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One of the most common phenomena among the academic community worldwide is academic
dishonesty. Among university students, the most common options are plagiarism and cheating. Many
foreign studies show us the prevalence of this phenomenon among groups such as school students,
undergraduate students, master’s and doctoral students. The concept of dishonesty in the academic
environment refers to such activities as plagiarism, cheating, fabrication, collusion, contract cheating.
In the concept of plagiarism, we can also relate such types as incorrect borrowing of fragments of
texts when writing written works without specifying the author, borrowing or duplication of their
previous works.

Several studies show us the relevance of this problem over the past decades and the abiding
interest in solving the problem today. Numerous empirical studies show us that the level of academic
dishonesty is increasing among high schools [McCabe, Trevino, Butterfield 2001; McCabe, Trevino
1997]. The results of these studies give us a clear picture of the negative consequences of the spread
of unfair behavior among university students. The main bottlenecks are the decline in educational
efficiency, as well as the negative impact on the competitiveness of the education system as a whole
at the national and international level [Brandao, Teixeira 2005; Magnus et al. 2002]. The results of
research also clearly show to us the influence of unscrupulous behavior applied by students during
their studies at the university and the subsequent use of such dishonest techniques in professional
activities, which leads to the devaluation of the person as a professional in his field, and further on a
larger scale can lead to the inhibition of economic development in the country [Nonis, Swift 2001;
Sims 1993].

At the moment, many effective measures to prevent unfair behavior among students are
developed and implemented. Since the problem of academic dishonesty and plagiarism is one of the
topical issues in Kazakhstani system of higher education and science, there are currently unanswered
questions regarding the problem's prevention and solution. To address this issue, state and educational
institutions implemented a number of initiatives. Media outlets reported in 2019 that Kazakhstan's
higher education system was found to be the most corrupted [Zakon.kz, 2019]. Zhanar Taizhanova,
the leader of the anti-corruption initiative "Adaldyq alany" (Honesty Area), stated that Kazakhstani
colleges had to join the Academic Honesty League and follow its guidelines in order to improve
conditions. The Academic Honesty League was first offered to Kazakhstani academia in August
2018. Ten tenets of academic integrity are being upheld by 11 member colleges around the nation.
These guidelines essentially indicate the need to uphold academic integrity; guarantee that plagiarism
is detected in all assignments, regardless of whether they are for research or academic reasons; set
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more stringent standards and provide learners with an unbiased evaluation, among other things
[Adaldyg.kz, 2020]. The Republic of Kazakhstan's (MES RK) Minister of Education and Science
announced in December 2019 that all of the region's higher education institutions had adopted the
plagiarism detection software "Turnitin™ to verify the originality of course materials, academic
papers, and theses for students pursuing bachelor's, master's, and doctoral degrees [Sputnik
Kazakhstan, 2019]. Although academic plagiarism is acknowledged as a problem in Kazakhstani
universities, this problem has not yet been thoroughly investigated.

Work to combat and prevent the spread of academic misconduct is impossible without
identifying the main factors that motivate students to take such a step. Nowadays, the question of
identifying factors that influence academic dishonesty among students of higher education
institutions in Kazakhstan is open, as few studies have been conducted in this field. In foreign studies,
the following phenomena are suggested as possible factors: the student’s personal characteristics,
including gender, age, or personal educational motivation. But the more common factors that are
identified at this time are contextual factors such as learning environment, teachers’ attitude, peer
influence, the importance and effectiveness of honor codes, influence of significant figures.

This article is a review of the research of Kazakhstani and foreign authors to identify the
factors of academic dishonesty. Among the most frequently encountered factors facilitating academic
dishonesty are listed as follow: insufficient understanding of the definition of plagiarism and the
proper way to provide credit to the authors whose work has been referenced; The desire to achieve a
better grade within a limited timeframe; Inadequate abilities in managing time effectively; Students'
perspective on cheating as being acceptable, clever, or not a significant issue; Certain pupils exhibit
their defiant conduct by engaging in cheating as a means to convey that assignments are excessively
simple or to indicate their lack of regard for the instructors; The students’ conviction that the lecturer
would not examine their papers for plagiarism might encourage academic dishonesty; Additionally,
it is asserted that several students refuse to acknowledge their own cheating or plagiarism and instead
shift the responsibility onto others. The convenience of readily available Internet access or other
sources might lead to the temptation to engage in plagiarism; Students engage in academic dishonesty
when the consequences for cheating are not substantial [Park 2003]. Another factor of prevention of
academic misconduct is the honor code of university. The Honor Code is employed as a means to
cultivate academic honesty among university students. The honor code regulations for both staff and
students entail the duty to refrain from engaging in cheating, plagiarism, and to not permit any
instances of academic misconduct [McCabe & Pavela, 2004]. Also the research suggests that
academic fraud is infectious, meaning that even students who originally have a strong sense of
integrity may be influenced to engage in plagiarism and cheating after observing their peers doing so
[Fida et al. 2018].

On the basis of research data, a survey method was formed to identify the level of influence
of various factors on the activities of students of the L.N. Gumilev Eurasian National University. A
questionnaire was used in this study as a tool since “researchers use questionnaires so that they can
obtain information about the thoughts, feelings, attitudes, beliefs, values, perceptions, personality,
and behavioral intentions of research participants” [Johnson & Christensen, 2019, p. 274]. The
anonymous survey consisted of ten questions. The data that was collected through an online survey
conducted among students (1%,2", 39, 4-year undergraduate students and postgraduate master degree
students). Data analysis has been performed to address the research inquiries of the study pertaining
to the factors influencing academic misconduct and its frequency perceived by students.

Student survey results.
Question Answers Percentage of
students choosing
this option,%

Yes 68,7
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1. Do you have a knowledge about what an | No 7,5
Academic Dishonesty is? Not sure 238
2. ls it difficult to resort to Academic Dishonesty | Yes, it’s difficult 53,7
in your university? No, it’s casy 163
3. To what extent do you believe your peers engage | Rarely or Never 32,9
in academic dishonesty? Occasionally 52 3
Frequently 8,9
Always 59
4. Have you ever engaged in any form of | Yes 46,3
academic dishonesty? (e.g., plagiarism, cheating on ["Njo 53 7
exams, etc.) ’
5. If you witnessed someone else engaging in | Yes 59
academic dishonesty, would you report it? NoO 163
Not Sure 47,8
6. How often you help someone else cheat on a | Rarely or Never 53,8
test or assignment(if you are asked to)? Occasionally 374
Frequently 59
Always 2,9
7. Do you condemn the facts of an Academic | Yes 37,4
Dishonesty among your peers? No 208
I don’t care 32,8
8. Is Academic Dishonesty condemned by your | Yes 23,8
peers? No 254
They don’t care 50,8
9. Have you ever reported a case of Academic | Yes 13,4
Dishonesty that you witnessed? No 6.6
10. Do you believe that Academic Dishonesty is | Strongly Disagree 4,4
a serious offense? Disagree 75
Neutral 38,8
Agree 38,8
Strongly Agree 10,5

The survey findings indicated that the majority of students possess an understanding of the
concept of academic dishonesty. Approximately 23.8% have little or no full understanding of the
definition of this phenomenon. Approximately 53.7% of the participants hold the belief that the
procedures implemented to deter instances of academic dishonesty in the university are adequately
effective. Regarding the students' mindset, 38.8 percent acknowledged that academic dishonesty was
a serious offense. Furthermore, 10.5 percent of the participants strongly agree with this assertion,
while one-third remain impartial. A minority holds a dissenting view on this statement. The second
section of the survey analyzed the elements that contribute to academic dishonesty, including the
impact of the external environment, particularly the influence of other students and the learning
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environment. The education setting in this instance has a role in the development of intra-group
cohesion [Magnus et al. 2002]. In this instance, abduction might be viewed as a type of reciprocal
aid, and informing the instructor about the abducted student can be regarded as an ethically
undesirable act of disloyalty. The results of this study confirm this assertion. The majority of
individuals (86.6%) who observed instances of academic dishonesty chose not to report them, finding
such behavior undesirable. Only a small proportion of students actually reported these incidents to
the teacher. As for the condemnation of this type of behavior among their peers, only 37.4% of
respondents considered this kind of activity to be condemning. A third are neutral, and 29.8% of
students do not consider condemning such behavior by their classmates. Their opinion as to whether
other students condemn such behavior was that half of the students (50.8%) thought that the rest did
not attach importance to unfair behavior. When questioned about their willingness to report incidents
of cheating to professors or management, 46.3% of respondents said that they would not take any
action, while 47.8% of students struggled to provide a clear answer.

This study allows us to infer that students, who possess a comprehensive understanding of
academic misconduct and recognize its significance and gravity, are prone to perpetuating violations
within their environment. Moreover, over 50% assert that they have not previously been involved in
acts of dishonest behavior. In the context of academic fraud, D. McCabe refers to this mechanism as
the coordination effect, suggesting that when the proportion of cheating students is perceived as high,
it leads to the normalization of dishonest behavior in the educational environment and, consequently,
to an even greater increase in this proportion [McCabe, Trevino 1997]. Based on the research
findings, it can be inferred that the severity of potential punishment for academic dishonesty plays a
significant role in a student's decision to engage in dishonest behavior. Only 53.7% of respondents
believe that cheating and plagiarism are difficult to engage in during their education, indicating that
the remaining students do not face any difficulties. Hence, it is imperative to deter deceitful conduct
by enhancing regulatory procedures and penalties. In future study, it is recommended to focus on
contextual aspects, such as the conduct of teachers and fellow learners, that contribute to the
educational environment. This atmosphere can either promote or discourage students from engaging
in dishonest activities.
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WNHocTpaHHBIi A3bIK UTPAeT 3HAUUTENBHYIO POJIb B YKU3HU MPEICTABUTENS COBPEMEHHOTO
oOmiecTBa, Tak Kak MpernosaraeT KyJbTypHOE pa3BUTHE YeJIOBEKa, COBEPIICHCTBOBAHUE TIMYHOCTH.

OnHO# U3 OCHOBHBIX I1eseil ['ocy1apcTBEeHHON MpOTpaMMbl Pa3BUTHsSI 00pa30BaHUsS U HAYKH
Peciyomukun  Kazaxctan wa  2020-2025 roasl  sABISETCS  TMOBBIIMICHHE — IJI00aIbHOM
KOHKYPEHTOCIIOCOOHOCTH Ka3axCTaHCKOTO oOpa3oBanus W Hayku [1]. JlocTmwkeHue 3TOW 1ein
CTAaHOBUTCA  BO3MOXHBIM  Ojarofaps  M3y4eHHIO  aHTJIMHCKOTO  fA3bIKa, Kak  CaMOTro
pacnpoCTpaHEHHOTO M BOCTPEOOBAHHOTO MHOCTPAHHOTO S3bIKA, HE TOJBKO B Halllel CTpaHe, HO U
JIaNIeKo 3a ee MpeeIaMu.

B coorBerctBuM ¢ l'ocymapcTBEHHBIM 00IIE€00SI3aTENILHBIM  CTAHIAPTOM  BBICILIETO
oOpazoBanus oxuaaercs, 4ro 30% y4eOHBIX TUCHUIUIMH OYyIyT MpErnoAaBaThCcs HAa aHTJIMHCKOM
SI3BIKE, U CTYACHTHI CMOTYT OOIIAThCs B YCTHOM M MUChMEHHOM (hopMax Ha MHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE IS
pEIIeHNUsS MEXJIMYHOCTHBIX, MEXKKYIbTYPHBIX U Mpo(ecCHOHaIbHBIX 3amad [2]. DTo TpeboBaHue
JEMOHCTPUPYET BKHOCTh M3YyUEHUS aHTJIMICKOTO si3bika. OHAKO, HECMOTPSl HAa HE0OXOIUMOCTh
XOPOIIEro 3HaHUs AHTIUHCKOTO SI3bIKa CHEIMATUCTAMH B PA3IUYHBIX 00JacCTSIX U MOHUMAHUE €ro
BaYKHOCTH, BBIITYCKHUKH YHUBEPCUTETOB BJIAJICIOT UM HEJIOCTATOUYHO XOPOIIIO.

OpHo¥li W3 mMpUYMH, OOBSACHSIOUIUX OSTO SIBICHUE, SBISETCS OTCYTCTBHE MOTHBALUU Y
CTYJI€HTOB K M3YyYE€HHUIO HHOCTPAHHOTO fA3bIKa. 3HAYMTENIbHAs 4YacTh CTYJEHTOB HCIBITHIBAET
MOTHBAI[MOHHBIM U AMOLMOHAIBHBIA NEPUIUT MO OTHOIIEHUIO K aHTIUHCKOMY SI3BIKY, KOTODBII
(dbopMupyeTCcs B IIKOJIE U BIIOCIEICTBUH MEPEHOCUTCS Ha MPOLIECC ero M3YYeHHs] B YHUBEPCHUTETE,
MOCKOJIBKY 9Ta AMCIMUIUIMHA HANPSMYIO HE CBs3aHa C XKU3HEHHBIMU IIJIJAaHAMHU CTYAEHTOB M HE
OTBEYAET MHTEPECAM COBPEMEHHON MOJIOJEKH.

O0630p 0TeueCTBEHHO! U 3apyO0eKHOM JTUTEpaTypHI:

CoBpeMeHHasi HayKa HCIOJb3YeT IIMPOKUN CIEKTP METOJNOB MJsi M3Yy4€HHUs CYUIHOCTH,
MPUPOJIbI, CTPYKTYPbl 1 MOTUBALUH.
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