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Background/Purpose: An ongoing problem of the ethical transgression of students poses a fundamental threat to 
the functioning of higher education institutions and translates to their behaviour in the future workplace. The aim of 
the paper is to examine the relationship between the academic context in higher education institutions in a transi-
tional society and students’ ethical behaviour.
Methods: Two-source empirical research was conducted using samples of 235 students and 112 faculty and ad-
ministrative staff from 12 higher education institutions in Croatia. Data on the ethical infrastructure of higher educa-
tion institutions and the ethical behaviour of students and employees were collected from both groups. Descriptive 
statistics were used to provide insights into various aspects of the academic context and the characteristics of stu-
dents’ and employees’ ethical behaviour. Multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the relationships 
between the academic context and the ethical behaviour of students and employees.
Results: Perceptions of students and employees differed on a number of aspects of the academic context in their 
higher education institutions, while the formal ethical framework, individual-level ethics, and witnessing and sanc-
tioning of unethical behaviour are found to be the factors that play a role in shaping students’ ethical behaviour. 
Students enrolled in natural sciences-related programmes are less susceptible to the effects of academic context 
than those studying programmes in other scientific fields.
Conclusion: The current state of academic context at higher education institutions in a typical transitional society 
leaves considerable room for improvement in developing ethical infrastructure and promoting a culture of academic 
integrity and ethical values. Translating the ‘words’ into ‘actions’ at both organisational and individual levels is a 
primary goal for these institutions to establish an effective ethical framework and culture, and to be perceived as 
ethical by their stakeholders.
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1	 Introduction

In the 21st century, ethical transgression is an ongo-
ing problem in higher education (Rothman, 2017), and the 
lack of student academic integrity is regarded as a serious 
threat to the fundamental function of educational institu-
tions (MacLeod & Eaton, 2020). A number of scandals 
involving students’ ethical behaviour (EB) at higher ed-

ucation institutions (HEIs), many of which have emerged 
even at leading HEIs, clearly demonstrate the aforemen-
tioned problem (Cronan et al., 2018). The recent rise of 
artificial intelligence (AI), with all its benefits for teachers, 
researchers, and students, has also created numerous eth-
ics-related challenges for HEIs, such as academic integrity 
versus academic misconduct and ethical dilemmas (e.g. 
cheating and plagiarism), data privacy, transparency, ac-
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countability and security, equity in access to AI, responsi-
ble use of AI, etc. (Dabis & Csáki, 2024), further exacer-
bating ‘the ethical transgression problem’. In a globalised 
world marked by rapid technological advancements and 
increasing social complexity, where students’ motivation 
and interest in science are constantly declining, HEIs face 
an even greater challenge of ‘getting through to students’ 
on the topics of morals, values, and ethics within the ac-
ademic environment (Chowdhury, 2016). As a result, 
ethics in universities, faculties, and schools has become 
a burdensome issue for institutional leaders and a subject 
of considerable scholarly attention. Research findings in 
academic contexts indicate that cheating has been steadily 
increasing over decades, accompanied by a decline in indi-
viduals’ perceived severity of dishonest behaviour, result-
ing in an academic environment where student cheating 
is a highly persistent and pervasive behaviour (Farnese et 
al., 2011; Park, 2017; Hendy & Montargot, 2019; Cheng 
et al., 2021). Following the ethical violations that made 
headlines (Gupta et al., 2011), HEIs are recognising the 
need to develop an ethical organisational culture by set-
ting formal ethical standards and ensuring that leaders and 
employees act ethically, with the ultimate aim of reduc-
ing the incidence of unethical behaviour (UB) among both 
students and employees (Elliot et al., 2013). To foster a 
culture of academic honesty, HEIs invest significant re-
sources in emphasizing EB, establishing clear frameworks 
for acceptable and unacceptable behaviour in an academ-
ic context, and in developing policies to guide the con-
duct of students and faculty (MacLeod & Eaton, 2020). 
Ethical infrastructure in HEIs—a combination of ethical 
culture, climate, rules, codes of ethics, and EB-related pro-
grammes, rewards, and sanctions (Treviño et al., 2014)—
needs to move from ‘words’ to ‘actions’ at both individual 
and organisational levels for HEIs and their students to be 
perceived as ethical (Credo et al., 2010).

Following the above, this study explores the role of the 
academic context in shaping students’ EB in a transition-
al society, particularly the dimension related to studying, 
namely academic honesty. The study has several objec-
tives: 

(1) to examine the current state of the academic con-
text in HEIs in a transitional society; 

(2) to identify key predictors from the HEI’s academic 
context that play a role in shaping faculty’s EB; 

(3) to identify key predictors from the HEI’s academic 
context that play a role in shaping students’ EB; and 

(4) to examine the nature of the identified relationships.
Despite the multitude of different approaches, strate-

gies, initiatives, and actions implemented by HEIs, based 
on the results of many related studies, the students’ UB at 
HEIs persists, further reinforcing the need for new research 
and contributions on the topic of students’ UB and its pre-
dictors (Cronan et al., 2018). Moreover, students’ UB has 
only been modestly researched at the national level in EU 

countries (Hendy & Montargot, 2019; Hendy et al., 2021), 
especially in transitional countries, although it has been an 
academic research topic for years, further justifying the 
need for studies such as the one presented in this paper.

To achieve the stated research objective, the paper 
is structured as follows. The second section of the paper 
provides a brief theoretical background for conducting the 
empirical research. The third section presents the meth-
odological approach used and the main characteristics of 
the two research samples. The next section focuses on the 
main findings of the empirical research. The final sections 
of the paper discuss the key findings and outline the main 
conclusions derived from the research.

2	 Theoretical background

The role of higher education in developing young 
experts in terms of ethics and ethical values has attract-
ed considerable attention from researchers, largely due 
to numerous corporate scandals and reports of UB in the 
workplace (Deshpande, Joseph & Berry, 2012; Ballantine 
et al., 2018). Given the assumption that students who are 
dishonest in their studies will transfer this behaviour to 
their future workplaces (Rakovski & Levy, 2007; Hendy 
& Montargot, 2019), HEIs, with their societal role and 
potential to educate exceptionally innovative profession-
als and tomorrow’s leaders across all industrial fields, re-
search, and politics (Momete, 2019; Cheng et al., 2021), 
have a critical responsibility to prepare students to address 
ethical issues in the workplace appropriately. In address-
ing academic dishonesty, which results from a complex 
interplay between individual and situational factors, HEIs 
must respond with an equally complex approach to pro-
moting academic honesty and a culture of integrity (Ste-
phens, 2015, p. 2). In this sense, Prisacariu & Shah (2016, 
p. 161) emphasise that “ethics and moral values are a vir-
tue to a high-quality university, where corporate and aca-
demic governance framework articulates ethical standards 
in teaching, research, and all other activities”. To produce 
honest, reliable, and trustworthy graduates, HEIs must de-
velop and sustain a culture of integrity and ethical values 
to socialise and develop their employees to adhere to the 
proclaimed ethical values (Momete, 2019). This is par-
ticularly important as the long-standing values of HEIs, 
namely fairness and impartiality, are in many cases being 
superseded or even replaced by UB and individual inter-
ests. The arrival of the AI era, with its beneficial tools and 
unprecedented opportunities for teachers, researchers, and 
students, has also generated a range of ethical concerns 
if AI tools are not used correctly, further amplifying the 
challenges faced by HEIs (Ocen et al., 2025) and high-
lighting the need for specially designed AI ethics-focused 
regulatory frameworks and their effective implementation 
(Usher et al., 2025). All this requires the management of 
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HEIs to formulate and implement comprehensive strate-
gies, mechanisms, and initiatives to establish organisation-
al ethics and promote ethical conduct (Heyneman, 2011; 
Elliot et al., 2013).

Organisational ethics manifests itself in the ethical in-
frastructure of HEI in the form of culture and climate, code 
of ethics, programmes, rewards, and sanctions (Treviño et 
al., 2014), and can be regarded as a factor that enables ex-
ceptional, strong ethical conditions in organisational life 
(Bright et al., 2014 in McLeod et al., 2016). For HEIs to be 
perceived as ethical, organisational ethics in these institu-
tions must move from ‘words’ to ‘actions’ at both the indi-
vidual and organisational levels (Credo et al., 2010), which 
includes the behaviours of employees (managers, faculty, 
and administrative staff) and the behaviours of students 
as the final outputs of HEIs (Moore, 2006; Mirshekary & 
Lawrence, 2009). In addition to the ethical framework they 
encounter, students’ attitudes towards ethics and UB can 
be influenced by what their professors teach about ethics 
and by observing how their professors and fellow students 
act in ethically challenging situations (Robie & Kidwell, 
2003). Therefore, it is essential for HEIs to ensure the ef-
fectiveness of their ethical infrastructure by achieving con-
gruence between ‘words’ (formal policies, programmes, 
initiatives, …) and the behaviours demonstrated at both the 
organisational and individual employee levels (‘actions’). 
The congruence between individual employee ethics and 
organisational ethics is the main catalyst for the effective-
ness of HEIs in shaping desirable responses of individuals 
(employees and students) to ethical dilemmas (Liedtka, 
1989, in Elango et al., 2010).

Most relevant studies have identified academic UB as 
manifesting through cheating and plagiarism, labelling it 
as academic dishonesty (Zopiatis & Krambia-Kapardis, 
2008; Cronan et al., 2018; Hendy et al., 2021). Academ-
ic dishonesty, or UB, in contrast to academic integrity, is 
primarily perceived as academic cheating to gain unlaw-
ful advantage – a conscious effort to use proscribed data 
and/or resources in examinations (e.g. copying another 
student’s answers) or written work (e.g. plagiarising an-
other person’s research or reports) submitted for academ-
ic credit or publication (Chapman et al., 2004; Hayes & 
Introna, 2005 in Mirshekary & Lawrence, 2009; Cheng 
et al., 2021). Academic dishonesty is multifaceted and 
encompasses a wide range of harmful behaviours, includ-
ing cheating, plagiarism, and fraudulent excuses (Yazici 
et al., 2011, in Kuntz & Butler, 2014, p. 478). According 
to Davies (2023), in HEIs, UB can be demonstrated by (1) 
academics or researchers (predatory publishing, overpub-
lishing using the same dataset, questionable practices in 
student supervision, hiring practices, and inappropriate 
interpersonal relationships (Christensen Hughes & Eaton, 
2022)), (2) administrative staff (questionable practices in 
admission rules, questionable accuracy and honesty in re-
cording results and checking module credits, questionable 

monitoring and maintenance of systems to detect mis-
conduct, and failure to investigate reported cases of aca-
demic misconduct), and (3) students (plagiarism, contract 
cheating, purchasing customised essays from freelance 
writers, using portable high-tech devices to communicate 
with accomplices, and obtaining examination questions 
in advance (Finchilescu & Cooper, 2018)). Due to the AI 
revolution and the widespread availability of AI tools, 
the previously discussed UB practices are gaining further 
momentum, and new forms of ethically questionable ac-
tions have emerged, such as fabrication and falsification 
of data and plagiarism through the use of AI, dilemmas 
in maintaining ethical standards in research (e.g. lack of 
transparency when using AI tools in research, use of algo-
rithms in data processing and results generation leading to 
wrong interpretations, and avoidance of accountability due 
to ‘black box’ decision-making), privacy issues related to 
data collection and use by AI, irresponsible use of AI by 
ignoring its limitations, algorithmic bias in hiring process-
es, etc. (Dabis & Csáki, 2024; Ocen et al., 2025; Usher et 
al., 2025).

When examining students’ EB, relevant studies have 
addressed a wide range of possible predictors, mainly fo-
cusing on predictors of the intention to behave unethically 
and/or predictors of actual UB (Cronan et al., 2021). Re-
garding predictors of students’ EB, three general groups 
have a significant influence: individual factors, contextual 
factors, and HEIs’ ethics-related programmes and policies 
(McCabe et al., 2001). Hendy et al. (2021) take a similar 
approach, dividing the predictors into two broad catego-
ries: individual (demographic, cognitive, and non-cogni-
tive variables) and situational or contextual variables (such 
as the existence of a code of ethics at the HEI, disciplinary 
actions or penalties for UB, faculty attitudes towards stu-
dents’ UB, and a supportive learning environment). Cheng 
et al. (2021) identify individual variables (demographic 
factors, individual differences, attitudes, etc.), organisa-
tional variables (punishment policies regarding UB, hon-
our code, etc.), and national-level variables (national cul-
ture, study level, etc.) as influential predictors of students’ 
EB. From the categorizations, it is evident that a specific 
set of predictors, labelled as contextual, plays a significant 
role in shaping students’ EB. As emphasised in its main 
objectives, this study focuses on investigating contextu-
al predictors of students’ EB and considers the academic 
context category to reflect elements of the HEI’s ethical 
infrastructure in terms of ‘words’ and ‘actions’. In this 
sense, the study focuses on the HEI’s ethics-related strate-
gies, initiatives, programmes, and policies (words, formal 
framework) and their manifestations in the form of an eth-
ical culture and climate and an ethics-promoting learning 
environment (actions, effective implementation of the for-
mal ethical framework). Formal mechanisms such as the 
existence of a code of ethics, the embeddedness of ethics 
into the HEI’s mission and strategy, the existence of formal 
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job positions and/or bodies and courses dealing with ethi-
cal issues, and manifestations such as HEI management’s 
EB and its commitment to implementing ethics, the EB of 
faculty and fellow students, the HEI’s sanctioning meas-
ures for employees or students when faced with UB, etc., 
are among the predictors of students’ EB investigated in 
this study.

3	 Methodology

To provide answers to the main research questions of 
the study, we used a questionnaire as our research instru-
ment and conducted our research at HEIs in the Republic of 
Croatia during 2022, at the end of the COVID-19 pandem-
ic and just before the widespread adoption of AI tools in 
higher education. We initially contacted the management 
of 20 targeted HEIs to obtain their consent to participate 
in the research and to request their operational assistance 
in distributing our questionnaires to their employees and 
students. After receiving their positive responses, we con-
ducted our research at 12 faculties and university depart-
ments in the Republic of Croatia by sending two separate 
questionnaires in Google Forms format to the designated 
contact person in the management of each participating 
HEI. These individuals were responsible for further dis-
seminating the questionnaires to the e-mail addresses of 
their students, teachers and administrative staff. The HEIs 
included in the study cover all major scientific fields, 
which was one of the sampling criteria, employ approxi-
mately 2,000 academic and non-academic staff, and have 
around 18,000 enrolled students. We used a combination 
of non-probability and probability sampling strategies: we 
targeted a specific number of HEIs based on convenience 
criteria, while the entire population of employees and stu-
dents at the selected HEIs had an equal chance of being in-
cluded in the sample, i.e., a probability sampling strategy.

Taking into account the characteristics, perspectives, 
and ability of each target group of respondents to provide 
informed opinions, we developed two separate, partially 
overlapping questionnaires (Appendix 1) based on the 
contributions of Hunt et al. (1989), Treviño et al. (1998), 

Valentine & Fleischman (2004), Weber (2006), and Lau 
et al. (2012). The student questionnaire included seven 
demographic-related questions and 24 closed-type ques-
tions on a 5-point Likert scale, investigating the students’ 
perceptions of the academic context at their HEI, as well 
as self-assessment of their own EB. The employee ques-
tionnaire included seven demographic-related questions 
and 26 closed-ended questions on a 5-point Likert scale, 
exploring the employees’ perceptions of the academic con-
text and students’ EB at their HEI, as well as self-assess-
ment of their own EB. Results of Cronbach’s alpha tests 
for internal consistency reliability, conducted on our data 
(Table 1), confirmed good to excellent reliability and va-
lidity of the scales used in our research instruments (Hair 
et al., 2019b).

After three rounds of emails with questionnaires and 
reminders, sent by designated contact persons at HEIs to 
their employees and students, we collected 235 correctly 
completed questionnaires from students (1.9% response 
rate) and 112 correctly completed questionnaires from em-
ployees (5.6% response rate). All statistical analyses were 
conducted using SPSS Statistics 23.0 software, and, as a 
rule of thumb, we used a threshold of p < .10 to determine 
statistical significance (Aguinis et al., 2010).

The student research sample (Figure 1) consisted main-
ly of undergraduate students (77%) enrolled in university 
study programmes (77%), of whom more than two-thirds 
(69%) were female. As expected, compared to the usu-
al student population structure, 81% of the sample were 
younger than 23, particularly those aged 20 and 21. First- 
and second-year students made up 63% of the sample. The 
natural and interdisciplinary sciences, compared to the 
other three scientific fields, were significantly less repre-
sented in the sample (7% and 13%, respectively) and on a 
scale where 2 is the minimum and 5 is the maximum pass-
ing grade, about half of the students surveyed (51%) had 
mediocre to high GPAs, while more than a third achieved 
very high to excellent results during their studies (36%).

Similar to the student sample, female employees sig-
nificantly dominated the employee research sample, com-
prising 72% (Figure 1). Nearly 60% of the sample were 

Table 1: Internal consistency reliability statistics (Cronbach’s alpha) for measurement scales

Scale Sample Number of items Cronbach’s alpha Interpretation

Formally embedded ethical mechanisms 
at HEI

Student 6 .736 Good

Employee 7 .722 Good

Current ethics-related environment at 
HEI

Student 17 .738 Good

Employee 18 .928 Excellent

The importance of ethics to the respon-
dent

Student 1 n/a n/a

Employee 1 n/a n/a
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middle-aged employees aged between 36 and 55 (58%), 
while the length of service was relatively balanced, with a 
slightly higher proportion of new employees having up to 
5 years of service (32%). Employees from HEIs specialis-
ing in medicine and biotechnology, and interdisciplinary 
sciences were the most represented in the sample (35% 
and 34%, respectively), which differs slightly from the stu-
dent sample, where students studying at HEIs specialising 
in social sciences and humanities and technical sciences 
were most represented (26% and 30%, respectively). The 
research sample was relatively balanced in terms of job 
type, with 55% of employees working in teaching and re-
search, and the remaining 45% in administration. As ex-
pected, a smaller proportion of all employees in the sample 
held management positions (32%). The structure of teach-
ing and research jobs by academic rank was relatively bal-
anced, with each academic rank represented between 16% 
and 31%.

4	 Results

4.1	Descriptive statistics

The descriptive statistics provided interesting and 
somewhat concerning insights (Table 2). At the HEIs sur-

veyed, the promotion and implementation of ethical rules, 
norms, behaviour, and culture are at a moderate level, and 
respondents are moderately aware of the ethical activities, 
norms, and culture of their HEI. Compared to students, 
staff are more aware (p = .003) and perceive the HEI’s 
commitment to promoting ethical rules, norms, behaviour, 
and culture as greater (p = .011). As expected, compared 
to students, employees are significantly more familiar with 
the existence of a Code of Ethics, stand-alone courses, eth-
ics-related topics in syllabuses, and formal units and dedi-
cated individuals involved in the implementation of ethics 
at their HEI (p ≤ .001). According to employees, a Code of 
Ethics is predominantly present at HEIs, while stand-alone 
courses, ethics-related topics in curricula, and formal posi-
tions concerned with the implementation of ethics are only 
moderately present. In addition, the students mentioned 
were moderately exposed to ethics and ethical dilemmas 
in lecture and exercise topics. Extracurricular content fo-
cusing on ethics is a problematic area according to both 
students and employees, with students being significantly 
more critical of this content than employees (p < .001).

Figure 1: Characteristics of research samples

Note. SSH stands for Social Sciences and Humanities, while Middle/low (T&S) refers to middle and low management positions in teaching 
and science jobs.
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Table 2: D
escriptive statistics of the academ

ic context and students’ and em
ployees’ ethical behaviour (both sam

ples)
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Employees perceive UB as having a low to moderate 
presence among students and a low presence among em-
ployees, while students perceive UB as having a low to 
moderate presence among students and a fairly low pres-
ence among employees. Students perceive study-related 
UB as far more present among students compared to other 
UB, that is, at a moderate versus quite low level. Similarly, 
students perceive UB, albeit at a fairly low level, as slight-
ly more present among faculty than among administrative 
staff. The perceptions of UB by students and employees 
differ between the two groups of respondents (p = .074, 
p = .006), although both groups perceive the frequency 
of sanctioning UB among both students and employees 
as low (p = .802, p = .576). It is interesting to note that 
both groups of respondents generally perceive faculty EB 
as high (p = .631), while employees perceive students’ be-
haviour as more in line with proclaimed ethical rules and 
norms – at a moderate to high level – compared to stu-
dents’ perception of their own behaviour, which they rate 
as low to moderate (p = .015). According to employees, the 
faculty’s contribution to the development of ethics among 
students during classes and the implementation of ethi-
cal standards and norms in relation to students are high, 
while students rate this contribution and implementation 
somewhat lower, at a moderate to high level (p = .067, 
p = .024). The importance of ethics for the respondent is 
significantly higher for employees, who perceive ethics as 
very important, compared to students, who consider ethics 
only moderately important (p < .001). The results regard-
ing students’ tendency to cheat on examinations and their 
tendency to report cheating by other students are concern-
ing. Students stated that they have rarely cheated on exam-
inations during their studies, have cheated occasionally in 
elective and extracurricular courses, and have little or no 
tendency to report cheating by fellow students.

Similar to the ten questions directed only at students, 
nine questions were also directed solely at employees, as 
they address aspects of the academic context on which 
students cannot provide informed opinions. According to 
employees, the ethical values of HEIs are embedded in 
their vision, mission, and strategy at a high level, while 
the behaviour of HEI management regarding the imple-
mentation of ethical norms and standards is at a low to 
moderate level. Specifically, HEI management is not clear-
ly associated with high ethical standards and behaviours, 
their stance of zero tolerance towards UB is not clear, and 
they are not strict in sanctioning UB among HEI employ-
ees. Additionally, there is a certain degree of favouritism 
towards individuals by HEI management and only modest 
recognition of exemplary EB by Individuals. Thus, em-
ployees feel to some extent that they need to compromise 
their ethical values and principles to be successful at their 
HEI. Finally, faculty adherence to ethical standards in con-
ducting scientific research and publishing is at a high level, 

while their responses when confronted with UB by stu-
dents (e.g., cheating in examinations) still leave significant 
room for improvement. 

4.2	The relationship between academic 
context and the ethical behaviour of 
employees and students

4.2.1	Exploratory factor analyses 

To identify latent factors within a given set of items 
related to perceived academic context, we conducted two 
exploratory factor analyses, one for the student sample and 
one for the employee sample, both using principal compo-
nent analysis and varimax rotation (Tables 3 and 4). Given 
the number of items and respondents in each sample (stu-
dent sample: 19 items, 235 respondents; employee sample: 
12 items, 112 respondents), a minimum factor loading cri-
terion of .35 was established (Hair et al., 2019a).

The exploratory factor analyses were valid and relia-
ble according to various rules of thumb, such as having 10 
subjects per variable and an absolute sample size above 
100. For both exploratory factor analyses, the results in-
dicate a good appropriateness of the data for factor anal-
ysis (MSA > .60) and that the chosen data reduction tech-
nique can meaningfully compress the data (p < .05) (Field, 
2024). For the student sample, the factor solution yielded 
five factors from the scale, accounting for 61.95% of the 
variance in the data. For the employee sample, the factor 
solution yielded three factors from the scale, accounting 
for 62.89% of the variance in the data. The communalities 
in both factor models showed that all items contributed 
significantly to measuring the underlying factors, with R2 
> .40 and average communalities of .70 (MacCallum et al., 
1999, 2001), while all factor loadings were above the cut-
off value of .40 (S7 = .395) (Stevens, 2012).

We named each specific factor according to the nature 
of the items loaded (e.g. Individual-level ethics, Formal 
ethical framework, Ethics implementation in practice, 
etc.). Estimates of the reliability of the yielded subscales 
(factors) indicate that all have acceptable to excellent reli-
ability (and internal consistency), as all Cronbach’s alpha 
values were in the .60–.90 range (Gliem & Gliem, 2003; 
Hair et al., 2019b), especially when considering that low-
er Cronbach’s alpha values (around .50) can be expected 
for scales with a small number of items (< 10) (Pallant, 
2020). Due to the assumption of multiple-item correlation, 
estimates of internal consistency reliability do not apply to 
the Factor 2 and Factor 3 subscales in the factor solution 
for the employee sample (Hair et al., 2019b), as these sub-
scales contain two or fewer items.
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Extraction method Rotation method
KMO  

coefficient
Significance of
Bartlett’s test

Principal Component Analysis Varimax .785 .000

Item

1

Factor loading

1 2 3 4 5

Factor 1: Individual-level ethics

S16 .69

S17 .57 .55

S18 .71 .35

S19 .71

S24 .69

Factor 2: Ethics-related content (extracurricular/curricular)

S3 .89

S4 .89

S5 .48

Factor 3: Sanctioning UB

S9 .73

S10 .82

S13 .77

Factor 4: Witnessing UB

S7 .40

S8 .77

S11 .81

S12 .77

Factor 5: Formal ethical framework

S1 .75

S2 .63

S6 .42 .52

S14 .36 .64

N=235                                      Eigenvalues 4.698 2.639 1.903 1.384 1.146

% of Variance 24.726 13.889 10.017 7.282 6.032

% of Cumulative 24.726 38.616 48.632 55.914 61.946

Cronbach alpha .774 .751 .750 .637 .683

Table 3: Results of the exploratory factor analysis for the academic context (student sample)

Note. Factor loadings above .35 are shown in the table, with the highest factor loadings shown in bold.
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4.2.2	Multiple regression analyses 

To identify key predictors from the HEI’s academic 
context that play a role in shaping students’ and faculty’s 
EB, and to examine the nature of identified relationships, 
we conducted multiple linear regression analyses, testing 
the relationships between the yielded academic context-re-
lated factors and specific aspects of students’ and employ-
ees’ EB. To ensure more valid results, we included five 
control variables in every regression model. For the stu-
dent sample, the control variables were the student’s gen-
der, age, type and level of study programme, and GPA. 
For the employee sample, the control variables were the 
employee’s gender, age, length of service, job type, and 
managerial rank.

For the student sample, we tested five multiple regres-
sion models, each with a specific aspect of the student’s 

EB as the response variable, and yielded academic con-
text-related factors and control variables as predictors. 
Two multiple regression models were statistically signif-
icant (Table 5). The first significant regression model (R2 
= .359, F(10, 224) = 12.533, p < .001), explaining 36% of 
the variance in the response variable, revealed that four of 
the five academic context-related factors significantly pre-
dict students’ awareness of the HEI’s ethical infrastructure. 
Specifically, individual-level ethics, ethics-related content 
(extracurricular/curricular), witnessing UB, and formal 
ethical framework significantly predict students’ aware-
ness of the HEI’s ethical infrastructure, whereas sanction-
ing UB and the five control variables do not. Similarly, the 
second significant regression model (R2 = .291, F(10, 224) 
= 9.210, p < .001), which explained 29% of the variance in 
the response variable, found that four of the five academic 
context-related factors significantly predict students’ EB in 

Table 4: Results of the exploratory factor analysis for the academic context (employee sample)

Note. Factor loadings above .35 are shown in the table, with the highest factor loadings shown in bold.

Extraction method
Rotation 
method

KMO 
coefficient

Significance of

Bartlett’s test

Principal Component Analysis Varimax .871 .000

Item

Factor loadings

1 2 3

Factor 1: Ethics implementation in practice

E1 .62 .50

E2 .69 .43

E3 .80

E6 .76

E9 .45

E10 .82

E18 .70

E19 .63

E20 .81

Factor 2: Ethics-related regulations and implementation mechanisms

E4 .83

E5 .71

Factor 3: Personal attitude on ethics

E26 .96

N=112 Eigenvalues 5.279 1.225 1.043

% of Variance 43.995 10.206 8.693

% of Cumulative 43.995 54.201 62.894

Cronbach alpha .891 n/a n/a
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general. Individual-level ethics, sanctioning UB, witness-
ing UB, and a formal ethical framework significantly pre-
dict students’ EB in general, whereas ethics-related con-
tent (extracurricular/curricular) and three control variables 
do not. Notably, the level of the study programme the stu-
dent was attending and the student’s GPA also significantly 
predict the student’s EB in general. 

When considering the scientific fields to which the stu-
dents’ study programmes belong, natural sciences students 
were found to be less susceptible to the effects of academic 
context compared to students in other fields, both in terms 
of their EB in general and their awareness of the HEI’s 
ethical infrastructure (Appendix 2). Neither of the two re-
gression models for the natural sciences subsample was 
statistically significant (R2 = .440, F(10,19) = 1.490, p = 
.218; R2 = .364, F(10,19) = 1.090, p = .416). In contrast, 
all six multiple regression models focusing on the other 
three scientific field-related subsamples were statistically 
significant, explaining 26% to 50% of the variance in the 
response variables. In this regard, medicine and biotech-
nology sciences students are the most susceptible to the ef-
fects of academic context, with regression models explain-
ing 47% and 50% of the variance in the response variables. 
Specifically, these students’ awareness of the HEI’s ethical 
infrastructure depends (R2 = .473, F(10,46) = 4.128, p < 
.001) on ethics-related content (extracurricular/curricular) 
and the formal ethical framework, whereas students’ EB in 

general depends (R2 = .504, F(10,59) = 4.676, p < .001) on 
ethics at the individual level, the experience of UB, and the 
formal ethical framework.

For the employee sample, three multiple regression 
models were tested, and all were found to be statistically 
significant (Table 6). In each regression model, one aspect 
of employees’ and students’ EB was treated as the response 
variable, while the three academic context-related factors 
(employee sample) and control variables were used as pre-
dictors. The first regression model (R2 = .352, F(8, 103) = 
6.999, p < .001), which explained 35% of the variance in 
the response variable, revealed that ethics implementation 
in practice and ethics-related rules and implementation 
mechanisms significantly predict employees’ awareness 
of the HEI’s ethical infrastructure. The second regression 
model (R2 = .494, F(8, 103) = 12.568, p < .001), which 
explained 49% of the variance in the response variable, 
found that all three yielded academic context-related fac-
tors significantly predict faculty’s EB in general. The third 
regression model (R2 = .302, F(8, 103) = 5.558, p < .001), 
which explained 30% of the variance in the response var-
iable, found that ethics implementation in practice and 
personal attitudes towards ethics significantly predict stu-
dents’ EB in general. Finally, the regression analyses in 
relation to five scientific fields, previously conducted for 
the student sample, could not be applied to the employee 
sample due to the small sample size of 112 respondents.

Table 5: Multiple linear regression analysis predicting students’ awareness of the higher education institution’s ethical infra-
structure and students’ ethical behaviour in general (student sample)

Note. Note. S-F1 to S-F5 represent the five yielded factors in the student sample. SP stands for study programme, Est. for Estimate, 
SE for Standard error, CI for Confidence interval, LL for Lower limit, and UL for Upper limit.

Variable/ 
Factor

S15 S23

Est. SE

95% CI

p Est. SE

95% CI

pLL UL LL UL

Gender -.03 .15 -.33 .27 .835 -.02 .14 -.28 .25 .913

Age .06 .07 -.08 .19 .419 .04 .06 -.08 .17 .476

SP type .28 .17 -.05 .61 .100 -.22 .15 -.52 .07 .140

SP level -.29 .20 -.68 .10 .144 -.29 .18 -.64 .06 .099

GPA -.04 .06 -.16 .07 .444 -.11 .05 -.21 -.01 .028

S-F1 .14 .07 .01 .28 .034 .39 .06 .28 .51 .000

S-F2 .16 .07 .01 .30 .032 .09 .07 -.04 .21 .195

S-F3 .10 .07 -.03 .23 .143 .26 .06 .14 .38 .000

S-F4 -.16 .07 -.29 -.02 .021 .15 .06 .04 .27 .011

S-F5 .68 .07 .54 .81 .000 .25 .06 .13 .37 .000

Model

N=235

Constant = 3.261,                    F(10,224) = 
12.533, p < .001,                                       R2 

= .359.

Constant = 4.345,                     F(10,224) = 
9.210, p < .001,            

R2 = .291.
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Table 6: Multiple linear regression analysis predicting faculty’s awareness of their own higher education institution’s ethical 
infrastructure, and their own and students’ ethical behaviour in general (employee sample)

Note. E-F1 to E-F3 represent the three yielded factors in the employee sample. Est. stands for Estimate, SE for Standard error, CI for Confi-
dence interval, LL for Lower limit, and UL for Upper limit.

Variable/ 
Factor

E25 E24 E17

Est. SE

95% CI

p Est. SE

95% CI

p Est. SE

95% CI

pLL UL LL UL LL UL

Gender .12 .19 -.26 .50 .536 .05 .17 -.28 .39 .749 .01 .16 -.31 .32 .971

Age -.01 .09 -.19 .17 .884 .06 .08 -.10 .22 .464 .01 .07 -.14 .15 .923

Service 
length .15 .08 -.01 .32 .070 -.08 .07 -.23 .07 .287 .04 .07 -.10 .17 .615

Job type -.06 .08 -.21 .09 .465 -.15 .07 -.28 -.02 .028 -.02 .06 -.14 .11 .779

Mgmnt

rank
-.16 .09 -.34 .03 .095 .06 .08 -.11 .22 .516 -.05 .08 -.21 .10 .502

E-F1 .26 .08 .10 .42 .002 .63 .07 .48 .77 .000 .39 .07 .26 .53 .000

E-F2 .36 .09 .10 .53 .000 .15 .08 .00 .30 .044 .06 .07 -.08 .20 .363

E-F3 .02 .08 -.15 .18 .836 .27 .07 .12 .42 .000 .15 .07 .01 .29 .031

Model

N=112 

Constant = 3.776,                 
F(8,103) = 6.999, p < .001,          

R2 = .352.

Constant = 4.137,                          
F(8,103) = 12.568, p < .001,               

R2 = .494.

Constant = 3.756,                          
F(8,103) = 5.558, p < .001,                 

R2 = .302.

5	 Discussion

In this study, we examined the current state of the aca-
demic context at HEIs in the transitional society of Croa-
tia. The main findings indicate that, apart from the formal 
embeddedness of ethical values in their vision, mission, 
and strategy, the existence of a Code of ethics, stand-alone 
courses, ethical topics in syllabuses, and formal units and 
dedicated individuals dealing with the implementation of 
ethics, these HEIs still have significant work to do in de-
veloping and implementing an ethical infrastructure and, 
ultimately, in shaping the desired responses of their em-
ployees and students in ethically challenging situations. 
The exemplary behaviour of HEIs’ management and their 
commitment to implementing declared ethical values and 
norms is problematic. HEI’s management is not clearly as-
sociated with high ethical standards and behaviour, does 
not demonstrate zero tolerance for UB, is not strict in sanc-
tioning UB among HEI’s employees, rewards exemplary 
EB only modestly, and shows a degree of favouritism to-
wards certain individuals. These issues, evident at the or-
ganisational level, are also reflected at the individual level. 
Although faculty’s EB (contribution to the development of 
ethics among students during classes, implementation of 
ethical standards and norms in relation to students, com-
pliance with ethical standards in scientific work, and EB 
in general) is reported to be at a high level by both groups 

of respondents, faculty still display some UB and are rela-
tively passive when confronted with UB by students. The 
frequency of sanctioning UB among both students and em-
ployees is low according to both groups of respondents, 
highlighting the problem of translating ‘words’ into ‘ac-
tions’ and achieving congruence on ethics-related values 
and behaviours at all levels in HEIs. Furthermore, both 
groups of respondents report that UB among students at 
HEIs is low to moderate. Students occasionally cheat in 
examinations, occasionally cheat in extracurricular activ-
ities, and very rarely, if ever, report observed cheating by 
fellow students. These students are only moderately aware 
of the HEI’s commitment to promoting and implementing 
ethics-related regulations, activities, norms, and culture, 
as well as the existing ethical infrastructure. Both groups 
of respondents have similar perceptions of the academic 
context in HEIs, with students being more critical of their 
peers’ EB and less critical of the EB of HEIs’ staff.

The bivariate and multivariate analyses conducted in 
the study provided valuable insights into the predictors 
of students’ and faculty’s EB when it comes to academic 
context. For example, students enrolled in natural scienc-
es-related programmes are less susceptible to the effects 
of academic context regarding their EB and their aware-
ness of HEI’s ethical infrastructure, compared to students 
in medicine and biotechnology sciences, who are the most 
susceptible to these effects. According to students, their 
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awareness of HEI’s ethical activities, norms, and values 
depends on their personal attitudes towards ethics, the 
formal ethical framework established by the HEI, and the 
ethics-related engagement and behaviour of HEI employ-
ees, especially faculty members, with whom students in-
teract most frequently. In this regard, HEI’s commitment 
to implementing ethical values, norms, and culture; the 
existence of a Code of Ethics; the existence of formal 
units and dedicated individuals responsible for enforcing 
ethical rules and norms; listening to ethics-related courses 
and topics; the availability of extracurricular ethics-related 
content; and faculty members’ commitment to and empha-
sis on ethics during classes; as well as their application of 
ethical standards in interactions with students, all signifi-
cantly increase students’ awareness of HEI’s ethical activi-
ties, norms, and values. Conversely, students’ awareness of 
the ethical activities, norms, and values of HEI decreases 
when they observe UB among their peers and HEI staff. 
Similarly, staff perceive the availability of ethics-related 
regulations and mechanisms as a significant predictor of 
students’ awareness of HEI’s ethical activities, norms, and 
values, along with the commitment to and concrete imple-
mentation of proclaimed ethical values, norms, and regula-
tions by HEI employees at all levels in cases of ethical vi-
olations by their peers. These two predictors, together with 
personal attitudes towards ethics, are important in shaping 
faculty members’ EB, which, as mentioned earlier, is par-
ticularly important for students’ awareness of HEI’s ethical 
activities, norms, and values, as well as their own EB.

When it comes to students’ EB, in addition to the for-
mal ethical framework and individual-level ethics, the fact 
that students have witnessed UB by fellow students and 
HEI employees, as well as HEI’s actions in sanctioning 
those behaviours, is also an influential predictor. Accord-
ing to students, all these predictors positively contribute 
to their EB. Consistent with these perceptions, HEI em-
ployees view students’ personal attitudes towards ethics, 
along and the commitment to and concrete implementa-
tion of proclaimed ethical values, norms, and regulations 
by HEI employees at all levels when addressing ethical 
violations by their peers, as predictors that positively im-
pact students’ EB.

The findings of the study regarding the academic 
context in HEIs within a transitional society provide em-
pirical support for studies such as Farnese et al. (2011), 
Park (2017), Hendy & Montagrot (2019), and Cheng et 
al. (2021), which found that academic dishonesty or UB 
is common and widespread among students. The results 
obtained also highlight the importance of an ethical in-
frastructure for the behaviour of staff and students when 
faced with ethical dilemmas. In this regard, a clear and 
strong ethical climate and effectively implemented appro-
priate ethical strategies and policies have a positive impact 
on student and employee attitudes towards ethics and their 
EB (Birtch & Chiang, 2013). The identified problem of 

effective implementation of ethical infrastructure in HEIs 
– moving from ‘words’ to ‘actions’ – highlighted by the 
results of this study, aligns with the conclusions empha-
sised in studies such as Treviño et al. (2014) and MacLeod 
& Eaton (2020). In this sense, faculty members’ person-
al attitudes towards ethics play an important role in their 
overall EB, including their behaviour towards students and 
their treatment of students’ UB when confronted with such 
behaviour (McCabe et al., 2001; Vehviläinen et al., 2018 
in Davis, 2023; MacLeod & Eaton, 2020). The findings 
of the study regarding the predictors of students’ EB are 
consistent with influential research such as McCabe et al. 
(2001), Simkin & McLeod (2010), Cronan et al. (2018), 
and Cheng et al. (2021), who found that individual and 
contextual factors – particularly students’ attitudes towards 
ethics, faculty’s and peers’ behaviour, and the formal set-
ting of the HEI – have a significant impact on students’ 
EB. A puzzling result is the positive effect of students’ ex-
posure to UB (from fellow students and HEI employees) 
on students’ EB, which contradicts the long-held view in 
the relevant literature (Bandura, 1988; Robie & Kidwell, 
2003; Sisti, 2007).

6	 Conclusion

This study, conducted on two different samples – stu-
dents and employees of 12 HEIs in Croatia – has achieved 
its main objectives. We have gained insights into the cur-
rent state of the academic context in a typical transitional 
society, revealing that there is still considerable room for 
improvement in HEIs regarding the development of eth-
ical infrastructure and the promotion of a culture of aca-
demic integrity and ethical values. In this sense, translating 
‘words’ into ‘actions’ at both organisational and individual 
levels is a primary goal for HEIs to establish an effective 
ethical framework and culture, and to be perceived as eth-
ical by their stakeholders. 

A fundamental prerequisite for HEI management to 
ensure the effective translation of words into actions is to 
have well-written and adopted ‘words’ and clearly defined 
and kick-started ‘levers and wheels’ of a formal ethical 
framework. Specifically, management at HEIs in transi-
tional societies must first ensure that all formal mecha-
nisms enabling the implementation of an ethical culture 
and the values of academic integrity – such as the embed-
dedness of ethics and ethical values into HEI’s strategic 
documents, the existence of a Code of Ethics, the estab-
lishment of units or roles dedicated to the effective imple-
mentation of the ethical framework, etc. are in place. The 
designed ethical framework at HEI and the high expecta-
tions for employees and students regarding EB must be 
intensively promoted by the institution and further empha-
sized by HEI management’s uncompromising decisions, 
actions, and personal conduct. The strict application of the 
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principle of ‘leading by example’ by HEI management in 
implementing the ethical framework and culture – demon-
strating to employees and students that HEI management 
exemplifies high ethical standards and maintains zero tol-
erance for study- and research-related UB, favouritism, 
discrimination, and similar misconduct – is a cornerstone 
of building an ethical culture. Strict and prompt sanction-
ing of reported UB at HEI, and ensuring that employees 
and students are well aware of the UB-related sanction-
ing processes, outcomes, and consequences for offenders, 
sends a powerful message to potential violators. Conduct-
ing regular ethics-related education and training for em-
ployees on the importance of ethics in performing their 
professional duties, particularly in their interactions with 
students, as well as providing a rich and diverse range of 
ethics-related content for students, are additional pillars in 
fostering a culture of academic integrity at HEI. Further-
more, with the ‘start of the AI era’, the development and 
effective implementation of AI ethics-focused regulatory 
frameworks at HEIs has become a pressing challenge for 
HEI management in transitional societies, essential for 
building and maintaining a culture and values of academ-
ic integrity. Finally, management at HEIs in transitional 
societies should not be content with merely meeting the 
expected or legally prescribed minimum standards regard-
ing ethics and academic integrity, but should strive to lead 
in the implementation of ethical culture and values, espe-
cially given the fragile reputation of many HEIs in certain 
transitional countries.

Supporting the practical implications and recommen-
dations outlined above, the study results have shown that 
students’ EB depends on the existing formal ethical frame-
works at HEIs, on the emphasis placed on ethics in teach-
ing by faculty and on their EB, on students witnessing 
UB by fellow students and HEIs employees, and finally 
on the measures taken by institutions to sanction these be-
haviours. As one of the main predictors of students’ EB, 
faculty’s EB depends on ethics-related regulations and 
mechanisms in HEIs, as well as on the commitment to 
and concrete implementation of proclaimed ethical values, 
norms, and regulations by HEIs’ staff at all levels when 
ethical violations occur among colleagues. In shaping stu-
dents’ EB, those in medical and biotechnology study pro-
grammes are most susceptible to the effects of academic 
context elements, while students in natural science-related 
programmes are most resistant to such effects.

The study provides new and valuable insights into our 
understanding of the problem of academic (dis)honesty 
and the role that various elements of the academic context 
play in such behaviour. As this problem persists, even at 
leading universities, and exhibits ‘epidemic’ characteris-
tics, the results and insights presented in this study are a 
welcome contribution to the relevant literature, especial-
ly when considering the context of transitional societies. 
However, this study, like any other, has certain limitations. 

Notably, the relatively small size of the two samples is a 
significant limitation. Conducting research with larger 
samples and at a greater number of HEIs would yield more 
valid results. The study was cross-sectional and included 
respondents from study programmes in different scientif-
ic fields, with independent and dependent variables tested 
at the same time, making it difficult to identify causali-
ty. Adopting a longitudinal research method instead of a 
cross-sectional one, and/or focusing on respondents from 
study programmes within a single scientific field, would 
also enhance the validity of the results. Additionally, the 
same respondents provided answers for both the independ-
ent and dependent variables in the research, potentially 
leading to a common-method bias, while self-assessment 
of one’s own ethics-related behaviour is another potential 
limitation of this study. These two limitations are partially 
mitigated by the use of two-source data collection.

The study’s limitations suggest several methodolo-
gy-driven recommendations for future research, such as 
conducting similar studies with larger samples, focusing 
on respondents from a single scientific field, adopting a 
longitudinal research method design for clearer identifica-
tion of causal implications, or using qualitative approaches 
to account for respondents providing answers on both in-
dependent and dependent variables and self-assessing their 
own behaviour. Additionally, we recommend conducting 
comparative studies across institutions, countries, or edu-
cational systems to uncover globally relevant approaches 
to building effective ethical frameworks and cultures at 
HEIs in transitional societies, while also highlighting lo-
cally effective practices tailored to specific cultural and 
institutional needs (Usher et al., 2025). Furthermore, stud-
ies examining moderating and/or mediating variables in 
the relationship between an HEI’s ethical framework and 
culture and students’ and/or faculty’s EB, arising from in-
dividual variables (demographic factors, individual differ-
ences, attitudes, etc.) and national-level variables (national 
culture, study level, etc.) (Cheng et al., 2021), or studies 
further exploring the interdynamics between faculty and 
students’ EB, would be welcomed in the relevant litera-
ture. Finally, as this study was conducted as one of the last 
just before the widespread use of AI in higher education, 
repeating this or a similar study in the AI era – by examin-
ing the same HEIs or similar samples of respondents and 
within the same or a similar national context – to assess 
how HEIs’ ethics-related practices have changed, espe-
cially in response to the AI era and rapidly evolving tech-
nology behind it, would be a valuable contribution to the 
relevant literature (Dabis & Csáki, 2024).
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Kako akademski kontekst oblikuje etično vedenje študentov: Nova spoznanja iz tranzicijske družbe

Ozadje in namen: Nenehni problem etičnih kršitev med študenti predstavlja temeljno grožnjo delovanju visokošol-
skih ustanov in se prenaša v njihovo vedenje na prihodnjem delovnem mestu. Namen prispevka je preučiti povezavo 
med akademskim kontekstom v visokošolskih ustanovah tranzicijske družbe in etičnim vedenjem študentov.
Metode: Izvedena je bila empirična raziskava na vzorcu 235 študentov ter 112 visokošolskih učiteljev in admini-
strativnih delavcev iz 12 visokošolskih ustanov na Hrvaškem. Podatki o etični infrastrukturi visokošolskih ustanov 
ter etičnem vedenju študentov in zaposlenih so bili zbrani pri obeh skupinah. Za analizo smo uporabili deskriptivno 
statistiko za vpogled v značilnosti akademskega konteksta in vedenja ter večkratne regresijske analize za preučitev 
povezav med kontekstom in etičnim vedenjem.
Rezultati: Percepcije študentov in zaposlenih se razlikujejo glede številnih vidikov akademskega konteksta. Ključni 
dejavniki, ki vplivajo na etično vedenje študentov, so formalni etični okvir, individualna raven etike ter zaznavanje 
in sankcioniranje neetičnega vedenja. Študenti naravoslovnih programov so manj dovzetni za vpliv akademskega 
konteksta kot študenti drugih znanstvenih področij.
Zaključek: Trenutno stanje akademskega konteksta v visokošolskih ustanovah tranzicijske družbe kaže na veliko 
možnosti za izboljšave pri razvoju etične infrastrukture in spodbujanju kulture akademske integritete ter etičnih 
vrednot. Ključni izziv je prenos deklarativnih načel v dejansko prakso na organizacijski in individualni ravni, da bi 
ustanove vzpostavile učinkovit etični okvir in kulturo ter bile prepoznane kot etične med deležniki.

Ključne besede: Akademska nepoštenost, Organizacijska etika, Visokošolske ustanove, Študenti, Visokošolski uči-
telji, Hrvaška



19

Organizacija, Volume 59 Issue 1, February 2026Research Paper

Appendix 1: Organisational ethics at higher education institutions – 
questionnaires used in the research

Student questionnaire on organisational ethics at HEI – Full item list

S1 Rate your HEI’s commitment to promoting ethical regulations and norms and to creating an ethical culture (e.g., 
announcements on the official website, promotional events, promotional lectures, etc.).

S2 Does your HEI has adopted Code of ethics?

S3 In your study programme, did you listen until now, or will you listen in the upcoming semesters a stand-alone course 
focusing on ethics or business ethics?

S4 Until now, did your professors covered ethics-related topics in their lectures, exercises, or case studies, or reflected 
on the lectured topics from an ethical point of view?

S5 At your HEI, are there opportunities outside the classroom for students to attend ethics-related content and events 
such as lectures, workshops, seminars, etc.?

S6 At your HEI, are there established formal bodies (e.g. centres, offices, committees, commissions, student commis-
sioners) responsible for implementing ethical regulations, decisions, and norms?

S7 Until now, did you witnessed unethical behaviour by your fellow students, such as cheating on exams, cheating on 
assignments, plagiarism, free-riding on group assignments, etc.

S8 Until now, did you witnessed any other non-study-related unethical behaviour by your fellow students, such as dis-
crimination, belittling, harassment, sexual harassment, etc.?

S9 To your knowledge, were the just mentioned study-related unethical behaviours of your fellow students (such as 
cheating on exams, plagiarism, etc.) reported and sanctioned by the competent bodies of the HEI in an appropriate 
manner?

S10 To your knowledge, were the just mentioned other, non-study-related unethical behaviours of your fellow students 
(such as discrimination, harassment, etc.) reported and sanctioned by the competent bodies of the HEI in an appro-
priate manner?

S11 Until now, did you witnessed unethical behaviour by your professors (including assistants, lecturers, etc.), such as 
discrimination, belittling, harassment, sexual harassment, or similar actions?

S12 Until now, did you witnessed unethical behaviour by the administrative or support staff at your HEI (Office of the 
Registrar, Library, etc.), such as discrimination, belittling, harassment, sexual harassment, or similar conduct?

S13 To your knowledge, were the aforementioned unethical behaviours of HEI employees (professors and/or administra-
tive staff) reported and sanctioned by the competent bodies of the HEI in an appropriate manner?

S14 Rate your HEI management’s commitment to implementing ethical regulations and norms, and to creating an ethical 
culture.

S15 Rate your familiarity with the key elements of the ethical system, actions, and ethical culture of your HEI.

S16 Rate your faculty’s contributions during classes to raising awareness of and developing ethical values in students.

S17 Rate your faculty’s tendency to include ethics and ethical dilemmas in lecture or exercise topics.

S18 Rate your faculty’s adherence to ethical regulations and standards in their relations with students (e.g. communica-
tion, evaluation of intended learning outcomes, etc.).

S19 Rate your faculty’s overall ethical behaviour and adherence to ethical regulations and standards.

S20 How frequently have you cheated on examinations during your studies so far?

S21 How frequently have you cheated in elective and extracurricular courses so far in your studies?

S22 How likely are you to report cheating by other students in examinations to the competent bodies of your HEI?

S23 Rate your fellow students’ overall ethical behaviour, that is, their adherence to ethical regulations and standards.

S24 How important are ethics, ethical values, norms, and rules to you personally?
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Employee questionnaire on organisational ethics at HEI – Full item list

E1 Rate your HEI’s commitment to promoting ethical regulations and norms and to creating an ethical culture (e.g., 
announcements on the official website, promotional events, promotional lectures, etc.).

E2 Assess the extent to which ethics and ethical values are integrated into your HEI’s strategic documents (such as vision, 
mission, strategy, policies, etc.).

E3 Rate your HEI management’s commitment to implementing ethical regulations and norms, and to creating an ethical 
culture.

E4 Does your HEI has adopted Code of ethics?

E5 At your HEI, are there established formal bodies (e.g. centres, offices, committees, commissions, student commis-
sioners) responsible for implementing ethical regulations, decisions, and norms?

E6 Rate your HEI management’s tolerance of unethical behaviour.

E7 Does management at your HEI favour certain individuals?

E8 Does management at your HEI reward individuals who demonstrate integrity, honour, and other desirable ethical 
traits in their behaviour and work?

E9 Is it necessary to compromise your own ethical values and principles in order to succeed at your HEI?

E10 Would you rate your HEI management as a synonym for high ethical standards and behaviour?

E11 Do your HEI’s study programmes include courses focusing on ethics or business ethics?

E12 To your knowledge, do the professors at your HEI cover ethics-related topics in their lectures, exercises, or case stud-
ies, or reflect on the lectured topics from an ethical point of view?

E13 Based on your knowledge, rate your HEI faculty’s contributions during classes to raising awareness of and developing 
ethical values in students.

E14 At your HEI, are there opportunities outside the classroom for students to attend ethics-related content and events 
such as lectures, workshops, seminars, etc.?

E15 In your everyday work, did you witnessed unethical behaviour by HEI students, such as cheating on exams, cheating 
on assignments, plagiarism, free-riding on group assignments, discrimination, belittling, harassment, sexual harass-
ment, etc.?

E16 To your knowledge, were the aforementioned unethical behaviours of HEI students (such as cheating in exams, pla-
giarism, discrimination, belittling, harassment, etc.) reported and sanctioned by the competent bodies of the HEI in 
an appropriate manner?

E17 Rate HEI students’ overall ethical behaviour, that is, their adherence to ethical regulations and standards.

E18 In your everyday work, did you witnessed unethical behaviour by HEI employees (professors, administrative and sup-
port staff), such as discrimination, belittling, harassment, sexual harassment, questionable practices in the evaluation 
of intended learning outcomes, questionable communication with students, etc.?

E19 To your knowledge, were the aforementioned unethical behaviours of HEI employees (such as discrimination, 
belittling, harassment, sexual harassment, questionable practices in the evaluation of intended learning outcomes, 
questionable communication with students, etc.) reported and sanctioned by the competent bodies of the HEI in an 
appropriate manner?

E20 Rate the strictness with which the HEI sanctions the unethical behaviour of employees.

E21 Based on your knowledge, rate your HEI faculty’s adherence to ethical regulations and standards in their relations 
with students (e.g. communication, evaluation of intended learning outcomes, etc.).

E22 Based on your knowledge, how do HEI faculty react when they catch students engaging in unethical behaviour?

E23 Based on your knowledge, rate your HEI faculty’s adherence to ethical regulations and standards in conducting scien-
tific research and publishing.

E24 Based on your knowledge, rate your faculty’s overall ethical behaviour and adherence to ethical regulations and 
standards.

E25 Rate your familiarity with the key elements of the ethical system, actions, and ethical culture of your HEI.

E26 How important are ethics, ethical values, norms, and rules to you personally?
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Appendix 2: Multiple linear regression analyses predicting students’ awareness 
of the higher education institution’s ethical infrastructure (student sub-samples)


