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Abstract 

Introduction: Cheating has always been and continues to be a problem that dental schools have had to 

deal with and have long tried to eliminate. Student attitudes towards cheating have been the subject of 

research in the past with one study of particular interest completed in 1994 at Creighton University 

School of Dentistry. That study served as inspiration for this study. Purpose: The first purpose of this 

study was to assess the attitudes towards cheating of pre-clinical and clinical dental students and 

compare them to previous findings. The second was to examine relationships between level of 

conscientiousness, overall student satisfaction with their education, and the likelihood of students to 

take action against their peers should they witness them cheating. Methods: 263 out of 336 dental 

students (78.3%) were surveyed at Creighton University School of Dentistry. Participation was 

voluntary and responses were kept anonymous. Results: A significant direct effect of 

conscientiousness on likelihood of doing something in response to cheating was found (c’ = 0.228, p = 

.006). It was also found that students higher in conscientiousness reported higher levels of satisfaction 

with their education at Creighton (a = 0.156, p = .003), and those who reported higher levels of 

satisfaction, in turn, reported a greater likelihood of doing something in response to witnessing 

cheating (b = .200, p = .039). Conclusion: Findings suggest that cheating does occur on some level at 

Creighton University School of Dentistry. A discrepancy was observed between what students think 

should be done about cheating and what they personally will do about cheating. This raises questions 

about what is different about an individual who will take action against cheating and one who won’t. It 

was statistically significant that students who scored higher on a conscientiousness test were not only 

more likely to be satisfied with their dental education, but also more likely to take some action if they 

were to witness a student cheat. These findings suggest that admissions teams who include some 
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measure of conscientiousness in their admissions process will benefit from selecting an incoming class 

that may better police itself when it comes to cheating. 
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I. Introduction 
 

A.  Problem of Cheating in Dental Schools 

The prevalence of cheating in Dental school has been well-documented through the years 

and research shows that it is still a problem in today’s institutions. An online survey study as 

recent as 2007, reported that out of 423 faculty members at US and Canadian dental schools, 

39.5 percent reported serious cheating occurs at their schools.2 Over 1,000 US dental students 

were also surveyed in this study and asked questions in regard to cheating. It was found that 

74.7% of the respondents admitted cheating on written tests, and 68.4% admitted to cheating on 

pre-clinical tests or assignments.2 In a different study conducted in the fall of 2014, 50 academic 

deans from 50 dental schools were surveyed about cheating. 36 respondents were asked how 

many confirmed cheating incidents occurred at their dental school in 2013. The total number of 

incidents reported was 141.4 They were also asked about their comparative perceptions of 

cheating over time (46 responded) to which 77% reported that they felt that students were 

cheating either the same amount or more compared to ten years in the past.4 Significant changes 

in today’s society along with the usherance of a new generation of student, has left dental 

schools constantly being forced to adapt. 

As dental schools are often the final test for individuals who will be society’s next dental 

professionals, it is imperative that each dentist graduates in a manner that fully prepares them to 

provide the highest standard of care to their patients. With the ever-changing demographics of 

dental school, along with a completely new competitive and technological landscape, the dental 

school community can benefit from fresh information from the current generation of dental 
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students’ attitudes in regard to academic misconduct and cheating.  In spite of dental educations’ 

best efforts to create a “cheat proof” environment, there is only so much that can be done in 

regard to curricula, faculty, and punishment to discourage academic dishonesty in dental schools. 

B. Dental School Demographics 

According to the American Dental Education Association (ADEA), there were 1,656 

female freshmen enrollees compared to 2,516 male freshmen enrollees in the year 2000. This gap 

has been slowly narrowing since, and in 2016, it was recorded that 2,970 freshmen enrollees 

were female compared to 3,070 males.1 ADEA reported that the mean GPA’s of freshmen 

enrollees was 3.25 for science and 3.35 for overall in the year 2000. In contrast, the mean GPA 

for freshmen enrollees in 2016 was 3.46 for science and 3.55 overall.1 Aside from the significant 

changes in gender ratio and GPA, today’s prospective dental students face an increasingly more 

competitive atmosphere to gain admission. This makes one wonder at what a student may do to 

gain admission and retain status while completing their dental education.  

C. Preventative Actions  

This document does not intend to give the impression that dental schools are not 

continuously implementing measures to prevent cheating. In a 2009 American Dental 

Association Section on Dental Hygiene Education survey, dental school educators were asked 

about certain measures in place at the schools to which they were affiliated. 95% reported that 

their school has a due process policy, 85% that the syllabus contains student expectations, 76.7% 

that the school has an honor code, 71.7% claim that classroom discussions are conducted on the 

consequences of cheating, 70% stated that adequate ethics training is provided, and 18.3% said 

that students sign an honor pledge prior to an exam or quiz.5 In spite of these measures, 72.2% of 
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the respondents have personally witnessed cheating in the classroom 1 to 4 times (25.9% 5 to 10 

times), 74.1% in the clinic 1 to 4 times (14.8% 5 to 10 times), and 77.8% encountered student 

reported cheating 1 to 4 times (18.5% 5 to 10 times).5 With statistics such as these, it can be 

assumed that a majority of cheating goes undetected and/or unreported. 

 It stands to reason that in order to decrease the prevalence of cheating, the likelihood of 

it being reported and the necessary repercussions carried out must be increased. Theories as to 

why students and faculty choose not to act when they witness cheating has long been a topic of 

discussion in the academic community in general.4 Surveys of dental school faculty have 

reported several reasons for reluctance to report cheating to appropriate officials when it is 

witnessed. These include: fear for lack of support from the institution, tarnishing the school’s or 

their own reputation, witnessing insufficient punishments being dealt, and student retribution 

when the time comes for evaluations.4 On the other hand, reasons that students may not report 

cheating when they see it are more complicated. It has been theorized that students may refrain 

from reporting cheating for fear of excommunication from their fellow peers.3 Whatever the 

reasons may be, creating an environment that better polices itself would likely reduce the 

frequency of cheating overall.  

D. Past Research 

A survey study was conducted at Creighton University School of Dentistry in 1994, with 

the purpose to analyze student’s attitudes towards cheating, and how these attitudes may differ 

under certain variables. The survey dealt with parameters such as justifications for cheating, 

personal ethics, judgments of cheating severity, and student actions to discourage cheating.3 

Questions of particular interest involved asking students what they think a student “should do” if 
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they witness a student cheating versus what they themselves “would do” if they witnessed a 

student cheating. 28% of respondents recorded that students should report other students if they 

witness them cheating while only 17.8 % said they would personally report it. 22% of 

respondents recorded that students should  “do nothing” if they witness other students cheating 

while 36.6% recorded that they personally would do nothing.3 These statistics are troubling as 

they suggest that overall, cheating is unlikely to be reported if it is witnessed by fellow students. 

 While most of the focus of cheating prevention has understandably been towards the 

structure of the institution itself (faculty, curricula, punishment, etc.), this study aimed to focus 

towards the student selection process to look for trends that may help admissions teams select 

students with firmer views on cheating and perhaps more likely to report it if they see it. Every 

school aims to select students that are most likely to excel in their program and uphold the 

school’s reputation for producing competent dentists to care for their patients. There are many 

aspects of an application that are traditionally taken into consideration, but how does a school 

gauge whether or not a person is of good integrity? This is something extremely difficult to 

determine and is evident by the fact that cheating is still an issue with which dental schools must 

deal. A survey was conducted involving the academic deans of 50 U.S. dental schools in regards 

to actions taken to attempt to measure academic integrity in their applicants. “Of the total 

respondents, (n=29) (58%) reported that their schools attempted to assess the academic integrity 

of applicants to their DDS/DMD programs. The most frequent measures employed were 

interview questions (20 schools) and case scenarios (14) schools.4  
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E. Purpose: Comparison to Past Data 

The purpose of this study was to asses attitudes about cheating with a new survey and 

compare responses from the 1994 study at Creighton University School of Dentistry. It was 

designed to compare student perceptions on cheating from 1994 to 2017. We also wished to 

explore new dynamics of the perceptions of cheating such as adding questions to measure 

conscientiousness which is closely linked with integrity. 

F. Purpose: Conscientiousness 

Conscientiousness is considered to be one of the Big Five personality dimensions in 

psychology and is a large focus when it comes to the behavior of individuals within 

organizations. A person who is conscientious is considered to be responsible, dependable, 

prepared, organized, persistent, and achievement oriented. In psychology, this has been shown to 

be a reliable predictor of job performance as well as job satisfaction and should occupy a central 

role in models that seek to explain job performance.6 It is reasonable that findings from 

professional settings would translate to educational institutions such as dental schools. 

Individuals that are low in conscientious traits have been found to be more likely to engage in 

persistent patterns of dishonest behavior in the workplace such as theft, absenteeism, and 

unethical workers compensation claims.8 These behaviors can be considered parallel to cheating 

in academic environments.8 Responsibility and prudence which are relatable traits often used to 

define conscientiousness, have been shown to have a negative correlation with occurrence of 

cheating.8 With this information in mind, the secondary purpose of this study was to assess 

conscientiousness as an effective predictor of how likely students are to report cheating if they 
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see it, as well as their overall satisfaction with their dental school education at Creighton 

University.  

II. Methods and Materials 
 

A. Experimental Design 

All pre-doctoral students at Creighton University School of Dentistry were invited to take 

part in this study. Our survey design was inspired by a similar study that was conducted in 1994.3 

Consent was obtained in accordance with the Institutional Review Board Guidelines. 

Participation was voluntary and the responses were anonymous. Each class took the survey 

separately, and a brief description of the study was presented to each class prior to handing out 

the survey. SPSS statistical software was used to analyze data.10 Andrew Hayes's SPSS 

PROCESS Macro (Hayes, 2012) was used to examine the role of educational satisfaction as a 

mediator between students' level of conscientiousness and their likelihood of doing something if 

they witnessed another student cheating.10 Crosstabs and chi-square analyses was computed in 

SPSS in order to compare data from this study to the previous study conducted in 1994 with 

statistical significance set at p>.05.  

B. Conscientiousness Test 

A standardized conscientiousness test from Goldberg’s Big Five personality inventory 

was used to measure student conscientiousness and was included at the conclusion of the 

survey.9 The test consisted of six traits total that students were prompted to answer by how much 

they agreed that the trait described them on a scale of one to five. The traits were as follows; I 
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am always prepared, I pay attention to details, I get chores done right away, I like order, I follow 

a schedule, I am exacting of my work. The following format was used:  

Please read the following statements carefully, and then indicate your agreement or 

disagreement with each statement on the provided five-point scale. 

1. I am always prepared 

o 1 (don’t agree) 

o 2 

o 3 

o 4 

o 5 (most agree) 

C. Questions Evaluating Cheating Attitudes 

All questions, aside from the conscientiousness test and demographic information, were 

asked with four possible answers on a one to four scale that offered measures of appropriateness 

of action, likelihood of action, occurrence of cheating, and severity of a cheating act. For 

example, when asked what a student should do if they witness another student cheat, the 

following format was used:  

Answer the following questions on a scale of one to four, one being ‘not appropriate’ and four 

being most ‘appropriate.’ If a student were to witness another student cheating, how appropriate 

would the following actions be? 
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1. Report the student to a school authority or student officer 

o 1 (not appropriate) 

o 2 

o 3 

o 4 (most appropriate)  

III. Results 

  

A. Study Population 

The study population included 336 students; 86 freshmen, 87 sophomores, 81 juniors, 

and 82 seniors. The study sample included 263 students (78.3%) with 105 females (40%) and 

158 males (60%). Of the total sample, 28.5% of the respondents were freshmen (87.2% of the 

class), 26.6% were sophomores (80.5% of the class), 26.9% were juniors (87.7% of the class), 

and 17.9% of respondents were seniors (57.3% of the class). 

B. Prevalence of Cheating at Creighton Dental School 

When students were asked “How often do you participate in cheating in dental school?” 

the responses were never (77.1%), rarely (16%), sometimes (5.3%), and often (1.5%). When 

students were asked, “In general, do you think dental students cheat?” responses were never 

(4.9%), rarely (34.2%), sometimes (42.2%), and often (18.3%). The distribution of responses to 

“Do you consider yourself an ethical person?” was definitely (83.3%), somewhat (12.5%), not 

particularly (2.7%), and not at all (1.5%). Responses to “How satisfied are you with your studies 
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at Creighton University School of Dentistry?” were a great deal (60.8%), somewhat (36.1%), 

very little (3%), and not at all (0%). These results are illustrated in figures 1 and 2. 

D. Student Attitudes Towards Cheating  

For items involving judgment of cheating severity, student responses of “Not cheating” 

and “Mild Cheating” (N/M) were combined as were “Moderate Cheating” and “Severe 

Cheating” (M/S).3 Collapsing the student’s years and response categories resulted in a 2 x 2 

comparison.3 This data can be seen in Figure 3. For the questions “If a student sees another 

student cheat, what should the student do?” and “If a student sees a classmate cheat, what would 

you do?” the possible responses were: report it to a school authority officer, warn the student that 

the next time it will be reported, tell the student that cheating is wrong, and do nothing. For 

analytical reasons, this study made the answer “Do nothing” a category of its own and combined 

the other three answers into a separate category labeled “Do something.” To compare students’ 

attitudes toward cheating in preclinical and clinical years, the responses of freshmen (D1) and 

sophomores (D2) were combined as were those for junior (D3) and senior (D4) students.3 

13.79% of D1/D2 students responded that a student “should do” nothing if they witness another 

person cheating compared to 23.73% of D3/D4 students. When students were asked what they 

themselves “would do,” 37.24% of D1/D2 students responded that they would do nothing 

compared to 61.86% of D3/D4 students. These comparisons can be seen in Figure 4.  

E. Significant Mediated Relationship  

Mediation analyses based on ordinary least squares path analyses (using Hayes’ 

PROCESS macro for SPSS) were used to investigate students’ level of satisfaction with their 

education as a mediator between their level of conscientiousness and the likelihood that they 
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would do something in response to cheating. A bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval for 

the indirect effect (ab = 0.031) based on 10,000 bootstrap samples excluded zero (95% CI = 

0.002, 0.822). Additionally, there was evidence for a significant direct effect of 

conscientiousness on likelihood of doing something in response to cheating  

(c’ = 0.228, p = .006). 

  In addition, this analysis identified that students’ levels of conscientiousness indirectly 

influenced intentions to do something in response to cheating through its effects on students’ 

level of satisfaction with their education at Creighton. Specifically, students higher in 

conscientiousness reported higher levels of satisfaction with their education at Creighton           

(a = 0.156, p = .003), and those who reported higher levels of satisfaction in turn reported a 

greater likelihood of doing something in response to witnessing cheating (b = .200, p = .039).  
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Figure 1: Responses to Questions about Cheating Prevalence at Creighton 

Dental School 

 

Figure 2: Responses to Questions about Student Satisfaction and Ethics 

at Creighton Dental School 
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Figure 3:  Responses to Questions about Student Judgement of Cheating 

Severity: 1994 data vs. 2017 data 
 
 

1994 2017 

 
Copying during didactic exam 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

7.8% 2.7% 4.9% 9.3% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

92.2% 97.3% 95.1% 90.7% 

 
Help another copy during didactic exam 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

8.6% 2.7% 9.8% 22.0% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

91.4% 97.3% 90.2% 78.0% 

 
Take credit for another’s didactic homework 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

9.9% 4.1% 23.9% 21.2% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

90.1% 95.9% 76.1% 78.8% 

 
Let another take credit for one’s didactic homework 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

24.1% 14.3% 28.5% 30.5% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

75.9% 85.7% 71.5% 69.5% 

 
Take credit for another’s clinical work 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

2.8% 2.0% 5.6% 7.6% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

97.2% 98.0% 94.4% 92.4% 
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Write an untrue treatment record entry 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

7.1% 3.4% 5.6% 4.2% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

92.9% 96.6% 94.4% 95.8% 

 
 

Ask friend to sign class attendance list 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

50.0% 40.1% 66.7% 63.6% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

50.0% 59.9% 33.3% 36.4% 

 
Sign attendance list for a friend 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

49.3% 42.2% 66.9% 66.1% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

50.7% 57.7% 33.1% 33.9% 

 
Get questions or answers from a friend before a test 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

14.2% 10.3% 33.6% 43.2% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

85.8% 89.7% 66.4% 56.8% 

 
Give questions or answers to a friend before a test 

 
Year 1&2 Year 3&4 Year 1&2 Year 3&4 

Not Cheating or Mild 
Cheating 

19.1% 9.0% 34.0% 41.5% 

Moderate Cheating or 
Severe Cheating 

80.9% 91.0% 66.0% 58.5% 
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Figure 4: Comparison of Student Responses: “What should be done when 

witness to cheating” vs. “What you would do when witness to cheating” 
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IV. Discussion 
 

The goal of dental schools is to maintain an environment that educates its students at the 

highest level while at the same time ensuring that individual achievement is accomplished by 

means of hard work and integrity. Cheating in a professional institution such as dental school not 

only harms the institution, but has potential to expose patients to dentists who have not ethically 

obtained their credentials. Our findings support previous data that suggests that cheating is still 

very much an ongoing problem in dental schools. When students were asked outright how often 

they participate in cheating in dental school, only 77.1% answered “never”. When they were 

asked if they think students in general cheat in dental school, most students acknowledged that 

cheating does occur at some level with 18.3% answering that cheating occurs “often”. While it 

makes sense that dental schools need to have fundamental structural measures in place to 

discourage cheating, a dental school is only as ethical as the students it chooses to enroll. It was 

the purpose of this study to revisit the findings of a study conducted at Creighton University 

School of Dentistry in 1994 on student’s perceptions of cheating in dental school. The secondary 

purpose was to look for correlations between scores on a standardized conscientiousness test, 

likelihood of students to act when witness to cheating, and overall satisfaction with their dental 

school education.  

The 1994 study of students’ attitudes towards cheating in dental school came away with 

several findings. The study included a component that dealt with student justifications for 

cheating. Responses indicated that there was a consensus among dental students that cheating is 

rarely justified under any circumstances.3 This component was excluded from the 2017 study due 

to the fact that cheating still occurs regardless of how students may feel about certain 
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justifications. The 1994 study did, however, ask students what they thought a student “should 

do” and also what they “would do” if they witnessed a student cheat. For the question regarding 

“what a student should do,” 5% of D1/D2 students said “do nothing” along with 19.9% of D3/D4 

students. When asked what they “would do,” 34.3% of D1/D2 students said “do nothing” along 

with 38.7% of D3/D4 students. It was determined by the researchers that, overall, dental students 

tend to be reluctant in taking action against their classmates when observing cheating.3 It was 

also found that, in general, that pre-clinical dental students seemed slightly more reluctant to take 

action compared to their clinical level peers.3 The opposite was found in the 2017 study. 

  Findings from both studies support the idea that a majority of students agree that cheating 

should be confronted, but are less likely to put this into practice when they are the ones that must 

initiate the confrontation. If dental students from 1994 were reluctant to report cheating when 

they witnessed it, the students from the present day study are even more so. 13.79% of D1/D2 

students responded that a student “should do” nothing if they witness another person cheating 

compared to 23.73% of D3/D4 students. When students were asked what they themselves 

“would do,” 37.24% of D1/D2 students responded that they would do nothing compared to 

61.86% of D3/D4 students. The number of students that answered “do nothing” more than 

doubled from action that “should be” taken to the action that “would be” taken. Reasons for this 

reluctance to report cheating could be due to several reasons. Possibilities include fear of 

retaliation, perceived disbelief from faculty and/or administration, lack of perceived 

consequences, concern over legal action, apathy, or guilt of informing on classmates.3 In the 

2017 study, a significantly higher percentage of D3/D4 students responded that they personally 

would choose to do nothing if witness to cheating in comparison with their D1/D2 peers. This 

could possibly be due to the difference in curriculum that is experienced by both groups of 
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students. Because D3/D4 students are mainly involved in clinically related work as opposed to 

classroom style learning, there may be more of a feeling of disinterest in the actions of others and 

more of a focus on themselves as they prepare to enter the dental community. I could be that the 

burden of policing one’s peers does not outweigh the benefits. Further research on this topic to 

make sense of these trends is recommended.  

  It has been theorized and observed by organizational psychologists that organizations 

often neglect to recognize that institutions are people and not just structures.7 Benjamin 

Schneider in his paper, “The People Make the Place,” states that the failure to understand 

organizations as people can lead to misconceptions of how to better them.7 The first 

misconception is trying to manipulate organizational structure when it is actually the people that 

need changing. The second is that changes can have instantaneous results. Results take time and 

benefits to changes in people selection processes can take generations to observe.7 The key to 

being able to select students of high integrity is to have measurable personality traits to which 

there is evidence that indicates that a particular person is of high integrity. This is where 

conscientiousness becomes relevant. 

 It has been well documented and widely accepted that a person with high 

conscientiousness is planful, organized, and purposeful.6 A person such as this is thought to be 

more achievement oriented and perform well in a structured environment much like the 

environment one would experience in dental school.6 When students at Creighton University 

School of Dentistry were given a standard conscientiousness test and asked various questions 

about cheating and satisfaction with their education, a significant correlation was found between 

the three. It was found to be statistically significant that students who scored higher on the 

conscientiousness test were not only more likely to be satisfied with their dental school 
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education, but also more likely to take some action if they were to witness a fellow student cheat. 

The importance of satisfaction and conscientiousness of members within an organization cannot 

be overstated. Student’s likelihood to report cheating would fall under a category of action 

referred to by organizational psychologists as citizenship behavior.  

Citizenship behavior can be defined as actions taken by members of an organization that 

improve said organization, but are not explicitly defined or required by organizational contract. 

In other words, they are actions (such as taking action against cheaters in dental school) that 

make the organization “better”.11 Students’ policing of a dental school environment would fall 

under a category of citizenship behavior referred to as Generalized Compliance. Generalized 

Compliance is considered an impersonal sort of conscientiousness that can be defined as a “good 

soldier” or “good citizen” syndrome of doing things that are “right and proper” but for the sake 

of the system rather than for specific persons.11 Therefore, students high in conscientiousness are 

more likely to elicit this behavior. The other category of citizenship behavior is Altruism. 

Altruism is defined as a class of helping behaviors aimed at specific persons. Altruism has been 

found to be directly correlated to a person’s level of positive mood, and mood has been shown to 

be directly correlated to level of satisfaction.11 It could be argued that a student body that is more 

satisfied with their education may form a tighter knit environment that may discourage cheating, 

although this cannot be known for certain.  

V. Conclusion 

 

While the findings of this study are significant and thought provoking, it is unclear as to 

what extent the data represents the dental school community as a whole. Therefore, caution 
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should be exercised when referencing this data with respect to other dental student populations. 

On the other hand, it can be argued that dental schools have always made it a priority to seek out 

conscientious students. Perhaps inserting actual methods to evaluate this would not be something 

too outside the realm of propriety. This study involved 263 dental students from one dental 

school located in the Midwest. While students at Creighton University School of Dentistry come 

from many different backgrounds and locations from around the country, it would be beneficial 

to this area of research to perform similar studies at other dental schools in different geographic 

locations. It is also recommended that this study be recreated including questions about GPA. It 

would be beneficial to see how level of success in dental school relates to all of the variables that 

were the subject of this study. Overall, this data suggests that dental school admissions teams 

stand to benefit from inserting some form of measurement of conscientiousness for their 

applicants. This could possibly result in selecting a dental school class that better polices one 

another, and therefore creates an environment of cheating deterrence and integrity. 
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