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SUBJECT: Academic Disciplinary Procedures 
 
 During the February 2015 AAC meeting, the council continued the discussion related to 
Academic Disciplinary Procedures that had previously been discussed during a joint meeting 
with the Student Affairs Council prior to the 2013 Board of Regents meeting.  The primary issue 
discussed by the group was the current approaches employed on campuses when academic 
disciplinary procedures emerge, whereby a decision beyond the impact on the student’s 
assignment or course grade is required. At a number of institutions, this final step has been 
delegated to Student Affairs and the discussion between the two councils focused on the need for 
representatives from both academic and student affairs to be involved.   
 

Prior to the February meeting, a Regental institution had been working to develop 
campus level policies to handle such disciplinary cases and the Chief Academic Affairs Officer 
and Legal Counsel were asked to weigh-in on the draft policy.  Stemming from these 
discussions, Jim Shekleton outlined a procedural framework that could serve as a starting point 
for such actions on campus which AAC reviewed in February.  This framework is noted below.  
AAC representatives raised two concerns during the February discussion: 1) the extent that the 
framework applies with BOR Policy 3:4 Student Conduct Code and Policy 2:9 Student Appeals 
for Academic Affairs; and 2) the impact modifications would have on institution policies which 
have recently been developed.  Currently the framework for Policy 3:4 specifies:  

 
1. A faculty member raises an allegation which denotes specific details of the alleged 

violation; 
2. Student conduct officer makes a determination related to the timeliness of the 

allegation, and determine merit;  
3. Upon a determination of merit a decision to address the issue through mutual consent 

of the parties whereby the student admits to the misconduct and accepts punishment; 
4. Within 15 days the conduct officer must present all allegations to student and a time 

set for a hearing 
5. Within 15 days of the notice a hearing must occur conducted by the student conduct 

officer; 

http://www.sdbor.edu/services/academics/AAC/documents/BB_AAC0215.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/3-Student_Affairs/documents/3-4.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-9.pdf
http://www.sdbor.edu/policy/2-Academic_Affairs/documents/2-9.pdf
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6. Following the hearing the conduct officer prepares written findings to include; 
a. Statement of factual findings 
b. Explanation of factual findings and conclusion related to misconduct 
c. Recommendations concerning appropriate sanctions 

7. Findings/conclusions provided to student  
 
Additionally, Board policy 2:9 does reference an appeal process for students when 

academic related decisions are involved.  
 
1. Appeals related to a student grade or academic decision are first discussed with the 

course instructor; 
2. If unresolved the student may appeal the matter to immediate administrative superior.  

If student complaint has merit then the administrator shall discuss with the instructor; 
3. If unresolved the president’s designee shall make the final decision which may result 

in changing of the grade or academic status; 
 

  The framework outline by Dr. Shekleton is an attempt to merge the issues in question 
stemming from Policy 3:4 and 2:9 is outlined below.  Additionally, an Education Advisory 
Board special report on Academic Disciplinary Action provides some interesting perspective on 
processes employed at institutions around the country (see Attachment I).  AAC representatives 
should be prepared to discuss this framework and determine steps for working to formalize 
guidelines/policies that can best guide institutional practices.  
 

1. Faculty member spots that seems to be misconduct. 
2. Faculty member fills out form that:  

a. specifies the facts that are the basis for misconduct,  
b. specifies the academic measures (zero on assignment; grade for exercise), 
c. informs the student that the matter may be referred for discipline, 
d. informs the student that  

i. the student may acknowledge the misconduct and accept the grade, 
ii. dispute the misconduct and appeal or 

iii. dispute the academic action and appeal, and 
e. informs the student that the academic action will be effective immediately. 

3. Faculty member presents form to student, affords student an opportunity to respond to the 
allegations and proposed action and give the student an opportunity to countersign the 
form, thereby indicating receipt of the document.   

4. NEW STEP: Faculty member submits form to VPAA’s designee.   
5. VPAA’s designee reviews form to determine whether to forward for disciplinary action. 
6. If student appeals, the VPAA’s designee reviews the form to determine: 

a. Whether the student disputes the facts or 
b. Whether the student disputes the academic action. 
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7. Where the student disputes the facts, the VPAA’s designee reviews the form to 
determine: 

a. Whether the facts can only be determined through the use of academic judgment 
(not likely in the academic misconduct context, but may be a factor where, e.g., 
question arises whether a student reached high C when singing a role);  

b. Whether the factual dispute can be resolved without the necessity of academic 
judgment. 

8. Where the VPAA’s designee determines that the factual dispute can be resolved without 
the necessity of academic judgment, the factual dispute will be referred for review and 
determination under the fact-finding procedures of the student conduct code for the 
resolution of disputed evidentiary facts. 

9. At the conclusion of the evidentiary fact-finding, the findings will be referred back to the 
VPAA’s designee, who shall submit to the official responsible for the academic appeal, 
and the evidentiary findings will provide the sole basis for completion of the review of 
the academic appeal. 

10. Where an academic misconduct dispute involves both the faculty member’s academic 
action and disciplinary charges brought under the student conduct code, a single hearing 
shall be held to determine disputed evidentiary facts. 
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LEGAL CAVEAT 

The Advisory Board Company has made efforts to verify 
the accuracy of the information it provides to members. 
This report relies on data obtained from many sources, 
however, and The Advisory Board Company cannot 
guarantee the accuracy of the information provided or any 
analysis based thereon. In addition, The Advisory Board 
Company is not in the business of giving legal, medical, 
accounting, or other professional advice, and its reports 
should not be construed as professional advice. In 
particular, members should not rely on any legal 
commentary in this report as a basis for action, or assume 
that any tactics described herein would be permitted by 
applicable law or appropriate for a given member’s 
situation. Members are advised to consult with appropriate 
professionals concerning legal, medical, tax, or accounting 
issues, before implementing any of these tactics. Neither 
The Advisory Board Company nor its officers, directors, 
trustees, employees and agents shall be liable for any 
claims, liabilities, or expenses relating to (a) any errors or 
omissions in this report, whether caused by The Advisory 
Board Company or any of its employees or agents, or 
sources or other third parties, (b) any recommendation or 
graded ranking by The Advisory Board Company, or (c) 
failure of member and its employees and agents to abide 
by the terms set forth herein. 

The Advisory Board is a registered trademark of The 
Advisory Board Company in the United States and other 
countries. Members are not permitted to use this 
trademark, or any other Advisory Board trademark, 
product name, service name, trade name, and logo, 
without the prior written consent of The Advisory Board 
Company. All other trademarks, product names, service 
names, trade names, and logos used within these pages 
are the property of their respective holders. Use of other 
company trademarks, product names, service names, 
trade names and logos or images of the same does not 
necessarily constitute (a) an endorsement by such 
company of The Advisory Board Company and its 
products and services, or (b) an endorsement of the 
company or its products or services by The Advisory 
Board Company. The Advisory Board Company is not 
affiliated with any such company. 

IMPORTANT: Please read the following. 

The Advisory Board Company has prepared this report 
for the exclusive use of its members. Each member 
acknowledges and agrees that this report and the 
information contained herein (collectively, the “Report”) 
are confidential and proprietary to The Advisory Board 
Company. By accepting delivery of this Report, each 
member agrees to abide by the terms as stated herein, 
including the following: 

1. The Advisory Board Company owns all right, title and 
interest in and to this Report. Except as stated herein, 
no right, license, permission or interest of any kind in 
this Report is intended to be given, transferred to or 
acquired by a member. Each member is authorized 
to use this Report only to the extent expressly 
authorized herein. 

2. Each member shall not sell, license, or republish this 
Report. Each member shall not disseminate or permit 
the use of, and shall take reasonable precautions to 
prevent such dissemination or use of, this Report by 
(a) any of its employees and agents (except as stated 
below), or (b) any third party. 

3. Each member may make this Report available solely to 
those of its employees and agents who (a) are 
registered for the workshop or membership program of 
which this Report is a part, (b) require access to this 
Report in order to learn from the information described 
herein, and (c) agree not to disclose this Report to 
other employees or agents or any third party. Each 
member shall use, and shall ensure that its employees 
and agents use, this Report for its internal use only. 
Each member may make a limited number of copies, 
solely as adequate for use by its employees and 
agents in accordance with the terms herein. 

4. Each member shall not remove from this Report any 
confidential markings, copyright notices, and other 
similar indicia herein. 

5. Each member is responsible for any breach of its 
obligations as stated herein by any of its employees 
or agents. 

6. If a member is unwilling to abide by any of the 
foregoing obligations, then such member shall 
promptly return this Report and all copies thereof to 
The Advisory Board Company. 
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1) Executive Overview 
 

Plagiarism represents the most common undergraduate academic integrity 

violation while unauthorized collaboration on projects and exams occurs most 

commonly among graduate students. Contacts report that undergraduate students 

violate academic integrity policies much more frequently than graduate students 

because they possess less research and writing experience. Most undergraduate 

violations consist of minor instance of plagiarism (e.g., improper citation, failure to locate 

original source). More severe sanctioning and access to anti-plagiarism resources deter 

both undergraduate and graduate students from committing repeat offenses.  

 

Faculty members alert relevant administrators in student affairs, student conduct, 

or judicial affairs offices of academic integrity violations by submitting formal 

reporting forms. Reporting forms detail student information, the circumstances of the 

suspected violation, and the proposed settlement or resolution at institutions that permit 

faculty to directly resolve the violation with the accused student. The deployment of 

formal reporting forms expedites the reporting and notification process and allows 

administrators to initiate investigations in a timely and consistent manner. While some 

institutions allow faculty members to settle directly with students, all institutions require 

faculty members to consult student conduct administrators to evaluate any prior 

violations and ensure consistency before reaching a settlement. Some institutions 

delegate the responsibility of meeting with and sanctioning accused students to student 

conduct administrators or academic deans.  

 

Administrators convene disciplinary committees or hearing panels if accused 

students reject resolutions, the case involves a repeat offense, or if the potential 

sanction could result in expulsion. Hearing panels or disciplinary committees typically 

consist of two or three student conduct or judicial affairs administrators, two or three 

faculty members, and two or three students. Institutions either house standing 

disciplinary committees to review all cases of academic integrity violations or convene 

disciplinary committees on an ad-hoc basis to offer decisions within the accused 

student’s academic area. Hearing panels also resolve student appeals of prior decisions 

or prescribed sanctions. In most cases, the disciplinary committee or hearing panel 

upholds the prior decision and sanctions determined by administrators and faculty 

members.  

 

Administrators employ academic integrity policy guidelines to prescribe 

sanctions on a consistent and case-by-case basis. While most institutions house 

sanctioning standards as resources for administrators and faculty members, situational 

circumstances require sanctions tailored on a case-by-case basis. Administrators 

employ academic integrity handbooks as guidelines rather than imperatives for 

determining proper consequences for accused students. Sanctions may include formal 

warnings, a reduced or failing grade on either the suspected assignment or for the 

course, a temporary or permanent notation on a student’s transcript, suspension, 

expulsion, and revocation of an awarded degree. Administrators also develop innovative 

sanctions (e.g., community service hours, training courses, meetings with academic 

resource centers) that do not result in long-term penalties or transcript notations.  

 

 

Key 
Observations 
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Institutions engage students in first-year orientations, ethics modules, integrity 

trainings, and student handbook overviews to improve access to anti-plagiarism 

resources and deter violations. Students complete academic integrity trainings during 

first-year orientations prior to course registration. Most training consists of scenario-

based quizzes that require students to select the proper response to situations involving 

academic dishonesty. Institutions encourage faculty members to review academic 

honesty policies with students at the beginning of each semester to ensure that students 

understand proper citations and appropriate collaboration on projects. Additional 

academic integrity resources (e.g., anti-plagiarism software, online honesty quizzes, 

books on citation guidelines) preemptively increase awareness of academic honesty 

policies. 

 

Institutions review and reform academic integrity policies to ensure cross-

departmental consistency, properly equip staff with adequate academic integrity 

training, and heighten awareness of academic dishonesty. Academic integrity 

administrators review policies and procedures every one or two years to ensure that 

current processes effectively manage academic dishonesty cases. During review 

processes, administrators convene deans of academic areas as well as faculty members 

to discuss best practices and potential areas of reform. Recent reforms at profiled 

institutions resulted in improved transparency and access to academic honesty policies, 

greater consistency of procedures, appeals, and sanctions between departments and 

schools, and the development of a formal warning rather than grade penalty for first-time 

offenses.  
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2) Reporting and Notification Procedures 

Faculty Members Report Suspected Violations of Academic Integrity 
to Student Conduct Administrators  

Academic integrity policies at all profiled institutions direct faculty members to formally 

report suspected academic integrity violations to student conduct administrators before 

notifying accused students. Decentralized institutions like Institution A, Institution C, 

and Institution E structure separate hierarchies within each individual school or 

department (e.g., School of Arts and Sciences, School of Engineering) to evaluate 

suspected violations. Therefore, administrators at decentralized institutions manage 

cases of academic dishonesty within the accused student’s department or school; 

faculty members at decentralized universities report academic honesty incidents to 

decanal staff in the student’s academic unit or college. Faculty members at Institution B 

and Institution F contact student life or academic honesty administrators at the 

institutional rather than departmental level. When reporting violations of academic 

integrity, faculty members complete formal reporting forms to expedite the investigation 

process. 

Common Components of Academic Integrity Violation Reporting Forms  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Reporting 
Processes 
  

  Academic Integrity 

Violation Report 

Student Information: 

Faculty members provide student conduct administrators 
with the accused student’s name and contact information 
before directly notifying the student.  

Incident Circumstances: 

Faculty members detail the circumstances relevant to 
the violation (e.g., date and time of violation, course, 
type of violation, assignment).  

Resolution:  

At some institutions, faculty members submit 
recommendations for prescribed sanctions. At 
Institution F, students must accept the settlement or 

resolution within 48 hours of faculty notification or attend 
a hearing. 

Faculty Submit Electronic Violation Reports at Institution D 

Faculty members at Institution D submit forms by clicking on the “Due 
Need to Report Incidents of Academic Integrity” link located on the student 
affairs unit website. Judicial affairs administrators within the student affairs 
division employ Maxient, a conduct management software program, to 
modify the reporting form into a case and proceed with investigations. 
Following a meeting with administrators, students log in to the student 
affairs website to respond to accusations within 24 hours of initial 
notification. Contacts report that employing electronic submission systems 
streamlines the reporting process by regulating time constraints for 
responses and providing direct access to academic background checks on 
students. 
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Student Conduct Administrators or Faculty Members Notify and 
Meet with Accused Students 

Some profiled institutions assign notification and sanctioning responsibility for suspected 

academic integrity policy violations to student conduct or academic affairs administrators 

to provide third-party objectivity and confidentiality. Institution C, Institution D, and 

Institution E require deans of accused students’ departments or judicial affairs 

administrators to inform and meet with students privately to discuss the violation and 

potential consequences.                 

Academic honesty policies at Institution A, Institution B, and Institution F allow 

faculty to directly discuss and mediate cases with accused students under certain 

circumstances. Faculty members at Institution B can resolve cases with students if the 

violation is a first offense and the prescribed sanction does not require a notation on the 

student’s transcript. Faculty members at Institution A must consult department chairs or 

program directors if the suggested sanction exceeds failure on an assignment.  

Notification Processes at Profiled Institutions 

 

Administrators May Convene Disciplinary Panels to Evaluate Cases 

Disciplinary committees review cases of suspected academic integrity violations at 

profiled institutions if the offense constitutes a second violation or if the violation could 

require suspension or expulsion of the accused student. In addition, faculty at 

Institution B and Institution F request hearings if they express discomfort negotiating 

with accused students directly. Hearings also ensue if the student rejects the negotiated 

settlement. Academic deans of individual departments and schools at Institution E 

assemble disciplinary committees within the accused student’s school of study on an ad-

hoc basis. The hearing panel or disciplinary committee determines accused students’ 

responsibility for suspected violations and prescribes appropriate sanctions. Contacts at 

Institution F report that hearings rarely occur more than twice a month.  

 
 
 
 

Notification 
Processes 

Faculty 
members notify 
students of 
accusations 
after reporting 
the initial 
violation to 
relevant 
administrators. 

Faculty 
members can 
settle with 
students if the 
suggested 
sanction is 
failure on an 
assignment or 
less. 

Student 
conduct 
administrators 
either approve 
the settlement 
or modify 
sanctions. F

a
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Academic 
affairs 
administrators 
notify students 
of accusations 
after receiving 
formal reports 
from faculty 
members.  

Student 
conduct 
administrators 
meet with 
accused 
students, 
review 
evidence, and 
conduct an 
inquiry. 

Administrators 
can either 
impose 
sanctions or 
request a 
hearing for 
complex or 
extreme 
cases. A

d
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Composition of Hearing Panels and Disciplinary Committees 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

3) Appeals and Sanctioning Procedures 

Students Request Formal Appeals to Review Decisions and 
Sanctions 

Students at Institution B and Institution E can appeal hearing panel decisions or 

sanctions under certain circumstances. 

Common Requirements for Student Appeals 

▪ Administrators fail to follow the procedures outlined in the institution’s academic 
integrity policy handbook 

▪ New evidence emerges that could alter the sanctions or outcome 

▪ The student believes that the severity of prescribed sanctions exceeds the scope of 
the violation 

Academic integrity policies at Institution A, Institution C, Institution D, and Institution 

F grant students the right to appeal cases in all circumstances. Student affairs 

administrators at Institution D report that students typically appeal cases to reduce the 

severity of prescribed sanctions rather than challenge a finding of responsibility.  

 

 

 

Appeals 
Processes 

Hearing Panel 

Two or Three 

Students 

Two or Three 

Faculty 

Judicial officers, 
deans of the 
accused student’s 
academic 
department, and 
student conduct 
administrators 
evaluate academic 
dishonesty cases.      

Two or three 
faculty members 
from the accused 
student’s 
department or 
school sit on the 
panel or 
committee. 

Two or three 
elected 
representatives 
from university-
wide student 
judicial or ethics 
boards serve on 
the hearing panel 
or disciplinary 
committee. 

Two or Three 

Administrators 
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Appeals Process at Institution E 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Faculty Members and Administrators Develop Sanctions on a Case-
by-Case Basis 

Most profiled institutions maintain a list of possible sanctions within academic integrity 

policy handbooks, but allow student conduct administrators broad flexibility to develop 

appropriate sanctions for individual violations. Sanctions at profiled institutions range 

from formal warnings without any notation on student records to expulsion and 

revocation of degrees, with permanent record notation for the most severe violations. 

Academic units at Institution E allow disciplinary committees to sanction students in 

innovative and non-traditional ways (e.g., community service hours, training courses, 

meetings with resource centers) to increase student awareness of academic integrity 

without enforcing binding punishments. Mitigating circumstances alter baseline 

sanctions at Institution C.  

Mitigating Circumstances for Sanctioning at Institution C 

▪ Status of student (e.g., first-year, international) 

▪ Psychological or emotional state 

▪ Effects of violation on third parties (e.g., modification of databases, harmful effects 
on other students, damage to university reputation) 

▪ Student willingness to cooperate (e.g., false statements, attendance at hearings) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sanctions 

Students submit appeal 
requests to the Vice 

President of Student 
Services. 

The Vice President of 
Student Services 

designates the Dean of 
Students to review the 

case. 

The Dean of Students 
convenes a Review Board to 

evaluate the appeal. 

The Review Board consists 
of the Dean of Students, a 

faculty member from the 
accused student’s academic 
area, and a student from the 

student’s academic area.  

The Review Board either 

approves the appeals 
request for review and alters 
the sanctions or rejects the 

appeal. 

The decision made by 
the Review Board is 
final and cannot be 

reviewed further.  

In most appeals 
cases at 
Institution E, the 

Review Board 
upholds the initial 
decision and 
sanctions. 
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Guidelines for Violations and Sanctions at Institution D 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Students Receive Warnings for First-time and Minor Offenses to 
Deter Repeat Violations 

Administrators at Institution E issue formal warnings for first-time offenders and 

suspend student rights and privileges for fixed periods of time rather than authorize 

grade penalties. Students found responsible for violations like minor collaboration or 

improper citations typically receive formal warnings. Meetings between faculty members 

and students at Institution E offer students additional resources to define plagiarism and 

appropriate collaboration and to discourage repeat violations. Administrators at profiled 

institutions express interest in incorporating a formal warning system into current 

academic integrity procedures. 

Level One Offenses Level One Sanctions 

▪ Minor plagiarism infractions (e.g., 
inadequate paraphrasing, incomplete 
in-text citations) 

▪ Unauthorized collaboration on 
homework assignments 

Sanctions consist of a reduced grade or zero on 
the assignment and a required meeting with the 
academic resource center. 

▪ Extensive plagiarism throughout an 
assignment 

▪ Unauthorized collaboration on lab 
reports or papers 

▪ Second Level One offense 

Students receive a zero on the assignment, a 
potentially lower course grade, a transcript 
notation that can be erased after the completion 
of a probationary period, and a required meeting 
with the academic resource center. 

Level Two Offenses Level Two Sanctions 

▪ Falsification of data 

▪ Fraudulent excuses for missed 
coursework 

▪ Cheating or unauthorized use of 
materials on an exam 

▪ Submission of another student’s work 

▪ Second Level Two offense 

Sanctions may include of any of the following: 
zero for the course grade, suspension, expulsion, 
permanent transcript notation, and a meeting 
with the academic resource center. 
 

Level Three Offenses Level Three Sanctions 

The XF Grade Denotes Egregious Violations on Student Transcripts 

Student conduct administrators at Syracuse University and the University of 
Maryland impose grades of “XF” for gross violations of academic honesty. The “XF” 
grade is a permanent notation on a student’s transcript if a student fails a course 
because of a violation of academic integrity. Some institutions remove the notation for 
first-time offenders who complete online training modules and petition for the grade to 
be changed to an “F” within the probationary period. Administrators at Institution F 
plan to impose the “XF” grade only for repeat offenses. 
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Student Conduct Administrators Impose Harsher Sanctions for 
Graduate Student Violations than Undergraduate Student Violations 

Student conduct administrators expect graduate students to possess greater research 

experience and exposure to academic integrity standards to prevent accidental 

violations. Therefore, institutions typically sanction graduate students more harshly than 

undergraduate students.  

Graduate Student Sanctions at Institution C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Student Conduct Administrators Retain Records of Academic 
Dishonesty for Five to Ten Years 

Institutions archive records of academic integrity violations and offer background checks 

to potential employers and graduate schools, provided that the student permits the 

release of the information. Some institutional retention policies exempt certain academic 

integrity cases from the standard retention time period. For example, Institution E 

destroys all records of first-time offenses that did not result in any permanent sanctions 

immediately upon the accused student’s graduation. 

Length of Academic Record Retention 

Institution 
Length of 
Retention 

Exceptions 
Record Checks to 
Employers and 
Graduate Schools 

Institution E 5 years 
Permanent preservation of 
expulsion and suspension 
records 

Yes if student allows 
release 

Institution F 5 years None 
No unless the student 
self-reports the violation 

Institution B 

7 years 
Permanent preservation of 
suspension and expulsion 
records 

Yes if student allows 
release 

Institution C 10 years None 
Yes if student allows 
release 

Institution D Indefinitely None 
Yes if student allows 
release 

Record 
Keeping 

Administrators at 
Institution D plan 

to alter retention 
policy to purge 
records after seven 
years. 

Minor Violations 

▪ Withdrawal of university funding and 
scholarships 

▪ Notation on official transcripts 

▪ Termination of graduate study with the notation 
“excluded for academic dishonesty” on 
permanent transcripts 

 

Major Violations 

▪ Loss of student or alumni rights and privileges 
for a specified period 

▪ Required service 

▪ Reduced or failing grade in the course 

▪ Loss of eligibility for academic honors or awards 

   

Degree of Violation Range of Sanctions 
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4) Evaluation and Outcomes 

Plagiarism, Cheating, and Unauthorized Collaboration Represent the 
Most Common Violations at Profiled Institutions 

Contacts report that access to additional plagiarism resources has reduced the rate of 

growth in academic integrity violations. Student conduct administrators at Institution C 

and Institution E typically evaluate very few cases of academic integrity and notice no 

increasing trends in the prevalence of violations. Contacts at Institution F report that the 

frequent occurrence of academic integrity violations may stem from improved reporting 

on the part of faculty members. 

Common Academic Integrity Violations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Undergraduate Student Violations Occur More Frequently than 
Graduate Student Violations 

The severity of graduate-level sanctions greatly deters graduate students from violating 

codes of academic integrity at contact institutions. Undergraduate student plagiarism 

typically results in a warning or a reduced assignment grade while graduate plagiarism 

could require expulsion and/or degree revocation. While plagiarism constitutes the most 

common violation for undergraduate students, unauthorized collaboration on exams and 

projects represents a greater proportion of graduate student offenses at Institution E. 

Institutions report few repeat offenses for both undergraduate and graduate students.  

 

 

 

Violation 
Trends 

Plagiarism  

▪ Contacts report that plagiarism is the most common 
violation of academic integrity among undergraduate 
students. 

▪ Most plagiarism violations consist of small infractions (e.g., 
inadequate paraphrasing, incomplete in-text citations). 

▪ Administrators at Institution B report that most violations 
are first-time offenses. 

Cheating 

▪ Although cheating on examinations occurs less frequently 
than in the past, students still employ unauthorized 
materials during testing periods. 

▪ While international students comprise only ten percent of 
the student population at Institution F, they account for 
30-40 percent of all academic integrity cases. 

Unauthorized 

Collaboration 

▪ Contacts at Institution B and Institution F report that 

students violate academic integrity policies by over-
collaborating on projects that have some collaborative 
element. 

▪ The majority of unauthorized violations involve lab report 
assignments. 

Plagiarism 
Violations 

 
 
Administrators 
at Institution C 
reviewed 125 
cases of 
plagiarism last 
year; most 
cases yielded 
findings of 
student non-
responsibility.  

 

125 
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 Orientation Modules and Online Resources Inform Students of 
Academic Integrity Policies to Prevent Violations 

Faculty members and administrators increase awareness of academic integrity policies 

and procedures to preemptively reduce confusion about plagiarism, cheating, and 

unauthorized collaboration issues. While no contact institutions subscribe to an honor 

code, all institutions ensure that students understand the consequences associated with 

academic integrity violations. Institutions provide academic honesty resources prior to 

first-year registration and offer ongoing support to students via online plagiarism 

resources and notation of academic integrity policies on course syllabi.  

Academic Integrity Resources 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Administrators Review Academic Integrity Procedures on an Annual 
or Biannual Basis 

Student conduct or judicial affairs administrators collaborate with other institutions and 

internal department chairs to assess the effectiveness of institutional academic integrity 

procedures every one or two years. The Academic Integrity Committee at Institution A 

conducts an annual review by discussing procedures and sanctions with all academic 

departments, studying violation trends and similarities across departments, and 

reforming procedures to combat offenses. Last year, Institution F initiated a review of 

its academic integrity policy to modernize the procedures and integrate the graduate and 

undergraduate student policies. 

 

 

 

First-year students at contact 
institutions complete ethics 
modules and academic honesty 
orientations prior to course 
registration. At Institution B and 
Institution C, first-year and new 

graduate students must pass a 
scenario-based quiz on academic 
integrity policies and procedures. 
Student services staff at Institution 
B distribute the book, “Writing with 
Sources,” to all incoming students.  

 

 

First-Year 

Orientation 

Anti-Plagiarism 

Resources 

Academic 

Support 

Faculty members at Institution A 
and Institution F review 

academic honesty policies with 
students at the beginning of each 
term to ensure that students 
understand appropriate 
collaboration and proper citations. 
Institution C administrators 

encourage faculty to share 
plagiarism detection software 
reports with students on early 
assignments to bring attention to 
alert students to potential citation 
violations. 

 

Student Handbook 

Overviews 

Plagiarism 

Detection Software 

Faculty 

Support 

Outcomes 
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Potential Reforms to Academic Integrity Procedures at Institution F 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contacts Emphasize Transparency and Consistency of Procedures 
and Sanctions 

Administrators at decentralized institutions compel departments and schools to discuss 

procedures and prescribed sanctions to ensure equal treatment of all students. 

Administrators at Institution D desire to establish a more readable and transparent 

academic integrity handbook so that students and faculty can easily access and 

understand the policies and procedures. To encourage consistency among schools, 

deans at Institution C regularly discuss and recommend sanctions to other departments 

based on precedents and prior cases. Institution F currently relies solely on precedent 

to determine sanctions, since the academic integrity policy does not include a range of 

potential sanctions. Therefore, administrators at Institution F hope to incorporate basic 

guidelines for sanctions in the reformed policy to standardize sanctioning practices. 

Academic Integrity Policies Effectively Deter Repeat Violations  

Both undergraduate and graduate students rarely commit repeat offenses due to access 

to anti-plagiarism resources, awareness of academic integrity issues, and the deterrent 

effect of sanctions for repeat violations. Decentralized institutions successfully develop 

department-specific procedures that sanction students on a case-by-case basis while 

maintaining procedural consistency with the rest of the institution. Flexibility in 

sanctioning allows administrators to prescribe sanctions that both inform students of the 

academic integrity policy and deter repeat offenses. While academic integrity offenses 

continue to occur at profiled institutions, contacts report a decelerating rate of growth. 

Problem Solution 

Minor Violations Result 
in Severe and 

Permanent Sanctions  

Academic honesty administrators at 
Institution F hope to implement a letter of 

warning for minor, first-time offenses. The 
warning would not result in a grade penalty 
but would open a file on the student and 
count as a first offense.  

Students Remain 
Unaware of Academic 

Integrity Policies  

Administrators at Institution F may require 

that students sign a concise honor pledge 
on all exams and assignments to remind 
students of their obligation to follow the 
code of academic integrity. 

Faculty Members 
Recycle Exams for 

Multiple Terms  

Faculty members determine best practices 
for assessments to ensure fair and equal 
preparation for all students. Administrators 
encourage faculty to reexamine and reform 
assignments and assessments at the end 
of each term.  

Faculty Members Lack 
Proper Training in 
Academic Honesty 

Policies and 

Procedures  

Academic honesty administrators may 
sanction faculty members who fail to report 
violations. In addition, the deployment of 
academic honesty liaisons within 
disciplinary areas would offer academic 
policy training to faculty and increase 
awareness of violations. 
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5) Research Methodology 
 

Leadership at a member institution approached the Forum with the following questions: 

▪ What disciplinary procedures do administrators at contact institutions implement to 
report violations of academic integrity? 

▪ What offices participate in the reporting, appealing, and sanctioning process? 

▪ How do faculty members initiate an investigation, collect evidence, and coordinate 
with relevant offices? 

▪ What is the format of the reporting form? 

▪ What is the notification procedure following initial documentation and investigation of 
violations of academic integrity? 

▪ How long do administrators at institutions retain records of academic dishonesty?  

▪ What criteria permit an appeal at contact institutions?  

▪ How do administrators process, review, and evaluate appeals? 

▪ What is the range of violations that qualify for sanctions at contact institutions?  

▪ Who develops and imposes prescribed sanctions at contact institutions? 

▪ What trends in academic honesty policy violations do administrators observe? 

▪ How do violation trends vary between graduate and undergraduate student 
populations?  

▪ How do administrators assess the effectiveness of academic disciplinary action 
procedures? 

▪ How do administrators inform undergraduate and graduate students of academic 
disciplinary action policies and procedures at contact institutions? 

 

The Forum consulted the following sources for this report: 

▪ EAB’s internal and online research libraries (eab.com) 

▪ National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (http://nces.ed.gov/) 

▪ Institutional Websites 

 

The Forum interviewed administrators responsible for academic disciplinary action 

policies and procedures at private research institutions without honor codes. 

A Guide to Institutions Profiled in this Brief 

Institution Location 
Approximate 
Institutional Enrollment 
(Undergraduate/Total) 

Classification 

Institution A Mid-Atlantic 6,000/10,000 
Research University 
(high research 
activity) 

Institution B Mid-Atlantic 6,000/21,000 
Research University 
(very high research 
activity) 

Institution C Midwest 9,000/21,000 
Research University 
(very high research 
activity) 

Project 
Challenge 

Project 
Sources 

Research 
Parameters 
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Institution D Northeast 5,000/11,000 
Research University 
(very high research 
activity) 

Institution E Midwest 5,000/15,000 
Research University 
(very high research 
activity) 

Institution F Northeast 6,000/11,000 
Research University 
(very high research 
activity) 
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