

level one and level two violations, as well as the corresponding punishments for each 

level. The most severe consequence for students with three or more violations will be a 

list of offenses mailed with all transcripts requested. 

The academic integrity policy for Langley High School (VA) begins with a 

purpose statement section which emphasizes a “spirit of mutual trust” within the school 

community, and explains the importance of upholding the school’s honor code in a series 

of fundamental beliefs. However, the policy shifts focus to a lengthy explanation of 

honor code academic violations, including cheating, plagiarism, falsification/lying, 
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stealing, and cell phone use. Finally, the policy concludes with a sequential list of 

consequences for each violation. The policy contains extensive legal and judicial 

language, evoking a sense of justice throughout. The one progressive aspect of the policy 

is the inclusion of an honor council, which will be discussed in chapter five. 

One clear difference between the four underdeveloped policies and the three 

traditional policies is the depth of the discourse which led to the creation of the policies. 

While the underdeveloped policies lack important explanation and detail, the traditional 

policies fully explain the school’s perspective and focus on the topic of academic 

integrity, and signal a culmination of important discourse within the school. However, 

these three policies place an abundance of focus on academic dishonesty as a school 

discipline issue in need of swift punishments by school officials. What is lacking in the 

end is a counter discourse on the meaning and importance of academic integrity and the 

necessity of upholding similar values.  

Progressive Policies 

 The academic integrity policies categorized as progressive are fully-developed, 

detailed policies which explain and encourage academic integrity, educate about 

academic dishonesty, invoke a sense of community around the topic, and strive for an 

ethic of care in the discipline process. These policies move beyond consequences and into 

the realm of impacting an entire school culture. While the strength of these policies 

cannot be understated, it is important to note that the two policies in this category do 

contain problematic language that will be addressed later in the critical discourse analysis 

(CDA) section in chapter five. 
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Radnor High School (PA).  The academic integrity policy for Radnor High 

School (PA) starts with a purpose statement which sets the tone for the remainder of the 

policy: 

The Radnor Township School District community holds the pursuit of knowledge 

in high regard. To support this pursuit, we believe that honesty, integrity, respect, 

and responsibility must be present among students, teachers, administrators, and 

parents/guardians. This Academic Honor Code outlines basic requirements and 

responsibilities, and is to be used to guide principled conduct in academic 

performance. 

The policy then follows this purpose statement with short definitions and examples of the 

four core pillars of Radnor High School’s (PA) academic integrity philosophy—honesty, 

integrity, respect, and responsibility: 

HONESTY 

• Tell the truth 

• Present your own work only 

• Give credit for all sources 

INTEGRITY 

• Act in accordance with high moral principles 

• Cooperate with efforts to maintain high moral principles 

• Encourage high moral principles in others 

RESPECT 

• Consider each action as a chance to gain trust 

• Create a community that values learning and learners 
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• Demonstrate self-respect 

RESPONSIBILITY 

• Be willing to own what you do and say 

• Embrace and advance the common good of our community 

• Have the courage to do what is right 

Next, the policy continues with statements of expectations for each constituency in the 

school—student, teacher, administrator, parent/guardian, and honor council. These 

statements are important because they set forth the various expectations and roles that 

each person has in upholding the values surrounding academic integrity within the 

school: 

Each STUDENT will maintain and support academic integrity at RHS by: 

• completing all assigned work, activities and tests in an honorable way that 

avoids all cheating, lying, and stealing 

• understanding the school-wide Academic Honor Code policy and 

individual teacher assignment guidelines 

• clarifying with the instructor anything that may be unclear about an 

assignment, with respect to how the Academic Honor Code may apply to 

it 

• participating in the further development in the Academic Honor Code 

during the student’s high school career 

• encouraging other students to make appropriate use of their work 

Each TEACHER will maintain and support academic integrity at RHS by: 
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• presenting the school-wide Academic Honor Code principles, in some 

clear written form, to show how they apply to that teacher’s class, 

including guidelines for working on assignments in that class 

• reporting (to an administrator and school counselor) violations of the 

Academic Honor Code that are serious enough to have incurred discipline 

in that teacher’s class, and following through on the directives of the 

administrator 

• maintaining the integrity of the testing process 

• explaining the use of permissible study aids – including tutors – in 

coursework 

• checking student papers for plagiarism 

• encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work 

Each ADMINISTRATOR will maintain and support academic integrity at RHS 

by: 

• making available to all students, teachers and parents a copy of the 

school’s Academic Honor Code 

• facilitating ongoing conversations and reflection about the Academic 

Honor Code 

• administering fair and consistent consequences for offenses of the 

Academic Honor Code 

• maintaining records of Academic Honor Code offenses 

• reporting de-identified violations of the Academic Honor Code to the 

Honor Council to be used as a tool for further teaching and reflection 
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about academic honor. In this context, a “de-identified” record is one in 

which the identity of any student(s) involved will be kept confidential 

• encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work 

Each PARENT/GUARDIAN will maintain and support academic integrity at 

RHS by: 

• becoming knowledgeable about the school-wide Academic Honor Code 

and guidelines for individual teachers’ classes 

• helping the student understand that the parent values Academic Honor and 

expects the student to comply with the school’s rules of Academic Honor 

supporting the imposition of consequences if the Academic Honor Code is 

violated 

• encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work 

Each member of the HONOR COUNCIL will maintain and support academic 

integrity at RHS by: 

• organizing education sessions, to be held every fall and throughout the 

school year, to help all students understand the Academic Honor Code, 

suggest ways to act honorably in difficult situations, and provide a forum 

through which students can contribute their comments and questions to the 

ongoing discussion about academic honor at RHS 

• reviewing the Academic Honor Code each spring, considering teacher, 

student, administrator, and parent input 

• maintaining “de-identified” records of Academic Honor Code offenses 

• maintaining confidentiality 
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• encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work 

As outlined through this list of responsibilities for each stakeholder in the school 

community, Radnor High School (PA) believes it is essential for academic integrity to be 

a value that is understood and upheld by all members of the school, thus fostering a sense 

of community among all those involved in the educational progress of the students in the 

school. 

The policy then changes focus to provide definitions and examples of the 

prohibited behaviors. The document includes a lengthy list of examples of what it means 

for students to cheat, to lie, and to steal: 

1. To cheat: To violate or to intend to violate the rules deliberately for one’s 

own gain in academic, extracurricular, or other school work in order to (or 

with the intent to) gain an unfair advantage (American Heritage Dictionary 

326). With regard to academic performance, conduct that constitutes cheating 

or the intention to cheat includes, but is not limited to, cases illustrated by the 

following examples: 

• Unpermitted collaboration on assigned work, or work submitted by any 

student, including but not limited to papers, projects, products, lab reports, 

other reports, and homework 

• Unauthorized use of a cheat sheet, marks/writing on bodybody, teacher 

textbook, formula, note-card or notes, calculator/computer, cell phone, 

iPod, Blackberry, or any other technological device that would 

inappropriately enhance one’s work 
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• Creating a disadvantage for another student by hoarding or by sabotaging 

materials or resources 

• Unauthorized prior knowledge and/or use of tests, quizzes, midterms, 

finals, or other assignments 

• Having another individual take a test or prepare an assignment, or assist in 

the test or assignment without approval 

• Sending or receiving unauthorized information through hand signals or 

other gestures, talking, text messaging, looking at someone else’s test, 

showing your own test, or (during an in-class essay) using e-mail 

2. To lie: To make a statement one knows (or reasonably should know) is false, 

with the intent to deceive or with disregard for the truth; to give a false 

impression (Webster’s New World Dictionary 780). Lies can be made 

verbally, in writing, or by gestures that are intended to convey a false 

impression or understanding. With regard to academic performance, conduct 

that constitutes lying includes, but is not limited to, cases illustrated by the 

following examples: 

• Fabrication of data or information (i.e., making it up) 

• Falsification of data or information (i.e., falsely changing the result) 

• Forgery of signature on documents for school record 

• Changing a grade or attendance record in a teacher’s grade book or in the 

attendance records 
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• Making statements that you know or reasonably should know have caused 

a false impression or understanding to have been created, and failing to 

correct the false impression or misunderstanding 

4. To steal: To get, take, or give another’s property or ideas without permission 

or acknowledgement. (Webster’s New World Dictionary 1311). With regard 

to academic performance, conduct that constitutes stealing includes, but is not 

limited to, cases illustrated by the following examples: 

• Plagiarism: The copying of language, ideas, thoughts, images, 

programming or computer code of another without proper 

acknowledgement/citation 

• The purchasing and/or using of another’s work or thoughts as your own 

Finally, the policy mentions consequences for student violations, but does not go into the 

level of details of other policies such as Langley High School (VA). Instead, the policy 

gives general guidelines, which allows teachers and administrators flexibility in handling 

these situations.  Here are the three points that are presented in relation to administering 

consequences: 

1.   Generally. Consequences reflect the seriousness of the violation, promote 

respect for the rules of the School District, protect students and the School 

District from further violations, demonstrate that justice and integrity matter, 

and, when appropriate, provide the student with opportunities to prove that he 

or she sincerely regrets any wrongdoing and is committed to making things 

right. Consequences shall be determined solely by the appropriate 
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administrator (except for those matters referred to the School Board of 

Directors). 

2.   Method for Determining Consequences. The administrator will assess the 

severity of the offense and implement an appropriate response under the 

guidelines of Level I, Level II, or Level III violations, as defined in the RHS 

Student Handbook. 

3.   Classroom Discipline. Nothing in this Academic Honor Code limits what 

consequences the classroom teacher can impose, consistent with the teacher’s 

authority in the classroom. Consequences can include but are not limited to a 

“0” (grade of zero) on any test or assignment where there has been cheating or 

lying or stealing, or the assignment of make-up or additional work. 

Again, these three guiding principles give teachers and administrators flexibility in 

administering consequences in the best interest of students. 

Joel Barlow High School (CT).  The academic integrity policy for Joel Barlow 

High School (CT) begins with a philosophy statement which encourages students to 

maintain the highest levels of academic integrity at all times in school: 

An important part of the program at Joel Barlow is the expectation that students 

strive for and maintainthe highest standard of academic honesty. Cheating and 

plagiarism are two practices that are contrary to this goal. Cheating is defined as 

the intentional use of someone else's work or material on any test or assignment 

(or the improper provision of one's own work or ideas for use by another student 

in place of original work) or the use of prohibited means to enhance performance 

on an examination. Plagiarism is defined as appropriating and putting forth as 
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one's own the ideas, language or creations of another without properly citing the 

source. 

While the policy provides definitions of cheating and plagiarism in the opening 

philosophy statement, this is not the focus of the entire policy. Instead, the policy 

explains the responsibilities of all school constituents in encouraging and promoting 

academic integrity: 

All parties - students, staff and parents - have the responsibility to promote 

academic honesty. Teachers will provide clear expectations for assignments 

including opportunities for students to understand the concept of academic 

honesty. Likewise, students have the obligation to exercise the discipline and 

judgment to maintain these standards. 

As stated above, students are expected to exercise “discipline and judgment” in 

upholding academic integrity, as opposed to avoiding academic dishonesty, which is the 

focus of many of the other policies in this study. 

The school’s policy also makes a point to propose a solution to plagiarism issues 

by encouraging students to use the JBHS Writing Tools Handbook:   

A common type of plagiarism involves the improper citation of works used in 

assignments. Multiple opportunities for learning proper citation are given 

throughout the academic program. Students are advised to consult the JBHS 

Writing Tools Handbook when citing sources to insure proper format. Many 

teachers require that students submit their writing pieces to turnitin.com and other 

services to assist in addressing plagiarism and cheating.  Joel Barlow High School 

embodies a spirit of mutual trust and intellectual honesty that is central to the very 
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nature of learning and represents the highest possible expression of shared values 

among the members of the school community. 

This signifies the school’s emphasis to openly address the issue by focusing on the values 

associated with academic integrity, and to provide proactive solutions to students to 

maintain academic integrity on all writing assignments. 

 The document then continues with a list of definitions of the school’s core values 

as part of the school’s honor code: 

• Academic honesty as demonstrated when the ideas and the writing of others 

are properly cited; students submit their own work (for quizzes, tests, 

examinations, assignments, papers, projects, etc.) without unauthorized 

assistance; students do not provide unauthorized assistance to others; and 

students report their research or accomplishments accurately, 

• Respect for others and the learning process, 

• Trust in others to act with honesty, 

• Responsibility of all to put forth their best efforts to prepare and complete 

academic tasks, 

• Fairness and equity so that all can experience an academic environment that is 

free from the injustices caused by any form of intellectual dishonesty, and 

• Integrity of all members of the school community. 

The policy continues with an honor pledge, in which students commit to do the right 

thing by upholding the values of honesty and integrity in all academic matters: 

I pledge to maintain a high level of respect and integrity as a member of Joel 

Barlow High School. I understand and will uphold the values of the Honor Code 
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in letter and spirit. I will not lie, cheat, plagiarize or be complicit with those who 

do. I will promote achieving with integrity within our community. I make this 

pledge in the spirit of honor, trust and unity. 

Finally, the policy concludes with a statement about the administration of consequences 

for academic integrity violations: 

If a staff member recognizes cheating or plagiarism or even suspects a case, 

immediate steps will be taken to address the incident. If academic dishonesty has 

been proven, the student will receive a "0" on the assignment. The teacher will 

have a conference with the student, and the school counselor will be informed of 

the incident. Parents may be contacted at this time as well. The record of this 

incident will be kept in the student's academic file. Additionally, evidence of 

flagrant or repeated plagiarism or cheating will result in additional consequences 

which will include academic discipline and ineligibility for National Honor 

Society, the Diploma of Distinction, and school leadership positions. 

What is most consistent throughout the entire Joel Barlow High School (CT) policy is the 

school’s focus on upholding the values associated with academic integrity, as opposed to 

punishing academic dishonesty. 

 Summary.  The Radnor High School (PA) academic integrity policy begins with 

a preamble emphasizing the role of the school community in promoting academic 

integrity. The policy then describes the four principles that the school community 

upholds in relation to the concept of academic integrity—honesty, integrity, respect, and 

responsibility. Then, the policy continues by outlining the responsibilities and 

expectations of each constituent group—students, teachers, administrators, 
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parent/guardians, and honor council. The expectations section is followed by a detailed 

description of academic integrity violations, centered on themes of cheating, lying, and 

stealing. The policy concludes with procedures for administering consequences. It is 

important to note that while the school maintains an honor council which promotes 

academic integrity in various ways, the sole decision making voice in administering 

consequences is still left to the teacher and school administrator. This will become a point 

of discussion in chapter five. 

Joel Barlow High School (CT) has written a strong academic integrity policy 

which touches on many aspects of a progressive policy. The opening philosophy 

statement evokes a sense of community as all members of the school have a 

responsibility to uphold academic integrity. The language is far from harsh or 

condemning, and instead promotes a standard of academic integrity one would want to 

strive to uphold. The section on the honor code outlines respect, trust, responsibility, and 

fairness. The honor pledge uses language in which students pledge to do what is right, 

instead of pledging not to do what is wrong. The last section briefly addresses 

consequences and what the school will do in the event of violations. Overall, the policy 

contains examples of language which promotes a sense of community and an ethic of 

care. The policy could be enhanced through more specificity and detail in defining topics, 

such as what constitutes an academic integrity violation, but that should not in any way 

overshadow the strengths of this progressive policy. 

 Both the Radnor High School (PA) and the Joel Barlow High School (CT) 

academic integrity policies do something that the other eight policies in this study fail to 

do—maintain an overall focus on the importance of academic integrity, as opposed to 
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academic dishonesty as a discipline matter. Both progressive policies go to great lengths 

to ensure that the values of academic integrity are clearly defined, and that all members 

of the school community understand their role in upholding the standards of academic 

integrity within the school. These policies are the result of discourses within the schools 

which aims to reduce academic dishonesty by employing an ethic of care and creating a 

sense of community within the school around the values associated with academic 

integrity.   

Conclusion 

The intended outcome of chapter four was to provide an examination of each of 

the ten documents in this study through a traditional text analysis of the important words, 

phrases, and sentences within each academic integrity policy. To accomplish this, the 

documents were categorized into four categories, depending on the academic integrity 

policy’s overall depth and focus. The first category, embedded policies, focuses on 

schools which do not provide an exclusive policy addressing academic integrity; instead, 

issues of cheating and plagiarism are embedded into a larger disciplinary process for the 

school. The second category—underdeveloped policies—includes those schools which 

do have a separate academic integrity policy, but it is rather concise and lacking the 

specificity of other fully-developed policies. Policies in this category may take a 

traditional or progressive approach in addressing academic integrity, but the lack of 

specificity and detail in the policy provides less insight into the school’s attitude and 

approach on the topic. The third category, traditional policies, provides an in-depth 

description of honor code violations and consequences yet does little to educate or to 

foster an ethic of care through the discipline process. Finally, the progressive policies 
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explain and educate students about academic integrity, use language which promotes a 

sense of community around the issue, and employs an ethic of care in handling discipline 

matters. Both the Radnor High School (PA) and the Joel Barlow High School (CT) 

academic integrity policies provide the most progressive elements aimed at promoting 

academic integrity throughout the school community. This chapter provided the 

appropriate description and text analysis of the ten documents, which will then serve as 

the foundation for uncovering hidden agendas and power struggles through the discourse 

analysis and critical discourse analysis (CDA) in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CRITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

 This chapter will expose four themes found within the ten academic integrity 

policies in this study—academic dishonesty as discipline, student as criminal, 

authoritative adult voice, and extreme punishment.  Each theme will be explained by 

examples uncovered through the discourse analysis process outlined in Gee’s (1996) 

work. The four steps of Gee’s process used in this study are cohesion, discourse 

organization, contextualization signals, and thematic organization. Then, a critical 

discourse analysis (CDA) of each theme will uncover the hidden agendas and power 

struggles present in the documents. The critical discourse analysis (CDA) will be 

conducted through the lens of Boje and Dennehy’s (1999) deconstruction method. This 

process consists of eight parts: duality search, reinterpret the hierarchy, rebel voices, 

other side of the story, deny the plot, find the exception, trace what is between the lines, 

and resituate. Also, the documents which present alternatives to the exposed themes 

(which are in the best interests of the students) will be explained in terms of Boje and 

Dennehy’s (1999) method as well.  

To first uncover the themes, it is first important to understand Gee’s (1996) work 

on discourse analysis. In his work Social Linguistics and Literacies: Ideology in 

Discourses, Gee (1996) describes a system of five steps which serves as a framework for 

uncovering the hidden meanings in various discourses: 

1. Prosody- “ways in which the words and sentences of a text are said: their 

pitch, loudness, stress, and the length assigned to various syllables, as well as 

the way in which the speaker hesitates and pauses.” 
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2. Cohesion- “all the multifarious linguistic ways in which sentences are 

connected to each other.” 

3. Discourse Organization- This is the overall organization that “covers the ways 

in which sentences are organized into higher-order units (bigger than single 

sentences)….” 

4. Contextualization Signals- the ways in which “speakers and writers cue 

listeners and readers into what they take the context to be…. Context is not 

just there; it is something people actively construe, negotiate over, and change 

their minds about.” 

5. Thematic Organization- “This covers the ways in which themes (images, 

contrasts, focal points of interest) are signaled and developed” (p. 94). 

 For this research project, each document was analyzed using steps two through five. Step 

one (prosody) was not utilized, as it applies to spoken discourses only. 

Boje and Dennehy (1999) outline a process for deconstructing various types of 

discourses in their book Managing in the Postmodern World: America's Revolution 

against Exploitation. The eight-step process of conducting a critical discourse analysis 

(CDA) is as follows: 

1. Duality Search- Make a list of any bipolar terms, any dichotomies that are 

used in the story. Include the term even if only one side is mentioned. For 

example, in male-centered and or male-dominated organization stories, men 

are central and women are marginal others. One term mentioned implies its 

partner. 
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2. Reinterpret the Hierarchy- A story is one interpretation or hierarchy of an 

event from one point of view. It usually has some form of hierarchical 

thinking in place. Explore and reinterpret the hierarchy (e.g. in the duality 

terms how one dominates the other) so you can understand its grip. 

3. Rebel Voices- Deny the authority of the one voice. Narrative centers 

marginalize or exclude. To maintain a center takes enormous energy. What 

voices are not being expressed in this story? Which voices are subordinate or 

hierarchical to other voices (e.g. Who speaks for the trees?)? 

4. Other side of the story- Stories always have two or more sides. What is the 

side of the story (usually a marginalized, under-represented, or even silent)? 

Reverse the story, but putting the bottom on top, the marginal in control, or 

the back stage up front. For example, reverse the male-center, by holding a 

spot light on its excesses until it becomes a female center.  In telling the other 

side, the point is not to replace one center with another, but to show how each 

center is in a constant state of change and disintegration. 

5. Deny the Plot- Stories have plots, scripts, scenarios, recipes, and morals. Turn 

these around (move from romantic to tragic or comedic to ironic).  

6. Find the Exception- What is the exception that breaks the rule that does not fit 

the recipe that escapes the strictures of the principle? State the rule in a way 

that makes it seem extreme or absurd.  

7. Trace what is between the lines- Trace what is not said? Trace what is the 

writing on the wall? Fill in the blanks. Storytellers frequently use "you know 

that part of the story." Trace what you are filling in. With what alternate way 
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could you fill it in? (E.g. trace the context, the back stage, the between, the 

intertext). 

8. Resituate- The point of doing 1 to 7 is to find a new perspective, one that 

resituates the story beyond its dualisms, excluded voices, or singular 

viewpoint. The idea is to reauthor the story so that the hierarchy is resituated 

and a new balance of views is attained. Restory to remove the dualities and 

margins. In a resituated story there are no more centers. Restory to script new 

actions. (table 2-2).  

These steps will be followed to create a full picture of the critical discourse analysis of 

the ten academic integrity policies in this study, and will provide insight into how future 

academic integrity policies can be constructed without the constraints of language which 

impede an ethic of care and a sense of community in the school.   

After a deconstruction of the four themes, the critical discourse analysis will 

continue with a comparison of the ten policies in this study by focusing on eight areas 

common to most academic integrity policies: philosophy/purpose statement, definitions 

of academic integrity, definitions of academic dishonesty, honor council, honor pledge, 

consequences and discipline, and rehabilitative support. The policy language within each 

key area will be analyzed in terms of its ability to encourage an ethic of care and promote 

a sense of community in the school. Problematic language which impedes the possibility 

of a school community with an ethic of care, as well as language which reveals 

asymmetrical power relations in the discipline process, will be uncovered. In addition, the 

length of each document will be analyzed in terms of its contribution to the school’s 

overall approach to addressing issues of academic integrity.  
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Before beginning the discourse analysis and the critical discourse analysis (CDA), 

it is important to note that these academic integrity policy documents are the result of a 

series of discourses happening within each school over a period of time. These policies 

were most likely constructed after ongoing discourses among teachers and administrators, 

which at some point also included the decision to join the Academic Integrity Network.  

In addition, the discourse surely continued after the construction of the policy, and will 

subsequently lead to further policy revisions as the discourse evolves. One goal of this 

critical discourse analysis (CDA) is to add to the overall discourse on the topic of 

academic integrity policies, in hopes that schools will begin to shift the discussion to 

policy elements which promote an ethic of care and a sense of community around the 

concept of academic integrity in schools. It is also important to note the significance of 

using policy as curriculum. This concept of constructing policies which can be used as 

educational tools for students cannot be understated, as it plays a key role in instructing 

student in the values embedded in a particular topic such as academic integrity. 

It must also be noted that while a critical discourse analysis (CDA) of these 

policies does provide insight into the discourse on the topic of academic integrity in high 

schools, it does not provide a full picture of the overall cultures of these ten high schools 

concerning the topic of academic integrity. Many various factors within the school 

environment, which are not explored in this study, will have an impact of a school’s 

culture and approach to academic integrity as well. Policy on academic integrity is only 

one of the various factors; therefore, conclusions about the micro-culture of these ten 

schools cannot be made from the results of the CDA. However, the constructs which are 
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uncovered in this study do speak to the overall macro-culture in schools concerning the 

social construction of children.  

Theme One- Academic Dishonesty as Discipline 

 The theme academic dishonesty as discipline is pervasive in eight out of ten 

academic integrity policies. This theme refers to the concept of academic dishonesty 

being the focus of the policy, as compared with the focus on academic integrity. Also, the 

policy views incidents of academic dishonesty as discipline matters in need of 

consequences or punishment for students who commit such offenses, as opposed to 

establishing a rehabilitative process for students to learn from their mistakes. This theme 

emerges throughout the documents, which go to great lengths to define the various facets 

of academic dishonesty, handle violations as discipline matters, and explain the numerous 

consequences for those students who fail to follow the policy. 

Uncovering Academic Dishonesty as Discipline 

Rickards High School (FL) mentions the terms “cheating or plagiarism” within a 

policy titled “Infractions Requiring Informal Consequences.” These two terms are 

included along with a list of other infractions, including being tardy to class, not returning 

required forms, and violations of school parking rules. The contextualization signals, 

when reviewing the full list, point to a contradiction in the seriousness of offenses. The 

list includes “stealing (minor theft)” and violations of “school bus rules of conduct” in the 

same context. Clearly, there are much larger ramifications for incidents of student theft, 

however minor, than there are for students acting out on the school bus. Add to this the 

entire issue of academic integrity, and the policy loses its credibility as a well-planned 

discipline policy. In short, the contextualization signals point to a policy full of a variety 
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of issues that do not seem to fit under the same category of simply requiring “informal 

consequences.”  Many of these infractions, including academic dishonesty, require much 

more intentionality in educating students in the importance of upholding specific values, 

while others are minor student discipline issues which should be easily resolvable in the 

context of a school day. 

The Mountain Pointe High School (AZ) academic integrity policy is also a policy 

which solely focuses on the issue as a discipline problem. While the opening sentence 

mentions honesty as a “foundation value for success in career and life,” the rest of the 

document clearly focuses on discipline. Near the end, the document discusses 

“disciplinary consequences,” which include five days of in-school suspension for the first 

offense, and removal from the course and a grade of “F” for any second offense during a 

student’s high school career. 

The East Chapel Hill High School (NC) academic honor code contains a lengthy 

explanation of cheating, followed by three short sentences related to consequences. 

Overall, the policy is simply focused on providing a definition of cheating so that 

students know exactly what is considered a breach of academic integrity. The discourse 

organization of the East Chapel Hill High School (NC) policy can be analyzed through 

an examination of the six points presented under the definition of cheating. First, the 

document defines cheating as “the act of gaining an unfair advantage, or misrepresenting 

one’s knowledge.” Then, the six points attempt to further the explanation by providing 

specific examples of cheating. The first two, which include plagiarizing, gaining test 

information prior to an exam, and cheating in some way during an exam, present the 

more traditional forms or definitions of what constitutes cheating. Then, the document 
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continues into what would be considered more convoluted areas of academic 

dishonesty—using the same paper for two classes, convincing the teacher for additional 

time on an assignment to gain more information, and missing class the day of a test or the 

day an assignment is due. These are certainly more complex types of situations which 

would require a subjective analysis to determine whether or not students had violated 

these points. The organization of this discourse flows from the traditional definitions of 

cheating, to the more complex definitions, as just described. All this leads to the final 

point in the East Chapel Hill High School (NC) policy, which proves to be the most 

convoluted of all the definitions—“lying about any of the above.” Intended as a statement 

to encompass any situation in which the student has participated in acts of academic 

dishonesty, this part of the document puts students in jeopardy of committing two 

offenses in each situation—the actual violation of academic integrity, and then a possible 

second violation if the student lies about the situation during an investigation. While 

teaching honesty after making a mistake is a very important value to instill in students, 

the policy seems intent on catching those students who are dishonest a second time and 

harshly punishing them accordingly. What seems lacking is an ethic of care (Noddings, 

1984; Sernack, 1998) in handing the situation in a way which puts the students’ best 

interests first (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2005; Stefkovich, 2006). Instead of a rehabilitative 

process to learn from mistakes, the policy simply reinforces the idea of academic 

dishonesty as a discipline issue in need of severe punishments for those who violate the 

policy. 

The thematic organization of concepts within the Egg Harbor Township High 

School (NJ) policy reveals the theme of academic dishonesty as discipline in terms of 
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using the policy as a way of defining unacceptable behavior.  It is evident that academic 

dishonesty as unacceptable behavior was clearly a theme which the authors intended to 

emphasize throughout. In fact, there are only three words typed in boldface font in the 

entire document: “unacceptable academic behavior.” This statement is repeated in two 

sentences in a row, and is also given another name as the document continues—

“improper conduct.” 

The concept of discourse organization is critical to understanding the complexity 

of the approaches taken in the River Hill High School (MD) academic integrity policy. 

First, the document begins with an honor pledge: “On my honor, I have neither given nor 

received unauthorized aid on this assignment” (Appendix E). This serves as a foundation 

for the rest of the policy; however, it is written with language which emphasizes 

academic dishonesty, as opposed to language which promotes academic integrity. Next, 

the document follows with a section describing the honor council, and then the document 

continues with a listing of academic integrity violations. Finally, the document includes 

two tables which explain consequences for offenses for level one and level two 

violations. What is most noticeable about the discourse organization is the lack of any 

kind of discussion related to academic integrity and the values it entails. The document 

does not contain any opening philosophy or purpose statement, and no definitions or 

explanations of academic integrity are given. 

Woodside High School (CA) uses an academic integrity policy which mostly 

focuses on definitions of academic misconduct and subsequent consequences. While the 

policy begins with a philosophy statement focused on an ethical climate grounded in 

academic integrity, it quickly shifts to cheating and plagiarism as severe problems and 
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gives teachers the sole authority in handling perceived matters of academic dishonesty 

within their classrooms. The cohesion of the sentences in the Woodside High School 

(CA) document’s opening paragraph shift focus from the purpose of the policy to a 

defense of the policy. It begins with a clear focus on concepts such as “high standards,” 

“ethical behavior,” “school community,” and “ethical climate.” Contrast these terms with 

the following statement:  

While there can be a variety of pressures or temptations for students to consider 

cheating or plagiarism, including time constraints, parental expectations, the 

actions of peers, and poor preparation for exams, none of these pressures justifies 

either behavior. 

This statement reads like a defense of the policy and seems to detract from the power of 

the values presented at the beginning of the philosophy statement. In addition, these 

statements also show a shift in focus of the philosophy statement from school community 

to individual student. As the philosophy continues, the focus shifts yet again to the staff: 

“The staff at Woodside values learning above grades….”  This lack of cohesion causes 

confusion as to the policy’s purpose and leads to the question of whether the policy is 

written to support and guide students, or to provide staff with a system for punishing 

students who participate in situations of academic dishonesty.  

 The discourse organization of the Woodside High School (CA) policy 

demonstrates that the purpose of the policy is clearly intent on addressing academic 

integrity issues in terms of discipline. While the policy mentions academic honesty and 

integrity in the opening lines of the philosophy statement, the policy does not in any way 

attempt to define these concepts. Instead, the second section of the policy, immediately 
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following the philosophy and purpose statements, contains the definitions of academic 

misconduct. The third and final section of the policy is titled “Consequences and 

Procedures,” which solely utilizes punitive consequences instead of rehabilitative or 

educational consequences. These are examples of the modernists’ approach to discipline 

which only serves to oppress children (Block, 1997; Lesko, 2001; Males, 1996; Mayhall, 

1994). 

 The academic integrity policy for Seckman High School (MO) is a collection of 

disorganized parts which do not fit cohesively together to form a whole. While the 

document does make some strong points which seem to encourage a sense of community 

around the issue (mainly in the statement that “teachers should clearly communicate their 

expectations to students, and make every effort to avoid situations in which the students 

are confused about how they are expected to meet assignment requirements”), the 

majority of the document reads like discipline instructions for a severe behavior issue. No 

detailed explanations are provided for the concept of academic integrity. Instead, the 

majority of the document is devoted to defining plagiarism and explaining level one and 

two offenses and subsequent consequences.   

The lack of cohesion among the three opening sentences of the Seckman High 

School (MO) academic integrity policy demonstrates the lack of cohesion throughout the 

entire policy. The first sentence serves as a purpose statement which focuses on 

“promoting academic excellence” as well as helping students grow into “life-long 

learners.” The second sentence, however, shifts focus to the academic institution, and 

argues that the only way for the school to be successful academically is to implement an 

honor code with consequences. No further explanation of this assertion is presented 



155 
 

anywhere else in the document. The third sentence then shifts focus again, this time to the 

administration by making the declaration that “cheating, dishonesty, and plagiarism will 

not be tolerated at Seckman High School.” It is this final point which garners the most 

attention throughout the rest of the policy.  

 The discourse organization of the Seckman High School (MO) policy follows the 

pattern of sentence cohesion established in the opening paragraph. The first major section 

after the opening philosophy statement is a list of definitions: cheating, integrity, and 

plagiarize. The fact that integrity is placed in the middle of cheating and plagiarize 

symbolizes the document’s lack of logical organization. Then, the following section is a 

paragraph of disconnected thoughts on academic integrity. This section is followed by a 

more detailed explanation of plagiarism, which is then followed by the final and longest 

section—violations and lists of consequences. The back and forth swing from integrity to 

dishonesty shows a lack of clarity in terms of the policy’s intended purpose. A few 

instances do attempt to clarify what integrity is and why it is important to follow, but 

these are not clearly stated. 

The contextualization signals in the Seckman High School (MO) academic 

integrity policy can be categorized into two general groups—those which point to the use 

of the policy as an aggressive discipline tool for handling violations, and those which 

seem to indicate that the policy was written with little forethought as to its implications. 

First, the sheer length and devotion to the violations and consequences section 

immediately signals the school’s desire to focus on academic dishonesty as a discipline 

issue in need of severe punishment. Language such as “premeditation” and “theft,” and 

consequences such as “unable to participate in ceremonies such as graduation” support 
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this assertion. Second, the policy seems written with little forethought or care taken to 

choose words and phrases which prove insightful into the topic of academic integrity. For 

example, definitions of cheating, integrity, and plagiarize are all taken from Webster’s 

New Collegiate Dictionary and not from any source specifically related to academic 

integrity or original definitions written by the school. Also, additional statements read 

like casual conversations from educators to students:  

Good relationships between people are based on trust; cheating violates that trust. 

Getting a high school diploma is supposed to mean that you’ve demonstrated 

certain skills. When you pick up that diploma, you will want to know that you’ve 

earned it legitimately, not cheated your way to it.  

While perhaps beneficial in a discussion or training to impress upon the students the 

importance of upholding academic integrity, these statements do little to help clarify the 

purpose of the academic integrity policy and detract from a serious approach to the topic. 

Again, this type of language points to the social construction of children as problematic 

(Jenks, Mayhall, Lesko).  The phrase “cheated your way to it” implies that students are 

viewed as problematic and are likely to engage behaviors such as cheating, as 

emphasized throughout the Seckman High School (MO) policy. 

While a very well-written academic integrity policy overall, one slight 

problematic area of the Joel Barlow High School (CT) policy can be uncovered through 

an analysis of the discourse organization. Though the result of the analysis is not an 

uncovering of any hidden agenda or belief, it is necessary to mention as a way of 

encouraging schools to constantly review and revise their practices, in hopes of creating 

the best possible policies in the best interest of students. The opening philosophy 
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statement of the policy establishes a foundation of promoting academic integrity, but the 

inclusion of the definitions of cheating and dishonesty in the opening paragraph seems 

out of place. Instead, these definitions would be more effective if placed in the final 

section which focuses on consequences for cheating and plagiarism, since they are not the 

central focus of the intent of the policy. 

Critical Discourse Analysis of Academic Dishonesty as Discipline 

 Boje and Dennehy (1999) present the concepts of the other side of the story and 

trace what is between the lines, which can both be easily applied to the Rickards High 

School (FL) discipline policy which includes academic integrity. The policy is one which 

first lists the infractions requiring informal consequences, and then lists the informal 

consequences which may be administered. These consequences include contraband items 

being confiscated, warnings in writing given to the student, privileges being revoked, and 

student detention being assigned. Compared with the list of infractions, these 

consequences do not seem appropriate or to match up with the offenses in any way. For 

many schools, policies are written in haste, and are rarely (if ever) revisited year after 

year. The practice of writing and revising problematic policies often occurs at the end of 

a school year by school administrators planning for the next year; however, if the policy 

is never questioned (as most are not) then it may not be reviewed for many years. Perhaps 

this is the case with the Rickards High School (FL) policy. It is a policy which does not 

seem to have been well planned using a logical process, and it does not appear that the 

writers made great effort to ensure that the policy consequences were appropriate for the 

infractions covered in the policy. While it is highly possible that the school has started 

implementing strategies to promote academic integrity, Rickards High School (FL) has 
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yet to move beyond academic dishonesty as solely a discipline problem, in terms of 

policy and the consequences administered. The first step for this school in moving 

forward would be to construct an academic integrity policy as a separate and unique issue 

which needs its own policy to effectively focus on academic integrity in a way that 

benefits all students in the school. 

At Mountain Pointe High School (AZ), those who are found guilty of academic 

dishonesty at will be punished through in-school suspension the first time. This type of 

punishment, traditionally reserved for behavior issues and not academic concerns, 

demonstrates the school delineating the topic of academic integrity as a discipline 

problem. To resituate this policy, Mountain Pointe would need to examine the problem 

from a different perspective, most notably the perspective of the students who do engage 

in incidents of academic dishonesty. It would be important to begin to understand 

academic integrity in terms of why students cheat. The research reveals that students 

cheat as a result of various pressures they face, including fear of failure, parental 

expectations, and maintaining a particular academic standing (Aiken, 1991; Anderman, 

1997; Arnett, Feldman, & Cauffman, 2002; Davis, Grover, Becker, & McGregor, 1992; 

McCabe, 2001; Schab, 1991). The discourse should be resituated to understand and 

interpret these actions by students, as well as to understand academic dishonesty within 

the context of the role academic competition plays for students in the high school setting. 

A duality search of the Woodside High School (CA) document reveals several 

interesting terms, which reinforce the document’s emphasis on control of punishment 

given by school staff. While the document itself is titled “Academic Integrity Policy,” the 

word integrity is rarely used, and no definition is ever provided. Rather, terms such as  
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“dishonesty,” “misconduct,” “cheating,” “plagiarism,” and “violation,” which are all used 

repeatedly throughout the document, again signals the document’s heavy emphasis on 

“academic dishonesty” as a discipline issue instead of “academic integrity” as a positive 

concept to promote throughout the school. 

To deny the plot in reference to the Woodside High School (CA) academic 

integrity policy would be to change the story from one of tragedy focused on academic 

dishonesty, to one promoting academic integrity. Although consequences are certainly an 

important and necessary component of a policy such as this, they should not be the entire 

focus. Instead, the policy should define concepts associated with academic integrity and 

honesty, and point out ways in which the school works to promote these concepts. 

The Seckman High School (MO) policy illustrates the concept of find the 

exception through perhaps the most complicated and concerning statement in any of the 

documents: “Getting a high school diploma is supposed to mean that you’ve 

demonstrated certain skills. When you pick up that diploma, you will want to know that 

you’ve earned it legitimately, not cheated your way to it.” What this statement fails to 

realize is that most cheating that occurs is not because of a lack of academic skills. 

Instead, students engage in academic dishonesty for a variety of reasons, including fear of 

failure, academic demands, perceived unreasonable workloads, and drive to succeed 

(Schab, 2001; Anderman, 1997; McCabe, 2001). To tie the concept of academic 

dishonesty to a lack of academic skills is yet another example of this policy being written 

from a less-informed perspective than other policies in this study.  In addition, the part of 

the statement which implies that students involved in situations of academic dishonesty 

have cheated their way to diplomas serves to label all students in a negative way and does 
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not leave room for rehabilitation and for students to learn from their mistakes and to 

improve in the future. 

To resituate the Seckman High School (MO) academic integrity policy, one 

would need to change the focus from problematic students to an examination of the 

organizational arrangements that precipitate academic dishonesty. For example, one 

should consider the reasons why students cheat in the first place. Again, students cheat 

for a variety of reasons, but most are related to unique pressures facing students in a 

competitive academic environment  (Aiken, 1991; Anderman, 1997; Arnett, Feldman, & 

Cauffman, 2002; Davis, Grover, Becker, & McGregor, 1992; McCabe, 2001; Schab, 

1991).  This includes the overall competitive environment of our public high schools, 

which includes pressures to maintain class rank, qualify for academic organizations such 

as National Honor Society, and gain acceptance to prestigious universities with rigorous 

application and academic requirements. 

The Langley High School (VA) academic integrity policy could also be resituated 

as well to change the focus from problematic students to the flaws in current public 

educational institutions. In resituating this policy, it would be important to bring forth the 

student voice to explain why students engage in academic dishonesty, and to examine the 

policy in terms of how the school addresses the pressures students face. For example, the 

policy fails to mention any reasons why students cheat, and instead frames academic 

dishonesty as a discipline issue in need of severe consequences for those students who 

engage in academic dishonesty. However, if resituated from the context of the student 

voice, the discourse would begin to address some of the underlying factors as to why 

students cheat, and begin to address the reality that the school as an organization fails to 
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address the true problem at hand, and instead perpetuates the model of a discipline and 

punish machine (Foucault, 1977) solely intent on punishing students for bad behavior.  

Challenging Academic Dishonesty as Discipline 

Radnor High School (PA) presents a direct challenge to the concept of academic 

dishonesty as discipline by placing a school-wide effort to promote academic integrity. 

The cohesion of the individual sentences within the school’s academic integrity policy 

flow together in a consistent manner, and all work together to present the essence of a 

school community working together to support students in making the right decision. The 

opening sentence puts forth the idea of the school community and its desire for students 

to pursue knowledge. This concept of sense of community is continued in the second 

sentence, in which specific values and specific community members are listed:  “To 

support his pursuit, we believe that honesty, integrity, respect, and responsibility must be 

present among students, teachers, administrators, and parents/guardians.” The third 

sentence of the preamble continues the focus on the values of upholding academic 

standards through the phrase “principled conduct,” and does not shift focus to the 

negative aspect of academic dishonesty, as most of the other academic integrity policies 

in this study do. 

 Perhaps the greatest strength of the Radnor High School (PA) academic integrity 

policy can be uncovered through and analysis of the discourse organization of the 

document. The policy begins with a brief yet strong opening philosophy and purpose 

statement, which sets the tone for the rest of the policy to primarily focus on the values 

surrounding the concept of academic integrity. The second section of the document does 

something that very few of the other documents attempted to do—present descriptions 
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and definitions of “honesty,” “integrity,” “respect,” and “responsibility”. Then, 

expanding on the concept of responsibility, the policy outlines a list of responsibilities for 

each member of the school community—student, teacher, administrator, parent/guardian, 

and honor council. By placing the important definitions of the values as well as the list of 

responsibilities up front, Radnor High School is emphasizing its focus on academic 

integrity as a value to be encouraged and supported throughout the entire school 

community. The document continues with a lengthy list of definitions related to academic 

dishonesty, as well as a section on student requirements and prohibitions, and 

consequences for violations. However, the foundation of a policy rooted in promoting 

academic integrity has already been established, and the inclusion of these sections is 

appropriate to the overall purpose of the policy. 

 The Radnor High School (PA) academic integrity policy also contains multiple 

examples of contextualization signals which demonstrate an intentional emphasis on 

building an ethic of care and creating a sense of community within the school. This is 

clearly demonstrated in the list of four principles which explain the actions that students 

should do, as opposed to a set of rules which they should not do. By defining 

expectations and providing clarity to what constitutes academic integrity, the Radnor 

High School (PA) policy is building an ethic of care by eliminating the possibility of 

teachers and administrators creating their own definitions of academic integrity and thus 

contributing to an abuse of power through the discipline process. This list includes telling 

the truth, giving credit to all sources, striving to maintain high moral principles, creating 

a community which values learning, demonstrating self respect, and embracing and 

advancing “the common good of our community.” In addition, the list of individual 
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responsibilities also contains various contextual signals which point to this same idea of 

shared values throughout the community. For example, all students are encouraged to 

participate during their high school career “in the further development of the Academic 

Honor Code.” Teachers are expected to present the honor code in each class, and 

administrators are encouraged to facilitate “ongoing conversations and reflection about 

the Academic Honor Code.” Parents are also expected to become familiar with the honor 

code and to ensure that their child knows and understands the various facets of the policy.   

In addition to the Radnor High School (PA) document, the Joel Barlow High 

School (CT) academic integrity policy is also considered progressive in its attempt to 

promote academic integrity, as opposed to the traditional approach of punishing academic 

dishonesty. The document emphasizes the responsibility of each member of the school 

community in promoting academic integrity, gives definitions of the values associated 

with academic integrity, and presents an honor pledge in which students commit to 

upholding high standards of academic integrity, as opposed to a commitment not to cheat. 

This type of specific and intentional language throughout the policy invokes an ethic of 

care and a sense for what is in the best interest of students in every aspect of the policy. 

Cohesion of sentences, ideas, and thoughts within the Joel Barlow High School 

(CT) academic integrity policy is perhaps the greatest strength of the document. Unlike 

most documents in this study, which shift focus from sentence to sentence, this policy 

maintains a steady focus on the values associated with academic integrity from start to 

finish. The opening philosophy statement illustrates this clearly. The first sentence begins 

by emphasizing the school’s commitment to the “highest standard of academic honesty.” 

Then, the next sentence mentions the concept of academic dishonesty, but continues the 
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focus on academic integrity by maintaining that cheating and plagiarism are “contrary to 

this goal.”  The next two sentences provide definitions for cheating and plagiarism, but 

they are not written with an authoritative tone, and they do not shift the focus away from 

academic integrity, as many of the other documents do. Then, the opening paragraph 

continues by describing the responsibility that teachers and students have in promoting 

academic integrity and upholding the values associated with academic integrity. Finally, 

the opening section concludes with perhaps the most powerful statement in the document: 

Joel Barlow High School embodies a spirit of mutual trust and intellectual 

honesty that is central to the very nature of learning and represents the highest 

possible expression of shared values among the members of the school 

community. 

This statement clearly reiterates the focus on promoting academic integrity, as opposed to 

punishing academic dishonesty. Perhaps what is most impressive about this concluding 

sentence of the philosophy statement is that the rest of the document truly aligns with this 

central idea and does not revert back to a focus on academic dishonesty as a discipline 

issue, as so many of the other documents in this study do. 

The Joel Barlow High School (CT) academic integrity policy also contains many 

examples of contextualization signals, which all point to an overall emphasis on 

academic integrity as a value to be lauded and upheld, as opposed to academic dishonesty 

as a discipline issue in need of severe consequences.  For example, in the second sentence 

of the document, the policy states that cheating and plagiarism are “contrary to this goal,” 

referring to maintaining the highest standards of academic integrity. This is in sharp 

contrast with other school policies previously explained, which state that cheating and 
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plagiarism are “wrong” and “will not be tolerated.”  The section which presents an honor 

code outlines definitions for six values associated with the concept of academic 

integrity—academic honesty, respect, trust, responsibility, fairness, and integrity. The 

following section, called an honor pledge, continues to focus on the idea of academic 

integrity through a carefully worded statement in which students pledge to achieve with 

integrity, as opposed to abstaining from dishonesty. Again, it is the intentional choice of 

language such as “high level of respect and integrity” and “will uphold such values” 

which focuses on academic integrity as opposed to academic dishonesty, which sets this 

policy apart from the others in the study, and which clearly illustrates ethical caring 

(Noddings, 1984) and caring power (Sernak, 1998). 

 Several important values can be uncovered from an analysis of the thematic 

organization of the Joel Barlow High School (CT) document. First, there is the value of 

student responsibility which runs through the entire document. One line states that 

“students have the obligation to exercise the discipline and judgment to maintain” the 

highest standards of academic integrity. In addition, the document makes specific 

mention of the need for students to understand plagiarism and recommends that students 

“consult the JBHS Writing Tools Handbook when citing sources to insure proper 

format.”  Second, there is the value of teacher responsibility which surfaces several times 

in the document as well. In the opening statement, teachers are given the responsibility of 

providing “clear expectations for assignments including opportunities for students to 

understand the concept of academic honesty.”  This shows a commitment on the part of 

the school to educate students in the values surrounding academic integrity. Also, 

teachers are to hold conferences with students who do participate in situations involving 
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academic dishonesty. Again, this emphasizes the school’s desire to educate and 

rehabilitate those who do make mistakes. 

Summary 

 The theme of academic dishonesty as discipline is a central component of most of 

the policies in this study. Instead of using the policy as an educational tool to promote 

academic integrity throughout the school and to define appropriate actions, the policies in 

this study mainly focus on defining academic dishonesty and the consequences associated 

with committing such an offense.  For example, a duality search of the Woodside High 

School (CA) academic integrity policy uncovered a plethora of terms used multiple times 

throughout the document, including “dishonesty,” “misconduct,” “cheating,” 

“plagiarism,” and “violation.” However, little effort is made in the policy to define or 

expand on the concept of academic integrity. In addition, the critical discourse analysis 

(CDA) revealed that both the Seckman High School (MO) and Langley High School 

(VA) policies could benefit from being resituated within a context of the ethic of care to 

bring the focus of the policy back to academic integrity and away from a primary 

emphasis on academic dishonesty as a discipline issue. 

Theme Two: Student as Criminal 

 The specific language found within several academic integrity policies in this 

study uncovers the perspective of viewing a student who violates an academic integrity 

policy as a criminal. In some instances, it is the individual word choice within the 

policies which creates the connotation of student as criminal. In other cases, it is the steps 

of the discipline process which portrays the student as a criminal on trial for an academic 

crime. In either case, the concept of student as criminal undermines the values 
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surrounding the concept of academic integrity and impedes the employment of an ethic of 

care when handling those students who do participate in situations of academic 

dishonesty. 

Uncovering Student as Criminal 

The Langley High School (VA) academic integrity policy begins with a strong 

opening philosophy statement and fundamental beliefs focused on trust, community, and 

shared values. However, the main sections of the policy all follow the traditional 

approach of viewing academic integrity as a discipline problem in schools. This 

dichotomy points to the social construction of children as problematic and hints that 

children are inherently deficient in their abilities to make decisions congruent with ethical 

values. Thus, a focus on discipline and punishment is perpetuated. Instead of focusing on 

the values of upholding academic integrity standards, the policy explains the academic 

violations in great detail, as well as outlines the specifics of level one through four 

consequences for students who participate in situations of academic dishonesty. In 

addition, the document includes much legal language which invokes a sense of student as 

criminal throughout the policy. 

The cohesion of the Langley High School (VA) academic integrity policy starts 

out in a very succinct way, with each sentence written with intentionality and purpose, 

and the ideas within each sentence flow in a logical order from one to the next. The 

opening philosophical statement begins with a sentence which touches on values of 

school community, trust, and intellectual honesty. The opening section then flows into a 

list of three fundamental beliefs which are central to the Honor Code, and which include 
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concepts similar to those in the opening sentence (trust, injustice, and honesty and 

integrity). The third sentence reads as a purpose statement for the entire document: 

The functions of the Honor Code are to communicate the meaning and importance 

of intellectual honesty to all students of the school; to articulate and support the 

interest of the community in maintaining the highest standards of conduct in 

academic affairs; and to identify, sanction, and educate those who fail to live up to 

the stated expectations of the school community with regard to these standards. 

This statement’s intended meaning is ideal to the concept of creating academic codes 

which do more than punish; instead, they focus on using an ethic of care to create a sense 

of community and understanding of the values behind upholding academic integrity. Yet 

the following sentences, which conclude the introduction section, signal the hidden intent 

behind the policy. This paragraph moves directly into the enforcement of the policy by 

introducing the Honor Council and a statement that any violation will not be tolerated. 

This becomes the true thesis statement of the entire document, and sets the foundation for 

a policy written with legal language throughout, focusing on academic dishonesty as a 

crime within the school. 

 The discourse organization of the Langley High School (VA) academic integrity 

policy is laid out in an order which serves the purpose of having a policy which builds in 

intensity of severity and consequences. While the opening begins with an idealistic 

picture of the values surrounding academic integrity, the policy quickly shifts to one 

focused on the punishment of wrongdoing. The document lays out an extensive 

description of five different types of academic violations—cheating, plagiarism, 

falsification/lying, stealing, and cell phone use. This is then followed by a step by step 



169 
 

explanation of the process which all students suspected of being involved in situations of 

academic dishonesty must go through. Finally, an extensive list of offenses (classified 

into five categories) follows. It is this systematic approach, filled with language with 

legal connotations, which invokes the sense that this policy is more of a law addressing 

criminal activity than a support system to help students make right choices. 

 The Langley High School (VA) academic integrity policy is also full of 

contextualization signals which make the document read more like a law than a school 

policy. For example, the document is filled with individual word choices which signal a 

sense of legality—“sanction,” “illegally,” “fraud,” “sabotaging,” “forgery,” “tampering,” 

and “fraudulently.” In addition, any student suspected of academic dishonesty may go 

before the Honor Council to present his/her case, and the Honor Council will conduct an 

investigation and hearing to determine the outcome. While some honor councils do have 

merit, it is the sense of students being put on trial for honor code violations at Langley 

High School (VA) which further plays into the concept of academic dishonesty as a legal 

issue rather than an educational one. 

 The thematic organization of the Langley High School (VA) academic integrity 

policy includes concepts all grounded in legal themes. The concept of academic 

dishonesty as a crime, and the student who violates the policy as a criminal, is integrated 

throughout the document. The definitions of the five various forms of academic 

dishonesty are so extensive as to explain each and every possible violation with which to 

charge a student. Once accused of the crime of academic dishonesty, the student may 

then go before a jury of teachers and peers, who will render a verdict and assign 

consequences, based on a lengthy list of possible punishments, and based on the level of 
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conviction. These legal themes pervade the document, without any mention of ways to 

rehabilitate or educate students who are involved in situations of academic dishonesty. 

This intense focus on justice proves a serious impediment to the fostering of an ethic of 

care in the school (Noddings, 1984; Sernak, 1998). 

Although nothing close to the extreme nature of the Langley High School (VA) 

academic integrity policy, the Radnor High School (PA) document uncovers some 

discrepancies in word choice that should be noted. Overall, the policy writers chose 

words which reflect a sense of community around the issue of academic integrity. For the 

first half of the document, there is very little mention of academic dishonesty, and instead 

an overall focus on upholding the values of academic integrity. The language within the 

definitions of various offenses also seems appropriate for its purpose of striving to clearly 

define the various actions of academic dishonesty. However, it is the language within the 

final two sections—student prohibitions and student consequences—which prove 

problematic and in conflict with the language in the rest of the document. The use of the 

word “prohibitions” carries negative connotations and seems inconsistent with a 

document whose primary purpose is to promote academic integrity and to educate on 

situations of academic dishonesty. Also, there is some language which implies academic 

dishonesty as a criminal situation, including the phrase “investigation of alleged 

violations” (Appendix I). But these prove to be minor examples of contradictory 

language within a policy which consistently promotes academic integrity throughout the 

school community. 

Critical Discourse Analysis of Student as Criminal 
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A duality search of the Seckman High School (MO) reveals language which is 

centered on academic dishonesty, instead of focusing on the values surrounding academic 

integrity. Although “academic integrity” and “honesty” are mentioned, it is the repetition 

of such words such as “dishonesty,” “cheating,” “premeditation,” “theft,” “guilty,” and 

“suspect,” that carries the most weight. It is also important to note the ongoing use of the 

word “violations” of the academic integrity policy in the second half of the document, as 

compared with no mention of the students who uphold these values each and every day.  

The rebel voice that needs to be analyzed further within the Seckman High School 

(MO) academic integrity policy is that of the student who does uphold the values behind 

academic integrity, and those students who want to improve in this area. Nowhere in the 

document does it explain the concept of academic integrity, or does it define the benefits 

of upholding such standards. In addition, there is no mention of any kind of educational 

trainings or rehabilitative approaches for the general student body or for students who 

have been involved in situations of academic dishonesty. These students are not 

criminals, and instead need to be represented in the policy through a voice which speaks 

to the benefits of maintaining strong ethics in the area of academic integrity while in high 

school and beyond.  

 To tell the other side of the story, one must focus on those Seckman High School 

(MO) students who do uphold academic integrity standards and want to see others do the 

same, without classifying anyone as a criminal. As the policy reads, it is simply designed 

for those students who are involved in situations of academic dishonesty. The current aim 

of the policy is to identify the violators and punish swiftly. In turn, this approach leaves 

out the students who model values of honesty and integrity each day at Seckman High 
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School (MO). When limited to only those who violate, the policy is then incapable of 

establishing a sense of community throughout the school around the issue of academic 

integrity, thus leading to a loss of community (Sergiovanni, 1994). Instead, the policy 

should speak up for the students who uphold values of academic integrity. These students 

should be included in the policy as well, through a description of the characteristics of 

this type of student. For example, the statement about some students cheating their way to 

a diploma should, in the very least, be complimented by praising those students who 

maintain honesty and integrity on the road to graduation. 

A duality search of the Langley High School (VA) document uncovers huge 

contradictions in words used in the opening philosophy statement, as compared to those 

in the rest of the document. The document begins with phrases like “spirit of mutual 

trust” and “shared values among the members of the school community.” However, the 

concept of mutual trust seems to be contradictory to the document’s intense focus on a 

discipline process which strives to very meticulously catch students in acts of academic 

dishonesty and make sure they are given punishment for their actions. In addition, it 

would seem from the terms found all throughout the policy that the shared values referred 

to in the opening philosophy statement must be in reference to valuing a legal policy put 

in place to ensure that all violators of academic integrity are handled swiftly and justly. 

The hierarchy represented in the Langley High School (VA) academic integrity 

policy is unlike the other policies in this study. In this case, the hierarchy of power is not 

granted solely to the teachers and administrators. Instead, some power is given to the 

Honor Council, which does investigate and impose sanctions for academic integrity 

violations. However, the real power source lies in the policy itself, which does not allow 
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for any kind of rehabilitation or education of students who are involved in situations of 

academic dishonesty. So even though the Honor Council can make some decisions, they 

are closely managed by the policy itself. To reinterpret the hierarchy, it would be 

important to make the educating of students a crucial theme of the overall policy, and to 

help students understand the values behind academic integrity and the importance of 

upholding those values at all times. In the opening philosophy, the document does 

mention the intent to do this—“educate those who fail to live up to the stated 

expectations”—yet, this is never mentioned again or integrated into the current policy in 

any way. The education of students can also be accomplished by focusing on the reasons 

why students cheat, and by beginning to address these reasons in terms of the student 

voice, so that the organization can address the true reality of the context of the problem. 

 The rebel voice being oppressed in this policy is that of the student and teacher 

who views academic integrity as a positive value to be lauded, discussed, and integrated 

into the fibers of the school community. Instead, this positive voice is drowned out by a 

policy basically written as a law. To change this, the voice of those who want an 

academic integrity policy to include all members of the school community, and not just 

those who commit violations, must be considered and integrated into a future policy. This 

voice is critical to fostering a sense of community, to giving students a sense of belonging 

to a greater purpose, and to establishing a community of meaning and resistance 

(Shapiro, 2006). 

 Boje and Dennehy (1999) argue for a telling of the other side of the story, which 

in the case of Langley High School (VA) involves the need to acknowledge academic 

integrity as a positive concept which should be promoted within the policy and 
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throughout the school. Instead of the criminalization of the problem of academic 

dishonesty, as seen through the legal language throughout the document, the other side of 

the story would aim to explain why some students engage in academic dishonesty and 

would give validity to the student voice expressing concerns related to academic 

pressures. Also, while some students do engage in academic dishonesty (which the policy 

was intended to address) there are many students to which a policy focused solely on 

consequences would never apply. The other side of the story would also focus on how 

those students are making decisions to uphold academic integrity each and every day in 

school, and what these students are doing to ensure that they continue to make decisions 

rooted in honesty and integrity. In essence, the policy would explain the pro-social 

behaviors that one could expect from students who choose to uphold the values 

associated with academic integrity. 

To deny the plot for the Langley High School (VA) academic integrity policy 

would be to turn it from a tragedy to one focused on the best interests of the students. 

One particular aspect of the policy—the Honor Council—is a good place to begin the 

discussion of changing the plot. As it is written, students who are accused of academic 

dishonesty are given the opportunity to go before the Honor Council and present his/her 

case. However, with such strict guidelines outlined in the policy, the Honor Council 

would have very little room to be able to handle the situation with an ethic of care and in 

a way that is in the best interest of the student. For example, if the Honor Council decided 

on a guilty verdict, they would assign consequences from a list stated in the policy. This 

includes sanctions from a zero on the assignment, to removal from honor societies, to 

ineligibility for student offices the remainder of one’s high school career. To deny this 
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plot, a wide variety of consequences should be afforded to the Honor Council so that they 

could, in fact, help students who have made mistakes associated with academic 

dishonesty to learn from the situation and uphold values of academic integrity in the 

future.  Examples of possible rehabilitative consequences could be reflective writing 

activities, decision making scenario dialogues, or instructional materials designed to 

promote academic integrity. 

Challenging Student as Criminal 

A reinterpretation of the hierarchy found within the Radnor High School (PA) 

academic integrity policy can best be understood in context with the Langley High 

School (VA) discussion in the previous section. While Langley High School (VA) gives a 

voice to students in terms of the discipline process through membership on the honor 

council, the overall language within the document is strict, legal policy which creates an 

overall hierarchy of political authority over the issue. Radnor High School (PA) is the 

exact opposite. While the Radnor High School (PA) policy does not give students a voice 

in the discipline process and leaves all investigations and consequences up to school 

administrators and teachers, the overall policy uses language which invokes an ethic of 

care and gives students the opportunity to participate in the promotion of academic 

integrity throughout the school community. This distribution of power within the Radnor 

High School (PA) academic integrity policy allows students and other members of the 

school community to have a voice, and the student is viewed as anything but criminal. 

Summary 

 The theme of student as criminal found within some academic integrity policies 

in this study further expands on the first theme of academic dishonesty as discipline, and 
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begins to portray the student as the perpetrator of a crime. This theme moves even further 

away from the intent of focusing on the values surrounding academic integrity, and 

heightens the severity of academic dishonesty even more from a discipline issue to a 

school crime. For example, the critical discourse analysis (CDA) of the Langley High 

School (VA) policy revealed that the school has established an Honor Council which 

hears the cases of students accused of academic dishonesty, and subsequently determines 

guilt and punishment as well. This type of legality around such issues at the high school 

level further widens the gap between situations of academic dishonesty and a path toward 

rehabilitation and education grounded in the values of academic integrity.  

Theme Three: Authoritative Adult Voice 

 Another prevailing theme through much of the academic integrity policies in this 

study is the presence of an authoritative adult voice. The voice is primarily that of a 

teacher or school administrator who uses position and power to force students into 

compliance with the standards of the policy. Instead of invoking an ethic of care and 

giving the students a voice in the dialogue or procedures, the authoritative adult voice 

places demands and expectations on students with little explanation or education on the 

values behind the academic integrity policies. Thus, power struggles and oppressive 

educational practices are born. 

Uncovering the Authoritative Adult Voice 

Contextual signals are one element of Gee’s (1996) critical discourse analysis 

framework which easily applies to the Mountain Pointe High School (AZ) academic 

integrity policy. Perhaps the most alarming phrasing within the document is the statement 

that students should follow the honor code as a way to “respect the wishes of teachers and 
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others….”  Although the opening statement speaks of honesty as a value for success, this 

statement alludes to students doing what is right to please the teachers. This connects 

with the power-relationship struggles between children and adults, and the fact that 

children are often oppressed by adult constraints (Mayhall, 1994; Jenks, 1996). This 

aspect of the policy signals the strong voice of the teachers, who seem to have a personal 

investment in students not cheating, perhaps as a reflection of teaching abilities.  

Continuing with the theme of power relations in policy, the Egg Harbor Township 

High School (NJ) policy reads like a teacher’s authoritative speech to a classroom full of 

nervous students on the first day of class. Language such as “deviation,” “unacceptable,”  

“wrong,” and “disservice” makes the policy seem more like a lecture in what not to do 

and less like a document providing guidance and support to students. Again, the student 

voice is missing, especially as the document concludes with all authority on issues of 

academic dishonesty given to the classroom teacher. 

Second, teacher power as a theme dominates a large part of the Egg Harbor 

Township High School (NJ) document. A teacher is referred to as the “arbiter as to 

whether or not cheating has occurred. Incidents of cheating must be judged by the 

teacher….”  The teacher is then given the responsibility to report all instances of cheating 

to the guidance counselor. The final line states that “AP/Honors students may be dropped 

from the Honors program,” which seems to suggest that teachers would have a strong 

voice in making this happen if they believe it warranted.   

The contextualization signals in the Woodside High School (CA) policy center on 

the concept of the policy as a protection for teachers/staff. The philosophy statement 

shifts from the students to a focus on the teachers/staff by the end. The statement seems 
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to argue that teachers have done everything they can to communicate that cheating is 

wrong; however, since students continue to cheat, then a strict, punitive policy is needed. 

This context also surfaces in the statement preceding the consequences and procedures 

section: 

The teacher’s professional judgment will determine whether or not a student has 

cheated or plagiarized. It is the responsibility of the student to avoid any action or 

situation that may cause teachers to believe this policy has been violated. 

This seems to imply that if a teacher decides that a student has cheated, the student is 

guilty as charged, and even being remotely associated with an incident can lead to guilt 

by association. Again, the context of the policy implies a need to protect teachers who 

speak up and bring forth an incident of cheating, and attempts to eliminate any kind of 

investigation, discourse, or explanation of the situation at hand. In short, whatever the 

teacher says happened will be taken as fact. This is clearly a result of the perception that 

children are seen as other, and that adults must manage the behavior of children through 

authoritative discipline to maintain an orderly society (Mayhall, 1994; Block, 1997; 

Lesko, 2001; Ehrensal, 2003; Giroux, 2009). 

Critical Discourse Analysis of the Authoritative Adult Voice 

The student voice is the rebel voice which is missing from the East Chapel Hill 

High School (NC) academic integrity policy. Nowhere in the document is the perspective 

of the student ever mentioned or implied. In fact, the powerful, strong voice appears to be 

those teachers who have experienced students turning in papers more than once, asking 

for extra time when they really did not deserve it, or missing class when an assignment is 

due. In addition, these teachers have probably experienced students lying about these 
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incidents. This is what Foucault (1977) was referring to when he explains authority as 

discipline and punish, with the student voice absent from the discourse. In this case, the 

teachers have a list of reasons why students might cheat; however, this is clearly from the 

teacher’s perspective. To give the students a voice, the rebel voice would present a 

different reality than the one presented by the adults in this policy. This policy was 

written in a way to support the adult construction of reality and to silence the students, 

who should have an important voice in the discourse on academic integrity. The rebel 

voice is saying that the adult reality is not the lived reality of the students. Though 

participation in situations of academic dishonesty is not acceptable, it is important for 

academic integrity policies to give credence to the student voice, through 

acknowledgement of the academic pressures students face, detailed explanations of the 

value and importance in upholding academic standards, and an overall sense of 

community which builds around schools which understand and promote academic 

integrity. The East Chapel Hill High School (NC) policy is lacking all of these aspects. 

Power is a resounding element which surfaces throughout the academic integrity 

policy for Mountain Pointe High School (AZ). First, the second sentence of the policy 

states that students have an “obligation” to uphold academic integrity values and to 

“respect the wishes of teachers and others carrying out all academic assignments.” In 

addition, the policy states that “Mountain Pointe has established an Honor Code that all 

students will sign and be expected to know and follow.” In essence, following the 

academic code is a demand from teachers and administrators of the school. This 

authoritative approach fails to include the rebel voices, or those of the students who want 

to follow the policy because it is the right thing to do, and not because of a document that 
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they are required to sign at the beginning of the year. The rebel voices reveal that the 

adult reality is not consistent with the students’ reality, and therefore push back on the 

idea of being required to sign an academic honor code without a voice in the discourse. 

Tracing between the lines is one way to analyze the Egg Harbor Township High 

School (NJ) using Boje and Dennehy’s (1999) framework. The policy, brief in length, 

reveals a strong, authoritative voice of the teacher. The tone of the document is akin to a 

frustrated teacher trying to take a stand with a group of students who lack an 

understanding of the depths of academic integrity. Without knowing which approach to 

take, the teacher defaults to the traditional because I said so explanation. There is a 

strong element of teacher guilt aimed at students in the following statement: “Any form 

of cheating, to any extent, is wrong. This improper conduct is a disservice to one’s own 

educational program, as well as to that of others.” By including statements such as this, 

the teacher voice is attempting to “guilt” students into following the academic integrity 

policy. In addition, the teacher voice must also have initiated the inclusion of “parents 

will also be notified” as the final line of the first paragraph, again as an element of trying 

to guilt students into appropriate behavior. This approach is what Lesko (2001) refers to 

as the administrative gaze looking down on children and their behaviors.  

To reinterpret the hierarchy within the Woodside High School (CA) policy, one 

must first uncover the original hierarchy of power embedded in the document. The 

dominant power within the policy is clearly the classroom teacher. One statement, which 

grants teachers the “professional judgment” to make the decision whether or not a student 

has committed a violation, gives teachers the full authority in the discipline process. This 

construct of teacher as arbiter gives teachers the authority to determine the meaning of 
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“academic integrity,” as the term is not defined in the policy. Although one can imply 

that students tell their side of the story at some point in the discipline process, the policy 

does not explicitly state that a student is ever asked to discuss or explain the situation. For 

serious violations, the teacher will consult with the department chairperson and the 

student’s administrator to administer consequences. Again, although it is implied that a 

student may initially tell his/her side of the story, the policy fails to explicitly state 

whether a student is encouraged or allowed to discuss the situation with the adults. 

Instead, the student must follow the school’s “normal” appeal process for disciplinary 

matters if he/she wishes to challenge a decision. Also, the hierarchy of power in the 

hands of the teacher is further enforced with a statement which makes students 

responsible for avoiding “any action or situation that may cause teachers to believe this 

policy has been violated.” The way it reads, students may be punished as violators of the 

academic integrity policy even if they are not guilty, but are somehow accused or 

suspected by the teacher. This is consistent with Foucault’s (1977) thoughts on 

disciplinary authority leading to abuses in power in situations in which there is 

asymmetrical power relations among individuals. It is also consistent with Foucault’s 

(1977) idea of information flowing in one direction only, as is the case when the power to 

punish is given to teacher as arbiter, and when the student voice is nonexistent.  

The rebel voice being oppressed in the Woodside High School (CA) document is 

clearly the student who has been suspected of academic dishonesty. The policy’s opening 

sentences seem to indicate an inclusion of the student voice through a commitment to 

“fostering self-respect, achievement, and positive relationships among all stakeholders in 

our school community.” However, that is the last mention of the students as part of the 
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promotion of academic integrity. Instead, the policy is written with the expectation that 

students will violate the policy, and this takes priority within the context of the document. 

Even in the discipline process, the student voice is not given an opportunity to be present. 

Boje and Dennehy (1999) put forth the concept of other side of the story, or a 

retelling of the story if the voiceless were given the opportunity to speak. In the case of 

the Woodside High School (CA) policy, the student voice would clearly speak out on 

several important points. First, the student voice would address the variety of pressures 

which lead students to cheat in the first place. Mentioned earlier in this section, the 

teacher voice is clearly evident in this statement:  “While there can be a variety of 

pressures or temptations for students to consider cheating or plagiarism…none of these 

pressures justifies either behavior.” The student voice would ask for help, 

encouragement, and assistance in dealing with these pressures, instead of simply 

dismissing them as wrong by the teacher voice. In addition, the student voice would 

request the opportunity to discuss any situation in which the teacher suspected academic 

dishonesty, and would ask for a more objective process to defend oneself, rather than the 

teacher being the sole authoritative power on the matter at hand.  One way to change the 

situation and deny the plot in the Woodside High School (CA) policy would be to take 

away the sole decision-making power from teachers and put it in the hands of other 

teachers, administrators, and students, perhaps as part of a school honor council.  

The concept of find the exception challenges one to identify those statements in 

which a solid argument could be made in conflict with a policy’s intended meaning. For 

the Woodside High School (CA) policy the statement making students directly 

responsible for avoiding any action or situation that may cause teachers to believe that 
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they are in violation of the academic integrity policy immediately jumps out as one 

statement in which an exception could be easily argued and defended. For example, 

suppose one student is using a cheat sheet and, before getting caught, tosses it under the 

desk of another student sitting nearby. The teacher immediately picks up the cheat sheet 

and presumably suspects the student sitting in that desk. Is this student to be assumed 

guilty because the cheat sheet is under his/her desk? By the wording of the Woodside 

High School (CA) policy, the answer is yes. This clearly illustrates the need for discourse 

and investigation on each individual situation of alleged academic dishonesty. 

One way to resituate the Woodside High School (CA) academic integrity policy 

is to bring forth the student voice and the need for educating students on what it means to 

uphold the values behind academic integrity. Through the student voice, the policy can be 

resituated in a way of decriminalizing academic dishonesty, and can also reveal the 

reality of the reasons why students engage in cheating. The student voice reveals the need 

for student to be given the opportunity to explain their side of the story and to participate 

in a restorative and educational process, should one engage in academic dishonesty. In 

addition, the policy should outline definitions for such terms as “academic integrity,” 

“honesty,” “self-respect,” and “ethical climate.” All these are terms used in the policy, 

yet no explanation is given as to their intended meaning in relation to the policy as a 

whole.   

To reinterpret the hierarchy of the Seckman High School (MO) academic 

integrity policy, one must again examine the consequences section of the document. 

While the Woodside High School (CA) policy created an extreme hierarchy with teachers 

having the sole discretion of deciding guilt in cases of possible situations of academic 
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dishonesty, the Seckman High School (MO) policy does state that when violations are 

considered severe, they “will be dealt with by the teacher and assistant principal.” There 

is a lack of clarity as to the process in which a student would be able to dialogue with the 

teacher and administrator in the case of a possible situation of academic dishonesty; 

however, it is more likely that this is the result of a lack of forethought throughout the 

policy rather than an intentional power stance, as seemed evident in the Woodside High 

School (CA) policy. However, the statement in the opening philosophy that “cheating, 

dishonesty, and plagiarism will not be tolerated,” and the severity of the consequences at 

the end of the policy, reinforces the power hierarchy of teacher/administrator as the 

authoritative voice in discipline process. As Jenks (1996) argues, it is these socially 

constructed power-relationships, such as teacher-child, in which the child is seen as the 

dependent in need of the guidance of the adult, thus perpetuating the power of the 

authoritative adult voice. 

 To trace what is between the lines, one must examine the overemphasis of 

plagiarism throughout the Seckman High School (MO) document as well. In fact, 

plagiarism has an entire section devoted to explaining its various forms, whereas there is 

no explanation as to what constitutes specific forms of cheating. Within the section on 

plagiarism, the document authors chose to use boldface type for two phrases--“without 

proper acknowledgement” and “few words and phrases”—and yet there is no other use of 

boldface type in the rest of the document. Also, most issues of plagiarism are delineated 

as level two violations, as opposed to level one cheating incidents (copying, using cheat 

sheets, giving or receiving test information). The strong voice of a teacher frustrated with 
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ongoing issues of plagiarism again rings loud and clear throughout this section of the 

document.  

While attempting to trace what is between the lines, one clear thought emerged in 

the Langley High School (VA) policy—that students should know academic dishonesty 

is wrong, and they will be held accountable under all circumstances. This points to issues 

of power relations by those writing the policy for the school. There is a clear authoritative 

viewpoint that students should abide by the rules, without the need for the school to 

provide an avenue for understanding and support for students who may not always 

uphold the values associated with academic integrity. The severity of the consequences 

also adds to the assertion that the document is meant to demonstrate a high level of power 

and authority. Although the Honor Council does give students a voice in presenting their 

side of the story in disputes of academic dishonesty, it is the inclusion of the Honor 

Council which appears to be an example of the disciplinary drill with the underlying 

power issues at play within the policy. These councils cannot do anything that the adults 

in the school do not want them doing, thus the Honor Council is simply legitimating 

hegemony by reinforcing the beliefs of the adults in the school.  The mere presence of an 

Honor Council, especially one under the parameters of such strict guidelines as outlined 

in the policy, does not disguise the strong authoritative voice throughout the document. 

This echoes back to the work of Foucault (1980), who stated that “power reaches into the 

grain of individuals, touches their bodies and inserts itself into their actions and attitudes, 

their discourses, learning processes and everyday lives” (p. 30). 

The rebel voice is the voice of the group of individuals who appear powerless, 

based on the language of the discourse (Boje and Dennehy 1999). While the Radnor High 
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School (PA) academic integrity policy appears to give a voice to students, parents, and 

teachers/staff, it is in the administration of consequences in which this voice is shaped. 

The document states that the power to administer consequences for serious infractions 

lies “solely” with school administrators. As a revision to the policy, Radnor High School 

(PA) could consider the model of using an honor council made up of students as a way to 

give them a voice in the process of administering consequences to those students who do 

participate in situations of academic dishonesty.  

Challenging the Authoritative Adult Voice 

While most of the academic integrity policies in this study quiet the voice of 

students in matters of academic integrity, the River Hill High School (MD) policy 

includes a “student-to-student” honor council, which handles incidents of possible 

academic dishonesty.  According to the policy, the academic integrity council is given 

three important responsibilities: 

1) Provide guidance and assign consequences to students who have violated RH 

Academic Integrity Policy; 

2) Develop educational tools that will foster academic integrity; 

3) Strategically develop and implement RHHS academic integrity standards. 

All three of these responsibilities are a clear indication of including a student voice, 

employing an ethic of care, educating the student body, and creating a sense of 

community within the school. In addition, the policy explains the honor council as an 

organization “created to improve the academic integrity environment through a grassroots 

effort.”  To accomplish this goal, the first step the honor council should take would be to 

resituate the academic integrity policy at River Hill High School. The resituating in this 
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case should be done from the perspective of the authoritative student voice, which would 

give support for the three points listed as responsibilities of the honor council to become 

the bedrock of the policy. By keeping the existence of an honor council while expanding 

on the three concepts with intentional descriptions of each, the policy could evolve into a 

strong, progressive academic integrity policy which invokes an ethic of care in the school 

community.  

 The Radnor High School (PA) academic integrity policy signals a shift toward 

progressive elements which give a voice to students as well. The policy contains 

language which focuses on the values associated with academic integrity, definitions of 

the responsibilities of all members of the school community, and educational trainings for 

students aimed at promoting academic integrity. The thematic organization of the Radnor 

High School (PA) academic integrity policy contains the important theme of individual 

expectations.  The explanation of individual expectations are extremely clear throughout 

the document, as each and every member of the school community has expectations to 

meet in regards to upholding values of academic integrity. Students are the most 

accountable, with a separate section of the policy focusing on student requirements and 

prohibitions. This section contains three requirements of all individual students: 

1. Students shall not cheat, lie, or steal. 

2. Students shall cooperate in all investigations of alleged violations of this 

Academic Honor Code or the Code of Student Conduct. 

3. No student shall engage in any act that would constitute intimidation, 

retaliation, or harassment of any other student or individual who has reported 

a violation of the Academic Honor Code.  
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While these statements are written as a list of actions that a student should not engage in, 

they do not come across as a mandate from the authoritative voice of the teachers and 

administrators. Instead, a student voice of peers holding other peers accountable for 

upholding the standards of academic integrity rings through.  

 The Radnor High School (PA) academic integrity policy attempts to create a 

sense of community and employ an ethic of care to promote academic integrity within its 

school. The policy’s strengths include language throughout which focuses on academic 

integrity instead of dishonesty, makes great effort to explain definitions and examples of 

the values behind academic integrity, and explains the role and responsibility of each 

member of the school community in promoting academic integrity. Although the critical 

discourse analysis did uncover some problematic language and one question of power 

relations related to the discipline process, these issues are completely overshadowed by 

the policy’s commitment to creating a school-wide effort to educate all members of the 

community in the importance of upholding values of integrity in the academic setting. 

Similar to the Radnor High School (PA) academic integrity policy, which 

contained few problematic examples of hidden meanings or intentions, the Joel Barlow 

High School (CT) policy has been written with such intentionality as to not oppress the 

student voice or create an imbalanced power hierarchy within the policy. A duality 

search of the document yields little in terms of conflicting language; instead, the 

document is filled with language which aims to promote academic integrity in each and 

every line of the policy. Reinterpreting the hierarchy seems unnecessary in terms of 

trying to reveal issues of power, as the language within the policy invokes a balance of 

power at every turn. Because of the ethic of care taken, no rebel voices are silenced or 
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oppressed, including the voice of students, and there does not seem to be a need to tell the 

other side of the story, to deny the plot, or to trace what is between the lines.  

Summary 

 Perhaps the most important problem uncovered through the critical discourse 

analysis (CDA) of the academic integrity policies in this study is the presence of an 

authoritative adult voice which demands obedience from students and punishment for 

those who make mistakes. One extreme example is from Mountain Pointe High School 

(AZ), in which the policy states that students have an “obligation” to uphold academic 

integrity values and to “respect the wishes of teachers and others carrying out all 

academic assignments.” This language, along with the language found in many of the 

policies in this study, further encourages the hierarchy of teacher over student and 

impedes the fostering of a sense of community within the school.  In addition, the 

frustrated teacher and school administrator voice was revealed in the critical discourse 

analysis, and a demand that students comply with the academic integrity policy rang loud 

and clear. Statements such as “will not be tolerated” contribute to the overall sense that 

the authoritative adult voice is primarily focused on justice for violators of the policy, 

rather than focusing on the promotion of the concept of academic integrity.  

Theme Four: Extreme Punishment 

 The theme of extreme punishment, found in several of the academic integrity 

policies in this study, refers to the concept of severe consequences being administered to 

those students who violate some or all of an academic integrity policy. These extreme 

punishments include taking actions primarily reserved for severe school discipline 

incidents. The punishments include in-school and out-of-school suspensions, removal 
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from courses, removal from graduation ceremony, and notification of future colleges or 

employers. Connected with this theme is the strong need of the authoritative voice to 

punish students in violation of these policies. What are not included as part of these 

punishments are ways to rehabilitate and educate students in the values surrounding the 

concept of academic integrity and why it is important to uphold such values.  

Uncovering Extreme Punishment 

The Woodside High School (CA) policy lists some of the harshest consequences 

found in this study, including the direct notification of prospective colleges of academic 

integrity violations.  When analyzing the document through the lens of Gee’s thematic 

organization, one important theme arose, woven throughout the Woodside High School 

(CA) academic integrity policy—administering severe consequences for academic 

dishonesty. For example, the “Defining Academic Misconduct” section includes such 

words as “penalty” and “offenses.” The following section on “Consequences and 

Procedures” contains language such as “violation” and “automatic consequence.” In the 

end, the policy spells out a list of severe consequences for violations: 

1) Suspension and/or removal from class; 

2) Suspension from school (including extra-curricular activities); 

3) Department refusal to provide letters of recommendation; 

4) Rescindment (by original writer) of previously written letters of 

recommendation or notification of unethical academic conduct sent to 

prospective colleges. 
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The level of severity of these consequences demonstrates the staff’s strong need to punish 

students for their wrongdoing, and to ensure that students involved in situations of 

academic dishonesty experience the maximum penalty for their wrong actions. 

The thematic organization of the Seckman High School (MO) document includes 

special emphasis on plagiarism and severe consequences for level two violations. While 

the policy does not specifically explain what constitutes cheating, the document does 

outline various forms of plagiarism. Also, the policy delineates most plagiarism as a level 

two violation, perhaps signaling an ongoing struggle with issues of plagiarism in the 

school. When further examining the level two consequences, it becomes evident that this 

policy, along with Woodside High School (CA), includes some of the most severe 

consequences for situations of academic dishonesty. For example, students who commit 

level two violations may not be allowed to participate in their graduation ceremony. In 

addition, “if a senior has three or more violations, a letter listing all offenses will 

accompany any transcripts requested within five years of graduation.”  This is clearly an 

attempt by the school to deter academic dishonesty through harsh punishments; however, 

the policy does not include any rehabilitative or educational activities for students who 

commit a violation. What is lacking from this approach is ethical caring to guide the 

students from learning from mistakes toward making appropriate decisions (Noddings, 

1984). 

Critical Discourse Analysis of Extreme Punishments 

To trace what is between the lines, one must examine the level of severity of the 

consequences mentioned at the end of the Woodside High School (CA) document. Not 

only is the matter of cheating handled within the high school, but there is an inherent 
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need to punish the student even beyond his/her high school years, by refusing to write 

letters of recommendation, contacting colleges to rescind letters of recommendation 

written prior to a situation of academic dishonesty, or even notifying prospective colleges 

of a situation which arises. There seems to be a dual motivation related to the inclusion of 

such harsh actions. First, a strong desire of the adults involved in the situation to punish is 

evident; Ehrensal (2003) refers to this as adult angst. It is as if situations of academic 

dishonesty are personal insults against the teacher, and therefore, a teacher as victim 

mentality in need of revenge arises. Second, the severity of the consequences may be an 

attempt to deter students away from academic dishonesty. Perhaps the idea is that if 

students realize their future college career could be in jeopardy, they simply will be too 

afraid to cheat. This could also be seen as school organization as victim, with the school 

engaging in extreme punishments to maintain its reputation and guard against any student 

academic dishonesty that might look unfavorably on the high school. Whatever the case, 

the use of this kind of punishment points to a traditional model for discipline that the 

research clearly shows has not been successful in recent years (Block, 1997; Lesko, 2001; 

Males, 1996).  

To deny the plot in relation to the Seckman High School (MO) academic integrity 

policy, one would want to follow the same proposal as that for Woodside High School 

(CA). Both policies should focus on the values associated with maintaining academic 

integrity as the highest goal, even above holding accountable students involved in 

possible situations of academic dishonesty. Another example of denying the plot would 

be to reevaluate the severe consequences for students that would carry a letter attached to 

transcripts for five years after high school. Such an action seems vindictive in nature and 
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more apt to appease a frustrated teacher or administrator, rather than to deter or educate 

the student on the importance of upholding academic integrity. This is a clear dismissal 

of the ethic of care and the caring power (Sernack, 1998) that school staff can 

demonstrate in relation to supporting students. 

The concept of find the exception in terms of extreme punishment can best be 

illustrated by a line in the final paragraph of the entire academic policy for Langley High 

School (VA): “Violations of the honor code are cumulative (they do not reset at the 

beginning of a new school year).” In short, if one commits a violation during his/her 

freshmen year, then it will stay with him/her through graduation. This begs the question 

as to how students can ever learn and recover from mistakes. Suppose a student commits 

two offenses his/her freshmen year. That means that he/she will be excused from any 

honor society, will be asked to resign from any Student Government Association office, 

and will be “ineligible to apply for any honor societies or run for any student offices for 

the remainder of his/her high school career at Langley High School.” This completely 

impedes any student who desires to make a positive change in the area of academic 

integrity, and who may want to succeed in many areas of school, including honor 

societies and student government, in future years. Many successful graduates do not have 

strong first year experiences in high school, for any number of reasons. Yet this policy 

prevents those students from having the opportunity to change, grow, and be fully 

successful in all areas after one year in high school. This reveals the policy as following 

the damnation model (Ehrensal, 2003), which is unforgiving of the mistakes of students 

and provides no hope for growth or change. 

Challenging Extreme Punishments 
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One question to consider when challenging the extreme punishments is whether 

or not to prescribe a list of less severe consequences for situations of academic dishonesty 

within the policy, or to simply allow consequences to be handled by schools on a case by 

case basis, as determined to be in the best interest of students. The two progressive 

policies, Radnor High School (PA) and the Joel Barlow High School (CT) offer these two 

differing perspectives on the issue. Whereas Radnor High School (PA) prescribes a list of 

reasonable consequences, the Joel Barlow High School (CT) policy fails to mention 

details related to the consequences and or the discipline process for students who do 

participate in situations of academic dishonesty. It seems quite evident that a detailed 

explanation of consequences was not included in the Joel Barlow High School (CT) 

policy as to maintain a determined focus on the promotion of academic integrity 

throughout the policy. This raises the question as to whether this policy should be 

resituated to include more explanation of what constitutes academic dishonesty and the 

corresponding consequences. Whatever the answer, it is clear that the approaches taken 

by both Radnor High School (PA) and Joel Barlow High School (CT) are much better 

situated to make decisions in the best interests of students, as compared with those that 

employ extreme punishments to try and prove a point on authority in schools. 

Summary. 

 The theme of extreme punishment found in some of the academic integrity 

policies in this study serves as a culmination of the other three previously discussed 

themes.  The perspective of academic dishonesty as discipline led to the more extreme 

perspective of viewing students as criminals within the discipline situation. Added to 

these perspectives was the authoritative adult voice, which enhanced the conflict by 
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playing into the power struggles of students and adults. Finally, the theme of extreme 

punishment functions as a final attempt of the authoritative adult voice to find justice for 

those students who make mistakes. The list of extreme consequences goes so far as to 

include the following: in-school and out-of-school suspensions, dropped from AP/honors 

courses, unable to participate in the high school graduation ceremony, rescinding of 

college entrance letters of recommendation, and notification of violations on a student’s 

transcript up to five years after graduation. With such an intense focus on the 

consequences aspect of academic dishonesty, the idea of using an ethic of care to create a 

sense of community as a way to promote academic integrity is all but forgotten. 

Additional Discourse on the Four Themes 

 The themes of academic dishonesty as discipline, student as criminal, 

authoritative adult voice, and extreme punishments unveiled in the previous discourse 

analysis and critical discourse analysis (CDA) sections uncovered the problematic 

language and power struggles which should be eliminated from academic integrity 

policies. This section will expand on the four themes by providing an additional analysis 

of the ten documents through an examination of these themes as they are found within the 

major components of the academic integrity policies: philosophy/purpose statement, 

definitions of academic integrity, definitions of academic dishonesty, honor council, 

honor pledge, consequences and discipline, and rehabilitation support.  This additional 

discourse will provide continued discussion on how schools can eliminate problematice 

language and construct academic integrity policies in the best interest of students.   

Philosophy/Purpose Statement 
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 The philosophy and purpose statement of any academic integrity policy should be 

written in such a way as to foster a sense of community and to encourage the use of an 

ethic of care in promoting academic integrity throughout the school. All language in this 

section should reflect such purpose and should not center on the theme of academic 

dishonesty as discipline. For example, the Woodside High School (CA) opening 

statement begins with a strong sentence which encompasses the goal of grounding the 

policy in a firm foundation of shared values: 

The Mission and Expected Schoolwide Learning Results of Woodside High 

School advocate high standards in ethical behavior as well as scholarship. 

Academic honesty is an integral component in fostering self-respect, 

achievement, and positive relationships among all stakeholders in our school 

community. Our Academic Integrity Policy is intended to clarify the expectations 

we have for all students to maintain an ethical climate at Woodside that values 

honesty, effort, and respect for others. 

The other documents which provide similar opening statements to the one from 

Woodside High School (CA) include Langley High School (VA), Radnor High School 

(PA), and Joel Barlow High School (CT), all of which do incorporate discourse on the 

importance of valuing academic integrity. 

 While several of the policies are written with strong language which promotes a 

sense of community around promoting academic integrity, as mentioned above, the 

majority of the policies contain problematic language within the philosophy and purpose 

statement which shifts the focus to punishing academic dishonesty. For example, East 

Chapel Hill High School (NC) does not have a philosophy or purpose statement, but 
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begins with a definition of cheating as the opening line of the policy.  Egg Harbor 

Township High School (NJ) quickly shifts focus to academic dishonesty in the opening 

paragraph through language such as “deviation,” “unacceptable,” “disservice,” and the 

phrase “any form of cheating, to any extent, is wrong.”  River Hill High School (MD) 

opens with a negatively worded honor pledge, which states that students “have neither 

given nor received unauthorized aid on this assignment.”  Also, while it definitely began 

with appropriate language in a strong opening philosophy and purpose statement, the 

Woodside High School (CA) academic integrity policy shifts to a discussion of reasons 

why students might cheat, and reiterates that these do not justify student behaviors. While 

all of these statements in the policy may be true, it is the individual word choice of 

language with negative connotations which shifts the focus from the values associated 

with academic integrity, to the discipline concerns of academic dishonesty. 

 One phrase used in three of the documents—Mountain Pointe High School (AZ), 

Seckman High School (MO), and Langley High School (VA)—all use the phrase “will 

not be tolerated” within the opening philosophy and purpose statement.  While it is 

important for schools to take steps to address and remedy situations of academic 

dishonesty, the inclusion of this phrase reads as an authoritative voice speaking down to 

the students of the schools. This statement serves to reemphasize the power hierarchy of 

teachers/staff above students and impedes the fostering of a sense of community around 

the issue of academic integrity. As an alternative, these schools should look for different 

language which does not create such a power struggle. Joel Barlow High School (CT) 

used an alternative to “will not be tolerated” through the choice of phrasing which states 

that students are expected to maintain the highest levels of academic integrity, and any 
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form of academic dishonest is “contrary to this goal.”  This level of specific and 

intentional phrasing is essential to creating an atmosphere rooted in the ethic of care. 

Definitions of Academic Integrity 

 Perhaps the most alarming fact uncovered from the critical discourse analysis 

(CDA) is that six of the ten policies in this study do not attempt to define or explain 

academic integrity or the values it encompasses in any way. Of the four that do mention 

it, two only do so in a limited way. Seckman High School (MO) puts forth a dictionary 

definition of integrity and then follows up with a simple phrase “academic integrity 

means doing schoolwork honestly.”  Langley High School (VA) does not define 

academic integrity directly, but instead lists three fundamental beliefs underlying their 

honor code, which includes general discussions of trust and honesty within the school 

community.  However, these are quite limited and do very little in explaining the goal of 

behaviors with underlying values rooted in academic integrity. While it is noted that these 

two schools do take the first step toward defining academic integrity, their limited 

approach does little to educate students on the topic. Instead, these two schools, along 

with the other six schools without any definition of academic integrity, should look to the 

two schools with progressive policies--Radnor High School (PA) and Joel Barlow High 

School (NJ) as guides for including a full explanation of the values associated with 

academic integrity.  

 The Radnor High School (PA) academic integrity policy includes a section titled 

“Principles of the Radnor High School Community with Regard to Academic 

Performance.”  In this section, the document gives three examples of appropriate actions 

related to each of the school’s four core values—honesty, integrity, respect, and 
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responsibility. Similarly, the Joel Barlow High School (CT) explains six values 

associated with the overall concept of academic integrity—academic honesty, respect, 

trust, responsibility, fairness, and integrity. Each of these is explained in a definition as 

part of a larger honor code: 

1) Academic honesty as demonstrated when the ideas and the writing of others 

are properly cited; student submit their own work (for quizzes, tests, 

examinations, assignments, papers, projects, etc.) without unauthorized 

assistance; student do not provide unauthorized assistance to others; and 

students report their research or accomplishments accurately; 

2) Respect for others and the learning process, 

3) Trust in others to act with honesty, 

4) Responsibility of all to put forth their best efforts to prepare and complete 

academic tasks, 

5) Fairness and equity so that all can experience an academic environment that is 

free from the injustices caused by any form of intellectual dishonesty, and 

6) Integrity of all members of the school community. 

Not only does Joel Barlow High School (CT) make great efforts to provide definitions for 

the values associated with academic integrity, but each word and phrase is chosen with 

such intentionality so that no hint of the authoritative voice or a hierarchical power 

struggle exists. Instead, the ethic of care is evident in every word and phrase choice. 

Definitions of Academic Dishonesty 

 One common characteristic of nine of the ten policies (the exception is Rickards 

High School (FL), the school without a specific academic integrity policy) is that all of 
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these academic integrity policies contain some form of explanation or definition of 

academic dishonesty. When examining the definitions of academic dishonesty closely 

within each document, the focus becomes less about uncovering problematic language 

and more about the extent to which definitions and explanations are needed. The best 

way to illustrate this point is to do a comprehensive examination of the definitions and 

explanations of academic dishonesty within the two progressive policies—Radnor High 

School (PA) and Joel Barlow High School (CT). 

 The Radnor High School (PA) academic integrity policy contains a lengthy list of 

definitions of the components of academic dishonesty. The first category includes those 

offenses which are considered cheating. These include assignment collaboration not 

approved by the teacher, using a cheat sheet or cell phone in class on a quiz or test, 

impeding the advancement of a fellow student by “hoarding or by sabotaging materials or 

resources,” gaining unauthorized information prior to a test, or sending hand signals or 

talking during a test. The second category of academic dishonesty is classified as lying, 

which includes fabricating or falsifying data or information in a paper, forging any 

document, changing a grade in the school’s records, or “making statements that you 

know or reasonably should know have caused a false impression or understanding to 

have been created, and failing to correct the false impression or misunderstanding.”  The 

third and final category concerns stealing, and is further explained as plagiarizing 

someone else’s work or not properly giving credit through proper citations, or purchasing 

a paper from another individual. As a whole, the Radnor High School (PA) clearly 

outlines most all of the possible ways students participate in situations of academic 

dishonesty. 
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 Contrast the lengthy explanations in the Radford High School (PA) policy with 

the terse definitions found in the Joel Barlow High School (CT) academic integrity 

policy. Definitions of cheating and plagiarism can be found in the opening philosophy 

statement:  

Cheating is defined as the intentional use of someone else’s work or material on 

any test or assignment (or the improper provision of one’s own work or ideas for 

use by another student in place of original work). Plagiarism is defined as 

appropriating and putting forth as one’s own the ideas, language or creations of 

another without properly citing the source. 

While these definitions provide a clarification of what each concept means in general 

terms, no further definitions or explanations are given in the rest of the document. It was 

noted earlier that these sentences should be moved to a section devoted to academic 

dishonesty or consequences for behavior, instead of serving as part of the opening 

philosophy statement. The question still remains, though, if moving them to a separate 

section is sufficient, or if more detail overall is needed.  

 To focus the analysis of definitions of academic dishonesty, the discourse needs 

to be framed within the context of which approach is in the best interest of students—the 

long, descriptive approach of Radnor High School (PA), or the very brief summary 

definitions of the Joel Barlow High School (CT) policy.  When making students the focus 

of the decision making process for what is best in policy, it seems that the answer lies 

somewhere in the middle of the two approaches. On the one hand, Radnor High School 

(PA) has provided very clear direction in terms of what is and is not acceptable practice; 

however, the extensive detail feels burdensome on those students who do uphold those 
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values of academic integrity at all times, and does somewhat play into the academic 

dishonesty as discipline theme. The list also projects the authoritative adult voice through 

a list of lengthy rules for students to follow. This extensive list may even give students 

ideas of how to cheat that they had never previously considered. On the other hand, the 

Joel Barlow High School (CT) policy leaves the general definitions of academic 

dishonesty open to interpretation on many levels, and may leave many legitimate student 

questions unanswered as to what constitutes cheating. Therefore, it seems appropriate for 

an academic integrity policy to provide balance when presenting definitions of academic 

dishonesty. This could be resituated from the student voice perspective to consider the 

reasons why students cheat, as to reveal the reality of the academic pressures facing 

students, which are derived from the organizational arrangement of schools. Then, these 

definitions and explanations should contain details pertaining to the specifics of what is 

unacceptable practice incorporating in the student voice, yet is not so extensive as to 

project an authoritative voice and shift the policy’s focus from promoting academic 

integrity to punishing academic dishonesty. 

Honor Council 

 Perhaps the single most progressive element of an academic integrity policy is the 

inclusion of an honor council. Although the inclusion of one does not guarantee that the 

entire policy is progressive in nature, as illustrated in the very traditional Langley High 

School (VA) policy, the concept of an honor council does give way to the opportunity to 

establish a sense of community within the school and to give students a stronger voice in 

promoting academic integrity. Academic honor councils are only established in three of 

the ten policies in this study—River Hill High School (MD), an underdeveloped policy; 
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Langley High School (VA), a traditional policy; and Radnor High School (PA), a 

progressive policy. All three examples of honor councils offer unique ways of promoting 

academic integrity throughout the school community. 

 The River Hill High School (MD) honor council is arguably the most progressive 

found in any of the policies in this study. In fact, if implemented as the policy states, the 

concept of academic integrity is sure to be handled in a way that is in the best interest of 

students, gives students a voice in the discipline process, and aims to educate all students 

on the importance of upholding the values associated with academic integrity. The River 

Hill High School (MD) honor council is made up of a panel of thirteen students, who are 

“dedicated to promoting and upholding integrity among the student body.”  The honor 

council is then charged with implementing three strategies to improve academic integrity 

within the school. First, the honor council will “provide guidance and administer 

consequences” to any student who participates in a situation involving academic 

dishonesty. Second, the council is required to develop “educational tools” to help explain 

academic integrity to the school. Finally, the council will participate in the development 

of specific academic integrity standards. Together, these three responsibilities of the 

honor council, if carried out with an ethic of care, would make a tremendous impact on 

the school community.  Although this honor council appears to be more progressive 

because it contains only students as representatives, the council is actually carefully 

controlled by school administration, which serves as a way of legitimating hegemony.  

 Unlike the River Hill High School (MD) honor council, the Langley High School 

(VA) honor council of students and staff is established as a discipline panel only, which 

plays into the theme of student as criminal. The policy states that a student who receives 
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an honor code referral has the option of appearing before the school’s honor council. The 

policy does not state whether or not this is a student led group, or if it is comprised of 

teachers/administrators, or a combination thereof. The main purpose of the honor council 

is to “hear the student’s case, when applicable, and then render a decision.”  Similar to 

the abundant legal theme within the Langley High School (VA) policy, the school’s 

honor council also seems to function as part of a larger school legal system, as opposed to 

a support organization for students. The use of students on the Honor Council at Langley 

High School (VA) is an attempt to present an appearance of fairness in the discipline 

process; however, the authoritative adult voice is present, not only as actual members of 

the Council, but also within the legal language of the procedures for the Honor Council to 

follow. 

 The final school with an academic integrity policy which establishes an honor 

council is Radnor High School (PA). The document lists the following as the primary 

responsibilities of the school’s honor council: 

1) Organizing education sessions, to be held every fall and throughout the school 

year, to help all students understand the Academic Honor Code, suggest ways 

to act honorably in difficult situations, and provide a forum through which 

students can contribute their comments and questions to the ongoing 

discussion about academic honor at RHS; 

2) Reviewing the Academic Honor Code each spring, considering teacher, 

student, administrator, and parent input; 

3) Maintaining “de-identified” records of Academic Honor Code offenses; 

4) Maintaining confidentiality; 
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5) Encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work. 

Collectively, these responsibilities outline an honor code with the purpose of fostering a 

sense of community around the issue of academic integrity, and to give students an active 

voice in this process. By allowing students on the honor council to lead the ongoing 

education of the concept of academic integrity for the student body, as well as participate 

in a review of the policy each year, Radnor High School (PA) has taken away some of the  

authoritative voice that might be oppressive to students, and has empowered them to lead 

the way in upholding these values within the school. However, one must also caution if 

students have internalized the hegemony and get others to internalize it by enforcing it 

through membership of the Honor Council, thus becoming part of the disciplinary 

machine.   

 It is important to note the differences among the honor councils described in these 

three policies, and the questions which arise from their differences. First, the intended 

purposes of the honor councils seem quite different. While the River Hill High school 

(MD) and Langley High School (VA) policies delineate discipline and the administration 

of consequences to the honor council, the Radnor High School (PA) policy does not. 

Instead, the Radnor High School (PA) honor council leads a school-wide process of 

promoting academic integrity and leaves the discipline process solely to school 

administrators. This leads to the question of student membership as part of the honor 

council. Clearly student membership is an essential part of the River Hill High School 

(MD) and the Radnor High School (PA) honor councils, as both provide an essential 

student voice to the process of promoting academic integrity. However, the former allows 

students to listen to student cases and to administer appropriate consequences, whereas 
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the latter only reviews unidentified student cases and does not meet with or administer 

consequences to students involved in situations of academic dishonesty. To include honor 

council students in the actual discipline process and administration of consequences 

would be a difficult task, with regard to ensuring that all federal and state mandates 

related to confidentiality were followed. While this could be accomplished in a number of 

ways, it is certainly not a necessity of honor councils to include a student panel to review 

discipline cases. The real essence of a successful honor council would be one which 

reaches out to the school community to educate all constituents on the importance of 

upholding values of integrity at all times in the academic setting. 

Honor Pledge 

 An honor pledge is a written statement that students may sign, making a 

commitment to some concept associated with academic integrity. Essentially, there are 

two types of honor pledges which contain very different language. The first type—most 

closely illustrated by the River Hill High School (MD) academic integrity policy—states 

that students will refrain from participating in academic dishonesty. The actual policy of 

River Hill High School (MD) reads like this: “On my honor, I have neither given nor 

received unauthorized aid on this assignment.”  In theory, this statement would be signed 

by students before taking a quiz or test, or while turning in a project or homework 

assignment. While this should certainly be the expectation for all students at any school, 

the honor pledge falls short with its focus on academic dishonesty as discipline, as 

opposed to academic integrity. The second type of honor pledge does just that—focuses 

on the values associated with academic integrity and places the emphasis of the 

commitment on doing the right thing. A compelling illustration of this type of pledge is 
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found in the Joel Barlow High School (CT) academic integrity policy. The pledge states 

the following: 

I pledge to maintain a high level of respect and integrity as a member of Joel 

Barlow High School. I understand and will uphold these values of the Honor 

Code in letter and spirit. I will not lie, cheat, plagiarize or be complicit with those 

who do. I will promote achieving with integrity within our community. I make 

this pledge in the spirit of honor, trust, and unity. 

While acts of academic dishonesty are mentioned, these are not the overall focus of the 

pledge. Instead, the focus of this honor pledge is on upholding those values which help 

foster a sense of community in the school around the issue of academic integrity. In 

essence, to be part of the greater purpose and spirit of the school is to do the right thing.  

Consequences and Discipline 

 Many similarities and differences within the ten academic integrity policies can 

be found through an examination of consequences for those students who do participate 

in situations of academic dishonesty. The one common consequence found in nine of the 

ten policies (again, the Rickards High School (FL) policy is the one exception) is a 

proposed grade reduction on the assignment in which the student was dishonest. Of the 

nine, there are seven schools which dictate a grade of “zero” be given to the student on 

the assignment. Two other schools propose a slightly different take on the grade 

reduction scenario. The academic integrity policy for Woodside High School (CA) states 

that “teachers will assign a failing grade for the assignment” in question. While this could 

result in a “zero” at the teacher’s discretion, the policy does not dictate so, and gives 

teachers flexibility in allowing the student to make up the assignment for some points 
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(although still a failing grade). The Radnor High School (PA) policy states that a 

classroom teacher may assign consequences that “can include but are not limited to a “0” 

(grade of zero) on any test or assignment where there has been cheating….”  This again 

gives the teacher the discretion in making decisions about consequences and allows them 

the flexibility to counsel a student through a situation of academic dishonesty without 

being required to give the student an automatic “zero” on an assignment. 

 While the grade reduction for the assignment in question is fairly consistent 

across the policies in this study, the additional consequences for more severe or perpetual 

violations of academic integrity policies is more diverse, and some schools employ 

extreme punishments to prove a point. For example, some of the policies connect 

academic integrity with participation in organizations such as National Honor Society 

(NHS) and student government. Six of the ten schools in this study list removal from 

NHS and other honor societies as a possible consequence, including Joel Barlow High 

School (CT), one of the two progressive policies in this study. It is interesting to note that 

the other progressive school policy—Radnor High School (PA)—makes no such mention 

in its policy. Also, the Egg Harbor Township High School (NJ), while not mentioning 

anything about honor societies, does propose removing students from the school’s 

AP/honors program after a second offense. Although one can make an argument for 

including National Honor Society standards to include upholding academic integrity 

standards, it seems illogical to remove a student from his/her appropriate level of 

academic instruction because of incidents of academic dishonesty. After all, it is the 

higher achieving students, and not those who perform lower academically, who are 

cheating at alarming rates because of fear of failure, academic demands, perceived 
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unreasonable workloads, and drive to succeed (Schab, 2001; Anderman, 1997; McCabe, 

2001). 

 Another consequence found in five of the ten policies is the traditional 

punishment of in-school or out of school suspension for academic dishonesty. River Hill 

High School (MD) allows the administrator to assign Saturday school or suspension as 

needed.  The Woodside High School (CA) policy supports suspension as well as removal 

from the particular class, and Seckman High School (MO) recommends in-school 

suspension or detention.  The most severe examples of the traditional punishments are 

Mountain Pointe High School (AZ) and Langley High School (VA). The academic 

integrity policy for Mountain Pointe High School (AZ) states that “the first offense 

results in a zero on test/work and up to 5 days of ISS [in-school suspension]; second 

offense, in that class or any other class over the four years, results in withdrawal from 

class with an F.”  The Langley High School (VA) policy allows for students to be 

assigned up to ten days suspension for ongoing violations. In addition, the policy states 

that “violations of the honor code are cumulative (they do not reset at the beginning of a 

new school year).”  One has to question how these two schools which accumulate 

violations over the course of one’s high school career, and not simply one school year, 

could be acting in the best interest of students with such a strict policy with no room to 

improve upon mistakes made.   

 The most alarming consequences, or extreme punishments, mentioned in three of 

the policies focus on denying students letters of recommendations to college based on 

violations of the academic integrity policy. The East Chapel Hill High School (NC) 

academic integrity policy states that academic dishonesty may hinder “one’s ability to 
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obtain college recommendations.”  The academic integrity policy for Woodside High 

School (CA) mentions the refusal of the academic department to provide letters of 

recommendation, as well as withdrawing any letters sent to colleges prior to the situation 

of academic dishonesty or notifying these colleges of any “unethical academic conduct.”  

Seckman High School (MO) states that a senior with three or more violations will have a 

letter detailing all offenses mailed along with any requested transcripts for the next five 

years. It seems concerning that these schools are seeking to hinder a student’s future by 

establishing policies which mandate the school interfere with a student’s college 

admissions process. In doing so, the authoritative disciplinarian voice rises to the top of 

the hierarchy in a fervent display of power. It is then imperative that a rebel voice 

representing the students to provide the necessary pushback by explaining that the reality 

of students is not the same reality of adults. While consequences are certainly warranted 

in situations of academic dishonesty, one has to question the effectiveness of this type of 

extreme punishment, or how this in any way could be in the student’s best interest. 

Perhaps the school should instead focus on rehabilitative practices so that they are never 

faced with the consideration of the need for this type of extreme punishment. 

Rehabilitative Support 

 Rehabilitation is the term which refers to the support process students go through 

after participating in academic dishonesty. The goal for rehabilitation is much more than 

just a change in future behavior; instead, rehabilitative support should aim to help 

students fully understand and apply the values associated with academic integrity. The 

ten policies in this study propose very little in terms of rehabilitating students in the area 

of academic integrity. While a few of the policies mention teacher-student meetings or 
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administrator-student meetings, none of the policies present a rehabilitative plan forward 

for students who do participate in situations of academic dishonesty. Policies in the best 

interest of students should include a plan to support students who have made mistakes 

and are administered disciplinary consequences for their actions (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 

2005; Stefkovich, 2006). These rehabilitative steps, when implemented with an ethic of 

care, can refocus a student on the values of academic integrity and can bring the student 

back into the academic community as a full participant on the quest to value knowledge, 

learning, and academic success. 

Conclusion 

Overall, the critical discourse analysis (CDA) has uncovered a plethora of hidden 

agendas and power struggles behind the language of the ten academic integrity policies in 

this study.  In fact, four important themes emerged from the discourse analysis and the 

CDA—academic dishonesty as discipline, student as criminal, authoritative adult voice, 

and extreme punishment.  All four themes embody the approach that focusing on rules 

and consequences will reduce academic dishonesty in schools. However, these same 

themes are the impediments to employing an ethic of care and fostering a sense of 

community around the concept of academic integrity. While this study did reveal two 

schools with some progressive policy elements—Radnor High School (PA) and Joel 

Barlow High School (CT)—overall the policies in the study prove problematic to the 

possibility of an ethic of care and a sense of community in schools. The findings of CDA 

revealed constructs aimed at maintaining asymmetrical power relations within the school. 

For example, the lack of a definition for “academic integrity,” or a definition in the 

negative, gives the authority to the teacher as arbiter to determine his/her own meaning 
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of the term. Other constructs such as teacher and school organization as victim, lack of 

student voice, and honor council as legitimating hegemony also contribute to the 

maintenance of asymmetrical power relations. If schools leaders do not fully grasp the 

importance of leading with an ethic of care and fostering a sense of community within the 

school, then written policies are not likely to encompass these values as well, as written 

policies are the result of numerous discourses among school leaders and other 

constituents in the school community.  
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this study was to present a critical discourse analysis (CDA) of 

current academic integrity policies used by public high schools, to uncover how they 

impede the fostering of the ethic of care and a sense of community in the school. The 

theoretical perspective used for this study was postmodernism, based on the work of 

Foucault (1977, 1980, 1991), which examines the concept of power within social 

institutions and reveals asymmetrical power relations among individuals. Foucault (1977) 

provided the foundations for examining hierarchical power relations that exist within 

schools, and which can be specifically applied to the analysis of the academic integrity 

policies in this study. It is his critique of social institutions and his analysis of power 

within these institutions which gives merit and theoretical foundation to the concept of 

conducting a critical discourse analysis (CDA).   

The findings of this study uncover constructs which create the impossibility of 

fostering the ethic of care or creating a sense of community in schools. The lack of a 

definition of “academic integrity,” or a definition for “academic integrity” focused on 

negative concepts such as dishonesty or cheating, impedes the possibility of creating a 

school community which fosters an ethic of care by failing to define the desired outcome. 

This gives rise to the construct of teacher as arbiter, in which the teacher sustains the 

traditional power hierarchy within schools by determining his/her own meaning of 

“academic integrity.” What is lacking from these academic integrity policies is a student 

voice to engage the reality of why students cheat, which is the true problem at hand. 

Instead, the student voice is either silent or controlled, as is the case with such practices 

as Honor Councils, which simply function by legitimating hegemony. In addition, the 
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construct of teacher as victim portrays the teacher as the victim of an academic crime 

committed by students; therefore, the use of extreme punishments becomes the means for 

revenge. Also, the concept of school organization as victim uses extreme punishments to 

maintain a positive reputation of academic integrity for the entire institution. In short, the 

academic integrity policies in this study operate as a disciplinary machine intent on 

maintaining asymmetrical power relations within the schools.  

Impediments 

 The critical discourse analysis (CDA) of the four themes presented in chapter 

five—academic dishonesty as discipline, student as criminal, authoritative adult voice, 

and extreme punishment—reveals important problems within the overall discourse on 

academic integrity in high schools. These impediments create the impossibility of 

fostering an ethic of care or creating a sense of community in schools around the concept 

of academic integrity. These problems, including a lack of definition for “academic 

integrity,” teacher as arbiter, lack of student voice, honor councils as legitimating 

hegemony, and teacher and school organization as victim, create a discourse focused on 

maintaining asymmetrical power relations as a way of deflecting from addressing why 

students cheat and the organizational arrangements that precipitate academic dishonesty.  

Lack of Definition 

 The overall discourse on the concept of academic integrity as revealed through the 

high school academic integrity policies in this study shows a lack of defining the term 

“academic integrity.” In fact, six of the ten policies in the study do not mention any kind 

of definition or explanation of the term in any way. The lack of defining the construct of 

“academic integrity” allows for those in power to define this construct according to their 
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own beliefs and experiences, thus perpetuating the traditional power hierarchy and 

practices which maintain control in schools. Many of the policies in the study also define 

the concept of “academic integrity” in the negative and explain what “academic integrity” 

is not—academic dishonesty, cheating, and plagiarism. By focusing on the negative in 

the policies, the discourse maintains the asymmetrical power structure in which children 

have been socially constructed as problematic and in need of strict discipline from adults 

(Griffin, 1997; Jenks, 1994; Males, 1996; Mayhall, 1994).  Instead of addressing the 

reasons why students cheat or giving voice to these students to explain the reality in 

which they live, the discourse simply promotes the idea that students are the problem, and 

the concept of academic integrity is simply one in need of discipline and punishment, 

without ever recognizing the need to define the pro-social behaviors which encourage an 

ethic of care and promote a sense of community.   

Teacher as Arbiter 

 By failing to clearly define the concept of “academic integrity,” the discourse 

allows for a teacher to define the term within his/her own framework, thus encouraging a 

system in which a teacher may determine the guilt or innocence of a student accused of 

academic dishonesty solely through the lens of the adult voice. Then, the school 

administrator will further carry forth the adult voice by administering punishments based 

on the teacher’s findings. For example, the Woodside High School (CA) policy allows 

teachers to use their “professional judgment” when handling academic dishonesty; 

however, the concept of “professional judgment” is not defined but does imply that 

preference be given to the adult perspective in the discourse without considering the 

reasons why students cheat. This grants teachers the authority to maintain a “no excuses” 
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stance related to the concept of academic integrity, and leads to the idea of information 

only flowing in one direction in terms of disciplinary authority and the disciplinary 

machine (Foucault, 1977). Again, the concept of teacher as arbiter further maintains the 

asymmetrical power structure in schools and perpetuates the idea that it is easier for 

schools to blame students than fix systemic organizational and societal problems.    

Lack of Student Voice 

 Throughout the discourse on academic integrity in high schools is a lack of a 

presence of a student voice. The critical discourse analysis (CDA) reveals that the rebel 

voice being oppressed throughout the academic integrity policies in the study is the 

student voice. If allowed to speak as a rebel voice within the discourse, the student voice 

would explain the various factors why students cheat, including unreasonable workloads, 

fear of failure, and academic pressures (Aiken, 1991; Anderman, 1997; Arnett, Feldman, 

& Cauffman, 2002; Davis, Grover, Becker, & McGregor, 1992; McCabe, 2001; Schab, 

1991). Then, the rebel voice representing the student could reveal the various 

organizational reasons why students cheat to be addressed by the overall organization, 

thus creating a disruption in the way the discourse has traditionally been maintained. 

However, suppressing the student voice allows adults to ignore the organizational 

arrangements and their role in precipitate academic dishonesty.   

Honor Councils as Legitimating Hegemony 

 While honor councils as part of an academic integrity policy appear to give merit 

to a student voice, in actuality the honor councils simply function by legitimating  

hegemony, working as part of the disciplinary machine to accomplish the intent of the 

authoritative adult voice. Students may participate as members of an honor council, but 
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these councils do not exist outside the constraints and direction of adult control. Instead, 

students become participants in nothing more than a disciplinary drill which further 

distances the true student voice from one that is shaped by those in authority. Shapiro 

(2006) refers to this as the “banality of evil”, in which individuals “do their part without 

giving much real thought or reflection as to what is the end result or consequence of their 

actions” (p. 95). In the end, these students who participate in the honor councils are in 

essence maintaining the asymmetrical power relations in schools, with adult control as a 

foundational component of the hierarchical power structure.  

Teacher and School Organization as Victim  

 With the perpetuation of the disciplinary machine and the traditional power 

structure in place, teachers are then able to use their power to create a teacher as victim 

scenario in which the student has committed a crime against the teacher. For example, the 

extreme punishments for students involved in situations of academic dishonesty—

including refusal to write letters of recommendation, rescinding letters of 

recommendation previously written, and notification of prospective colleges of academic 

dishonesty violations—signal the adult angst of those in authority with a strong desire to 

punish (Ehrensal, 2003). Situations of cheating and plagiarism can also be taken 

personally by the teacher, and a teacher as victim mentality directs the teacher’s personal 

anger toward the student, as if the student has committed a crime or personally violated 

the teacher. In this situation, the teacher uses his/her authority within the school hierarchy 

to enact revenge on the student by ensuring he/she receives an extreme punishment for 

the violation. The school organization can also use these extreme punishments as a way 

of protecting the reputation of the entire organization from negative press associated with 
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academic dishonesty. A school organization as victim mentality within an institution can 

arise when facing situations of academic dishonesty, and extreme punishments may be 

used as a way to deter students from any academic dishonesty that would bring negative 

attention to the school.  

Maintaining Asymmetrical Power Relations 

Each of the impediments presented above reveals a common theme throughout 

the discourse—a need for adults within schools to maintain the asymmetrical power 

relations between teachers/administrators and students. Foucault (1977) specifically 

mentions schools and the traditional discipline structure that is used by those in authority: 

Gradually—but especially after 1972—the educational space unfolds; the class 

becomes homogenous, it is no longer made up of individual elements arranged 

side by side under the master's eye. In the 18th century, 'rank' begins to define the 

great form of distribution of individuals in the educational order: rows or ranks of 

pupils in the class, corridors, courtyards; rank attributed to each pupil at the end of 

each task and each examination…. It is the perpetual movement in which 

individuals replace one another in a space marked off by aligned intervals (p. 146-

147).   

Foucault is describing the state of education in which students are seen as objects rather 

than individuals, and a prescriptive model for discipline policies was used to standardize 

the discipline process, maintain the general order of the schools, and guarantee swift 

punishment for students who commit violations during the school day.  Thus, the 

disciplinary machine is born. 
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 Foucault (1977) also points out how unfair the punishment system can be when 

the power to punish is held by a hierarchical authority.  Foucault uncovers the privileges 

of those who have been given the power to punish within societal institutions: 

There was too much power on the side of the prosecution, which possessed almost 

unlimited means of pursuing its investigations, while the accused opposed it 

virtually unarmed—this led judges to be sometimes over-severe and sometimes, 

by way of reaction, too lenient; there was too much power in the hands of the 

judges who were able to content themselves with futile evidence (p. 79).   

This point can be clarified by examining the concept of teacher as arbiter, in which the 

teacher or administrator is given the authority through the discourse to determine the guilt 

or innocence of a student, without the guidance of a definition for “academic integrity” 

and without the representation of the student voice.  This is contrary to Dewey’s (1916) 

idea of learning through experience and creates the impossibility for students to make the 

connection between learning in the classroom and learning in society, and to successfully 

transfer the school learning process to everyday situations one might encounter as a 

citizen living in a democracy.  The authoritative adult voice in the discourse on academic 

integrity in high schools views the issue in terms of discipline and punishment, and fails 

to address the real problem of why students cheat, and the organizational arrangements 

that precipitate academic dishonesty.  

False Reality 

 By maintaining an asymmetrical power hierarchy in schools, the academic 

integrity policies in this study fail to accurately engage the reality of the situation in 

schools. Instead, the discourse presents a particular way of seeing the problem—that 
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students are, by nature, problematic and in need of discipline and punishment by those 

running the schools. Historically, “adults”  in positions of authority have socially 

constructed children as other by subjecting children to the demands, rules, and 

regulations that have come to be viewed as cultural norms (Griffin, 1997; Jenks, 1994; 

Males, 1996; Mayhall, 1994). For example, Griffin (1997) argues against these cultural 

norms in terms of the development of young girls in adolescence, and critiques society’s 

label of “troubled teen” for anyone who does not follow the socially constructed 

developmental path through their teenage years. This expectation of children’s behavior 

at certain ages is more about adult angst and a need for control than it is about teaching 

ethics to children. 

Sapienza (1985) argues that believing as seeing. That is, what one “believes” 

about structures will determine what one “sees.”  In this case, the discourse of the 

academic integrity policies presents a reality which expects students to cheat because 

they are problematic. Instead of engaging the student voice and attempting to understand 

why students cheat, the discourse silences any kind of discussion in favor of the socially 

constructed reality that children are problematic and therefore in need of discipline and 

punishment.  Thorne (1993) captured this point of false reality in her study of elementary 

school children. While the perception was that children’s play was chaotic and void of 

order or meaning from the adult perspective, Thorne began to examine play from the 

perspective of the children. Once she discovered the children’s perspective, Thorne was 

able to identify structure, logic, and patterns among the children’s interactions. Therefore, 

believing that teacher is victim and children as criminal, school officials “see” academic 
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integrity as a discipline problem, not as an opportunity to alter the organizational 

arrangement of schools to employ an ethic of care and create a sense of community.  

Student Voice as Rebel Voice 

 While the social construction of children tells us that students cheat because they 

are problematic in nature, the student voice reveals a different reality. When given the 

chance to speak as the authoritative rebel voice, the student voice serves to decriminalize 

those who engage in academic dishonesty by explaining the reasons why students make 

the decision to cheat.  Overall, the research shows that students cheat as a result of 

mounting pressures they face (Aiken, 1991; Anderman, 1997; Arnett, Feldman, & 

Cauffman, 2002; Davis, Grover, Becker, & McGregor, 1992; McCabe, 2001; Schab, 

1991). For example, students struggling to meet parental and societal expectations to gain 

acceptance into prestigious universities may see cheating as a necessary means to 

maintaining a rigorous course and activity schedule to achieve the highest academic 

standing and most superior resume. Certainly this student voice explaining the pressures 

and difficulties of our educational system should not be dismissed as simply being a 

“bad” student. Instead, what should be addressed are the organizational arrangements that 

precipitate academic dishonesty and create the mounting pressures students encounter.   

Organizational Arrangement and Systemic Violence 

 To address the academic integrity policies in this study in terms of those 

organizational arrangements that precipitate academic dishonesty would be to challenge 

the asymmetrical power structure found within the overall discourse. However, changing 

the hierarchy of power relations is certainly not a simple task. First, it is easier for adults 

to dismiss students as problematic than to deal with the complexities and difficulties of a 
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problematic social institution. Second, to give credence to the student voice would alter 

the traditional power structure within schools, creating adult angst among those 

concerned with maintaining order and control. Both of these reasons present concerns not 

easily reconcilable by those desiring (whether intentionally or unintentionally) to 

maintain asymmetrical power relations. 

Epp and Watkinson (1996) explain the various practices in schools that that are 

harmful to children and could have lasting repercussions on the very subjects they are 

trying to help. The authors define the term systemic violence in the following way: 

Systemic violence has been defined as any institutional practice or procedure that 

adversely impacts on individuals or groups by burdening them psychologically, 

mentally, culturally, spiritually, economically or physically. Applied to education, 

it means practices and procedures that prevent students from learning, thus 

harming them (Epp & Watkinson, 1996, p. 1).  

The authors point out that this type of violence is not the senseless school violence in 

which perpetrators cause vicious harm on children, such as school shootings. Instead, 

systemic violence encompasses all of the unintended situations of harm, in which most 

individuals are unaware of the harm being caused. This includes school policies and 

procedures which are not written in the best interests of the students, and do little to 

educate or rehabilitate the students who fail to follow school rules. The authors highlight 

three major components of systemic violence in the educational setting—standardization, 

pedagogical practice, and punishment. It is the area of punishment which directly relates 

to the concept of academic integrity policies in high schools. The authors point out that 

the issue of control is central to the discourse on punishment. After all, schoolteachers 
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and administrators are in need of maintaining order and control to operate a school 

environment conducive to learning for all students. However, it is the methods of 

maintaining this control which come into question.  

Weaver (1997) presents the difference between two types of organizational 

philosophies by comparing Dewey to Foucault. The author points out that while Dewey 

takes an optimistic approach and argues that organizations have the potential to function 

as places of growth, learning, and edification, Foucault essentially sees organizations in 

fatalistic terms of traditional hierarchical power relations and controlled violence. It is the 

conflict of these two philosophies which creates the dissonance between the idealistic 

terms of how organizations should function (Dewey) and the reality of how organizations 

actually function (Foucault). In this study, the discourse of high school academic integrity 

policies focuses on maintaining the asymmetrical power relations, which impedes the 

possibilities of a school community with an ethic of care, and furthermore creates the 

impossibility of reaching Dewey’s edification within the organization.  

Disrupting the Discourse 

 By conducting a critical discourse analysis (CDA) which reveals the impediments 

to fostering a sense of community and an ethic of care around the concept of academic 

integrity in high schools, the path toward a new discourse can now be introduced and 

explored. It is through the uncovering of impediments such as lack of definitions, lack of 

student voice, teacher as arbiter, and maintaining asymmetrical power relations, that the 

current discourse on academic integrity in high schools can be disrupted, and new ideas 

can be introduced into the discourse. The ultimate goal in disrupting the discourse is to 
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write academic integrity policies which create a sense of community privileged in the 

ethic of care.   

Context of Culture 

 While disrupting the discourse is important to changing the constructs uncovered 

in this study, it is also important to note that the academic integrity policies are only one 

piece of the larger picture of school culture associated with academic integrity in these 

schools. An analysis of a school’s culture of academic integrity cannot be fully revealed 

solely through an analysis of the school’s academic integrity policy. However, a school’s 

academic integrity policy does play an important role in the discourse on the topic, as 

these policies are the result of ongoing discourse within the schools, and will also shape 

future discourse on academic integrity as well. These ten schools play an important role 

in leading the discourse on academic integrity throughout the nation because of their 

membership in the Academic Integrity Network (which led to their selection for inclusion 

in this study).  

Implications on Policy 

 Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard, and Henry (1997) argue that “policy analysis must 

scrutinize the ways in which a given policy constructs policy problems and their context, 

including the way the context has been framed, more recently, in terms of global 

imperatives” (p. 53). In terms of educational policy, the Critical Discourse Analysis 

(CDA) presented in this study could serve as a guide for other high school policies to be 

examined in a similar manner. Then, a plethora of problematic constructs could be 

revealed which create the impossibility to fostering an ethic of care or creating a sense of 

community within the schools. It is only through the revelation of such impediments that 
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educators can begin to identify social injustices within our schools, disrupt the discourse, 

and propose new policies which are written “in the best interests of the students” (Shapiro 

& Stefkovich, 2005; Stefkovich, 2006).  

Implications for Future Research 

While this study only examines the academic integrity policies of the ten selected 

high schools and does not address other factors which influence the school cultures and 

the concept of academic integrity, it would be important to expand the study by doing a 

full study of the micro-cultures of each of these ten schools. Using case study 

methodology, one would be able to analyze the various artifacts, interviews, documents, 

data, and stories which shape the school’s culture on academic integrity. Then, the 

analysis would provide a more comprehensive picture of each school’s attempts to 

promote academic integrity throughout the school, and could be compared to the 

constructs that have been uncovered through the critical discourse analysis (CDA) in this 

particular study.   

Certainly this study is only the first step in examining the topic of academic 

integrity in high schools. While this study aims to deconstruct the current policies and 

uncover the impediments to fostering a sense of community or employing an ethic of 

care, the next step would then be to disrupt the discourse and to construct a policy in 

which these impediments have been eliminated. In such a policy, careful consideration 

and dialogue must be given to correcting the imbalance of power relations found in many 

academic integrity policies. In addition, it would be important to emphasize academic 

integrity as opposed to focusing on academic dishonesty, provide opportunities for 

rehabilitation and education for all students and staff, create a sense of community around 
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the concept of academic integrity and other similar values, and ensure that an ethic of 

care is taken with students who may be involved in situations of academic dishonesty.  

 Once an academic integrity policy “in the best interests of students” (Shapiro & 

Stefkovich, 2005; Stefkovich, 2006) has been constructed, another approach would be to 

study the various components of a school-wide academic integrity approach at the high 

school level. Similar to Kibler’s (1993; 1994) work in higher education, the same work of 

researching the effectiveness of academic integrity programs, policies, and ethos 

strategies should be conducted at the high school level. The effectiveness of such 

strategies should be determined, and the results should then guide school leaders to 

implementing research-based practices which deter academic dishonesty and promote 

academic integrity within the school community.  

 What the critical discourse analysis (CDA) of the academic integrity policies in 

this study has done is provided an appropriate methodology for deconstructing current 

school policies which are not in the best interest of students. By using the CDA method, a 

wide array of social injustices may be uncovered, including an imbalance of power 

relations and the concept of students being viewed as the other by those in authority in 

schools (Griffin, 1997; Jenks, 1994; Males, 1996; Mayhall, 1994). Through the 

deconstruction process, impediments to policy language not in the best interest of 

students can be brought to light, so that future policies can be constructed in a way in 

which social injustice is reduced and ultimately eliminated from the discourse (Olssen, 

Codd, & O’Neill, 2004; Ozga, 2000; Stein, 2004; Taylor, Rizvi, Lingard, & Henry, 

1997). 
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 An additional area to be studied could also include an examination of academic 

integrity policies of those states with mandatory character education programs. While this 

study specifically does not address the concept of character education, the topic of 

academic integrity could also be considered a part of a larger overall school character 

education program in which students are taught the foundational values of a democratic 

society—what Dewey (1916) promotes as a major responsibility of educational systems. 

Future work could examine the effectiveness these character education programs are 

having on the development on values within children, and whether or not these programs 

are having an impact on reducing negative student behaviors which are not in line with 

universal core ethical values.   

Final Thoughts 

 The purpose of this research study was to conduct a critical discourse analysis 

(CDA) of public high school academic integrity policies, with the purpose of uncovering 

the impediments to fostering an ethic of care and a sense of community in the school. The 

schools chosen for this study have already shown a commitment to pursuing an 

understanding of academic integrity by joining the Academic Integrity Network, 

facilitated by The School for Ethical Education (SEE). These schools should be 

commended for taking the first steps toward recognizing the need to address the issue of 

academic integrity throughout the school community. However, it is imperative that the 

schools leading the way are constructing academic integrity policies in ways which are in 

the best interests of students. The results of the CDA revealed that most of the schools in 

the study are creating policies focused more on academic dishonesty as discipline than on 

the promotion of academic integrity, that some of the policies are using language which 
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portrays students as criminals, that a power struggle exists between the authoritative 

adult voice of school personnel and the students within the language of the policies, and 

that in some cases extreme punishments are being used as a way to handle those involved 

with situations of academic dishonesty. The discourse must continue to be disrupted, and 

the student voice must be allowed to speak the unspeakable, in an effort to address the 

real problems with false realities, organizational arrangements, and systemic violence 

which create the impossibility of a sense of community and an ethic of care within the 

school. 
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Appendix A 
 

Rickards High School (FL) 
 

Infractions Requiring Informal Consequences  

Infractions involving informal consequences are those which, whenever possible, should 

be dealt with by the classroom or supervising teacher or administrator on an individual 

basis without invoking formal discipline procedures. If repetition of these offenses 

occurs, or if they are of a severe nature, formal referral and discipline may be considered 

necessary. Examples of in-school misconduct include, but are not limited to, the 

following:  

a.  Tardiness (see also Board Policy 3.03)  

b. Failure to return required forms  

c. Failure to have required materials or equipment  

d. Cheating or plagiarism  

e. Unauthorized use of school property  

f. Failure to report to class or leaving class without permission (see also Board  

   policy 3.03 

g. Stealing (minor theft)  

h. Violation of school parking regulations  

i. Violation of school bus rules of conduct  

j. Inappropriate use of toys, games, telephones, electronic communication devices, 

   audio or videos during the school day  

Informal Consequences  
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In addition to informal teacher interventions, examples of informal consequences include, 

but are not limited to, the following:  

a. Confiscation of contraband items and/or direct discussion with student and/or  

    parent/guardian, in order to work out a problem. In cases where it is  

    appropriate, Student Services staff or outside social agencies may be called in  

    for assistance in this procedure.  

b. A written warning or reprimand to a student and parent/guardian from the  

    teacher, or if deemed necessary, from the principal or designee.  

c. Class reassignment may be imposed during school hours by the principal or  

    designee. The student may be assigned for a period of time, determined by the 

    principal or designee, to an alternative classroom under the direction of a  

   certified teacher. Regular academic instruction shall continue in this classroom.  

d. School detention may be imposed for a limited period of time with a maximum  

    of one hour a day unless extended at the parent/guardian request. A period of  

   detention may not begin without one day’s notice to the student and  

    parent/guardian and a student shall be detained only under the supervision of  

    school personnel.  

e. School privileges may be withdrawn by the principal or his designee. These  

    may involve field trips, co-curricular activities, school government and school  

    social events as well as other functions.  

f. Referral may be made to a dispute resolution program, if available.  

g. Probation or other consequences may be imposed in lieu of suspension.  

 
 



244 
 

 
Appendix B 

 
East Chapel Hill High School (NC) 

 
Honor Code 

Cheating is the act of gaining an unfair advantage, or misrepresenting one’s knowledge.   

Cheating includes, but is not limited to: 

• Wrongfully using or taking the ideas or work of another, including: 

• Giving or receiving unauthorized aid from another person on assignments, 

papers, quizzes, tests, or examinations.  

• Plagiarizing 

• Giving or receiving advance information about quizzes, tests, or 

examinations. 

• Using or consulting unauthorized materials or using unauthorized devices on 

papers, quizzes, tests or examinations. 

• Using any portion of a paper or project to fulfill the requirements of more than 

one course, unless the student has received prior permission to do so. 

• Intentionally misrepresenting the need for extra time on any assignment, paper, 

quiz, test or examination, in order to gain more information. 

• Choosing to be absent on the due date of a paper, project, quiz or test. 

• Lying about any of the above. 

Violating the honor code will result in a “0” (zero) for the work in question.  In addition, 

cheating may jeopardize admission to the National Honor Society and one’s ability to 

obtain college recommendations.  The Integrity Committee may suggest additional 

consequences for cheating. 
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Appendix C 

Mountain Pointe High School (AZ) 

Academic Integrity 

Honesty is a foundation value for success in career and life. Each student has an 

obligation to think and act with honesty and integrity, and respect the wishes of teachers 

and others in carrying out all academic assignments. Mountain Pointe has established an 

Honor Code that all students will sign and be expected to know and follow. Academic 

integrity encompasses any academic project, paper, performance, quiz, exam or any 

other work assigned by a teacher for a grade or credit (including optional credit). 

Cheating, fabrication and plagiarism (see definitions below) are all forms of academic 

dishonesty that will not be tolerated. 

• Cheating - Using or attempting to use unauthorized materials or technology, 

unauthorized group work, information or study aids in any academic exercise or 

assignment. 

• Fabrication involves the falsification or invention of any information or citation in an 

academic exercise or assignment. 

• Plagiarism refers to using another’s words, ideas, materials or work without 

acknowledging and documenting the source. Students are responsible for knowing the 

rules governing the use of another’s work, and for acknowledging and documenting the 

source appropriately. Violations in carrying out class assignments, including the 

inappropriate use of the internet, cell phones, PDAs, calculators, or any other technology, 

will result in disciplinary consequences. The first offense results in a zero on test/work 
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and up to 5 days of ISS; second offense, in that class or any other class over the four 

years, results in withdrawal from class with an “F”. 
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Appendix D 

Egg Harbor Township High School (NJ) 

Academic Honesty Policy 

Students are expected to demonstrate honesty and integrity while in attendance at Egg 

Harbor Township High School. Each student is expected to do his/her own work. All 

work submitted by a student should be a true reflection of his/her own effort and ability. 

Any deviation from this standard is considered unacceptable academic behavior.  

Cheating is unacceptable academic behavior. Cheating is representing someone else’s 

work as one’s own. Any form of cheating, to any extent, is wrong. This improper conduct 

is a disservice to one’s own educational program, as well as to that of others.  

Whether you give or receive information during an examination or on certain 

assignments, the offense is the same, and you will receive a zero (0) for the work. Parents 

will also be notified.  

The classroom teacher is the arbiter as to whether or not cheating has occurred. 

Incidents of plagiarism must be judged by the teacher, as always, in light of what the 

teacher has taught and what the teacher expects the student to know. The teacher will 

report all instances of cheating that involves formal and/or major assignments to the 

appropriate school counselor(s). The minimum penalty for cheating is a “zero” for the 

submitted work, and this applies to any student involved. AP/Honors students may be 

dropped from the Honors program if a second incident occurs. 
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Appendix E 

River Hill High School (MD) 

Honor Pledge 

“On my honor, I have neither given nor received unauthorized aid on this assignment.”   

Honor Council 

Thirteen student members serve on the RHHS Honor Council, dedicated to promoting 

and upholding integrity among the student body.  The HC is responsible for three main 

objectives: 

4) Provide guidance and assign consequences to students who have 
violated RH Academic Integrity Policy 

5) Develop educational tools that will foster academic integrity 
6) Strategically develop and implement RHHS academic integrity 

standards 

The Honor Council is a student-to-student organization, created to improve the academic 

integrity environment through a grassroots effort.  Those who commit a Level I violation 

may appear before the student HC.   

ACADEMIC INTEGRITY POLICY  

Level 1 Violations   

1.       Copying, or allowing another student to copy, assignments or ideas 

2.      Lack of internal citations, or omitting citations, within a given assignment                                                       

(Including a bibliography is not adequate) 

3.       Using another person’s ideas without   offering proper citation 

Level II Violations     

1.       Cheating on exams or quizzes 

2.       Buying or copying an essay assignment and submitting it as one’s own 
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3.       Using an assignment from a student who previously took the class, or using an 

assignment you completed for another class 

4.       Any intentional violations not listed 
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Figure 2:  River Hill High School (MD) Level I and II Consequences 
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Figure 3: River Hill High School (MD) Additional Guidance on Academic Integrity 
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Appendix F 
 

Woodside High School (CA) 
 

Philosophy and Purpose 

The Mission and Expected Schoolwide Learning Results of Woodside High School 

advocate high standards in ethical behavior as well as scholarship. Academic honesty is 

an integral component in fostering self-respect, achievement and positive relationships 

among all stakeholders in our school community. Our Academic Integrity Policy is 

intended to clarify the expectations we have for all students to maintain an ethical climate 

at Woodside that values honesty, effort and respect for others. This policy also delineates 

the consequences for students if they do not meet these expectations. 

While there can be a variety of pressures or temptations for students to consider cheating 

or plagiarism, including time constraints, parental expectations, the actions of peers and 

poor preparation for exams, none of these pressures justifies either behavior. The staff at 

Woodside values learning above grades and strives to communicate to students that their 

best effort is what we expect. Cheating in any form detracts from the value and purpose 

of education. 

Definitions of Academic Misconduct 

Misconduct subject to penalty includes, but is not limited to, the following offenses: 

Cheating is a form of academic dishonesty in which an individual undermines the 

integrity of an assignment or exam. 

Examples of cheating include, but are not limited to, the following: 

Copying an assignment or test. 

Allowing others to copy an assignment or test. 
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Giving or receiving test information. 

Using unauthorized resources during an assessment. 

Submitting the same assignment or presentation more than once. 

Working on and/or completing an assignment collaboratively without 

teacher authorization. 

Plagiarism is a form of academic dishonesty in which an individual submits or 

presents the work of another person as his or her own. Plagiarism exists 

when 

There is no recognition given to the original author for phrases, 

sentences, and ideas of the author incorporated in a paper or project. 

A portion of a document is copied from an author, or composed by 

another person, and presented as original work. 

Examples of plagiarism include, but are not limited to, the following: 

Presenting another author’s entire work as your own. 

Copying a summary from another source and incorporating it into 

your work. 

Submitting an essay or story written by another student as your own. 

Using another author’s sentences or phrases without using quotations 

and/or citing your source. 

The teacher’s professional judgment will determine whether or not a student has 

cheated or plagiarized. It is the responsibility of the student to avoid any action or 

situation that may cause teachers to believe this policy has been violated. 

Consequences and Procedures 
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1. For any violation, automatic consequences include the following: 

Teacher will assign a failing grade for the assignment. 

Teacher initiates parent/guardian contact. 

Teacher will inform the student’s other teachers and counselors of the student’s 

behavior. 

Teacher will write a referral to the appropriate AVP. 

AVP’s office will document the referral and inform the teacher of any previous 

violations on file. 

2. Consequences for repeat or severe violations may also include the following: 

Note – in these cases the instructor will consult with the department chairperson and 

the AVP to determine an appropriate course of action. The normal appeal process 

for disciplinary issues will still be in effect. Any of the following actions require the 

approval of the administrator, teacher, and department chairperson. The parents will 

be notified, and the action will be documented in an Academic Integrity Policy file, as 

well as the student’s discipline file. The file will be consulted prior to resolving any 

severe case to facilitate consistent enforcement of the policy. The AIP file will be 

available to certificated staff. 

Suspension and/or removal from class. 

Suspension from school (including extra-curricular activities). 

Departmental refusal to provide letters of recommendation 

Rescindment (by original writer) of previously written letters of recommendation. 

or notification of unethical academic conduct sent to prospective colleges. 
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** We wish to give credit to the academic honesty policies of University of British 

Columbia and Palo Alto High School for some of the ideas contained in this document. 
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Appendix G 

Seckman High School (MO) 

ACADEM IIC I INTEGR IITY 

Academic integrity is an essential element to Seckman High School’s philosophy and 

practice of promoting academic excellence and creating responsible life-long learners. 

For an academic institution to be successful, an honor code and consequences for 

violating the honor code must be established. Cheating, dishonesty, and plagiarism will 

not be tolerated at Seckman High School. 

Definitions: 

Cheating (noun): the act of fraudulently deceiving; obtaining property from another by 

the intentional active distortion of the truth; the practice of fraud or trickery; violating 

rules dishonestly 

Integrity (noun): firm adherence to a code of values; the quality of being complete or 

undivided; honesty 

Plagiarize (verb): to steal and pass off the ideas or words of another as one’s own; to 

use without crediting the source; to commit literary theft; to present as new and original 

an idea or product derived from an existing source. 

- Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary 

Academic integrity means doing schoolwork honestly. Students should do their own 

work to the best of their ability. However, students are sometimes legitimately unsure 

about what is acceptable and what isn’t. Teachers should clearly communicate their 

expectations to students, and make every effort to avoid situations in which students are 

confused about how they are expected to meet assignment requirements. Good 
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relationships between people are based on trust; cheating violates that trust. Getting a 

high school diploma is supposed to mean that you’ve demonstrated certain skills. When 

you pick up that diploma, you will want to know that you’ve earned it legitimately, not 

cheated your way to it. 

Plagiarism is the use of and representation of other people's words and ideas, in whole or 

in part, as your own work. This definition applies to words or ideas taken without 

proper acknowledgement from another source. 

Examples of plagiarism include: 

Copying word for word from any outside source without proper acknowledgement. 

This applies to the use of an entire paper, to the use of entire sections and paragraphs, and 

to the use of a few words and phrases. 

Paraphrasing ideas from any outside source without proper acknowledgement. 

Submitting in whole or in part a paper written by another student. 

Submitting in whole or in part an assignment written for another course. 

Submitting other’s experimental data, foreign language translations, music, computer 

programs, etc. 

Allowing one's essay, assignment, or test answers to be copied by another student. 

VIOLATIONS : Violations of academic honesty will be divided into two levels. These 

levels are determined by the importance of the assignment and premeditation of the 

student. 
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Appendix H 

Langley High School (VA) 

The Langley High School community embodies a spirit of mutual trust and intellectual 

honesty that is central to the very nature of the school, and represents the highest possible 

expression of shared values among the members of the school community.  

The fundamental beliefs underlying and reflected in the Honor Code are: 

• that trust in a person is a positive force in making that person 

worthy of trust,  

• that every student has the right to live in an academic environment 

that is free from the injustices caused by any form of intellectual 

dishonesty, and 

• that the honesty and integrity of all members of the school 

community contribute to its quest for truth. 

 

The functions of the Honor Code are to communicate the meaning and importance of 

intellectual honesty to all students of the school; to articulate and support the interest of 

the community in maintaining the highest standards of conduct in academic affairs; and 

to identify, sanction, and educate those who fail to live up to the stated expectations of 

the school community with regard to these standards. 

 

The Honor Code is the school policy which defines the expected standards of conduct in 

academic affairs. The Honor Council is the school body charged with enforcement of the 

Honor Code. The student body and faculty at Langley High School will not tolerate any 
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violation of the Honor Code.  

 

Honor Code academic violations 

Cheating 

Cheating includes the actual giving or receiving of any unauthorized aid or assistance or 

the actual giving or receiving of any unfair advantage on any form of academic work, or 

attempts thereof. Such acts include, but are not limited to: 

• deception;  

• the use of talking, signs, or gestures during a quiz;  

• copying from another student or allowing the copying of an 

individual assignment;  

• passing test or quiz information during a class period or from one 

class period to members of another class period with the same 

teacher;  

• submission of pre-written writing assignment at times when such 

assignments are supposed to be written in class;  

• illegally exceeding time limits on timed tests, quizzes, or 

assignments;  

• unauthorized use of study aids, notes, books, data, or other 

information;  

• computer fraud;  

• sabotaging the projects or experiments of other students;  

• use of electronic devices during an assessment.  
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Plagiarism 

Plagiarism includes the copying of the language, structure, programming, computer code, 

ideas, and/or thoughts of another and passing off the same as one's own original work, or 

attempts thereof. Such acts include, but are not limited to:  

• having a parent or another person write an essay (including the 

purchase of works on-line) or do a project which is then submitted 

as one's own work; 

• failing to use proper documentation and bibliography (Langley 

High School employs a plagiarism detection service through 

Turnitin.com).  

Falsification/Lying   

Falsification includes the statement of any untruth, either verbally or in writing, with 

respect to any circumstances relevant to one's academic work, or attempts thereof. Such 

acts include, but are not limited to:  

• the forgery of official signatures;  

• tampering with official records;  

• fraudulently adding, deleting, or manipulating information on 

academic work, or fraudulently changing an examination or other 

academic work after the testing period or due date of the 

assignment;  

• lying or failing to give complete information to a teacher;  

• feigning illness to gain extra preparation time for tests, quizzes, or 

assignments due.  
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Stealing  

Stealing includes the taking or appropriating without the right or permission to do so and 

with the intent to keep or make use of wrongfully, the school work or materials of 

another student or the instructional materials of a teacher. Such acts include, but are not 

limited to:  

• stealing copies of tests or quizzes, illegitimately accessing the 

teacher's answer key for tests or quizzes;  

• stealing the teacher's edition of the textbook;  

• stealing another student's homework, notes, or handouts.  

Cell Phone Use 

Access to cell phones during assessments is prohibited; students should not bring cell 

phones to any testing situation. If your phone makes noise, or it is seen at any time 

(including breaks) the device will be confiscated, and it will be considered an honor code 

violation. This policy also applies to any other prohibited digital and/or electronic device, 

such as:  

• Blackberry 

• Pager 

• PDA 

• iPod 

• Camera or other photographic equipment 

• A separate timer of any kind. 

We strongly advise you not to bring these items to testing situations. 
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Suspected Violations 

If a student is suspected of violating the Honor Code, the teacher will complete an Honor 

Code referral. The student will be given a copy of the referral in order to complete his/her 

portion of the referral. The student must also obtain a parent signature on the referral. The 

referral must be returned to the reporting teacher within 48 hours of receipt. The student 

will choose from one of three options on the referral: 

• Acknowledge that he/she violated the Honor Code and accept the 

penalty imposed by the Honor Council.  

• Acknowledge that he/she violated the Honor Code and accept the 

penalty imposed by the Honor Council; however, the student 

requests the opportunity to speak to the Honor Council before a 

final penalty is imposed.  

• Maintain that he/she did not violate the Honor Code and request an 

investigation and hearing be conducted by the Honor Council.  

The student can also attach a written statement to the referral.  

Questions concerning an Honor Code referral must be directed to the Chair of the Honor 

Council. The Honor Council will hear the student’s case, when applicable, and then 

render a decision. Appeals of the Honor Council decision are made to the administration. 

Consequences 

If the student either admits to or is found to have violated the Honor Code the following 

are consequences that the council may impose:  

First Offense:  

• The assignment receives a grade of zero.  
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• Student will be excused from any honor societies that he/she is a 

current member of and may be excused from class office.  

• Student may not apply to any honor societies or run for any 

SGA/class office for 12 months after the first offense.  

• The violation is kept on file by the chair of the council but is not 

placed in the discipline or academic record.  

Second Offense:  

• The assignment receives a grade of zero.  

• The student will be assigned community service hours.  

• The student’s guidance counselor will be notified that a second 

offense has occurred.  

• Student will be excused from any honor society that he/she is a 

current member of and will be asked to resign any SGA/class 

office.  

• Student is ineligible to apply for any honor societies or run for any 

student offices for the remainder of his/her high school career at 

Langley High School.  

• The violation is kept on file by the chair of the council but is not 

placed in the discipline or academic record.  

Third Offense:  

• The assignment receives a grade of zero.  
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• The student will be assigned community service hours and a 

discipline referral, for Saturday School detention, will be given to 

the grade-level administrator.  

• Violations become a part of the student’s discipline and academic 

record.  

Fourth Offense:  

• The assignment receives a grade of zero.  

• The student is assigned community service hours and a discipline 

referral, for a one-day out-of-school suspension, will be given to 

the grade-level administrator. 

Subsequent Offenses:  

• The assignment received a grade of zero. 

• The student will be suspended out-of-school from two to ten days 

 

Violations of the honor code are cumulative (they do not reset at the beginning of a new 

school year). Questions concerning the Honor Code may be addressed to one of the 

Chairs of the Honor Council (XXXXXX ) or to a grade level administrator. 
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Appendix I 

Radnor High School (PA) 
 

Academic Honor Code 

Radnor High School 

Preamble 

The Radnor Township School District community holds the pursuit of knowledge in high 

regard. To support this pursuit, we believe that honesty, integrity, respect, and 

responsibility must be present among students, teachers, administrators, and 

parents/guardians. This Academic Honor Code outlines basic requirements and 

responsibilities, and is to be used to guide principled conduct in academic performance. 

 

Principles of the Radnor High School Community 

With Regard to Academic Performance 

HONESTY 

• Tell the truth 

• Present your own work only 

• Give credit for all sources 

INTEGRITY 

• Act in accordance with high moral principles 

• Cooperate with efforts to maintain high moral principles 

• Encourage high moral principles in others 

RESPECT 

• Consider each action as a chance to gain trust 
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• Create a community that values learning and learners 

• Demonstrate self-respect 

RESPONSIBILITY 

• Be willing to own what you do and say 

• Embrace and advance the common good of our community 

• Have the courage to do what is right 

 

Expectations of the Radnor High School Community 

With Regard to Academic Performance 

Each STUDENT will maintain and support academic integrity at RHS by: 

• completing all assigned work, activities and tests in an honorable way that avoids 

all cheating, lying, and stealing 

• understanding the school-wide Academic Honor Code policy and individual 

teacher assignment guidelines 

• clarifying with the instructor anything that may be unclear about an assignment, with 

respect to how the Academic Honor Code may apply to it 

• participating in the further development in the Academic Honor Code during the 

student’s high school career 

• encouraging other students to make appropriate use of their work 

Each TEACHER will maintain and support academic integrity at RHS by: 

• presenting the school-wide Academic Honor Code principles, in some clear 

written form, to show how they apply to that teacher’s class, including guidelines 

for working on assignments in that class 



267 
 

• reporting (to an administrator and school counselor) violations of the Academic 

Honor Code that are serious enough to have incurred discipline in that teacher’s 

class, and following through on the directives of the administrator 

• maintaining the integrity of the testing process 

• explaining the use of permissible study aids – including tutors – in coursework 

• checking student papers for plagiarism 

• encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work 

Each ADMINISTRATOR will maintain and support academic integrity at RHS by: 

• making available to all students, teachers and parents a copy of the school’s 

Academic Honor Code 

• facilitating ongoing conversations and reflection about the Academic Honor Code 

• administering fair and consistent consequences for offenses of the Academic 

Honor Code 

• maintaining records of Academic Honor Code offenses 

• reporting de-identified violations of the Academic Honor Code to the Honor 

Council to be used as a tool for further teaching and reflection about academic 

honor. In this context, a “de-identified” record is one in which the identity of any 

student(s) involved will be kept confidential 

• encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work 

Each PARENT/GUARDIAN will maintain and support academic integrity at RHS by: 

• becoming knowledgeable about the school-wide Academic Honor Code and 

guidelines for individual teachers’ classes 

• helping the student understand that the parent values Academic Honor and 
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expects the student to comply with the school’s rules of Academic Honor 

• supporting the imposition of consequences if the Academic Honor Code is 

violated 

• encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work 

Each member of the HONOR COUNCIL will maintain and support academic integrity 

at RHS by: 

• organizing education sessions, to be held every fall and throughout the school 

year, to help all students understand the Academic Honor Code, suggest ways to 

act honorably in difficult situations, and provide a forum through which students 

can contribute their comments and questions to the ongoing discussion about 

academic honor at RHS 

• reviewing the Academic Honor Code each spring, considering teacher, student, 

administrator, and parent input 

• maintaining “de-identified” records of Academic Honor Code offenses 

• maintaining confidentiality 

• encouraging students to make appropriate use of their work 

 

Definitions of Offenses 

1. To cheat: To violate or to intend to violate the rules deliberately for one’s own 

gain in academic, extracurricular, or other school work in order to (or with the 

intent to) gain an unfair advantage (American Heritage Dictionary 326). With 

regard to academic performance, conduct that constitutes cheating or the intention to 

cheat includes, but is not limited to, cases illustrated by the following examples: 
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• Unpermitted collaboration on assigned work, or work submitted by any student, 

including but not limited to papers, projects, products, lab reports, other reports, and 

homework 

• Unauthorized use of a cheat sheet, marks/writing on bodybody, teacher textbook, 

formula, note-card or notes, calculator/computer, cell phone, iPod, Blackberry, or any 

other technological device that would inappropriately enhance one’s work 

• Creating a disadvantage for another student by hoarding or by sabotaging materials or 

resources 

• Unauthorized prior knowledge and/or use of tests, quizzes, midterms, finals, or other 

assignments 

• Having another individual take a test or prepare an assignment, or assist in the test or 

assignment without approval 

• Sending or receiving unauthorized information through hand signals or other gestures, 

talking, text messaging, looking at someone else’s test, showing your own test, or (during 

an in-class essay) using e-mail 

2. To lie: To make a statement one knows (or reasonably should know) is false, with 

the intent to deceive or with disregard for the truth; to give a false impression 

(Webster’s New World Dictionary 780). Lies can be made verbally, in writing, or 

by gestures that are intended to convey a false impression or understanding. With 

regard to academic performance, conduct that constitutes lying includes, but is 

not limited to, cases illustrated by the following examples: 

• Fabrication of data or information (i.e., making it up) 

• Falsification of data or information (i.e., falsely changing the result) 
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• Forgery of signature on documents for school record 

• Changing a grade or attendance record in a teacher’s grade book or in the attendance 

records 

• Making statements that you know or reasonably should know have caused a false 

impression or understanding to have been created, and failing to correct the false 

impression or misunderstanding 

3. To steal: To get, take, or give another’s property or ideas without permission or 

acknowledgement. (Webster’s New World Dictionary 1311). With regard to academic 

performance, conduct that constitutes stealing includes, but is not limited to, cases 

illustrated by the following examples: 

• Plagiarism: The copying of language, ideas, thoughts, images, programming or 

computer code of another without proper acknowledgement/citation 

• The purchasing and/or using of another’s work or thoughts as your own 

 

Student Requirements and Prohibitions 

These shall apply to those functions or activities over which the School District has 

authority or jurisdiction under applicable law. With regard to academic performance for 

any class at Radnor High School, students shall comply with these requirements and 

prohibitions: 

1. Students shall not cheat, lie, or steal. 

2. Students shall cooperate in all investigations of alleged violations of this Academic 

Honor Code or the Code of Student Conduct. 

3. No student shall engage in any act that would constitute intimidation, retaliation, 
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or harassment of any other student or individual who has reported a violation of 

the Academic Honor Code or of the Code of Student Conduct or who provided 

information or evidence about any violation of the Academic Honor Code or the 

Code of Student Conduct. 

 

Consequences for Student Offenses against the Academic Honor Code 

1. Generally. Consequences reflect the seriousness of the violation, promote respect 

for the rules of the School District, protect students and the School District from further 

violations, demonstrate that justice and integrity matter, and, when appropriate, provide 

the student with opportunities to prove that he or she sincerely regrets any wrongdoing 

and is committed to making things right. Consequences shall be determined solely by the 

appropriate administrator (except for those matters referred to the School Board of 

Directors). 

2. Method for Determining Consequences. The administrator will assess the severity of 

the offense and implement an appropriate response under the guidelines of Level I, Level 

II, or Level III violations, as defined in the RHS Student Handbook. 

3. Classroom Discipline. Nothing in this Academic Honor Code limits what 

consequences the classroom teacher can impose, consistent with the teacher’s authority in 

the classroom. Consequences can include but are not limited to a “0” (grade of zero) on 

any test or assignment where there has been cheating or lying or stealing, or the 

assignment of make-up or additional work. 
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Appendix J 
 

Joel Barlow High School (CT) 
 

Academic Integrity 

Philosophy 

An important part of the program at Joel Barlow is the expectation that students strive for 

and maintainthe highest standard of academic honesty. Cheating and plagiarism are two 

practices that are contrary tothis goal. Cheating is defined as the intentional use of 

someone else's work or material on any test orassignment (or the improper provision of 

one's own work or ideas for use by another student in place oforiginal work) or the use of 

prohibited means to enhance performance on an examination. Plagiarism is defined as 

appropriating and putting forth as one's own the ideas, language or creations of another 

withoutproperly citing the source. 

All parties - students, staff and parents - have the responsibility to promote academic 

honesty. Teachers will provide clear expectations for assignments including opportunities 

for students to understand the concept of academic honesty. Likewise, students have the 

obligation to exercise the discipline and judgment to maintain these standards. A 

common type of plagiarism involves the improper citation of works used in assignments. 

Multiple opportunities for learning proper citation are given throughout the academic 

program. Students are advised to consult the JBHS Writing Tools Handbook when citing 

sources to insure proper format. Many teachers require that students submit their writing 

pieces to turnitin.com and other services to assist in addressing plagiarism and cheating. 
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Joel Barlow High School embodies a spirit of mutual trust and intellectual honesty that is 

central to thevery nature of learning and represents the highest possible expression of 

shared values among the members of the school community. 

Honor Code 

The core values underlying and reflected in the Honor Code are: 

Academic honesty as demonstrated when the ideas and the writing of others are 

properly cited; students submit their own work (for quizzes, tests, examinations, 

assignments, papers, projects, etc.) without unauthorized assistance; students do not 

provide unauthorized assistance to others; and students report their research or 

accomplishments accurately, 

Respect for others and the learning process, 

Trust in others to act with honesty, 

Responsibility of all to put forth their best efforts to prepare and complete academic 

tasks, 

Fairness and equity so that all can experience an academic environment that is free 

from the injustices caused by any form of intellectual dishonesty, and 

Integrity of all members of the school community.  

The student body and staff at Joel Barlow High School are committed to the support and 

enforcement of the school’s honor code. 

Honor Pledge 

The following pledge summarizes our commitment to Achieving with Integrity. 

I pledge to maintain a high level of respect and integrity as a member of Joel Barlow 

High School. I understand and will uphold the values of the Honor Code in letter and 
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spirit. I will not lie, cheat, plagiarize or be complicit with those who do. I will promote 

achieving with integrity within our community. I make this pledge in the spirit of honor, 

trust and unity. 

Cheating/Plagiarism 

If a staff member recognizes cheating or plagiarism or even suspects a case, immediate 

steps will be taken to address the incident. If academic dishonesty has been proven, the 

student will receive a "0" on the assignment. The teacher will have a conference with the 

student, and the school counselor will be informed of the incident. Parents may be 

contacted at this time as well. The record of this incident will be kept in the student's 

academic file. Additionally, evidence of flagrant or repeated plagiarism or cheating 

will result in additional consequences which will include academic discipline and 

ineligibility for National Honor Society, the Diploma of Distinction, and school 

leadership positions. 

 
 
 
 
 

 


