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Figure 2. Representative images of the entire filming process.  (A) Student-led directing, 
producing, and acting teams filming one of the computer-based scenes.  (B) Example 
storyboard utilized by the production team to map out the filming angles to capture each 
of the scenes.  (C) Student editing the raw video footage to compile the final videos in-

cluding voice capture for narration scenes.

Figure 3.  Image capture of the homepage for the academic integrity videos.  The webpage 
can be accessed at https://www.lsu.edu/eng/chevron/resourcesandoutreach/academicin-
tegrity.php.  The website and all videos were uploaded to allow for ease of access while 

following all ADA guidelines.

where students could watch the 
videos and then discuss the con-
cepts and implications of each of 
the scenes in small groups.  After 
each of the videos, the LSU author 
would pose additional follow-up 
questions related to the videos and 
answer student questions clarifying 
content.  At NC State the video 
viewing was given as a required 
out-of-class homework assignment 
where students watched the videos 
and answered a series of questions 
in a worksheet provided by the 
authors.  This worksheet required 
the students to identify which 
section of the Code of Student 
Conduct was violated by specific 
listed behaviors.  The LSU students 
completed the same worksheet in 
class while watching the videos.  
The NC State students additionally 
completed a reflection assignment 
developed by Bullard that asks stu-
dents to connect specific behaviors 
to the university’s Code of Student 
Conduct, prompts them to reflect 
on the adverse consequences of 
cheating, and encourages them to 
proactively plan on how they will 
avoid putting themselves in a posi-
tion to be tempted to cheat. 

To assess the impact of the vid-
eos on students’ perceptions of aca-
demic integrity, we performed pre- 
and post-assessment in the form of 
a survey.  The survey consisted of 
19 questions addressing varying 
student behaviors for which the 
students had to respond with either 
agree, not sure, or disagree whether 
the behavior was allowable under 
the academic integrity expecta-
tions of the course.  We elected to 
use a three-point scale instead of a 
five-point scale (including strongly 
agree and strongly disagree) be-
cause the survey was designed 
for yes/no answers instead of a 
confidence associated with their 
response.  The number of students 
who watched the videos and com-
pleted the pre- and post-assessment 
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surveys was: 113 (LSU pre F2018), 128 (NCSU pre F2018), 
81 (LSU pre S2019), 35 (NCSU pre S2019), 96 (LSU pre 
F2019), 115 (LSU post F2018), 144 (NCSU post F2018), 
79 (LSU post S2019), 33 (NCSU post S2019), and 94 (LSU 
post F2019).  The result was a total of 290 pre-survey and 
288 post-surveys for the LSU cohort and 163 pre-surveys and 
177 post-surveys for the NC State cohort.

We found that viewing the videos led to a substantial shift 
in student perception in four key areas: (1) the use of online 
resources to check final homework answers, (2) the use of 
peers to check final homework answers, (3) the use of online 
resources to help get a problem started, and (4) the ability to 
identify allowable online resources to help students master 
course concepts (Figure 4).  We observed a substantial shift 
from “agree” to “disagree” in all four of these categories dur-

ing all three semesters where data was collected at both insti-
tutions.  In all cases ~ 40-60% of students initially responded 
that online and peer resources were allowable (or were not 
sure they were allowable) sources of aid on homework before 
viewing the video.  However, after watching the videos and 
completing the assignment, ~ 80-100% of students identi-
fied that these were not allowable resources (Figure 4).  The 
context of allowable versus unallowable resources is fleshed 
out in greater detail in the videos with unallowable resources 
including www.chegg.com, www.coursehero.com, and other 
websites where students can access solution manuals or pay 
someone to do their homework for them.  We observed an 
interesting trend in the data when comparing the outcomes 
between the LSU and NC State students.  In all cases the 
LSU students tended to have a higher “disagree” response 

Figure 4.  Four instances of how the videos shifted student perception of allowable behavior.  The representative 
questions where the greatest degree of change was observed before and after the students watched the videos: 
(A) it is allowable to check homework final answers from online resource; (B) it is allowable to check homework 
final answers with classmates or friends; (C) it is allowable to look at online resources to help get homework 
problems started; and (D) I can identify allowable online resources to help me master course concepts.  These 
four questions were selected because they showed the greatest change due to video viewing.  All responses were 
reported as percentages from the combined responses across the three LSU cohorts (n= 290 for pre and n = 288 

for post) and two NC State cohorts (n = 163 for pre and n = 177 for post).

http://www.chegg.com
http://www.coursehero.com


Vol. 55, No. 3, Summer 2021 143

to these four questions (in the post-survey) when compared 
to the NC State students.  Of the LSU students, only ~ 10-20 
out of 290 students answered with “agree” or “not sure” after 
the videos.  At NC State, we found 40-75 students out of 177 
students answer with “agree” or “not sure” after the videos. 
We believe this trend is due to the instructional method where 
LSU students received additional feedback/discussion directly 
from the author while the NC State students did not have this 
opportunity for clarification in completing their assignment. 
This finding supports the idea that a question and answer 
supplement to the videos can help to solidify student percep-
tion with respect to academic integrity.  Additionally, there 
was a larger discrepancy between the pre- and post- responses 
at NC State, with 14 students only completing the post-survey 
compared to LSU where there were only two students who 
only completed the pre-survey.  This 7% difference could 
potentially skew the findings from NC State since no pre-video 
data were collected for these surveys. 

While the four categories presented in Figure 4 show a 
dramatic response to video viewing, we did observe changes 
in student perception in several other categories.  To provide 
a quantitative assessment of the effectiveness of the videos, 
we calculated a metric called the percent difference, as shown 
in Equation 1. 

The percent difference was calculated based on the desired 
response.  For example, students should respond with “dis-
agree” to the question “it is allowable to check homework final 
answers from online resources.”  In the instance of LSU, we 
found a shift of 190 students who switched from “agree” or 
“not sure” to “disagree,” resulting in percent difference of 66% 
(Figure 5).  As expected, we found the largest percent differ-
ence in the four questions related to online and peer resources 
used to complete a homework assignment (Figure 4), with 
values ranging from ~ 20-60% (Figure 5A).  We also found a 
smaller percent difference value for the NC State cohort when 
compared to the LSU cohort, which supports the conclusions 
described above.  One interesting comparison was the percent 
difference in students who thought it was acceptable to copy 
homework solutions from online or peer resources.  There was 
almost no change for the LSU students while there was a 10% 
difference with the NC State students.  This could potentially 
be explained by the difference in students who completed the 
pre/post survey.  Another explanation could be the internal 
reputation of the course instructor at LSU; based on informal 
discussions with students, the LSU author had a reputation 
for being extremely strict on copying, such that junior/senior 
students warned sophomore students to avoid these behaviors. 
This suggests that clear and consistent guidelines and expecta-
tions for students can be a helpful supplement to the academic 
integrity videos to reduce instances of cheating, thus helping 
to create a departmental culture of integrity. 

The three other categories (cheating with computers, cheat-
ing on reports/projects, and cheating on exams) also showed 
a percent difference between 5-20% in several categories. 
Both institutions found a shift in student attitude, with the 
unauthorized sharing of computer files and their ability to 
identify appropriate methods to help their peers (Figure 5B). 
The LSU cohort did not have a substantial shift in student 
perception with respect to lab reports and projects except 
in the case of omitting or modifying data points.  However, 
the NC State cohort had a more pronounced shift (10-20%) 
in all three categories with respect to data stewardship and 
reporting.  We found a similar trend in the students’ percep-
tion with sharing information about exam content (Figure 
5B)  Finally, we observed a percent difference of 8% (LSU) 
and 13% (NC State) in the students’ response to the prompt 
“I understand the expectations for academic integrity for 
this course” and a percent difference of 2% (LSU) and 9% 
(NC State) for the prompt “I believe academic integrity is 
important.”  This supports the use of the videos as a means 
of clearly communicating instructor expectations with respect 
to academic integrity.

Finally, we attribute the lower percent difference with sev-
eral of the prompts to the fact that there were relatively small 
numbers of the “undesired” response to many of these ques-
tions.  This is an encouraging finding – the students already 
understood that certain instances are clear academic integrity 
violations.  This also matches the outcome from the authors’ 
previous work that students could identify most instances of 
academic integrity and that they just hoped they would not 
get caught.[13]  Another interesting takeaway from the assess-
ment was the importance of clearly stating course objectives 
and policies with respect to online resources.  During video 
instruction, the authors clearly stated the course policy that 
students were not allowed to access/use online or peer re-
sources to check answers or get started on problems.  This 
expectation is important because these are resources that the 
students will not have access to on the exam.  The purpose of 
homework is to provide students practice in problem solving, 
and using unauthorized resources “just to get the problem 
started” does not allow students to develop critical thinking 
and problem-solving skills that they will need to success-
fully solve future real-world problems (whose answers are 
not published online).  We believe this clarification was an 
important component of the videos because the students were 
made aware of the policies up front.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

This paper highlights the authors’ efforts to update a suite 
of academic integrity educational videos as a resource to 
provide students with examples of allowable versus unal-
lowable behavior in both the classroom and the lab setting.  
The landscape has changed in the thirteen years since the first 

Percent Difference = 
(Post-Survey) − (Pre-Survey)

Total Number of Responses 	 (1)
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Figure 5.  Assessment of the effectiveness of the academic integrity videos.  The percent difference was 
computed based on the desired student response from the pre- and post-surveys (e.g. copy homework-
ing solutions would have a desired response of ‘no’).  (A) Percent difference in student responses for 
four questions related to online resources and four questions related to peer resources).  (B) Percent 
difference in student responses for four questions related to computer resources, three questions related 
to lab reports and design projects, and two questions related to exams.  Every question started with 
the prompt “It is allowable to.”  The exception are the three questions that started with “I can.”  All 
responses were combined across the three LSU cohorts (n= 290 for pre and n = 288 for post) and 

two NC State cohorts (n = 163 for pre and n = 177 for post).

set of videos was released, with an emphasis on technology 
and a greater number of online resources for the students.  
We found the videos were substantially helpful in clarifying 
instructor expectations around homework; in addition, the 
authors also found increases in the desired outcome in nearly 
all categories of the assessment survey.  We conclude that the 
videos are an effective resource to help educate students about 
academic integrity expectations and importance.  This is why 
we have made the videos publicly available to any instructor 
who chooses to use them.  We also strongly encourage our 
colleagues to share their feedback and data on the effective-
ness of the videos in their courses with us.

Since the video script references calculus, chemistry, and 
physics, the videos are appropriate for use across STEM dis-
ciplines.  Faculty may choose to have students watch all the 
videos or choose specific videos that relate to their specific 
course.  The videos are split up by the different acts, each of 
which focuses on a specific topic (e.g. cheating on exams). 
They were designed this way so that faculty could pick and  
choose which videos to utilize for their courses.  We recom-
mend that faculty view the videos themselves to confirm that 
the expectations set forth are consistent with their own.  The 
authors (and the videos) do clearly state that the students 
should check with their own instructors on whether specific 
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resources are allowed, as some instructors do not have specific 
guidelines on allowed versus unallowed resources.  Many 
new instructors realize too late that they should have had 
clear policies in place after they catch students cheating on 
homework assignments, reports, and exams.  As such, any 
instructor planning on using these videos should communicate 
specific guidelines and expectations for the students to avoid 
potential confusion for their students. 

Finally, we acknowledge that these videos, while newly 
released, are already out of date with respect to newer tech-
nologies.  For example, in the time between the script writing 
and data collection, the use of GroupMe on smart phones to 
cheat has dramatically increased.  This app is available on all 
platforms, and students will often create class-wide groups to 
share information.  While this may be a helpful communica-
tion tool, some students will also use it inappropriately to ask 
for help or share answers during an exam or quiz.  This is 
even easier when the quiz or exam is administered virtually 
in online courses.  This is just one example of how instruc-
tors need to continue to adapt and evolve to new technolo-
gies.  While instructors cannot provide an exhaustive list of 
unauthorized behavior in their syllabus language, they can 
communicate guidelines and principles to help student make 
ethical decisions.  Our hope is that the videos are a good 
starting point to educate students about instructor expecta-
tions and policies.  Additionally, we encourage instructors to 
review other resources that can also be used to complement 
the video, in particular the reflection assignment, which can 
be modified to fit faculty needs at different institutions.[14]  The 
authors welcome any faculty input or suggestions regarding 
the content of the videos and how they choose to use them 
at their institution. 
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