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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

Academic Dishonesty:
The Impact of Student and Institutional Characteristics
on Cheating Behavior
by
Ann Craig Hanson
Doctor of Philosophy in Educatlon
University of California, Los Angeles, 199G

Professor Alexander W. Astin, Chair

A recent national cohort of college students was used to test
a new model for understanding what leads students to cheat and to
determine which college environments are most and least effective
In handling cheating problems.

The major hypotheses concerned the llkely effects of three
personal traits on cheating behavior: Drive and Ambition, Academic
Self-Concept, and Effort. Longlitudina! data from the Cooperative
Institutional Research Program’s freshman and follow-up surveys
were used to compare Information about student’s personal
qualities, students’ demographic characteristics, precollege and
college activities with three measures of cheating: cheating on
examinations, copying homework, and a combined measure of cheating
constructed from both measures. Relevant Information about

administrative practices employed to discourage cheating was

xvii




collected using an administrative climate survey sent to the 446
institutions attended by the students.

Following the "input / environment / output® model, *blocked,®
stepwise regression analysis was used to determine the predictors
of cheating behavior by entering the independent variables Into
regressions according to their temporal order of occurrence.

Eighteen percent of the respondents admitted cheating on an
examination and 29% admitted copying homework during their first
two years of college.

Results of the multivariate analyses generally confirmed the
major hypotheses: Cheatlng is negatively associated with both
Academic Self-Concept and Effort and positively associated with
Drive and Ambitlon. The findings suggest, however, that Drive and
Ambition might be more appropriately labeled as *materialism.* The
data also suggest that: the positive effect of materialism on
cheating s magnified If the student also has low academic
self-esteem and displays a low level of effort.

Reasons for attending coiiege are important predictors:
students who attend coiiege primariiy to iearn cheat iess and those
who attend college primarily to make money cheat more. Those
students who are overly involved in ‘“hedonistic® types of
activities In college cheat more.

Institutions with honor systems, explicit academic honesty
codes, special academic honesty handouts, adjudication boards

composed of students or faculty, and harsh sanctions tend to have




less cheating. Institutions with the most cheating use proctor
gystems, handle cases through a seharate administrative office, and

remind students during a test not to cheat.



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Background

Recent soclal and polltical developments in the United States
have generated what has been referred to by some as a national
crisis of ethics. ©Shaplrc (1987}, in a recent feature article in
Iime, described America as a country that is *wallowing in a moral
morass” (p. 15). National ethical scandals such as Contragate,
insiders’ trading on Wall Street, defense contractors selling
hardware to the government at exorbltant markups, and other forms
of official corruption are frequent themes of dally news. Personal
morals are also under scrutiny, and the crisis of leadership In the
television ministries and politlical campalgn morallty--adultery,
cheating In law school and drug use--have all generated discussion
of moral principles.

Nowhere Is this crisis more noticeable than at the top levels
of federal government, where legal or ethical charges were brought
against 100 members of the Reagan administration (Stenga!, 1987).
Although these cases have received most of the media attention, In
many instances the average citizen is equally guilty of a variety
of unethical actions. We have become adept at stealing office
supplies (justified as perks of the job), using company phones for
personal long dlstance calls, overreporting hours worked for extra

pay, using company time and equipment for personal business, income




tax evasion, falsification of resumes, welfare cheating and
shoplifting (Stone, 1977; Why cheating ls, 1984).

We are living during a period in American history in which
power, prestige and money, rather than charitable works or moral
values, are the measures of one’s worth; *Mindless materialism
-« . (has) left in its wake a values vacuum" (Shapiro, 1987, p.
i4).

During this period of national concern about ethics and
morality, an examinatlon of higher education institutions has
revealed a number of examples of immorality and dishonesty. These
Include cases of forged research data at the University of
California, San Diego, misappropriations of institutional money for
private use at University of'Callfornia, Santa Barbara, and faculty .
and staff stealing equipment from a number of schools.

Among college students, theft from and vandalism to college
libraries and facilitles occur frequently (Carnegie Council on
Policy Studies in Higher Education, 1980), and examples of misuse
of college funds, financlal aid abuse and academic dishonesty are
common occurrences. Not oniy is the number of reported incidents
high, but there Is a growing body of evidence which suggests that
cheating schemes are becoming increasingly sophisticated and
complex.

Students have replaced traditional crib sheets with more
clever methods of examination cheating, such as answers hidden in a

variety of places--dummy pens and pencils, matchbook covers,




clgarette packages and lighters, glasses cases, sticks of gum,
socks or shirt cuffs and scrolled in watch bands. Students have
also written answers on their legs, thighs, hands and arms. In one
reported instance a student went so far as to feign deafness and
wear an ear phone plug to class during the term, In order to wear
the plug attached to a cassette recorder during the flnal. It was
aiso reported that students use hand calculators In which they have
stored answers in .the memory of the calculator (Cheating in
college, 1979; Wellborn, 1980; Weldon, 1966).

Even more unfortunately, students have gone beyond enhancing
their own advantage to deliberately sabotaging others by stealing,
hiding or destroying library books and materials, cutting art
prints out of valuable collections (Levine, 1980), sabotaging
laboratory science experiments and steaiing a peer’s work and
submitting it as one’s own.

The advancement of . coamputer technology has created new
opportunities for sophisticated academic dishonesty. Software
piracy, lilegal entry into restricted files, and use of a peer’s
compiiter time, data and money are pecoming more common.

These problems are an indication of the changing nature of
college students, coupled with dramatic college environmental
changes. Using information from a survey of student personnel
officers, Levine (1980) described today’s college students as more
career-oriented, more concerned with both material matters and

self, and better groomed than previous generations of students.




The college students of the 1980s have been referred to as the *me*
generation and Levine contrasted them with the students of the
sixtles and seventies who were focused on what he termed "community
ascendancy.” Today’s students are oriented to *individual
ascendancy,” in which the emphasis is on duty to self, concern with
rights, acceptance of the propriety of taklng, focus on individual
differences, hedonism and orientation on the present. In contrast,
the previous generation of college students was focused on duty to
others, concern with responsibility, acceptance of the propriety of
glving, commonaltles of people, and orientation to the future (p.
25).

These changes in students themselves are coupled with changes
in the college environment. During the past twenty years, both the
numbers of students attending college (a result of the increased
population) and the percentageé of high school graduates who
continue to college have increased dramatically. From 1969 to 1979
there was a 42% increase in the number of college students (Levine,
19680>. In addition to greater college attendance, there have also
been increases in part-time attendees and traditionally
under-represented minorities.

These Increases In enrollment have brought with them more
college students who need remedial programs and skill enhancement,
and increased competition for grades (with more emphasis on grades
and less on learning), and for admission to professional graduate

programs and corporate positions.




In additlon, adminlstrative atmosphere on colleée campuses has
changed dramatically during the past 25 vyears. The in loco
parentls atmosphere of college in the first half of the century was
replaced in the wake of student demands in the late sixties and
seventies by an administrative policy In which the maturity and
rights of students to make their own choices are recognized. Those
administrative climates reflected student 1iberallsm and greatér
freedom and responsibility for students. As we approach the
nineties, there has been a desire among -some to return to
administrators both the authority to control and the responsibility
for supervising student behavior (Morrill & Fass, 1986). This
trend has been exemplified by Boston University’s recent policy to
restrict the presence of members of the opposite sex in residence
halls after specific hours.

Schools themselves create a climate of dishonesty. At the
Universities of Arizona, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Southern California,
California at Los Angeles, and at Wichita State University,
recruited student athiete’s transcripts have been altered to allow
these students to obtain coiiege credit for nonexistent courses and
therefore, become or remain eligible for competition (Hardy,
1981/1982). A plethora of other Infractions includes Illegal
enticements to athletes, illegal drug and steroid use among student
athletes, and inappropriate use of research and grant moneys, etc.

Institutlional response to this wave of cheating Is important.

An effective educational process is based on the foundation of




cooperation among students, faculty and administration. Giving
credit for work done by another encourages sharing of findings and
establishes a basic cornerstone of trust which acts to further
develop knowledge. When acknowledgment of cne’s work is not given,
sharing will stop and limitations will be placed on progress. That
an Institutlon actlvely disccurages cheating or ignores it does not
lessen the importance of an atmosphere of honesty and trust in the
academic community, for trust Is basic to the pursuit of
knowledge. Honest work IS a measure of the level of knowledge a
student has obtained.

Institutional responses to cheating have been varied. Some
schools have active programs of detection and enforcement, while
the preference of others is to down play Incldents by Instlituting
elther light penalties or none at all, and hoping the problem will
disappear. Clearly, with the socletal fixation on litigation and
the long hours of =zceparation necessary for a college hearing,
(which can drag on for months and then be heard again In a court of
law), Instructors are frequently reluctant to become involved.
Some faculty prefer to handle cases themselves, by reducing a
grade, and thus open themselves up to charges of denying a student
due process.

Cheating has a long history in higher educatlon and is a
problem which Is unlikely ever to disappear completely from the
academic setting, unless the very nature of grades and academic

competition Is replaced by an academic focus on student progress in




and of Iitself. Since cheating is unllkely to dlsappear, and
because cheating is at least as much a problem on campuses today
(if not more) as it was 20 vears ago, it ls important to focus on
what we can iearn about cheating and what institutions can do to

prevent it.

Goals of the Study

A recent national cohort of college students was used to test
a new model for understanding what leads students to cheat and to
determine which college environments are most and least effective
in handling cheating problems.

This study is different from previous studies because it is
multi-institutional and longitudinal, involving a random sample of
1985 college freshmen who were followed-up In the summer of 1987
(two years after college matriculation) with a second survey. For
purposes of this study, cheating refers to academic honesty cases
only. A new predictive model for cheating was tested. Among the
student traits which will be studied are Drive and Ambition,
Academic Seif-concept and Effort. (See Methodology, Chapter IV for
a more complete description of these constructs).

A varlety of college environmental characteristics were
considered to assess how they might be related to cheating. Are
certalin schools, because of their selectivity, size, control, etc.,
more likely to have high levels of cheating than others? Are

institutional characteristics more or less Iimportant than




Individual student characteristics? A major purpose of thls study
was to determine which college characteristics predict cheating and
which characteristics Interact with student characteristics to
diminish or Increase cheating levels. For purposes of this study,
an administrative system is a formal academic honor system or
proctor system. Golng beyond the traditionally studied type of
administrative system used for handling cheating Ce.g., *honor
code"), the investigator identlfled particular characteristics of
the administrative system that effectively reduce cheating.
While the effectiveness of administrative systems for handling
cheating has been conslidered In several studies (Bowers 1964;
Campbell 1935), no Investigator has reported which particular
practices and methods used in these systems are effective.
Specifically, the goals of the study were:

1. To propose and test a new predictive model of why
students cheat. The Investigator postulated for this
mode! that cheating behavior is determined by the
Interactions of student’s drive and ambition,
academic self-concept, and effort.

2. To assess the effects of institutional
characteristics as they relate to cheating.

3. To compare the administrative climates of different
colleges to determine the relative strengths and
weaknesses of varlous administrative systems used to

deter and respond to infractions of academic honesty




regulations.

This study provides nationally relevant information about the
current college generation and the envircnments in which these
students are enrolled. Results from this study will be useful to
faculty, administrators and students who wish to discourage
cheating.

A review of the cheating literature Is provided in Chapter 2,
models and theories to be tested are described in Chapter 3, and an
explanation of the methodology is given In Chapter 4. The results
of the study and a discussion of the correlates of cheating
policles and behaviors are presented in Chapter 5, and the results
and discussion of the multivariate analysis is presented in Chaoter
6. Finally, a summary of the study Is provided along with the

investigators conclusions in Chapter 7.




CHAPTER I1

Review of the Literature

Although this review of the literature is focused on academlc
cheating in the United States, cheating is also a problem in other
countries and it should be noted that neither the phenomenon nor
the study is a recent development. Brickman (1961) reported that
when civil service examinations were given In Ancient China,
examinees were searched for hidden notes or other test aids and
were subsequently locked In cubicles for three days during the
examination. Both examinees and examiners were sentenced to death
for dishonesty, and despite all of these precautions and threats of
death, cheating occurred. The Gest Oriental Library at Princeton
University has an example of a "cribbing garment® which potential
cheaters could rent for these civil service examinations. Sewn
into the coat’s lining are 772 essays which are based on Confucian
writings.

A more recent example of cheating occurred at the School of
Commerce at Waseda University in Japan. Entrance examinations and
their corresponding answers were stolen, copled and sold for
approximately $40,000 (U.S.) to parents, who desperately wanted to
encoll their children in the institution (Chapman, 1980). At the
University of Bombay, India, an Incldent involving an

examinatlon-fixing scandal led to the resignations not only of the
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President of the University, but also of the state’s chief minister

and governor (Altbach, 1987).

Cheating Studies in the United States
Several major studles over the past 60 years have led to
Increased knowledge and understanding of cheating. In 1928,

Hartshorne and May undertook a major effort in this fleld with

their Studleg In the Nature of Character; their work has become a
classic reference. Their first volume, Studies in Deceit Is

particularly Important as a ploneering effort whose focus is
situational factors In cheating. Campbell (1935) also furthered
understanding of factors In cheating with his study of the
effectiveness of proctor systems and honor systems. His research
design was flawed in that he studied the same group of students
during two different times in history, and made direct comparisons
without acknowledging different time periods. The second study was
conducted after the honor system was dispensed with and the proctor
system Instituted at the college he was studying. His work,
however, paved the way for further studies of administrative
climate.

Bowers (1964) conducted a landmark study of colleges and
universities In which he surveyed 500 student body presidents and
600 deans for their oplnions about cheating. He later followed-up
his original survey with more in-depth information from 5,000

students at 99 institutions. His multi-instltutlonal data base has
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been helpful In focusing on a broader scope of student
characteristics and environmental Impacts related to cheating. The
major limitation of Bowers work was that it was cross-sectional in
nature: his analysis was limited to descriptive statistics and
cross tabulations.

Houston (1976a; 1976b; 1983a; 1983c; 1986) conducted a series
of studies that have advanced understanding of the classroom
environment as it relates to cheating, preventive measures for
cheating, and how faculty members can effectively control thelr own
classroom environments to maximize honesty.

A few recent studies have provided important information on
rates of cheating. Honlg (1986), the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction In Californla, released the results of a state
study (of over 1,000 elementary and 2,200 secondary students) which
indicate that approximately 75% of high school students had
cheated. Cole (1976; 1981) and Schab (1969a; 1969b; 1972; 1980a;
1980b) each added a longitudinal look at cheating behaviors. Cole
studied the Stanford honor code at three times in its history, and
Schab iooked at cheating behaviors of Georgia hich school students.

This lnvestlgator conducted a pilot study (Hanson, 1986) at
UCLA in the Spring of 1985. Two hundred undergraduates were
surveyed, and while 46% admitted cheating at UCLA, when asked about
specific behavjors (behaviors that were consldered cheating at some

schools), 75% admitted committing at least one of these behaviors

12




while at UCLA. Apparently there was both a lack of understanding

of, and/or agreement about, what is considered cheating.

Theories of Cheating
Although much research about cheating is atheoretical,
traditionally two opposing theories of cheating have been
considered. Proponents of one theory posit that cheating 1s the
result of a character flaw--there is a “dishonesty tralt® which
transcends several situations; an individual who would cheat in one
sltuation would act dishonestly In another. In other words, a
person’s cheating behavior Is consistent in a number of different
settings. According to the second theory, cheating is a
situationally-specific action; whether someone cheats in one
situation has little or nothing to do with how that person will act
in another setting. The student acts in accordance with the manner
in which that student has been taught to act under specific
conditions and 1f a student repeats certain types of behaviors, It
s because certain key factors are present In both situations.
Hartshorne and May <c1te& In Antlon & Michael, 1983) were the
flrst to report on the importance of situationally-specific
characteristics. They belleved that resisting the temptation to
cheat was the result of a sefies of environmental cues which an
Individual considered and to which he or she responded.
Most studies of cheating In which these two theories have been

examined have supported the situationally-specific doctrine.
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Antlon and Michael (1983), for example, found that, of all the
personality traits they examined, only anxiety was slightly
related to cheating. Other studies corroborating the
sltuationally-specific theory Include: Fischer (1970), Leming
(1980)>, Hetherington and Feldman (1964) Rogosin (1951) and Zastrow
(1970). 2astrow’s sample was so small, however, as to 1imit the
generalizability of his findings.

Burton reviewed the analysis of Hartshorne and May’s tests.
Using factor analysis, he extracted three factors, one of which
accounted for 50% of the variance. From this large factor, Burton
concluded that "there is an underlying trait of honesty which a
person brings with him to a resistance to temptation situaticn®
(Burton, 1963, p. 492). He concluded that there was a general
factor underlying the Inter-correlations, and that as tests for
honesty are more varied, the probability of similar responses will
decreagse. The work of White, Zielonka and Galer (1967) supports
Burton’s finding.

In examining these two theorles, researchers have tested the
importance of a variety of student personality and character traits
and environmental characteristics for their effects on cheating.
In this literature review, student characteristics, environmental
characteristics, cheating behaviors, and reasons for cheatling will
be examined. Sections on these issues will be followed by a

discussion of the methodological problems of research on cheating.
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Student Characteristics
Three broad categories of student characteristics will be
considered: demographics, pre-college tralts, and personallity and

psychological characteristics.

Demoaraphics

in this section we will consider four demographic categories:

gender, age, socioeconomic status, and religion.

Gender differences. In many studies, using samples from both

school children and college students, the relationship between
gender and cheating has been examined. The results are
confllcting, contradictory and confusing. Some investigators have
found that males cheat more (Astin, Panos & Creagar 1967; Baird,
1980; Bonjean & McGee, 1965; Bowers, 1964; Fakouri, 1972; Kelly &
Worrell, 1978; MNewhouse, 1982; Parr, 1936; and Schab, 1972).
Schab, in a longitudinal study of Georgla high school students,
found that boys cheated more than giris and that i0 years later,
when he foliowed up his originai sampie, he found giris, rather
than boys, were more likely to allow homework copylng (corroborated
by Cornehlsen, 1965). Astin, Panos and Creagar (1967), In the
Cooperative Research Program’s Freshman survey program, found that
in all lInstltutional settings men “cribbed* more on exams--a

finding corroborated by Cole (1976).
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Bowers (1964} also found men were more 1lkely to cheat, and
-concluded this behavior was the result of greater pressures faced
by men. (If this were the case, It would seem likely that today,
with the roles of the sexes more equal, the pressures facing both
male and female students would be similar and cheating differences
would diminish.>

Baird (1980) sampled 200 college students and found that males
cheated in more of thelr courses, used more cheating techniques and
cheated on a greater variety of tests. Conversely, he found that
females disapproved of cheating and, when they did cheat, they felt
more gullty than boys.

The results of the work of Hartshorne and May (cited in
Burton, 1963) supported the theory that girls cheat more. Uhlig
and Howes (1967) found girls cheated more in stress situations, but
less in non-stress situations. Leming (1980) found that women
cheated in high proportions under low-risk conditions. Jacobsen,
Berger and Millham (1970) found women cheated when "tempted;" males
did not, and that female cheating was related positlvely to need
for approval and self-satlisfaction.

Researchers who found no differences in cheating behaviors
between genders include Ackerman (1971), Fischer (1970), Houston
(1983b), Knowlton and Hamerlynck (1967), Rogosin (1951), Shelton
and Hill (1969) and Vitro and Schoer (1972).

Apparent dliscrepancles may be explalned by age differences

among those sampled, dates of studies (current versus dated), and
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lack of adequate controls. The discrepancies may alsc be because
of differences in measures of cheating or other confounding
variables. Clearly this Is one area in which the findings are

inconclusive and merit greater study.

Age. Traditionally, age has been measured by class standing.
In general, as age increases, so do the numbers of students who
cheat; however, once a student reaches college age, cheating levels
seem to vary and there is disagreement about which undergraduate
class cheats more. These discrepancies may be explained by
differing environmental factors or by adjustments students make In
study habits in order to meet the requirements of college work.
Researchers whose findings support the belief that cheating
increases as age or class standing increase include Hartshorne and
May, (cited in Bushway and Nash, 1977), Honlig, (1986), Parr (1936),
and Zastrow (1970).

Bowers (1964) looked at a varlety of cheating behaviors by
class levels and found that as students progressed through four
vears of college, the proportion of cheaters Increased; however,
the data reflect only small increases in the numbers of “new
cheaters.  Other researchers have reported, on the one hand, that
cheaters tend to be elther freshmen or sophomores (Campbell, 1935;
Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967), while Harp and Taletz (1966), on the
other hand, found cheating levels to be at thelr helight during a

student’s Jjunior and senior year. Student cheating levels may
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.fluctuate because of the development of better study skills or
better understanding of what is expected. Experience in the
college setting and greater confidence about one’s academic ability

could also account for this finding. -

Socloeconomic gtatys. Several studies have focused on a

number of socioeconomic status factors, although very few
Investigators have looked at race or ethnic origin as they relate
to cheating. Parr (1936 found students of Scandinavian descent
were more honest than those of other ethnic groups; Cole (1$76)
found no significant differences among the races, but found that
non-citizens belleve 1t Is a more serious offense to turn someone
In for cheating than to cheat oneself, and that non-citizens have
less commitment to the honor code. International students do not
necessarlly consider sharing answers a wrongful act, but rather may
see such sharing to be a means by which to cooperate with other
students (Christian, 1980; Stanwyck & Abdelal, 1984). Clearly,
honesty standards refiect cultural biases.

Bowers (i964) found cheating Increased as occupatlonal status
of' the student’s father decreased. Parr (1936) compared labor and
professional families, and discovered twice as many students from
labor families cheated as those from professional families. Burton
(1963) looked at school setting and found that children from higher
soclal classes were more honest than those from the lower-classes.

These findings may be explained by a variety of confounding factors
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including educational levels, income levels, and belief in the
value of education.

There is a weak relationship between cheating and parental
education.  Students whose fathers are college graduates, when
compared with those whose fathers did not attend college, are less
likely to cheat. Likewise, students whose mothers at least
attended college are less llkely to cheat than students whose
mothers were not educated beyond high school (Bowers, 1964).
Centra (1970) found that those students who were less bothered by
cheating and less likely to report cheatling tended to be those
parents who were not highly educated, not wealthy, and who had
low-level positions of employment; however, Bowers (1964) and Parr
(1936) found no relationship between parental income and college

cheating.

Religjon. A few researchers have looked at the effects of
religion and rellglous practice on cheating. Bonjean and McGee
(1965) sampled college studer;ts on two campuses and found that
students who were very active in a religion were much less likely
to cheat than either Inactive or moderately active students.
Bowers (1964) found Jews and Catholics to have higher levels of
cheating than Protestants. Smith, Ryan and Diggins ¢1972) found
that for males there were no signiflcant differences among student
cheaters by rellglon; however, among women, Jews had the highest

level of cheating. Religion and its relation to cheating is
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probably confounded by a variety of institutional qualities,

including any religious affiliation of the college.

Pre-College Activity Tralts

Achievement and intelligence, often measured by grades and
I.Q., are ameng the most frequently studied determinants of
cheating. The findings strongly suggest that cheating is
associated with lower, rather than higher levels of achievement and
intelllgence. Hartshorne and May (cited in Burton, 1963} found
honesty to be positively correlated with I.Q. Johnson and Gormley
(1972) studied fifth graders and also found that non-cheaters had
higher I.Q. scores than cheaters. Flischer (1970), however, found
no differences between cheaters and non-cheaters on measures of
I.q.

With respect to general ﬁeasures of Intelligence, research
indicates that cheaters have lower levels of measured intelligence
than non-cheaters. Using the Ohio State Literacy Test, Campbell
found cheaters to be "slightly less intelligent® (Campbell, 1935,
pP.74). Howells (1938), in a study of high school students,
measured achievement by scores on a European history test and found
cheating negatively correlated with grades. White, Zlelonka and
Gaier (1967) found female cheaters had significantly lower general
intelligence.

Cheating has also been studied in relation to achievement.

Many investligators have documented an inverse relationship between




grades and cheating (i.e., as grades decrease, cheating Increases)
(Antion & Michael, 1983; Baird, 1980; Bonjean & McGee, 1965;
Bowers, 1964; 1966b; Bronzaft, Stuart & Blum, 1973; Creagar &
Astin, 1968; Drake, 1941; Fakouri, 1972; Goldsen, Rosenberg,
Willlams & Suchman, 1960; Hetherington & Feldman, 1964; Honig,
1986; Parr, 1936; Vitro, 1971).

A few authors report that according to their studies, cheating
Is unrelated to achlevément (Ellenberg, 1973; Qaks, 1975; Singhal,
1982). 1In general, It is problematic to consider grades as a cause
of cheating, as one can not determine with certainty if good grades
are in part the result of successful cheating.

Reasons for attending college have also been related tc
cheating. Bowers (1964) found that students who went to college
for reasons pertaining to the intrinsic values of education cheated
in smaller percentages than those students who went to college for
other reasons. Bowers’ study, however, may reflect a student mood
of the past. This Idea has not been explored in any recent

studies.

Personality and Psvchological Characteristics

Many researchers have tried to assess the Importance of a
variety of student personality and psychological characteristics
that relate to cheating behavior. It is in this area of research
that we find the most theory, although the theories are often

implicit (l.e., not clearly stated but implied by the selection of
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personality traits to be studied). The first implicit theory is
suggested by the negative association between self-conflidence and
cheating: Students with low self-confidence are more inclined to
cheat because they fear they do not have the ability to succeed.

Honig (1986>, quoting from a symposium on cheating,
acknowledged that a lack of self-confidence often is a common
characteristic among those students who cheat. This is true even
ameng those students who are highly motivated and successful: they
cheat to attain even higher levels of success. White, Zielonka and
Galer (1967 conducted a study of 179 female students at a private
women’s college and at a state university to identify personality
and situational determinants of cheating. While their focus was on
testing whether cheating was situationally specific or a
characterological trait based on basic dishonesty, one of the
Interesting findings of their work was that cheaters had poorer
self-concepts than non-cheaters.

In a related study, Aronson and Metee (1968) provided false
feedback to students after having them complete a personality
Inventory. The information Indicated they had either high, medium
or low self-esteem. Students then participated in a card game and
were given opportunities to cheat in a manner that seemed
Impossible to detect. Significantly more students from the low
self-confidence group cheated than from the high self-confldence
group. While the propriety of applying this finding from a card

game to an academic cheating situation is questionable, findings
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nevertheless point out the importance of self-concept as it relates
to cheating.

Using a more academically oriented setting, Millham (1974)
gave 100 students from the University of Miaml and Miami-Dade
Junior Coliege feedback that they either met or failed to meet
"college norms." Students who were given negative feedback about
their academic abllities were significantly higher in cheatlng
levels than those given success feedback.

Vitro and Schoer (1972) sampled 611 fifth and sixth grade
students. One of the key variables the authors considered was
"probability of success,* which they operationalized as-
self-confidence. Students were given a pretest followed by
randomly given feedback that they had either done very well or very
poorly. Based on this Information, in combination with both risk
of detection and test importance, the authors found that
probability of success had significant effects on cheating when
combined either with (a) high test Importance and low risk of
detection, or (b) low test importance and high risk of detection.
They believed this to be an important finding as probability of
success--confldence in one’s abllity--was determined Iin thls study
to be the most Important variable studied. Vitro and Schoer
suggested that, in order to reduce cheating, more time should be
spent increasing students’ confldence and less time monitoring

tests.




Houston and Ziff (1976) found that more cheating followed a
success than a fallure experience.  Students were tested in a
laboratory setting, given feedback unrelated to their actual
performance and, for incentive to cheat, offered bonus experimental
credit points towards class requirements. Houston (1977a) also
looked at confidence (as it related to anticipated success-failure)
and test importance. Using a targeted seating method in which he
randomly targeted seats In certain rows, he tabulated the number of
incorrect answers each targeted student had in common with those
students in adjacent seats. He then compared numbers of Incorrect
responses wlth'randomly seated students in other parts of the room.
The number of incorrect answers that the farther-removed students
had in common with the students in the targeted seat was compared
with the number of Incorrect answers by students in the adjacent
seat. The degree of answer copying was determined by the
difference in overlap between the adjacent student and students
removed from the target. Houston’s results indicate that
anticlpated success correlates positively with answer copying, and
that cheating difference scores also correlate positively with
confidence (r = .49, » < .01). The higher the students’
confidence, the more answer copying occurred. Houston found that
antlclipated success and confldence serve as stronger predictors of
cheating in combination than they do when considered independently

of each other.
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Jacobsen, Berger and Millham (1970) reported a study along
similar lines; they Investigated the relationship between fallure
In a social setting and testing situation to one aspect of
self-esteem: self-satisfaction (which is defined as the congruence
between anticipated success and asplrations: i.e., desired ievel of
performance). Jacobsen et al. hypothesized that students with high
esteem would be sensitive to failure and would cheat more because
failing would be Inconsistent with their self-images; the findings
in the study confirmed thelr hypothesis.

In a related study, Houston (1978) tested the hypotheses that
cheating might be related, in a curvilinear fashion, to anticipated
success. He speculated that students antlicipating sure success or
sure failure might find cheating less functional and not cheat,
while students in the medium range might cheat more because of its
perceived usefuiness. Using an experimental laboratory setting in
which money rather than grades served as the motlivatlon to cheat,
Houston found that students with moderate self-esteem cheated more
than those with elther the high or low esteem.

One might ponder why there are discrepancies ln whether high
or low self-esteem leads to more cheating. It ls possible that
perceived usefulness of cheating could account for them, or that
different deflinitlions of self-concept, different Incentives to
cheat, etc., are responsible for the differences. Or, the
differences might be accounted for by uncontrolled-for

interactions.




Another characteristic that has been examined in relation to
cheating Is drive or motivation. McClelland, Atkinson, Clark and
Lowell (1953; cited In Johnson, 1981), found that individuals with
high need for achievement were, by definition, more concerned about
attaining success than were those defined as low-need achievers.
Johnson hypothesized that students with high need for achievement
were more likely to cheat. He sampled 51 males enrolled in a
Midwestern community college introductory psychelogy class. He
found that almost half (8) of the 17 members of the high-need group
cheated (by ralising their scores) while only one of the 17 low-need
achievers cheated.

Smith, Ryan and Diggins, using a sample of approximately 100
undergraduates at two large urban Institutions, looked at "motive
to achieve" (which they defined as a disposition to attaln success
In order to realize pride In accomplishment) and *motive to avoid
fallure® (which they defined as an effort to "avold negative
feelings that accompany fallure®) (Smith, Ryan and Diggins, 1972,
P. 641). The authors hypothesized that those who had a strong
drive to achieve would not cheat because cheating would obliterate
any sense of pride in doing weii; however, Smith, et al. found no
significant relationship between the two variables. The lack of
support for the hypothesized relationship leads the investigator to
speculate that under certain clircumstances, high need for
achievement (or hligh drive) might In fact lead to cheating

behavior.
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Another characteristic--degree of effort--has been studied to
determine its relationship with cheating. Astin (1985) found
student time to be a key educational resource. Time is a finite
quality, and degree of effort Is an important measure of prioritles
and behavior. In relatively few studies have Investigators locked
at actual study effort of studente, while a great many researchers
have focused on the fruits of those efforts--grades. Bowers (1964)
found that students who cheat tend to be those students "who study
neither long nor efficiently.* (Bowers, 1964, page 83). No matter
how many the number of hours spent, a student who keeps up with his
or her academic work is less likely to cheat than the student who
Is unable to keep up. Furthermore, even those students who have
not mastered the work are less llkely to cheat if they spend a
great deal of time studying. Bowers found an inverse relatlonship
between time spent studying and percentages of self-reported
cheating.

With regard to effort, Houston (1976c) looked at the effects
of stucv time distractions. Using a 90-item recall test, he found
that distracted stu‘dents did not learn as well initially; when
students were distracted, they copied answers. Additionally, he
found that students In some Instances performed better [f they
expected that they would be able to cheat (1977b).

Hetherington and Feldman (1964) confirmed that cheaters
exerted little effort. Goldsen, Rosenberg, Williams and Suchman

(1960) found that those who did not attend class cheated more than
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those who did attend class. Ackerman (1971), however, found no
difference in cheating levels between students who did and did not
attend class.

While all three of these traits--self-confidence, drive, and
degree of effort--have been studlied independentiy, they have not
been examined in combination. Having a better sense of how these
variables interact might provide a more thorough understanding of
cheating.

Kelly and Worrell (1978) studied the psychological qualities
of male and female cheaters and found that male cheaters are
*aggressive, antagonistic, vindictive and intefpersonally
domineering” (page 186). Male cheaters, they suggest, tend to
depend on external sources for personal approval, are loud, demand
attention, and are vindictive as opposed to cooperative. Among
females, the cheater tends to be more socially allenated,
thrill-seeking and is unconcerned about bodily harm. The female
cheater is "less impulse controlling. . .and more llkely to seek
attention through consplcuous, demonstrative behavior than the
non-cheater* (p. 186>. She Is more rebellious and non-conformist
than the noncheating female. White, Zielonka and Galer (1967)
found female cheaters to lack emotional maturity, but to be
friendly and outgolng.

Cheaters have also been found to be more anxious than
non-cheaters (Antion & Michael, 1983; White, Zielonka, & Gaier,

1967). Shelton and Hill (1969) found a relationship between
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cheating and anxlety In the instance when Information about
another’s performance was provided to students. In this case,
students with high anxlety cheated more. Conversely, Bronzaft,
Stuart, and Blum (1973) found cheating behaviors did not differ on
the basis of anxlety.

Need for approval has also been studied In relatlon to
cheating. Results of several studies have indicated that cheaters
have more need for approval than non-cheaters (Kelly & Worrell,
1978; Jacobsen, Berger & Millham, 1970; Millham, 1974). Millham
(1974) looked at attribution (the need to attribute to one’s self
socially valued characteristics and to deny socially undesirable
characteristics) In relation to need for approval. He found that
women cheaters have higher attribution scores than do women
non-cheaters; men, in measures of attribution, showed no
significant differences between cheaters and non-cheaters.
Finally, women cheaters had higher attributlon scores than men
cheaters.

Other researchers have studied the relation of neurosis to
cheating. Hetherington and Feldman (1964) found cheaters to be
more neurotic than non-cheaters and Campbell (1933) confirmed this
finding. Campbell also found cheaters to be less self-sufficient,

more dominant and more introverted than non-cheaters.
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Environmental Characteristics of Colleges

While students bring with them to college certain personal
characteristics and traits that may affect their chances of
cheating, college environments can also affect cheating behaviors.
Astin (1968) found that the types of changes occurring in students
during thelr college years may depend In part on the type of
college the student attends. Research on the effects of college
environments can be separated into four categories: college
characteristics, college involvement, the administrative climate,

and the classroom environment.

College Characteristics

A varlety of college characteristics have been studied to
determine the effects of the institutlonal environment on cheatling.
Selectivity is one institutional characteristic that has received a
considerable amount of attention. Bowers (1964) found that the
lower the institutional selectivity, the higher the proportion of
cheaters. He explained this finding by suggesting that the more
seiective schools have more academically-oriented students who
concentrate more on their studies and are better prepared for the
rigors of academic life. Centra (1970) studied attitudes toward
cheating and found a relationship between. attitudes and
selectivity. He believed that lenient student attitudes resulted

In lenient behavior--that 1s, the more lenient the attitude, the
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more cheating occurred. Results indicate that, the more selectlive
the institution, the less lenient student’s attltudes.

Levine (1980) compared 1969 and 1976 student responses to the
statement "some forms of cheating are necessary to get the grades I
want." At the less selective institutions (Doctorate Granting
Universities II, Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I and II,
and Research Universities II) higher percentages of students were
found to agree with this opinion than in the Doctorate Granting
Universities I, and Research Universities I. Given that the types
of Iinstitutions where students agreed with the statement are all
large institutions, there may be some confounding of selectivity
and size. Centra (1970 found students at Cathbllc’s men’s
colleges had by far the most lenient attitude toward cheating; he
credited this result to the fact that these schools appear to be
less selective,

Contradictory findings were reported by Honig (1986), who
found that, in general, students in high schools with higher
achlevement (as measured by a standardized state test) cheated
more. The second highest level of cheating, however, occurrea at
schools with the lowest achievement levels. The least cheating
occurred in schools with moderate achievement. Because this study
was conducted In California publlic high schools, it Is difficult to
generalize from the results. [t does suggest, however, that
selectivity has gome kind of relatlonship--aithough a compiex

one--to cheating levels.
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The relationship of college size to cheating has also been
studied. Researchers have confirmed that colleges with greater
rates of cheating tend to be ones that have the largest numbers of
students (Bowers, 1964; Goldsen, Rosenberg, Williams & Suchman,
1960>. Coeducational institutions tend to have greater levels of
cheating than single-sex Institutions (Bowers, 1964; Centra, 1970)
and men’s colleges have higher levels of cheating than women’s
colleges (Bowers, 1964; Centra, 1970>. Contradicting his earlier
finding, Bowers and Salem (1969) found that the highest rates of
plagiarism and exam copying occurred at men’s colleges.

Astin, Panos and Creagar (1967) found that the highest
percentages of students who report cribbing on an exam come from
Catholic, four-year colleges (25%), two-year public colleges (24%),
and public four-year colleges (22%). Conversely, the lowest levels
of cribbing occurred at Protestant four-year colleges (15%) and
private nonsectarian four-year colleges (18%).

Very little attention has been given to either the region or
racial composition of the college. Astin (1967) found the colleges
in the Northeast had relatively severe policles agalnst cheating,
but those In the Southeast had the most severe policies. Colleges
in the West and the Southwest were the most permissive toward
cheating. With regard to race, he found that historically black

colleges tended to be relatively permissive.
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Coliege Involvement

Within every campus setting there is a wide variety of
activities and opportunities for involvement. Just as
opportunities and activities vary between campuses, so too do the
effects of different types of involvement.

Astin (1977, 1985) looked at !nvolvements as a way to measure
and understand student gains and growth during the college years.
He defined involvement as "the amount of physical and psychological
energy that the student devotes to the academic experience.* This
Investigator believes that involvements can be viewed in general
categories. The five kinds of involvement examined In this review
are the major field, general, academic and social, extracurricular,

and athletic.

- Major field. The student’s major field has been found to be
a factor related to cheating. Students with low involvement and
low interest In their major area, for instance, cheated more than
those who either were not sure of thelr interest or who were very
interested (Goidsen, Rosenberg, Williams & Suchman ¢1960). Bowers
(1964> studied student cheaters by major and probable career and
found the highest proportions of cheating occurred in business and
commerce (66%), engineering (58%) and education (52%). The lowest
percentages occurred In language (37%) humanities (39%) and history
and area studies (43%). Bailrd (1980) also found that business

students cheated more than education or liberal arts students, and
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that llberal arts and educatlion students were more disapproving of
cheating. Harp and Taletz (1966) looked at the effects of major
fleld and found higher levels of reported cheating for engineering
students (50%) and agricultural students (42%). Cole (1981) found
that englneering students consistently reported higher levels of
cheating than did students majoring in sciences/math, social
science and humanitles. OCaks (1975), however, found that the
highest level of cheating occurred with mathematics majors.
Anderson (1957) looked at the effects of attitude in
combinatlion with major field. Graduate education students had the
strictest attitude against cheating, whereas sophomores in arts and
sclence and in commerce had the most lenient attitude. Since
attitudes affect behavior, this might account for higher cheating
levels among some students. It 1is clear that major and Its
relation o cheating is an area that deserves further

congsideration.

Geperal involvement. Newhouse (1982) reported on involvement

and alienation as they relate to student expectations of faculty,
student body, administration, student services and school. He
found that the more alienated a student was, the more likely that
student was to cheat.

Students who saw cheating but would take no action against
cheaters were those who were less involved. These students studled

less, received poorer grades In high school, and seemed less

34




interested in getting good college grades (Centra, 1976). Findings
of Bowers (1964) and Harp and Taletz (1966) are consistent with
those of Centra.

Goldsen, Rosenberg, Willlams and Suchman (1960) found cheating
was related to what they labeled a "general depreciation of the
academic experlience" (p.74). They found cheaters to be
disenchanted with school work, unsuccessful, and uninterested.
Conversely, the student who was enthusiastic about school and
learning was less likely to cheat.

One indicator of involvement is the actual amount of time
gspent on-campus and at school (Astin, 1977). On-campus residence
Increases persistence and satisfaction. Bowers (1964) found that
deans, student body presidents and students themselves estimated
that at institutions in which there is a high proportion of
students living in on-campus residences, cheating decreases.
Students who spend a good deal of time on-campus tend to have
relatively fewer distractions and other pressures on their time
than students who live at home and commute,' live off-campus, or
only attend school part-time and are occupied with other roles or
commitments that take the focus away from college and

college-related activities.

Academic and socjal involvement. Students who are involved in

a variety of academic activities have an academic orientation which

facilitates growth and learning. Bowers (1964; 1966a, 1966b)
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classified students according to'what he termed orientation. His
measures of orientation were major field of study, goals of
education, friends with whom students associated and soclal
actlvities in which they participated. He found that the student
attending college who had an academic orientation was less !llikely
to cheat than the student who had a soclal orientatlon. Of the
sociai orientation Bowers stated, *Students who place érlmary
value on the social reasons for going to college are somewhat more
likely to cheat than those who attend because of intellectual
Interests even after differences In academic performance are taken
Into account® (1966a, p. 22). Bowers found that the college
student with a soclal orientation tends to place high priority on
developing Interpersonal relationship sklills and matrimonial
skills, and also tends to focus on occupational training. Not
surprisingly, students concerned with social involvement tend to be
highly represented in fraternities and sororities, spend more time
drinking with friends, and date more.

Several studies have reported on the effects of fraternity and
sororily memberships as they reiate to cheating. The perception
that fraternity and sorority membership is linked to cheating s
furthered by some of the cheating "lore." Clinton Rossiter, an
undergraduate fraternity member at Cornell, wrote a paper on the
national presidency and dutlfully made a copy for his fraternity to
keep on file in their house "library® of papers. As a faculty

member at Cornell several years later, he was surprised to receive
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the same paper (hls paper) submitted by a student, currently a
member of his fraternity (Einsiedler, 1972; Howells, 1938).
Researchers who have looked at fraternity and sorority
membership have found membershlp Is positively related to cheating
(Bonjean & McGee, 1965; Bowers, 1964; Centra, 1970; Drake, 1941;
Harp & Taietz, 1966; Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967; Parr, 1936;
Stannard & Bowers, 1970>. Balird (1980) found that fraternity and
sorority members cheated more frequently on more types of
examinations, and that their cheating methods were more likely to
include cooperative techniques--copying homework, usiag hand
signals, taking tests for friends. Bowers (1964) found the
stronger the affiliation with the house, the more 1likely the

student is to cheat.

Extracurricular involvement. During the college years there

are many opportunities to participate in a wide variety of
activities. Given the time constraints that students face, those
students who are highly involved in extracurricular activities have
less time to devote to their academic work. While the value of
extracurricular invoivement is not questioned, this focus does
point to an orlentation away from academics. Parr (1936) ‘found
that the greater the number of activities in which students
participated, the greater the proportion of cheaters. Astin (1968)
and Zastrow (1970> found that having a Jjob correlated with

cheating, and Astin speculated that either the student worker had
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less time to study or found It easier to admit and Jjustify cheating
behavior because he or she was working.

Johnson and Gormley (1972) found that student cheaters were
more involved in clubs than non-cheaters, and that they held more
leadership positions. Students who were Iinvolved In campus
political activities demonstrated the highest percentage of
cheating (Parr, 1936).

Athletjc involvement. Students who were very athletlically

Involved spent a lot of time in various aspects of their sports.
Not only are these students expected to train long hours, but
during competition seasons they are required to travel, to eat at
the training table, and to engage In other activities which focus
attentlon on the sport and detract from an academic orientation.
Parr (1936 found that after campus political involvement, students
who participated in athletics had the second highest rate of

cheating. No recent work has been published on this area.

Administrative Climate

Policies and rules. The ways in which institutions respond to

cheating clearly affects the environment for cheating. Policles,
rules, and enforcement practices thus help to shape student’s
perceptions of what Is expected and how much cheating will be

tolerated. it is _important that information about both stated
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rules and enforcement of the rules is made avajlable te the
academic community. If a schoe! has a severe pollicy, yet cases are
not reported, then the policy is llkely to be Ineffectlve.
Houston, (1976; cited in Barnett and Dalton, 1981) found that
cheating increases when there is little danger of cheaters being
apprehended.

Administrative modelg. There are two main administrative
models for dealing with academic honesty: the proctor system and
the honor system. There is no universally accepted definition of a
proctoring system, but in general the professor or some other
authority stays in the room during examinations and *"proctors' or
polices the room to prevent cheating. The role of the proctor is
to assure that honesty prevalls and to catch violators; students
are not necessarily trusted to be honest on their own. The faculty
member s supposed to report infractions which are observed.

Conversely, in a formal honor system, students are made
responsible for honesty in their own work. The system’s foundation
Is mutual trust. Students make a commitment to adhere to a
standard of honesty in their academic work. At some schools, the
concept of honor applies not only to academic work, but to all
aspects of life. Bowers (1964) found that single-sex colleges were
more likely to have honor systems, and that honor systems were
particularly effective at men’s schools.

In both types of system, faculty play a critical role.

Results of studies suggest that rates of detection by faculty are
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much higher than actual rates of reported Instances (Singhal, 1982;
Wright and Kelly, 1974). Some faculty, it appears, are not aware
of the rules, and hence do not follow Institutional policy.
Additionally, with the greater societal emphasis on litigation and
the hours of preparation time necessary for hearings, it is easier
for faculty to look the other way, or to deal with the infraction
personally. Wright and Kelly (1974) found that some faculty
believe that infractions should be handled between the instructor
and the student.

There is some debate about the effectiveness of both types of
systems. Bowers (1964), Campbell (1935), Canning (1956>, Cole
(1981), Fischer (1970) and Williams and Barth (1967) all found that
cheating was less llkely to occur In an honor system setting.
Conversely, Ackerman (1971), Hardy (1981/1982), and Leming (1980)
found that students cheat more in unproctored situations.
Williams” (1969) results suggest that students belleve an honor
system promotes cheating.

These discrepancies might be explained by looking beyond each
type of system to the actual characteristics or components of the
system In operation. One important factor with either kind of
system is student attitude. Students often perceive academic
honesty as an institutional concern rather than a student concern.
Bowers (1966a) found that the greatest deterrent to cheating was
peer disapproval, and that students who cheated in high school and

stopped when they got to college were those who attended colleges
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with a strong climate of peer disapproval. Likewise, students who
cheated for the first time In college attended schools with weak
peer disapproval.

Certainly, the student culture does not strongly condemn
cheating (Barnett & Dalton, 1981, Henricks, 1958; Trabue, 1962).
Seventy-five percent of the students surveyed by Baird (1980) feit
cheating to be a normal part of student life. The ways to which
cheating is referred Indicate its acceptance: "the good nelghbor
policy," *"the flying wedge," “the wandering eye," and
“collaboration.* Furthermore, attitude towards cheating is related
to cheatlng behavior. Student cheaters have much more lenient or
positive attitudes toward cheating (Fakouri, 1972; Homant &
Rokeach, 1970; Sherrill, Horowitz, Friedman & Salisbury, 1970),
tend to exaggerate the number of cheaters (Knowlton & Hamerlynck,
1967; Sherrill, Horowitz, Friedman & Salisbury, 1970) and express
less concern that cheating is a problem (Sherrill, Horowitz,
Friedman & Salisbury, 1970).

Size seems to have a relationship to the system of control for
academic honesty. Small colleges tend to have honor systems while
large colleges more often do not, and colleges with honor systems

have lower rates of dishonesty (Bowers, 1964).

Communication. Some investigators have looked more directly

at administrative pollicles. This work relates to how ruies and
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reminders are communicated to students and how information about
sanctions is given to the community.

Most schools provide students with some information about
their honor code during orientation or in written form Chandbooks,
catalogues or other materlals). While none of the research
reported In the literature describes the effectiveness of these
various means, some attention has been given to familiarity with
the rules. It was found that students more correctly perceive the
rules when they are under an honor system (Willlams & Barth, 1967).
Cole (19763 found, however, that cheaters knew no more or less
about regulations than non-cheaters.

There is no published research on the frequency of in-class
reminders about academic honesty; several researchers, however,
have looked at the effectiveness of reminders and threats as means
of reducing cheating. Fischer (1970) looked at five classroom
conditions for elementary school children related to appeals to
honesty. She found significantly higher levels of cheating when
either an informative appeal toc honesty (l.e., "lets all be
honest") or only directions to the test were given. Lower levels
of cheating were found in situations where there was a threat of
punishment (cheaters will have to write a sentence S0 times about
cheating or write numbers repeatedly) and a public affirmation of
the honesty value (students were asked to state why they would ﬁot

cheat.)
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Houser (1982) found in her work with fourth, fifth and sixth
graders that coercion was the only type of strategy that was
effective In controlllng cheating.

Title and Rowe (1973) examined the effects of a general appeal
to honesty and threat with college students. The threat given
students was that their examinations would be randomly checked and
student cheaters punished. Moral appeal was found to be
ineffective. There were several possible factors which could have
influenced this outcome, however, including the use of non-random
groups, the elimination of the opportunity to cheat for students
who received perfect scores, and the fact that students’
examinations were kept overnight (secretly graded by the professor)
and returned the next day for student self-grading. Because it is
unusual to keep papers overnight and then allow students to grade
them, students might have been susplicious.

Title and Rowe (1974) tried a second varlation of their
experiment by testing trust, punishment threat, and moral appeal.
They found that the threat of being caught and punished was more
effective than either trust or moral appeal.

Houston (1983b) extended thls work by testing the
effectiveness of threats In a large classroom setting with
multiple-choice examinations. Using his target-adjacent seating
overlap method (described earlier), he tested levels of threat
deterrents. One group was gliven no caution, one group a caution

similar to Title and Rowe’s, and the third group was told that all

43




cheating would be detected and gullty students would receive scores
of zero. Houston found threats were effective only among students
who scored above the mean on a previous exam. Students scoring
below the mean on an earlier exam did not change their cheating
behavior as a result of threats. The results of this experiment
suggested that achlevement level can Indeed affect the student’s
propensity to cheat.

Severity of sanction. Closely related to threat is severity
of sanctions. It Is important to determine the rules as well as
their consistency and likelihood of enforcement. If a school has
severe sanctions, but the cases are not reported, the sanctions are
llkely to be Ineffective as a deterrent. Additlionally, because of
need for confidentiality, administrators are often reluctant to
provide the academic community with feedback for fear of
Inadvertent disclosure of student identity.

Astin (1968) examined severity of administrative policy and
found that cheating Is negatively related to severe adminlstrative
policy against cheating. The more severe the penalty a student
would pay }or violating the norm, the less likely students are to
cheat. He explained this by concluding that elther severe policles
are effective discouragements to cheating or severe policies
discourage faculty from reporting infractions because the likely
consequences of being found gullty are so serious. Honor system
schools, of course, tend to have the most severe policies against

cheating (Salem & Bowers, 1970).
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Salem and Bowers (1970> also looked at types of sanctions that
were imposed for academic honesty cases and found that only 18% or
less of the academic honesty cases they examined resulted in
dismissal or suspension. Most frequent courses of action included
a falling grade on a paper or exam. This finding was conflrmed by
Sewall, Drake and Lee, (1980, May 26). Only a very few cases
resuit in warnings, reprimands or censures.

Astin (1968) found that unless information about numbers of
cases adjudicated and penalties imposed Is provided, rules were
often found unconvincing as a means of prevention. Bowers found
that student attitudes were not affected Sy imposing formal
sanctions, but that student behaviors were. Salem and Bowers
(1970) found that formal sanctions in and of themselves, were not a
deterrent to cheating, except in an academic honor system.

Hearing board constituency. The constituent make-up of
hearing or adjudication boards appears also to be related to
cheating. Bowers (1966b) found most cases were either adjudicated
oy faculty groups {(31%>, the next most by student groups (18%), and
the least by administrators (i4%). Bowers aiso found the cheating
level to be lcwer at schools where the responsibility for deallng
with cases was given to the students. Schools that have either
faculty-centered control or faculty-studént control had higher

levels.
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Clearly, current information is needed in this area tc better
understand the effects of administrative climate on student

cheating behaviors.

Classroom Environment

While little attention has been focused on administrative
ciimate, a great deal has been discovered about the classroom, and
this will be reviewed briefly here.

Test Importance has been determined to be a factor related to
cheating. Houston (1976b) found copying to be minimal when a test
was not being used in determination of the course grade. Vitro and
Schoer (1972) found test importance to Interact with high risk and

. low probability of success and low risk and low probabllity of
Ssuccess. Johnson and Gormley (1971) investigated cheating on tests
among Naval ROTC students. Those students for whom the test had
the most Importance--career officer candidates--cheated more
frequently.

Seating arrangement is another area which has been explored.
Bovers {1964) found that more cheating occurred in ciassrooms where
seating was staggered and students sat In assigned seats.
Sherrill, Salisbury, Horowitz and Friedman (1971) looked at the
effects of voluntary seating. They found that cheaters separated
themselves from non-cheaters. Houston (1983a, 1976b) examined the
effects of seating on answer copying. Using his targeted-adjacent

seating method, he found that answer copying occurs from those in
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the Iimmediately adjacent seats-~to either side of the targeted
seat, but not from those In the seats in front of the targeted
seat. Nor were any significant differences found for answer
copying between the front of the room and the back. He also looked
at the effect of assigning seats and free seating (1986). He found
that free seating had significantly higher levels of answer
copying. Finally, using alternate columns of seating (l.e., seats
directly adjacent to targeted students are left empty) Houston
(19762) found that cheating levels decreased from side positions,
and that copying from the front position did not increase.

Test forms and item order are also related to levels of
cheating. Houston (1983a) found that use of alternate test forms
for multiple choice examinations was not effective in deterring
cheating primarily because students were able to unscramble
question order. He did find, however, that If alternate test forms
incorporated changes in the order of both test questions and the
answers, cheating 1s decreased. Hardy (1981/1982) found more
cheating to occur when a single form of an examination was used.

Sneiton and Hill (1969) examined the effects of knowing about
peer performance and achlevement and found cheating occurred when
feedback about successful peer performance was provided to
students. Interestingly, the more specific the information, the
greater the likelihood that students would cheat. Additionally,
students are more llkely to cheat if It Is improbable that they

will get caught (Leming, 1980; Vitro & Schoer, 1972). Houston
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(1977a) found that expecting success comblned with a low risk of

detection leads to cheating.

Cheating Behaviors and Reasons for Cheating

The literature shows clearly that there are wide varlatlons
both In amounts of cheating reported and In types of cheating
behaviors; many factors can affect the actual levels of cheating
detected. Because Investigators have addressed a wide variety of
cheating behaviors, it is hard to discern trends (increases and
decreases) over tlme. Some researchers examine cheating in a
speciflc class, whlle others examine cheating during college, or
cheating Incidents In one’s I1ifetime. Reports of Increases or
decreases in cheating are often misleading or invalid. Very few
cheating studies are replicated, so unless there is a longitudinal

approach, comparlsons are meaningless,

Cheating Behaviors

Just as amounts of cheating differ, so too do actual kinds of
cheating behaviors reported. Different types of cheating behaviors
have been examined in several studies .;nd the frequency of
different behaviors has been monitored.

Barnett and Dalton (1981) found that, of the seven types of
behaviors that were most commonly agreed upon as cheating by

students and faculty, six related to cheating on examinations.

Oaks (1975) found (a) that students most frequently related
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cheating to exam slituations and (b) that exam cheating was more
frequently consldered cheating than other behaviors. This finding
was conflirmed by Eve and Bromley (1981).

Several investligators have discovered that cheating on exams
is the most frequently admitted cheating behavior. Bowers (1964)
found exam cheating to be the most frequently admitted type of
cheating, accounting for 59% of reported incidents in his sample of
5000 coliege students. Cole (1976, 1980) found that cheating on
examinations was consistently reported In hligcher proportions than
cheating in other situations. Additionally, in a study of 681
undergraduates at a southwestern. state university, the two most
frequently reported cheating behaviors were found to be giving
another student answers during an exam and copying answers from
another student during an exam, with reported percentages of 43 and
42 respectively (Eve and Bromley, 1981). Nuss (1984) found that
students belleve exam cheating is more serious than other types of
cheating. Finally, in a study of UCLA students (Hanson, 1986), the
frequency of 18 different cheating behaviors was examined. It was
discovered that the most frequent admissions of cheating were
related to exam taking.

When soliciting opinions as to what ls considered cheating,
more faculty (84%) see copying homework as a serlous offense than
do students (48%) (Barnett and Dalton, 1981). Bowers (1964), Cole
(1976, 1981) and Hanson (1986) each report relatively moderate

levels of self-reported homework copying--10% to 20% of students
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admitted this behavior. Schab (1980a) found that $0% of the boys
and 95% of the giris In hls Georgia high school student sample
admitted to copylng homework. - Singhal (1982) reported that 62% of
his students admitted copying homework. Singhal, however, asked
about lifetime behavior while the other four researchers asked

about behavior in the past year Cor In the current institution).

Reasong for Cheating

There are a'gfeat many studies in which an effort is made to
pinpoint the reasons why students cheat. The most frequently cited
reason for cheating is the pressure to get good grades (Adams,
1960; Baird, 1980; Barnett & Dalton, 1981; Bowers, 1966b; Farley,
1974; Hanscn, 1986; Houston, 1976b; Montor, 1971; Mllton, Polllo &
Eison, 1986; Schab, 1969b; Trabue, 1962; Wright & Kelly, 1974;
Zastrow, 19703, Bowers (1964) found that if students believed good
grades are important they are less likely to cheat, but if they
believed that thelr parents felt getting grades was important then
they were more llkely to cheat.

It Is not surprising that students feel pressure to get good
grades. While grades were originally intended to faclilitate
learning, they have become a means of student evaluation which are
frequently criticized as belng not only arbitrary but also
subjective. Grades were once used as a measure of learning.
Currently they are used as a measure of performance, as well as to

evaluate eligibility for admission to courses, departments, major
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filelds, honors programs, graduate schools and even some jobs. They
can determine who wins awards and fellowships, particular class
rankings, honors, and even commencement roles. Grades can effect
self-concept, eliglbility for participation 1In clubs,
organizations, and even campus residence status. During the
Vietnam War, grades even affected draft status--those who did not
maintain sufficient academic standing were suspended from college
and consequently were eligible for the draft.

Among many students, the goal of learning has been replaced by
a2 goal of getting good grades. Milton, Pollio and Eison (1986)
found that 69% of those students who were orlented towards earning
high grades cheated, compared with 53% of .students with other
orientations.

Astin (1968) described competitive environments as those In
which interactions are characterized by risk-taking,
adventurousness, and aggressive desires to defeat an opponent. One
can see why some researchers ldentify the competitive system as the
villain responsible for cheating (Cole, 1981; Drake, 1941; Singhal,
1982; Smith, Ryan & Diggins, 1972).

Other reasons listed for cheating include being unprepared for
a test (Zastrow, 1970); opportunity to cheat or making it too easy
to cheat (Bushway & Nash, 1977; Zastrow, 1970); desire to impress
teachers, parents, peers (Baird, 1980; Zastrow, 1970); peer
pressure (Baird, 1980, Zastrow, 1970); fear of failure, or desire

to avoid fallure <(Hanson, 1986; Nuss, 1984; Zastrow, 1970);




laziness (Hanson, 1986; Schab, 1969b); Insufficient time or too
much work (Balrd, 1980; Hanson, 1986; Smith, Ryan & Dlggins, 1972);
hostility toward the professor or class requirements (Steininger,
Johnson & Kirts, 1964), and an attitude that everyone cheats or
that one needs to cheat to survive (Adams, 1960; Montor, 1971).
Researchers have also substantiated the Importance of parental
pressure as a common reason for cheating (Adams, 1960; Baird, 1980;
Bowers, 1964; Montor, 1971; Schab, 196%b3}.

Some students cheat because they never learned it was wrong
(Montor, 1971). Bowers (1966b) looked at the reasons students did
not cheat. Of those he studied, 80% took a moral stance and did
not cheat because they felt it was wrong. Kohiberg (1970; cited in
Barnett and Dalton, 1981) identified stages of moral reasoning and
moral development. He believed those students who reached higher
levels of moral development would cheat less than other students.
Leming €(1978) found that students showed similar behaviors without
regard to their moral development. Houston (1983c) studied
morality and tested the effects of moral Instruction which related
directly to cheating and general moral instruction. Houston’s
work indicates that moral Instruction specifically related to
cheating resulted In significantly less cheating than did a less

specific moral Instruction.




Methodological Problems
As we have seen, the body of literature in which cheating is
examined is plentiful. Cheating has been investigated from a
variety of perspectives, both as an end In itself and as a means of
looking at personality characteristics and psychological
development. One of the biggest difficultles in studyirg cheating
Is the lack of a universal definition of cheating.
Discrepancies in definitions of cheating have been documented
In several studies. Eve and Bromley (1981) asked students to rate
certain actions as academically dishonest. They found no items on
which there was consensus, and considerable ignorance of scme
Items. Some of the more common cheating behavliors came closest to
achleving consensus. Nuss found that while students and faculty
generally agreed on what were the least serious kinds of cheating,
there was a great deal of variance in what was considerec the most
serious (1984>. In a study at Iowa State (Barnett & Dalton, 1981)
there was considerable disagreement among faculty and students as
to what constitutes cheating, a finding confirmed by Oaks (1975).
Clearly, the terms "cheating" or "academic dishonesty' refer
to a wide variety of behaviors. In some lnstances students cheat
because they do not know the rules or because they do not accept
particular actions as dishonest. Definitions of cheating vary from
Institution to Institution. For example, at the mlilitary
academies, academic honor Is applied to both school work and

personal behavior, and a cadet Is expected to act *honorably" at




all times. At other schools, academic *honor® refers only to areas
of academic work, and is not related to one’s personal conduct.
Guidelines regarding footnoting, test taking and computer practices
are carefully spelled out at some colleges. At others a general
statement about doing honest academic work 1S shared with students,
but they are left to thelr own interpretations.

Studies In this area have used diverse methods of detecting
cheating, including wax backing or backings of other invisible
coatings on answer sheets to detect answer changes (Zastrow,'i970).
returning answer sheets to students "ungraded® when In reality they
have been graded or xeroxed, treating papers with special chemicals
to display altered answers or using classroom spies. Many of these
methods may have led students to be suspicious of detection.

Ironically, the most effective means of detection Is probably
to study deceit.by deceiving students, allowing them to belleve
they are being tested on word recall or basic knowledge when their
own honesty is being monitored (Campbell, 1935; Howells, 1938).
This led one researcher to label this practice an "ethical double
standard" (Ackerman, 1971).

The study of cheating has been marred by a number of
difficulties. Most studies have been limited to the analysis of a
single institution (Antion & Michael, 1983; Barnett & Dalton, 1981;
Campbell, 1935; Drake, 1941; James, 1933; Newhouse, 1982; Uhlig &
Howes; 1967> and some even to a class within the Institutlion

(Fakourl, 1972; Hawley, 1984; Zastrow, 1970). Nevertheless,




results of such studles are frequently used to generalize to a
larger pooulation.

Some studies lack appropriate control groups to use as
comparisons. For example, students are "tempted" to cheat, but a
similar group of students Is not monitored in a non-temptation
setting to determine how the experimental procedure affects
cheating (Walker, Wiemeler, Procyk & Kanke, 1966). 1In still other
studies, investigators have asked for opinions on how much cheating
occurs (Budig, 1979; Sisson & Todd-Manclllas, 1984) instead of
looking at actual behavior. Bowers (1964), Goldsen, Rosenberg,
Willlams and Suchman (1960) and Cole (1976) all show In their
research that people tend to under-report cheating.

Self-reports are often collected from students. These
measures can be elther helpful or inaccurate, depending upon the
environment In which the students are asked to report. Because of
a fear of detection and given some college’s severe policies
agalnst cheating, self-reports can lead students to under-report.

This analysis of the existing literature suggests a number of
questions that require further study: Are there certain personal
and demographic characteristics that predict cheating? How
Important are cognitive versus affective tralts? Is cheating
dependent on the interactions among drive and ambition, academic
self-concept and effort? Are there certain institutional qualities
(size, control, selectivity, etc.) which affect the level of

cheating? How do they Interact with entering student
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characteristics? Institutional response to cheating varies
tremendously. Are there administrative systems for handling
academic honesty that are more effective than others for reducing
cheating? Recardless of administrative system for handling
academic honesty, which specific practices (communication and
methods of communication and administrative response to
Infractions) predict the lowest levels of cheating? Do
administrative practices interact with student characteristics?
Which theorles of cheating appear to be most valid in accounting
for the compliex interrelationships between these student and

Institutional factors?
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CHAPTER 111
A NEW APPROACH

Existing literature, for the most part, Is focused on
examining character flaws or situational factors that affect
cheating. Some of the these studies are neither methodologically
nor conceptually sound (for a more complete criticism of the
literature, see Chapter 2) largely because of the extensive use of
cross-sectional correlations. Those studies that are predictive
reveal a variety of individual student characteristics that predict
cheating. Unfortunately, these characteristics are often
confounded by uncontrolled environmental factors. Conversely,
findings suggesting that cheating Is determined by environmental
factors usually ignore Individual factors. Because individuals-
both shape and are shaped by the environment, what |s needed 1s a
hollstic approach that recognizes the context in which cheating
occurs while also recognizing Individual characteristics of
cheaters.

While the literature review indicates that much of the
research on cheating is atheoretical, and a host of empirical
studies have been conducted to determine which variables are
correlated with cheating, very few studles have either refined
existing theory or developed new theory. Clearly, cheating is a
complex and complicated behavior that involves a varlety of factors

both personal and environmental.




In this study, the Investigator has examined the validity of
theories of cheating, and has deveioped and tested a new
interactive theory. Both individual and environmental factors that
predict cheating are investigated. Certain students have a greater
propensity to cheat than do others, but even among those
Indivicuals with a high propensity to cheat, some will elect to
cheat and others will not. At the same time, the college
environment can elther enhance, retard or have no effect on an
Individual’s propensity to cheat. In this study the effects of both
coliege characteristics (size, selectivity, control, etc.) and
administrative climate (policies toward cheating) are examined. It
Is acknowledged that classroom environment also affects cheating
behavior, and studies of classroom behavior can help us ascertain a
great deal about institutional environment. Previous research on
classroom environment has been discussed, but classroom enviconment
Is beyond the scope of this study.

Of particular interest in this study are three issues: the
{nteractlons between academic self-concept, effort, and drive and
ambltlon as they relate to cheatling; the effects of the environment
on cheating; and the interactions between student characteristics
and environments as they predict cheating.

While many empirical studies have been conducted and many
explanations given for who cheats and In what situations, these
studies do not fill in all of the gaps in cheating theory. There

Is evidence that a new breed of student attends college today, and
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that (for whatever reasons) a new breed of cheater has also
deveioped. This new breed of cheater is characterized by Levine’s
focus on individual ascendancy (Levine 1980) and Is affected by
increased academic and postgraduate competition.

This change In college students is reflected In the reasons
which students give for attending college. The findings from the
Cooperative Research Programs’s Freshman Survey in 1977 and 1987
(Astin, Green, & Korn, 1987; Astin, Green, Korn, Schalit, 1987)
Indicate that among the reasons that students note as very
important Iin deciding to go to collegg. there are Increases in the
percentages of students who attend so they can *get a better job,"
(from 77% to 83%) and "make more money", (from 62% to 71%). There
are corresponding decreases In students who lIndicate that it is
very important to attend college to "gain a general education" (71%
to 61%) and "become a more cultured person' (39% to 32%). These
changes are notable, especially in that they occurred within a
10-year period.

Declines In percentages of students who are attracted to the
Intrinsic aspects of education suggest that fewer students today
beileve In the value of learning for Its own sake. This decline
has been accompanied by a stronger orlentation toward the practical
outcomes of education. The goél for many students Is the step
beyond college--a better job or more money. To achieve that goal,
students see educatlon less for the sake of learning than for what

it can get for them later. This may have led to a greater
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propensity to cut corners, to attaln goals by whatever means

necessary--which could certainly include the tendency to cheat.

Theory
Within the cheating literature there are three implicit
theories which have helped shape this study. The theories are
considered "implicit," because the theory is not always formally
stated, but is implied In the Iinvestigator’s choice of variables
and subsequent Interpretations of resuits. The first implicit

theory relates to self-concept.

Academic Self-Concept

Students cheat because they do not belleve they have the
academic ability to succeed on their own. In this theory, the
Importance of a student’s self-confidence in predicting cheating
behavior is recognized--students who do not believe they can handle
the rigors of academic work often cheat.

In the literature review this author traces the effects of
self-concept or self-esteem on cheating. Findings in the
literature suggest the existence of a relationship between the two;
however, whether high self-esteem or low self-esteem leads to more
cheating Is unclear. This ambiguity in the relationship between
high and low self-esteem and cheating may be explained by any one
of several factors: (a) differences from study to study in the

definitions of self-esteem; (b) the difference between academic
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self-concept (which is considered in this study) and a more general
measure of self-concept; or {c> the unaccounted-for Interactions

between self-concept and drive to achieve.

Effort

The second theory which served to help focus this study is
based on effort. The amount of effort a student puts in‘o his or
her academics Is an lmportant factor related to cheating. General
findings indicate that if a student is "lazy" and does not devcte
adequate time to schooiwork, the student is much more likely to
cheat.

The actual amount of time spent studying Is an Important
component in predicting cheating. As Astin (1985) explained, time
is a finite resource. How students choose to spend their 1imited
time becomes an Important Indication of effort and prioritles.
Bowers (1964) found an inverse relationship between time spent
studying and percentages of self-reported cheating. Effort in
terms of length of time Is the focus of this study; how efficiently

time 1s used s beyond the scope of this study.

Drive and Ambition

Finally, the literature Indicates that drive is an important
variable related to cheating. The student who is hichly driven and
ambitious is more likely to use cheating as a means to meet his or

her goals.
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There is support In the literature for focusing on drive as a
predictor of cheating. McCleiland, Atkinson, Clark and Loweli;
(1953, cited in Johnson, 1981), Johnson (1981), and Smith, Ryan and
Diggans (1972) all found drive an Important variable related to
cheating. Although none defined drive in quite the same way as it
Is defined In this study (in combinatlon with ambition), it seems
apparent, given this generation of college students, that drive is
an important variable to consider.

While all three of these theories have been looked at
separately in previous studies, this investigator will define and
test their Importance both individually and collectively (i.e.,
their interactions}. It is predicted that certain comblnations of
these varlables wlll Increase their predictive power.
Specifically, it Is expected that high drive and ambition wiil be
more strongly related to cheating when combined with hich effort
and low academic self-concept.

These predicted interactions are based not only on the
literature but also on the author’s own work-related experience.
Six years at a small college, for which this author provided
administrative support to studenté.charged with Infractions of the
academic honor system, made the investigator aware that many
students found guilty of Infractions were not necessarily in
academic difficulty. Rather, they often were highly driven,
ambitious students who were so focused on getting ahead that they

often lost sight of the means they were using to achieve their
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goals. Some felt as though they could not meet thelir goals through
their own abilities, yet they did not compensate for these
perceived lnadequacies by spending more time studying. Sometimes
even greater effort could not replace lack of self-confldence.

These factors formed the basis of the theory to be tested.

Other Student Characteristics
While the combination of high drive and ambition was

anticipated to be a positive predictor of cheating, lower rates of
cheating were expected among those students who are more concerned
with altrulsm and social responsibility. Is It possible that such
students see cheating as an antl-group or antisocial act? To test
this possibility the investigator Included measures of altruism and

social responsibility to determine their effects on cheating.

Administrative Climate

The administrative climate of college campuses Is of
particular interest in this study. While the importance of a type
of academic honesty system has been lIdentified In several
studies--such as the honor system or the proctor system--there is
l1ttle Information about what Is Important within those systems to
reduce cheating. In this study, the Investigator examined several
characteristics of an academic honesty system to determine the
relative importance of these characteristics and their effects In

combination with one another.
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There are several components of an academic honesty system
that contribute tc its effectliveness. This study was focused on
communication of information and the administrative responses to
violations; Individually and collectlively, data about these issues
provide a much more thorough plicture of deterrents to cheating

behaviors than could be gained by knowing the type of system.

Ivoe of gvstem

The proctoring system places the responsibility for
enforcement on the instructor and administration; the formal honor
system shares this responsibllity with students. For purposes of
this study, "honor system" applies only to academic work.

The 1literature is Inconsistent about which system is more
effective. In the majority of studies, less cheating has been
found In honor systems than in proctor systems (Bowers, 1964;
Bonjean & McGee, 1965; Campbell, 1935; Fischer, 1970; Williams &
Barth, 1967). It is possible that those who found proﬁtot gsystems
to be more effective may, in fact, have really seen the effects of
some of the other characteristics (such as an explicit policy, or
frequent reminders about cheating) which are being examined in this
study,

It Is antlcipated that honor systems are more successful In
reducing cheating because they are more “"active" and
cooperative--there Is a community commitment to reduce cheating and

a number of speciflc actions and procedures are undertaken to meet

64




that goal. Academic honor systems do not operate successfully in a
vacuum. If they are effective, it Is because they combine
attention to the issues, a commitment to working with students to
reduce levels of dishonesty, and a sharing of the Iimportance of

this value to the community.

Communication of Administrative Policjes

The ways in which an institution’s policy is communicated to
Its students, along with feedback about Infractions and resulting
sanctions, are essential components of an effective academic
honesty system. Most colleges supply students with at least
minimal Information about academic honesty regulations, usually In
either the handbook or the catalogue. Among those features of a
system which merit exploration are the explicitness of the code,
the frequency and methods of information dissemination, and the
results of adjudicated cases or sanctions.

Institutions vary substantially in the explicitness of their
regulations. On one end of this continuum are colleges that offer
highly expllcit regulations, Informing students of exactly what is
considered dishonest. At the other end are colleges that tell
students simply that it is against regulations to cheat, without
explaining what is considered to be cheating; in some cases, these
colleges have no rules at all about academic dishonesty.

There are contrasting ratlonales for these approaches. The

“laundry list" approach offers an extensive and thorough amount of
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information to students about what is expected. However, there are
usually specific types of Infractions that do not appear on the
list, particularly if the list Is dated. If a stiudent commits one
of those unaccounted-for infractions, that student can claim the
Institution does not consider it cheating. At the other extreme,
when rules are vague, and if there ls a great deal of inconsistency
or ambiguity about what is considered cheating, students may become
honestly confused about the meaning of their actions.

Frequency of communication is another important area for
consideration. Most colleges disseminate Information about
academic honesty to students at the time of their initial
registration/orientation. Again there is wide variation. Some
colleges provide this information only once Cor not at all); others
provide thelr students with frequent reminders about academic
honesty throughout thelir college careers.

In addition to frequency of reminders about honesty, there are
a varlety of methods used to disseminate this information. Written
reminders, verbal announcements In class, and pledges of honesty
attached to work are among the techniques that are examined and
whose effects are compared.

Finally, there is the matter of communication of sanctions
imposed. The results of judicial administrative action may or may
not be reported back to the community in a regular and systematic
fashlon. When administrative action is reported, community members

can use such feedback to estimate the 1ikely consequences of their
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possible actions. In some academic communities, little information
about sanctions is ever disseminated to the community; in others,

quarterly, semester or yearly reports are issued.

Administrative Responge

Administrative response is another key area which is believed
to be important. Three areas of administrative response are
examined: the range and application of sanctions for specific
infractions, the level of activity of the system (as measured by
the numbers of cases adjudicated annually compared to student
enrollment), and the representation of various constituencles in
the adjudication process.

Many institutions employ a variety of deterrents, ranging from
warnings or falling grades on an assignment to falllng a course or
being suspended or expelled from school. Astin (1968) found that
cheating is negatively related to the severity of administrative
policies used as cheating deterrents. This project Includes an
examination of the effects of a range of sanctions and applicatlons
of those sanctions to particular behaviors.

Another Important factor is the extent to which the faculty
and the administration Initlate action for viclations. Even If the
college has a sgevere policy, if infractlons are not detected or not
acted upon, the policy may be ineffective. Some institutions
assume It s sufficient to have severe sanctions in and of

themselves. Yet Houston (1976; cited In Barnett & Dalton, 1981)
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found that the absence of the apprehension of cheaters leads to
subsequent cheating.

Finally, there is some research which indicates that the
official "body" which adjudicates a case has an effect on cheating.
Schools are surveyed for this study to determine the effects of the

various constituent representation in the adjudication process.
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CHAPTER IV.
METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN

Astin’s "Input/Environment/Output® model (Astin, 1970a; 1970b;
1977) 1s used as a frame for exploring the research questions.
Qutput refers to the dependent variables, which for the purposes of
this study are cheating behaviors. Environmental variables are
those factors inherent in the college environment or atmosphere
that might affect the output. These can include college
characteristics, such as size and selectivity, as well as policles
on cheating. Variables representing background and personal
characteristics of students, or jnpuyts, are included as part of the
design because one must flrst control for Inputs before assessing
the effects of environmental factors on outcomes. Input
characteristics are thus Included to partial out the effect, if
any, that entering student varlables may have on the outputs. Input
variableg, then, are those characteristics or features possessed by
students at the time of arrival at college.

The model for this study is diagrammed in Figure {.

In this study the Investigator has examined the main effects
of student characteristics, college type, and administrative
climate, as well as selected interactions between and among these

key independent variables.
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Sample

The sample used for the study was drawn from the Cooperative
Institutional Research Program’s (CIRP) Annual Freshman Survey and
Follow-Up Survey (FUS). Initiated at the American Council on
Education, and now affillated with the Higher Education Research
Institute at the Unlversity of California at Los Angeles, the CIRP
Is a longitudinal, multi-institutional research program in its 23rd
year. Entering college freshmen at participating institutions
complete a four-page questionnalre and, although they submit their
ldentiflcations for follow-up purposes, are promised anonymity.
Responses are malled directly to a data analysis center, ana
aggregated results are returned to participating colleges.

The freshman survey ls administered annually to approximately
250,000-300,000 entering college students at approximately 600
institutions. The 1985 cohort of freshmen and the 1987 Follow-Up
Survey were used in this study. Of the 280,000 students who were
surveyed in 1985, a random sample of 14,534 students was selected
to participate In the Follow-Up Survey (PUS). The FUS was mailed
to these students at the end of thelr sophomore year, and
approximately 26% of the students responded (see appendix A).

All of the member Institutions of CIRP in 1985 for which
follow-up information had been received on students were sent an
administrative climate survey and a corresponding cover letter (see

Appendix B). These requests were dlirected to the CIRP




representatives with the requests that they forward the
questionnaire to a more approprlate respondent if the
representative was unable to provide the necessary information.

The surveys Included a request that Institutlons provide
information about thelr academic honesty systems, the frequency and
methods by which they communicated regulations to students, and the

ways In which they responded to infractions.

Data Analysis
Means and standard deviations were calculated to determine the
characteristics of the sample and the distributions of the
varlables. Pearson correlations were used to determine the
relationships among the varliables. Cross-tabulations were used to
test the relationships of key independent and dependent variables
for linearity.

Multivariate stepwise regression, the primary method of
analysis to be used in this study, allows one to estimate the
effects of any particular environmental varlable while controlling
for varlious inputs and other environmental factors. Thus, if a
specific environmental factor positively affects an outcome Cin
this case, cheating), the actual rate of cheating will exceed the
expected rate (based on Inputs). In other words, the mean actual
rate for those particular students will be significantly higher for
the mean rate expected from inputs (and possibly even from other

environmental varlables). Conversely, 1f the environment has a
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negative effect, the actual cheating rate will be less than
predicted rate.

The relative contributions of Iinputs and environments using
three stepwise linear regressions (one for each of three cheating
measures) are analyzed in this study. In each regression, the same
Independent variables were entered, and variables were blocked in
temporal order. The dependent and iIndependent variables are

described In the next sections.

Dependent Variables: Outputs
Three dependent variables will be examined. The first will be
student responses to whether, during the past year, the student
engaged in cheating on a school quiz or examination. Possible
responses were "frequently,® “occasionally,” or *not at all" to be
scored as 3, 2, and 1, respectively. The second outcome, scored in
the same way, was whether in the past year the student copied
homework from another student. The third regression combined
cheating in both situations, and the variable was coded with a
range of scores from cheating 1Iin both situatlons
(frequently/frequently = 6) to cheating in nelther situation (not
at all/not at all = 2).
The selection of these cheating measures is based on the
llterature as well as a pllot study conducted at UCLA durlng the
spring of 1986 (Hanson). Because thefe Is no general consensus on

what constitutes cheating, research studies of both definitions of




cheating as well as self-reported behaviors were examined to select
appropriate dependent variables. C
The incidence of cheating on an examination gives some insight
into the institutlional environment. If examination cheating is
rampant, then one can assume there is some sort of breakdown in the
Institutional environment and academic honesty is not a valued
community trait. Examination cheating can be a relatively public
infraction and can set a tone which often affects other students.
For purposes of this study, a broad question related to cheating on
examinations Is asked to maximize the possible positive response.
Vhile the literature shows that examination cheating is
considered to be a serious infraction, and that there is consensus
In this belief, there is a great variance of opinion on the
seriousness of conspiring on homework. Copying homework was chosen
because it was considered to be a less serious Infraction by
students, as we have seen in Chapter 2. It is also, however,
admitted by one-tenth to one-fifth of the student populations
studied (Bowers, 1964; Cole, 1976; 1981; Hanson, 1986). It Iis
anticipated that those students who might feel threatened about
admitting cheating on an exam might be more likely tc report a
legser infraction. Additionally, copying homework is a more
private behavior. It usually takes two to conspire, but others may
be unaware of thelir actions (unlike cheating during examinations).
This behavior, therefore, could more easily occur in an environment

in which cheating was discouraged.
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Independent Varlables: Inputs

Block 1 - Demoaraphics

The literature specifies a number of characteristics that have
been found to be related to cheating. The demographic
characteristics that were controlled are: sex, age, race,
citizenship, parentai education, parentai occupation, parental
income and religion. These are all characteristics of a student
that are in place before the student enters college, and are a

product of one‘s particular upbringing and family background.

Blogk 2 - Pre-College Actlvity Traits
Included in this block of variables are achievement (high
school grade point average and rank in class), probable major
field, and probable career. Additionally, for purposes of
exploration, the strengths of predictions based on student reasons
for attending college were tested. Students attending college for
the intrinsic value of education were compared with those who
atiended college for Imstrumental purposes (i.e., as a means to
another end). A measure of "education for intrinsic value® will be
developed, based on the sum of the students’ responses to the
following reasons for golng to college: *to galn a general
education,” "to learn more about things that interest me,® and *to
become a more cultured person.” A contrasting measure of

"educatlion as a means to another goal® will be developed by summing
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student responses to the following reasons for attending college:
"to get a better job,” °“to prepare for graduate school," and "to
make money." Items for these goals are scored on a three-polnt
scale: very important (as a reason for golng to college) (score
3); somewhat iaportant (score 2) and not important (score 1).

All of these responses were measured before college attendance
(at the beginning of a student’s college career), but are blocked
separately because temporally they occur subsequent to the

demographic characteristics described.

- v 3 - : -
Altrulsm and Socjal Responsibility
Three additional constructs were made from the CIRP data to

measure Drive and Ambition, Academic Self-concept, and Effort.

Drive and ambition. Drive and Ambitlon are defined as the sum
of the student’s self-ranking on drive to achieve (five-point
scale), level of highest degree to which the student aspires
(five-polnt scale), and regponses to four personal goals oriented
toward self-advancement: "to become an authority in my field," "to
obtain recognition from my colleagues for contributions to my
speclal field," "to have administrative responsibility for the work
of others" and "to be very well-off financially" (all responded to

on a four-point scale of importance).
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Academic gelf-concept. Academic Self-concept is defined as

'the sum of the student’s seif-ratings of academic abllity,
mathematical abllity and writing ablillity. These self-ratings
involve a five-point scale: top 10% (5>, above average (4),

average (3), below average (2), and lowest 10%¢1).

Effort. Effort Is deflned by the average number of hours per
week spent on studying and homework, in classes, and In labs. The
measure of this variable is time spent studying and in related
academic work, as well as time spent attending class and laboratory

sessions.

Hypotheses: Input Characteristics
Based on the dependent and independent variables described in

the definitions of Blocks 1, 2 and 3 these hypotheses were tested:

Main Effects
Hypothesis 1. Students with high Drive and Ambition will cheat

more than students with low Drive and Ambition.
Hypothesis 2. Students who have poor Academic Self-concept will
cheat more than students who have high Academic Self-concept.
A student’s belief that he or she does not have the academic
ability to succeed will increase the 1ikellhood of cheatling.
Hypothesis 3. Students who expend great effort on their academic

work will cheat less than those who exert little effort. In
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short, the more time a student spends on academic activitles,

the less iikely that student will be to cheat.

Interactions
Hypothesis 4. The effect of High Drive and Ambition will be
greatest among those students with poor Academic Self-Concept.
uypotinesis 5. The effect of High Drive and Ambitlon will be
greatest among students who exert a low level of effort.
Hypothesis 6. There will be a three-way Interaction between Drive
and Ambitlion, Academic Self-concept and Effort.
a. The effect of High Drive and Ambition and low
Academic Self-concept will be greatest among
students who exert the least effort. .
b. The effects of High Drive and Ambitlon and low Effort
will be greatest among students with low Academic
Self-concept.
c. The effects of low Academic Self-concept and low
Effort will be greatest among students with High
Drive and Ambltion.

For exploration

One additional student Input measure was added to the study
for exploratory purposes: Altruism and Social Responsibility.
While Drive and Ambition was expected to be a positive predictor of

cheating, it seemed llkely that students who are focused on
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Altruism and Soclal Responsibility would be less llkely to cheat
because they may regard cheating as an anti-group or antlsocial
act. Altruism and Social Responsibillity were measured by the sum
of the student’s responses to statements concerning specific 1ife
goals: "to Influence social values,” "to help others who are in
difficulty," “"to participate in a community action program,* and
"to help promote racial understanding.® Each of these was answered

on a four-point scale of importance.

Independent Variables: Environmental Characteristics

Two types of the environmental characteristics that are
expected to affect cheating behaviors were examined: college
characteristics and administrative climate. Because college
*involvements" have also been found to be related to cheating, this
category was added In a separate block to test relative

contributions to the prediction of cheating.

Block 4 - Administrative Climate

Three main areas of adminlstrative climate were considered
(see Appendix B for a copy of the questionnaire). Schools were
asked to provide Information about the type of system they had
Chonor system, proctor system, or other). Information with regard
to the communication of policlies was alsoc examined. In particular,

three aspects of communication were investigated: explicitness of
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code, methods of communication of rules and reminders, and
frequency of communicatlion of resulits of infractions.

Explicitness of code has previously been unexplored and is
important to investigate. In order to examine explicitness of
code, a content analysis of codes was conducted. Surveyed
Institutions were asked to submit coples of their policles.
References to types of infractions were analyzed and tabulated.

Finally, administrative response to infractions were examined,
including range of sanctions, severity of sanctions applied to
speciflc Infractions, the numbers of cases adjudicated compared to
student enrollment, and constituent participation 1In the

adjudication process.

Maln Effects.
Hypothesis 7. Schecols with academic honor systems will have
significantly lower levels of cheating than proctor systems.
This hypothesis is based on the belief that honor system
schools, In general, place a greater effort in educating and
reminding the community about the system.
Hypothesis 8. Instltutlons will exhlblt lower levels of cheating
if they have the following characteristics:
a) an explicit code
b) methods of communicating rules and reminders
¢) sanctions communicated frequently

d) larger proportions of cases adjudicated to students
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enrolled
e} harsh sanctions for serlous infractions

f> students involved in the adjudication process

For exploration. It was important to examine the effects of
the relationship of each of these components (a-f) to each other,
In order to determine which are the stronger predictors of academic

honesty.

Block S - College Characteristics

Six measures of college characteristics were considered:
selectivity, size, college "gender®* (men, women, coeducationai),
control (publlc, private), region, and college *race* (historically
black, white). College type information will be attained from the
Higher Education General Information System (HEGIS).

Selectivity was of particular interest In relation to
cheating. Bowers (1964> found that the more selective the
Institution, the less the cheating. Both Levine ¢1980) and Centra
(1970> supported this finding. _Additional research Is needed in
this area, however. Of particular concern 1s the potentlal
confounding of these factors with other Institutional variables.
For example, highly selective schools may also be more likely to
have honor systems.

The more highly selective schools, which place a great deal of

emphasis on academics, will frequently also place a higher premium
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on academic honesty and wlll therefore be more llkely to invest the
eifort in a system which requires more effort.

Size has also been examined in regard to cheating.
Researchers have found that colleges with greater proportions of
cheaters tend to have the largest enrollments (Bowers, 1964;
Goldsen, Rosenberg, Williams & Suchman, 1960).

Coeducational schools have been found to have greater levels
of cheating than single sex schools (Bowers, 1964; Centra, 1970)
2nd men’s colleges have higher reported levels of cheating than
women’s colleges (Bowers, 1964; Centra, 1970). Bowers and Salem
(1969) found the highest rates of plaglarism or exam copying
occurred at men’s colleges; however, college sex is partially
confounded with selectivity, size and honor systems, so it will be
useful to separate the effects of these different variables.

Examining the relationship between institutional control and
cheating, Astin, Panos and Creagar (1967) found that the highest
percentages of students who reported having cribbed on an exam
(25%) were found In Cathollc four year colleges. Conversely, the
lowest levels of exam cribbing (15%) occurred at Protestant
four-year colleges (15%).

Very little attention has been given to either college region
or race as they relate to cheating; both these measures have been
found to be related to severity of administrative code.

It was not anticipated that any one college characteristic

alone would account for high levels of cheating, but rather that
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various college characteristics will combine or Interact with other
variables tc predict cheating. t was not expected that there
would be main effects based on college characteristics such as size
and selectivity, once the effects of entering-student
characteristics (inputs) and administrative climate have been taken
into account. Thus it was expected that there would be a simple
negative correlatlon between cheating and selectivity, and that
this correlation would be accounted for to a large extent by the
hlgh Self-Cencept and high Ability of the students who attend
selective institutions and by the honor code and other
administrative variables that one frequently encounters in such

institutions.

Interactions.
Hypothesls 9. There will be an interactlion between college size
and several aspects of the administrative climate:
a. Infrequent communication of rules will lead to more
cheating in large versus small institutions.
b. Infrequent adjudication of Infractions will lead to
more chezting in large versus small institutions.
Large student enrollments will make the communication and
administrative aspects of the systems more difficult, both in terms
of effort and expense. .For larger Institutlons, it will be both
more timely and more costly to communicate with students and to

follow through with adjudication of large numbers of cases:
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therefore, larger institutions will demonstrate lower levels of

these three characterlistics.

Block 6 - College Involvements

According to the llterature several different college
activities and characteristics have been found to be correlated
with cheating. The .followlng college actlvity tralts were
considered on an exploratory basis: major fleld; career choice;
achievement (college grades and graduate school admission test
scorés); full- or part-time student status, academic Involvement
characteristics (participated on a research project or a college
professor’s research project, took an honors course, failed to
complete homework on time); soclal Involvements (was a member of a
fraternity or sorority, drank alcohol); extracurricular
Involvements (held a job, held a student office, participated in a
political campaign, participated In a campus demonstration or
protest), and athletic Involvement (played an intercollegiate

sport, participated in intramural sports).
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CHAPTER V
DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS:
CORRELATES OF CHEATING POLICIES AND BEHAVIORS

As part of the Cooperative Institutional Research Program,
approximately 280,000 college freshman were surveyed in the fall of
i985. Of those initiaiiy surveyed, a random sample was identified
to follow up with a second survey two years later. 1In the summer
of 1987, 3,756 of 14,534 students surveyed (26%) responded to the
Follow-Up Survey (FUS). Subsequently, Institutions these students
attended were identified, student data were matched to the
institutional data, and analyses were performed to determine
Individual characteristics of student -cheaters in specific
institutional environments.

Sampling information and data on cheating behaviors, key
constructs, and academic honesty systems are presented In this
chapter. Because of the large amount of data, only selected
descriptive results are discussed here. (The buik of the

descriptive statistics are to be found in Appendix D.)

Dependent Variables
Information about the three measures of cheating behavior is

presented in Table 1. For this sample, 17% of the students
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Table 1

Cheating Measures

Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions (N = 3,035

Varliables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations

In the past year have you:

Cheated on an exam or qulz 1.18 .40
(1) Not at all - 82.3
(2} Occasionally 17.3
(3) Frequently .4

Copled homework from student 1.30 .48
(1) Not at all 70.6
(2) Occasionally 28.5
(3} Frequently .9

Combined cheating measure 1.48 .71
(1) Not at all 64.2
(2) Cheats in one situatlion 25.8
(3) Occasional cheating 9.9
(4) Cheats more than occasionally 1.1
(5) Regular cheatling 6.0
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reported in the past year that they occasionally cheated on an
examination or a quiz. Very few students (less than 1%) reported
that they cheated frequently; 29% reported copying homework

occasionally and approximately 1% reported they copled homework
frequently. Cheating on a quiz or examination has a correlation of

.33 with copyling homework.

Independent Varliables
Results with independent variables are discussed separately by

the block In which they were ordered for entry into the regressicn.

Block 1 - Demographic Characteristics
The demographic and background characteristics of the sample

are presented and described in Appendix D.

Blogk 2 - P 1 Activity Tralt

Precollege activity traits are those college interests
expressed at college matriculation as well as a few high school
activities and traits. The bulk of the traits are described in
Appendix D; however, two sets of items are discussed here because
it was anticlpated that they might affect cheating behaviors. Both
sets have to do with students’ reasons for attending college. It
was anticipated, on the one hand, that a student who chooses to go
to college because that student values education might be less

likely to *cheat. On the other hand, a student whose primary
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motivation In attending college is related toc rewards attalned
aiter coilege might be more inclined to cheat. Two variables were
constructed using data focused on these questions: *Intrinsic
Reasons for Attending College' and "Extrinsic Reasons for Attending
College." Intrinsic Reasons is a scale made from three variables:
"gain a general education," "learn more about things,® "make me a
more cultured person.® Extrinsic Reasons was constructed from
three other items: ®get a better job," "make more money,* *prepare
for graduate school.* All items were scored from "not important®
(score 1), "“somewhat Iimportant*® (score 2) to “very Iimportant®
(score 3). Thus, the scores on the two scales could range from 3
to 9. The mean response for Intrinsic reasons for attending
college was 7.60 and the mean response for extrinsic reasons for
attending college was 7.61 (see Table 2).

Responses to the six individual items from which constructs
were made are also shown in Table 2. Students most frequently
identified as very important "get a better job," "learn more about
things,® and "gain a general education.*

Many of these reasons for attending college have small but
statistically significant correlations with the measures of
cheating. Significant correlations for each construct and its
Individual variables are presented in Table 3.

As hypothesized, the construct Intrinsic Reasons for Attending
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Table 2

Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Reasons for

Attending College (N = 3,035)

Reasons for attending college Mean Standard
deviation
Reasons for attending college:
(1) not (2) somewhat (3) very Important
Intrinsic reasons
(Construct; scored 3-9) 7.60 1.21
Galn general education 2.62 .83
Learn more about things 2.74 .46
Make me more cultured person 2.24 .65
Extrinsic Reasons
(Construct; scored 3-9) 7.61 1.27
Get a better job 2.7¢ .81
Make more money 2.57 .59
Prepare for graduate school 2.28 .75
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Table 3
Correlations of Cheating Measures with Reasons for Attending

College (N = 3,035)

Reasons for —  Cheatingon:
attending college Homework Exams Overall

Reasons for Attending College:

Intrinsic reasons (construct) -.05 -.0S -.06
Gain general education -.04 -.04 -.05
Learn more about things -.04 ~-.06 -.06

More cultured person

Extrinsic Reasons (construct) .06 .04 .06
Get a better job .07 .06
Make more money A1 .08 .12

Prepare for graduate school

Note: All correlations shown are gsignificant at the .01 level.




College was negatively related to cheating in every instance. Two
¢f the individual variabies making up the construct, “"gain a
general education® and "learn more about things," also have
significant negative relations with cheating behaviors. The third
variable used in the construct, attending college to become a *more
cultured person," was not significantly related to cheating.
Similarly, there was a significant positive relationship between
the construct, "Extrinsic Reasons for Attending College,* and all
measures of cheating behaviors. There were also significant
positive relations between cheating and the items, wanting to "make
more money,* and “"getting a better job." Attending college to
“prepare for graduate school" was not significantly related to

cheating.

- v -

Using the approach set forth In this study, the three
constructs, Drive and Ambition, Academic Self-concept and Effort,
were examined. As Table 4 indicates, Drive and Ambition has a
range of scores from 6 to 26, with a mean of 18.30. When examining
the indlvidual items making up Drive and Ampition, the highest
percentages of students perceive thelr drive to be above average

and their degfee aspirations to be in the category of bachelor of
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Table 4
Scales and Items Used to Assess Four Constructs:

Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions (N = 3,035)

Construct Mean Standard Percentage
Items making up construct deviation distribution

of responses

v i :
(construct; scored 6-26) 18.30 2.84
Self rating of drive 3.90 .76
(1) Lowest 10% .2
(2) Below average ) 2.0
(3) Average : 27.1
(4) Above average 49.1
(S) Highest 10% 21.7
Degree aspirations 3.1 .87
(1> None 1.0

(2) Vocational certificate

/AA degree 1.9
(3) BA,BS 44.6
(4) Masters/professional degree 30.4
(5) Other 22.1

(table continues)
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Table 4
Scales and Items Used to Assess Four Constructs: Means, Standard

Deviations and Distributions (N = 3,035) (continued)

Construyct Mean Standard Percentage
Items making up construct deviation distribution

of responses

Goal: become authority In field 2.91 .83
(1> Not important 4.3
(2> Somewhat important 26.5
(33 Very Important 42.8
(4) Essentlal .4
Goal: recognition of colleagues 2.61 .80
(1; Not Important 6.9
(2) Somewhat important 38.7
(3) Very Important 41.0
(4) Essential 13.4
Goal: adminlstrative responsibllity 2.23 .82
(1) Not important 15.1
(2) Somewhat Important 44.4
(33 Very Important 33.1
(4) Essentlal 7.4

(table continues)
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Table 4
Scales and Items Used to Assess Four Constructs: Means, Standard

Deviations and Distributions (§ = 3,035) (contlnued)

Construct Mean Standard Percentage
Items making up construct deviation distribution

of responses

Goal: be well-off financlally 2.84 .84
(1) Not Important 4.4
(2) Somewhat important 31.4
(3) Very Important 40.4
(4) Essential 23.8
(construct; scored 5-15) 10.80 1.89

Self-ratings of:

Academic ability 3.92 .72
(1) Lowest 10% , .0
(2> Below average .6
(3) Average 28.2
(4) Above average 49.5
(5) Highest 10% 21.8
Mathematical ability 3.40 1.00
(1> Lowest 10% 3.0

(table continues)
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Table 4
Scales and Items Used to Assess Four Constructs: Means, Standard

Deviations and Distributions (N = 3,035) (continued)

Constryct Mean Standard Percentage
Items making up construct deviation distribution

of responses

(2) Below average 14.8
(3) Average 35.5
(4> Above average 32.6
(S) Highest 10% 14.0
Writing ability 3.48 .86
(1) Lowest 10% - 1.2
(2) Below average 9.5
(3) Average 40.8
(4) Above average 37.4
(S) Highest 10% 11.0
Effort: ‘
(construct; scored 2-16) 12.01 2.31
Time spent attending class Chours) 6.29 1.35
(1) None ' 1.2
(2) Less fhan one . .5
(3 1-2 2.7

(table continues)
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Table 4
Scales and Items Used to Assess Four Constructs: HMeans, Standard

Deviations and Distributions (N = 3,035) (continued)

Construct Mean Standard Percentage
Items making up construct deviation distribution

of responses

(4) 3-5 5.6
(5) 6-10 9.4
(6> 11-15 30.5
(7> 16-20 34.7
(8) Over 20 1S.5
Time spent studying 5.71 1.47
(1> None .2
(2) Less than one .6
(3 1-2 4.5
(4) 3-5 15.3
(5) 6-10 28.6
(6> 11-15 20.4
(7) 16-20 14.0
(8> Over 20 16.5
Altruism and gocial responsiplity:
(construct; scored 4-16) 9.34 2.29

(table contlinues)
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Table 4

Scales and Items Used to Assess Four Constructs: Means, Standard

Deviatlions and Distributions (§ = 3,035) (continued)

Constryct ' Mean

Items making up construct

Standard Percentage
deviation distribution

of responses

Influence social values 2.23
(1) Not Important
(2) Somewhat Important
(3) Very important
(4) Essentlal
Help others 2.84
(1) Not important
(2> Somewhat I!mportant
(3) Very important
(4> Essential
Participate in community action 2.07
(1> Not Important
(2) Somewhat important
(3) Very important

(4) Essentlal

97

.78
16.0
51.1
27.2
5.7
75
2.1
31.3
47.1
19.5
.76
21.4
54.4
20.0
4.2

(table continues)



Table 4
Scales and Items Used to Assess Four Constructs: Means, Standard

Deviatlons and Distributions (§ = 3,035) (contlnued}

Congtruct Mean Standard Percentage
Items making up construct deviation distribution

of responses

Promote racial understanding 2.22 .85
(1> Not Iimportant 19.5
(2) Somewhat important 47.5
(3) Very important 25.1
(4) Essent!al ) 8.0
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arts and bachelor of sclence. “"Becoming an authority® and "being
very well-off financially" are seen as more important than either
having "administrative responsibility for others® or "obtalning the
recognition of colleagues.*

The scale measuring the construct, Academic Self-concept, is
scored from 5-15, with a mean score of 10.8. In specific academic

abllities, the majority of students rate themselves above average

in their academic ability and average in their writing ability and
mathematical ability.

Effort, In this study, Is defined by time spent attending
class and studying. Scores range from 2-16, and the mean for the
construct is 12.01. An examination of these two variables
Individually reveals that 31% of the students spend 11-15 hours
attending class, and 35% spend 16-20 hours attending class.
Twenty-nine percent of the students spend 6-10 hours per week
studying and 20% spend 11-15 hours per week studying.

Finally, a scale comprising four variables was developed to
measure "Altruism and Social Responsiblility." Students were asked
to indicate how Iimportant each of the following goals were:
"influencing soclal values,* *helping others," ‘*partlcipating in
community action," and "praomoting racial understanding." Each goal

was measured on a four-point scale of importance. The mean for the

construct was 9.34. Individually, the varlable "helping others® is

the value viewed as most important.
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Table S

Correlations of Cheating Measures with Scales and Individual Items

Scale ——Cheatinaon:

Individual items Homework Exams Overall

Drive and Ambjtion: .04
Self rating: drlve to achleve -.06 -.07 -.07
Degree asplrations -.05 -.05

Goals:
Become authority In field

Recoonition of colleagues

Administrative responsibility .07 .05 .08
Well-off financially .13 .10 .15
Academic self-concept: -.05 -.07 -.07
Self-ratings of -.06 -.09 -.08
Academic ability -.08 -.11 -.10
Mathematical abllity -.05
Writing abllity -.07 -.04 -.06
Effort: -.10 -.10 -.12
Time spent attending class -.05 -.04 -.05
Time spent studying -.11 -.13 -.14

(table continues)
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Table S
Correlations of Cheating Measures with Scales and Indivicual Items

(N = 3,035) (contlinued)

Scale Cheating opn:

Individual items Homework Exams Qverall

| iblity: -.07 -.06

Influence soclal values

. Help others -.07 -.06 -.08
Particlpate In community action -.05
Promote racial understanding -.06 -.06 -.07

Note: All correlations shown are significant at the .01 level.
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In Table 5, the correlations between these variables and the
three measures of cheatlng are presented. Drive and Amblitlion !s
not significantly correlated with either exam cheating or homework
copylng; however, for the overall cheating measure, there is a weak
but signiflcant positive relatlonship (r = .04).

.Several of the varlables used to construct Drive and Ambition
have signlficant correlations with cheating. The goals of being
“very well-off financlally® (r = .13, r =. 10, and r = .15) and
having "administratlve responsibility for others* (r = .07, r =
.05, r = .08) both have significant positive relations to the
measures of cheating. The goals of wanting to become an "authorlity
In one’s fleld" or to "obtaln recognitlon from one’s colleagues,”
however, are not related to cheating, and while the relation
between gelf-rating of drive to achieve iz significant, it is a
negative relatlonshlp rather than the hypothesized positive one.
Furthermore, the correlations between degree asplrations and
cheating are negative for examlinatlon cheating and overall
cheating. This confiicting pattern of positive and negative
correiations invoiving items‘.making up the Drive and Ambition
con3truct helps to explain why the construct had no or only a
marginal correlation with cheating. This suggests that the
construct as currently deflned may not Involve a homogeneous set of
items.

As was anticlipated, low self-ratings on measures of ability

are related to cheating behaviors. This is true for the construct
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as well as the Individual varlables from which It ls scaled. The
Effort construct, as well as its individual items, are all also
related to admitted cheating in the hypothesized direction. The
multivariate relations of all of these constructs and Individcual
variables will be further examined In Chapter VI.

The cohstruct *Altruism and Social Responsibility®" was
significantly correlated with two of the cheating measures
(homework copying and overall cheating) In the expected negatlve’
direction. Individually, three of the items which were combined to
make this construct had weak but significant negative relations
with the cheating varlables. *Influencing soclal values,* however,

does not appear to be related to cheating.

Block 4 - Administrative Climate Survey

Institutlons were surveyed for information about three areas
of their academic honesty policies: academic honesty systems,
methods of communicating of policies, and administrative response
to Infractlons. A total of 358 Institutions out of 440
Institutions surveyed (81%) responded to the Administrative Climate
Survey. (See Appendix C). Survey results will be discussed

separately for each area.

Academic honesty gystems. Table 6 provides information about

honesty systems Institutions employ. As can be seen, 23% of the

Institutions surveyed had honor systems, 71% had proctor systems
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Table 6

Academic Honesty Systems (N = 358)

Variables Percent Percentage
responding (respondents only>
SYSTEM 100.0
Honor system 23.1
Proctor system 70.8
Other system 6.1
Students bound take action 27.3 54.6
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systems and 6% had some other type of system. Institutions
reporting "other systems,* In their written descriptions, often
described the "other system" as the absence of a system, or a
combination of the honor and proctor systems. Only 27% of the
respondents (or 97 institutions) provided information about whether
they required students to report other students they observed
cheating. Flfty-flve percent of those who responded reported that

students were bound to take some action.

Communication of policles, A varlety of methods Institutions

use to communicate policies and to Inform students about
regulations which govern academic honesty are explored In this
study. Elghty-one percent of the institutions provided academic
honesty regulations. These regulations were analyzed for content.
Policies were examined to determine the speclflicity of regulations
on a flve-point scale. Those Institutions that had only a broad
general statement about academlc honesty were scored as a *1,*
while institutions that gave explicit explanations of
what constitutes cheatiné (incorporating 11 or more descriptions or
definitions) were scored as a “S.* As can be seen In Table 7, the
majority of respondents had regulations with elther six-to-ten
examples (34%) or three-to-flve examples (23%) of infractions.
Because some institutions referred to ‘"cheating" or
"plaglarism" wlthout deflning It, pollcles were examlned to see !f

definitions were included. Fifty-eight percent of the institutions




Table 7

Administrative Climate Survey: Communication of Pollcy (§ = 3583

Variables N Mean Standard Percentage
deviation
Policy provided 353 80.5
Specificlty of regulations 281 3.22 1.20
Broad statement 10.3
Broad, 1-2 examples 18.9
3-S5 examples 23.1
6-10 examples 34.2
11+ examples 13.5
Definitions in regulations 283 58.0
Computer application in code 283 1.30 .72
No mention 82.3
Word only 8.5
2-5S examples 6.C
6+ examples 3.2
Plagiarism examples in code 279 8.2

(table continues?
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Table 7
Acdministrative Climate Survey: Communication of Policy

(N = 358) (continued)

Variables N Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

Students reminded rules: 353
No reminders 2.3
Notification of admission 9.1
Orientation meetings 60.9
Signing pledge-beginning year 13.9
Handbook/catalogue 88.1
Academic honesty handout . 21.0
First class session 45.9
Each test/examination 15.6
Each final 13.3
Honesty pledge on all work 9.1
Other reminders 16.1

Institution releases data 1.41 .86
Does not release 77.8
Annually 10.4
Semi-annually 5.6
More frequently 6.5
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had policles which Included definltions of plaglarism and/or other
types of cheating. Additionally, policies were examined to
determine I[f examples of correct or incorrect citation were
provided. Only eight percent of the institutions had codes that
provided examples of proper methods of citation.

Policles were also analyzed to determine if references to
computer usage were Included. As can be seen in Table 7, the vast
majority (82%) made no mention of academic honesty as it relates to
computer use.

Twenty-three percent of the institutions reported they release
Information regarding infractlions and sanctions. Of these, 10%
release it annually.

Respondents were also questioned about the methods they
employed for informing anc reminding students about policles (Table
8). The most frequent reminders or sources of information about
policies were handbooks or catalogues (used by 88% of the
institutions), orlientation meetings (61%), first class sessions
(46%), and speclal academic honesty handouts (21%). The least
common methods used to inform students of policies were either to
inform them when they are first admitted to the institution or to
require them to sign an honesty pledge on all work they submit
(both 9%). Only 2% of the institutions reported that they neither

communicated policies nor reminded students about academic honesty.
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Administrative response., Institutlons were asked to identify

the range of sanctions they use to respond to infractions. Each
institution could indicate any sanction In response to any academic
honesty infraction. As can be seen in Table 8, most Institutions
report using such sanctions as: failing the course (89%), failing
the assignment (85%), suspension (76%), and warning and/or
reprimand (72%). The two sanctions most infrequently reported were
“no action" (24%) or "other punishments" (10%). Written comments
indicate that “other punishments® were often educational or
community-oriented such as writing a report on plagiarism, writing
a column on cheating for the student newspaper, or rewriting the
paper correctly.

Respondents were asked to report the single most likely
consequence of an Infraction, assuming there were no mitigating
circumstances. Because many institutions reported more than one
likely consequence, it was decided to use all of the data.
Instead of treating multiple responses as missing data, when a
response resulted In multiple sanctions, the most severe sanction
was scored. Table 8 also provides information about sanctions as
they apply to specific cheating violatlions.

Of the elght infractions, institutions appear to regard
"submitting a paper written by someone else" (mean 4.09) and
“entering another’s computer file and copying from it" (mean 3.76)

as being the most serious. Conversely, the least serious
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Table 8

Administrative Response to Viclations

"Severjty"
Sanctlon or violation Percentage "Severity® N Mean Standard
mentlioning Code Deviation
or "using"
sanction
Range of sanctions: 358
No action 23.5 1
Warning/reprimand 71.8 2
Falling grade/assignment 85.2 3
Falling grade in course 88.5 4

Official discipline

/probation 46.1 5
Suspension 76.3 6
Permanent expulsion 58.4 7

Other punishment
(coded as "missing®
for computing means) 10.1 0

(table continues)
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Table 8

Administrative Kesponse to Violations (continued)

*Severijty*

Sanction or violation Percentage ‘*Severity® N Mean Standard

mentioning Code Deviation
or "using”
sanction
Violation
Cheated on quiz/exam 352 3.49 1.32
Copied homework from another 354 3.05 1.26
Changed answer/graded exam resubmitted 355 3.41 1.83
Same paper two classes/no permission 354 3.22 1.37
Submitted paper written by another 354 4.09 1.47
Items added bibliography/unused sources 354 2.92 1.25
Copled sentences from source/no citatlion ‘2 3.34 1.37
Entered another’s computer £ile/copled W 3.7 1.89

Note: percentages do not total to 100% because of rounding.
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infractions appear to be "adding Items to a blbliography from
unused sources" (mean 2.92) and "copying homework® (mean 3.05).
Another measure of the institutional climate for academic
dishonesty is student perceptions. Respondents were asked to
anticlpate how students on their campuses felt about a series of
five infractions. These findings are reported in Table 9. The
largest majorities of respondents reported that their students
believe that “"submitting a paper written by another," ‘“entering
another’s computer file and copying,® or "cheating on an exam or
quiz," are dishonest and not acceptable. For the other two
cheating behaviors, student opinion was percelved to be more
ambiguous. Administrators are most llkely to report that thelr
students see “"copying homework" (59%) and *adding items to a
bibliography from sources not used" (60%) as "probably dishonest
but acceptable." Substantial numbers of administrators alsoc report
that these two infractions are also perceived by students to be
“acceptable and not dishonest® (12% and 14%, respectively).
Respondents were asked to indicate all persons and offices
involved In the adjudication process for handling possible
infractions. The majority of institutions reported that faculty
refer cases (79%), that deans are involved (56%), and that they
have academic honesty boards (52%). Only 35% of the institutlons
reported that students are given a choice as to who handles the

infraction (see Table 10).
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Table 9
Student Perceptions of Academically Dishonest Practices

as Reported by Administrators (N = 358)

Student perception of N Mean Standard Percentage
infraction Deviation

Cheat on exam, quiz 338 2.72 .47

Acceptable/not dishonest 1.2
Probably dishonest/acceptable 25.4
Dishonest/not acceptable 73.4
Copy homework 336 2.18 .62

Acceptable/not dishonest 11.6
Probably dishonest/acceptable $8.6
Dishonest/not acceptable 29.8

Submit paper written by

another 339 2.84 .37
Acceptable/not dishonest .0
Probably dishonest/acceptable 15.9
Dishonest/not acceptable 84.1

(table continues)
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Table 9
tudent Perceptions of Academically Dishonest Practices

as Reported by Administrators (N = 358) (continued)

Student perception of N Mean Standard Percentage

infraction Deviatlion

Bibliography citations

/unused sources 328 2.11 .62
Acceptable/not dishonest 14.3
Probably dishonest/acceptable 60.1
Dishonest/not acceptable 25.6

Enter another’s computer

file/copy 329 2.78 .44
Acceptable/not dishonest 1.2
Probably dishonest/acceptable 19.5
Dishonest/not acceptable 79.3
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Table 10

Administrative Mechanisms for Respondling to Potentla! Infractlons

(N = 358
Institutional mechanism N Percentage
for response
Who handles infractions? 352
Faculty only 44.0
Faculty refers 79.0
Department chalr 33.2
Dean 56.0
Appointed Institutional office 15.6
Academic honesty board 52.3
Other 11.1
Student can choose who handles 269 34.9
Composition of the honesty board: 241
Students only 11.2
Faculty only 4.1
Administrators only 1.2
Students and faculty 24.9
Students and admlnistrators 1.7
Faculty and administrators 8.7
Students, faculty and administrators 48.1
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The majority of academlc honesty boards are composed of
"students, faculty and administrators® (48%) or ‘*students and
faculty" (25%). Least common are boards composed of "students and
administrators® or "administrators only."

Table 11 provides Information about the numbers of cases per
year, and the number of findings of gquilt. Responses indicate that
most institutions have five or fewer cases annually, and similar
numbers of findings of gullt.

In order to examine the simple relations between
administrative responses, honesty systems and the three measures of
cheating, correlations were calculated. Instlitutlonal responses
were matched with student respondents for whom freshman survey and
follow-up survey data was avallable. Table 12 provides
correlations for all variables significantly related to cheating at
the .01 level of confidence.

As can be seen, none of these correlations is particularly
strong (the largest being -.15). Institutions that have academic
honesty boards composed only of students and those that have honor
systems appear to have the least cheating.  Conversely,
institutions that experience the greatest amount of cheating tend
to have proctor systems, weak sanctions (e.g., falling grade on
assignment where cheating occurred), and honesty boards composed of

students and faculty or students and administrators.
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Table 11

Numbers of Cases Adjudicated During the Past Year

(N=358)
Variables N Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

Number of cases last year 358 1.70 1.24
S or less 68.2
6-10 11.7
11-20 10.3
21-30 4.5
31-50 3.6
51-100 .8
101 and above .8

Number findings of guilt 358 1.61 1.16
S or less 69.6
6-10 14.0
11-20 8.9
21-30 3.4
31-50 2.5
51-100 .8
101 and above .8
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Table 12
Correlations of Cheating Varlables with Administrative Policles

and Practices (N = 3,035)

Administratlive policy or practlce — Cheating on:

Exams Homework Overall

System
Honor system -.06 -.09 -.09
Proctor system .06 .08 .09
Students bound to take action -.14 -.12 -.15
Communication of policy
Regulations include deflinlitions -.05
Methods of communication/frequency
Notiflcatlion of admission -.04 -.04 -.05
Orlentation meetings -.05 -.04 -.06
Honesty pledge-beginning year -.085 -.05
Academic honesty handout -.06 -.05 -.07
Each test/examinat!ior .04 .05 .05
Honesty piedge on all work -.06 -.06 -.07
Administrative response
Range of sanctions:
Falllng grade on assignment .04 .05 .05

(table continues)
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Table 12

Correlations of Cheating Variables with Administrative Policies

and Practices (N = 3,035) (continued)

Administrative policy or practice —  Cheatingop:
Exams Homewor Overall

Range of violatlions/penalties:

Cheated on quiz or exam -.07

Copied homework from another -.07

Changed answer on graded exam

/resubmitted -.04

Same paper two classes

/no permission -.06

Submitted paper written by ancther -.06

Items added bibliography

/unused sources -.06

Copied sentences from source

/no citatlon -.05

Entered another’s computer file

/copled -.06
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Table 12
Correlatlions of Cheatlng Vargables with Acministrative Policles

and Practices (N = 3,035) (continued)

Administrative policy or practice Cheating on:

Exams Homework Overall

Handling infractions?

Department chair .06 .04
Appointed institutional office .04 .05
Other -.06 -.05

Composition honesty board:

Students only -.09 -.09 -.11
Faculty only -.06
Students and faculty .05 .05
Students and administrators .05

Student perceptions of:

Cheat on exam, qulz -.05 -.04
Copy homework -.06 -.05
Submit another’s paper -.05 -.05 -.06

Note: All correlations shown are significant at .01 level
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Block S - Institutional Characteristics
Several institutlonal environmental qualities were examined:
college selectivity, control, size, region and race. Institutional

descriptive statistics are fougd in Appendix D.

Block 6 -~ College Involvements

The Follow-Up Survey (FUS) provides a wealth of Information
about student activities and choices during the college years. 1In
Appendix D the these college activities are presented and

discussed.

Summary

For this sample, 17% of the students reported that during the
past year they occasionally cheated on examinations or gquizes.
Less than 1% of the students reported that they cheated frequently.
Over one-fourth (29%) of the students report that they occasionally
copied homework, and less than 1% reported that they frequently
copied homework.

Several scales were proposed to represent constructs imp!ied
in various theories. In general, the scales that measure these
constructs correlate with cheating measures in the expected
direction. Drive and Ambition, however, is an exception. The
pattern of both positive and negative correlations for items in

this scale suggests that this scale 1s not made up of a homogeneous

121



set of items. While the life goals of ‘®being very-well off
flnancially® and *having adminlstrative responsibility for others®
both have the expected positive correlations with cheating, two
other items in the scale--wanting to become an "authority in one’s
fleld" or to "obtaln recognition from one’s colleagues”--are not
related to cheating, and two other items--drive to achieve and
degree aspirations--have significant positive correlations. The
scales for Academic Self-concept and Effort were correlated as
hypothesized. Llikewise, the two measures of reasons for attending
coliege were correlated in the anticipated directions. Some of the
Individual items making up these scales have even stronger
correlations than the scales, however.

A scale for Altruism and Social Responsibility was also
correlated with two of the cheating measures; however, one of the
Items In the construct, *influencing social values," does not
appear to be related to cheating.

From the Administrative Climate survey we have learned that
the proctor system was the most common academic honesty system used
by Institutions, whlle the honor system was used by less than
one-fourth of the institutions. Four-fifths of the Institutions
provided information about their academic honesty policies. The
majority of Institutions had detalled codes, and slightly more than
half iIncluded definitions of cheating In their codes.
Approximately one-fifth of the colleges and universities referred

to computer usage in the code, and only one-tenth gave examples of
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plagiarism. Most institutions have five or fewer cases adjudicated
annually, and the same numbers of findings of gullt.

Colleges and universitles that provide academic honesty
information to students most frequently do so through handbooks or
catalogues, or at orientation meetings. Only two percent of all
Institutions provided no information or guidelines to students
about honesty regulations.

Several practices have significant relations to cheating. The
use of honor systems, the requirement that students sign honesty
pledges on all submitted work, and adjudication boards composed
only of students generally have negative correlations with
cheating. That is, cheating Is lower In schools that use these
practices than In settings where they are not used. Conversely,
proctor systems, cases handled by departmental chairs or other
appointed administrative officers, and adjudication boards of
students and administrators, are positively correlated with
cheating, i.e., the incidence of cheating Is higher than in
Institutions where alternate practices are used.

The multivarlate results with all of these variables used

Jjointly will be presented and discussed in Chapters 6 and 7.
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CHAPTER VI
MULTIVARIATE RESULTS

The empirical findings from this study will be organized as
follows: The first part of the chapter includes a discussion of
the constructed scales and the varliables from which they were
constructed. Next, results from tests of the nine hypotheses will
be presented, after which the model will be reviewed and additional
significant findings discussed. Finally, the chapter will conclude

with a discussion and summary of the results.

Constructed Variables

The purpose of developing the "constructed" variables Is to
obtain measures of key constructs by combining individual items
together to form "scales.” These scales are assumed to be better
measures of the constructs than are the individual items because
they are more reliable (i.e., contain less measurement error). 1If,
however, the items used to generate a particular scale are not
sufficlently homogeneous in terms of what they are actually
measuring, the scales may not necessariiy represent an improvement
over the original items. For example, the preliminary examination
of these constructs in Chapter 5 suggested that at least one of
them--Drive and Ambition--does not comprise a homogeneous set of
items. Therefore, when using a prlor! scales such as the ones

constructed for this project, one must question the reliability of
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each construct and the homogeneity of the individual variables from
which it is constructed.

In order to resolve this dilemma and to provide a more
complete test of the proposed theories, the scales and the
individual ‘lt from which they were constructed were allowed to
compete against each other In the regression equations to determine
which measures--scales or individual items--might more accurately
measure each construct. By allowing variables to enter the
regression independently, the scales will need stronger partial
correlations than their individual components.

As we have seen In Chapter 5, (Tables 3 and 5), the constructs
as well as the Individual items from which they were made were
significantly related to the three cheating measures; therefore,
this study will provide an opportunity to assess the relative -
predictive power of the scales and the individual variables from

which they were constructed.

Hypotheses and Exploratory Analyses

In this section, each hypothesis is examined and relevant
results are presented and discussed. The scales which were included
for exploration will also be considered. Three stepwise, multiple
linear regressions were calculated, each using one of the three
dependent variables: homework copying, examination or test

cheating, and a combined measure of cheating based on the first
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two. (The third measure of cheating will subsequently be referred
to as overall cheating.)

Variables were allowed to enter the regression in nine
geparately ordered blocks. The six blocks previocusly described
include (in order): demographlc characteristics; pre-college
activity tralts; measures of Drive and Ambition, Academic
Self-concept and Effort; institutional academic honesty systems and
characteristics; Institutional environmental characteristics; and
students’ activities in college. In Block 7 all of the two-way
interactions were tested. Block 8 tested three-way interactions.
Finally, Block 9 allowed variables which were no longer significant
to drop out of the regression and newly significant variables from
earlier blocks to enter.

The three multivariate analyses, at the flnal step of the
regression, produced multiple correlation coefficients of .40
(homework copying), .34 (examination cheating), and .42 (overall
cheating). The variance accounted for by each regression is thus
16%, 12% and 18%, respectlively. |
Reagons for Attending College (Exploratorv)

One lssue Included in thls study for exploratory purposes was
the reasons students give for attending college. It was
hypothesized that those students who attend college for the
intrinsic value of an education would cheat less, and that those

who attend college for extrinsic galngs such as making money would
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cheat more. The results offer strong support for these
hypotheses.

In Chapter S, we saw that the scale measuring *"Intrinsic
Reasons" for attending college had significant negative
relationships with each of the three cheating measures. (Chapter
V, Table 3). That is, those students who attend college for th?
Intrinsic benefits of an education cheat less.

At the same time, the scale measuring *Extrinsic Reasons® for
attending college had significant positive correlations with each
of the three cheating measures. (Chapter 5, Table 3).

Both of these constructs were allowed to enter the
regressions, together with the individual variables from which they
were scaled. ¥hile neither construct entered any of the three
regressions, a number of their constituent items did, and in every
instance the sign of the Beta coefficient was in the hypothesized
direction. The reason why neither scale entered was (a) that one
or more had higher partial correlations with cheating than did the
scale; and (b) that thelr partial correlations were reduced to
ingignificance when one or more of the individual Items entered.
(The results of the three regression analyses are presented in
Tables 13, 14, and 15, and will be referred to frequently
throughout this chapter).

The item, "attend college to learn more about things that
interest me® entered the regressions for predicting examination

cheating and overall cheating. As hypotheslzed, it serves as a
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Step Variable Entering R Simple r
1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
Block 1
1 Student Sex 10 =10 10 -10 -0 -07 -07 -06 -05 -05 -05
2 Mother's Education Ri -04 05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -03 -02 -02 -0
3 Mother's Career -- Other g2 -04 -04  -04 -0 -.04 -04 -0D4 -05 -05 -05
Block 2
4 Caraar - Enginaer 16 .13 W1t L1t 11 k] 13 12 23 13 .14
S Major - Business 19 08 .08 08 08 .10 J0 .09 09 .09 08
§ Attend Coflege - Make Money .20 RA .10 .10 .10 .08 .08 08 08 07 .07
7 High School Grade Point Average 22 -08 -07 -07 -07 -08 -08 -07 -07 ~-0O7 -05
8 Major ~ English ’ 22 -06 -06 -05 -06 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -04
Block 3
9 Hours Studying 24 -1 -1 <10 ~10 12 -2 -2 -1 -3 211
10 Goal — Be Very Well Off Financially 25 A3 12 a2 a2 12 .10 08 08 .08 .08
11 Goal - Promote Racial Understanding 25 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05 -0O5
12 Self-Rating Academic Ability .26 -07 -0 -08 -08 -03 -09 -09 -07 -06 -06
Block 4
13 Honor System 27 -08 -9 -08 -88 -3 -08 -08 -08 -07 -07
14 Adjudication Board -- Students ang Administrators 27 .06 05 05 05 04 04 04 05 .05 05
15 Adjudication Board -- Faculty Only .27 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04
16 Faculty Handle Infraction -- Do Not Refer .28 -.02 -02 -02 -02 -0 -01  -01 -02 -02 -02
17 Regulations Include Definitions .28 -06 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04
18 Specific Regutations .28 .01 .01 01 01 .01 01t .01 01 .01 .02
19 Parmanent Expulsion 29 -04 -04 -0 -04 -04 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04
Block S
20 All Male Calloge 29 -.05 -6 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -06 -06 -05
21 University 29 .02 .02 .02 02 .02 .02 .01 03 02 .03
Block 6
22 Hours Spent Partying 33 a7 17 a7 a7 a7 a7 .16 .16 16 .16
23 Late Homework ~ 35 18 A7 A7 a7 7 18 6 a6 .16 .15
24 Played Inzamurals 37 a2 R R RE] 1N 1 RAl a1 11 .12
25 Fuil-Time Enroliment Sophomore Year .37 .05 04 05 03 04 .05 04 .05 05 07
26 FUS Career ~ Forestar/Farmer 37 .05 .04 04 04 .05 .05 .05 05 05 05
27 FUS Caraer ~ Undacided .38 -.06 .06 -06 -06 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05 -.05
28 Hours Spent Sedalizing 38 11 1 RY a2 a2 12 12 12 a2 A3
28 FUS Major -- Engineering .38 12 .10 .10 10 04 .05 .05 .05 s .06
30 FUS Major -- Businass .39 .08 .09 .08 .08 .09 .05 .05 05 .05 05
31 FUS Major -- Other Technical .39 .03 .03 .02 02 .03 04 03 03 .03 .03
32 FUS Major -- Education .39 .01 .02 02 02 .02 .03 04 .03 .03 .03
33 Worked on Protessor's Rasoarch .39 04 0 04 04 05 .05 .05 .05 05 .05
34 Performed Independent Research .40 -05 -05 -.05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -04 -03
35 Drank Beor 40 15 .14 14 14 .14 14 13 A3 13 13
36 FUS Career - Enginacr .40 .08 .06 06 .06 -01 -01 -01 -01 -.01 .00
Block 9
43 Insiuhon Scleclivity 40 -07 -.08 -.07 -07 -.08 -08 -.07 -.05 -.05 -.03
45 College Grade Paint Avorage .40 -14 -13  -13 .13 -2 .12 -1t -0 -0 -.09
47 No Reminders of © . amic Honesty Policies .40 .03 .c3 .03 .03 .04 .04 .03 .03 .03 .03
48 Case Handled anc *.uterred by Faculty .40 .03 .03 .03 .03 .03 .02 .03 .03 .03 04
49 FUS Major -- English 40 -.09 -08 -08 -08 -08 -07 -06 -06 -06 -06
Intnnsic Reasons -05 -03 -03 -03 -03 -02 -03 -03 -02 -01
Extrinsic Reasons .06 .06 .05 05 .05 05 -02 -02 -02 -0
Drive and Ambition .02 .03 .03 .03 .03 .02 .00 02 02 .02
Acadamic Solf-Concept -.05 -c6 -07 -07 -09 -08 -08 -05 -05 -04
Etfort -.09 -08 -09 -09 -1 -10 -10 -08 -.09 .00
Altruism and Social Responsibility -.08 -06 -06 -06 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -04
Procior System .08 .8 .08 .08 .07 .07 .07 .06 .06 .06
Institutional Enroliment .03 .03 .03 .03 .03 .02 .02 03 05 .02






Table 13
Stepwise Regression Predicting Homework Copying (N = 2,670)

Beta After Step

7 8 § 0 11 12 13 17 18 2 23 24 28 23 30 33 35 36 40 42 43 45 48 49
-05 -05 -05 -04 .04 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -02 -02 -01 -01 -01 -01 =01 - - - - - -
-02 -02 -0 -0 -01 -01 00 00 00 -02 -02 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 - - - - -
-0s -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -05 -05 -05 -05
43 a3 a4 4 4 94 ¢ a3 a3 a3 12 a2 12 09 08 09 08 .10 .10 .40 .10 10 .08 09
09 09 08 8 07 07 07 06 06 06 .05 .05 .05 05 .02 .02 .02 .02 - - - - - -
08 07 WO7 W% D4 04 03 03 03 03 03 03 .03 03 03 02 03 .03 03 - - - - -
207 -07 -05 -05 -05 -01 -01 -02 -02 -01 .00 -0t -01 -01 -01 -01 -01 -0t - - - - - -
-04 .04 -0¢ -04 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 - - -
-1 -1 -1 -10 -10 -0 -10 -10 -30 -09 -07 -08 -09 -10 -10 -0 -10 -10 -10 -10 -09 -09 -03 -C9
08 08 08 Q08 08 08 .08 08 08 05 05 05 06 06 06 .05 .05 05 05 .07 .06 .06 .06 .06
-0 -05 -05 -05 05 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -08 -D4 -08 -2
-07 -06 -06 -06 -05 :05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -06 -06 -05 -03 - -
-08 -07 -07 -07 -07 -06 .06 -07 .07 -07 -07 -07 -07 -07 -07 -07 -07 -07 -O7 -07 -O7 -06 -06 -0
05 0 ©0 05 05 05 05 06 05 05 05 0 .05 05 05 .05 0 .05 05 05 05 0 .05 .05
-04 -04 -04 -0¢ -04 04 -04 -05 -05 -06 -05 -06 -06 -06 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05
-62 -02 -02 -02 -62 -03 -084 -05 -05 -05 -04 -05 -C5 -05 -05 <05 -06 <-06 <-06 -05 -06 -06 -05 -0OS
-05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -04 -03 04 -06 -07 -07 -07 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06
01 01 02 02 02 02 02 04 Q&8 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 05 05 05 05 .05 .05
-04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -0& -04 -03 -0& -04 -04 -05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -0
-06 -06 .05 -05 -05 05 -04 -04 .03 -04 -04 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -05 <-05 ~05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -0t
03 02 03 03 03 03 04 08 o4& 03 03 .03 .03 03 03 03 .02 .02 - - - - - -
6 a6 16 5 A5 a5 15 6 a5 36 .15, I3 10 10 .30 .6 o7 07 08 .08 .08 .07 .08 .08
46 a6 a5 5 15 a5 45 45 a5 a3 33 a3 a3 13 a3 a3 a3 13 a3 43 13 13 13 a3
a1 a1 a2 1 RA a1 12 2 a2 .10 .10 0 .10 10 .10 .10 .10 .10 a0 .10 .10 .10 .10 Rl
L5 es o7 07 07 07 ©7 07 Q&7 07 W07 06 06 06 .06 .06 .06 .06 06 .06 .06 07 .07 07
05 05 05 05 05 8 05 05 065 05 .05 05 .05 05 .05 .05 .05 05 05 .05 05 05 .05 .05
-05 -05 -05 -C5 -05 ~-05 -05 -05 -C5 -05 -05 -06 -05 -05 -05 -04 .04 -04 04 -05 -04 -04 -04 -0
g2 a2 a3 3 a3 a3 33 4 e 08 07 06 Q06 06 .06 .06 .06 06 O06 .06 .06 05 05 .05
05 05 06 06 0 06 06 05 05 06 .05 .05 .06 Q06 .67 .08 .08 .13 A3 .43 43 14 A3 a3
05 05 05 08 04 04 04 4 0& 08 05 05 M4 05 Q05 07 067 .07 .08 .09 08 .08 .08 05
03 03 03 03 03 03 € 03 03 03 03 03 .04 0& 05 05 05 05 05 .05 .05 .05 .05 .0
03 03 03 04 0 03 03 03 ©03 .04 04 08 04 04 05 .05 05 05 .05 .05 05 05 05 .05
05 0 05 05 05 05 05 06 ©05 .05 05 05 064 0& 04 Q04 05 05 05 .05 05 05 .05 C5
-04 -04 -03 -03 -03 -C3 -03 -03 -C3 -03 -03 -03 -04 -04 -04 -03 -04 -04 -04 -05 -05 -05 -05 -GS
43 13 13 a2 32 12 12 13 13 06 05 05 05 05 0§ 05 ©£5 05 05 05 &6 56 .06 .28
01 .01 00 00 O 00 00 00 € 01 00 0 .61 -08 -07 -07 -07 :07 -07 -07 -08 -07 -07 -CB
-05 -05 .03 -03 -02 -02 00 00 €2 -02 -04 05 -04 -84 -0& -8+ 05 .05 -08 -05 -05 -05 -06 -06
-10 -1 -09 .08 -08 -07 .08 .08 .88 -06 -04& .04 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 ~-04 -05 -05 -05 -05 -06 -06
03 03 03 & 04 04 ©3 04 £ 04 06 064 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 08 04 04 .04 <
03 03 04 04 04 04 03 03 3 € 3 03 03 03 03 .03 .03 03 03 .03 .03 .03 0 02
-06 -06 -06 -05 -05 -05.05 .05 .05 .05 .05 -05 .04 -0 -04 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -04 -0& -Gz
-03 -02 -01 -0t 00 00 0O 00 00 00 O 00 0 O .0 .0 0 0 .o .0 .0 .o .o .o
-02 -02 -01 -02 -0t .01 00 00 63 ©0 .0 00 .00 00 00 .01 ©0 0 .0, 01 .02 02 .02 .02
02 02 02 -02 .01 00 01 01 € 00 O 00 00 00 .00 .01 0 .01 01 01 0 0 .01 .00
-05 -05 -0¢ -04 -04 00 00 00 £ .00 -0t .01 -01 -01 -02 -02 -02 -02 -02 -02 -01 -01 -03 -02
-09 -09 00 00 L 00 01 o £ .00 00 .00 -02 -02 -02 -02 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -02 -03 -C3
-4 -84 -04 -0¢ .02 -02-C2 -02 -C2 -01 00 -01 .00 00 .00 .00 00 00 00 .00 -0t .00 -01 -G
06 06 ©5 06 06 06 €3 62 € 01 0 01 .00 00 .00 00 .00 .00 00 .00 .00 .00 .00 CO
03 05 02 € 02 02062 02 2 -00 -001 00 .00 01 01 .0 00 00 01 01 .02 02 02 .2

=
N
o






Stepwise Regression

Step  Variablo Entering R Simpler
1 2 3 6 7 8 9 10 1"
Block 1
1 Religion - Catholic 07 07 o7 ©08 .08 08 .08 08 07 o7 .07
2 Student Sex 10 -.06 .07 07 -O7 -07 -06 -06 -06 -05 -0S5
3 Father's Career - Doclor 11 06 06 06 06 06 .06 06 06 06 07
4 Race - Other 12 .05 04 04 04 04 04 .04 04 D04 05
S Mother's Cargar - Research Scientist 13 04 04 04 04 .04 .04 04 .04 04 04
6 Fathor's Caroor — Unomployed 13 04 04 04 04 Pz} 04 04 04 04 04
Block 2
7 High Schoot Grada Point Average A7 -12 =11 =11 =11 -1 211 - -10 -10 -09
8 History/Political Science Major 19 -.08 -8 -08 -08 -08 -07 .07 -07 -07 -07
9 Attend College - Make Monay 20 07 07 07 W07 07 06 06 Q08 .06 .06
10 Attend College - Learn More 20 -06 -06 -05 -05 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05
11 Student Career -~ Doctor 21 -04 .04 -04 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04
Block 3
12 Hours Studying .23 -12 .12 12 -2 -2 -0 -0 10 10 -09
13 Goal -- Influence Social Values 23 03 03 04 04 04 .04 05 .05 .05 .06
14 Goal -- Promote Racial Uncarsianding 24 -.06 .05 -05 -05 -05 -06 -05 -04 -04 -04
15 Goal - Ba Very Wali Oit Financially 24 10 .10 .09 09 09 .08 .08 07 .06 .07
16 Sell-Rating Academic Abuly 25 -n -1 .12 .12 -2 08 -07 .07 -07 -07
Block 4
17 Adjudicaton Board - Studants Only 25 -.08 -07 .07 -08 -08 -07 -06 -06 -06 -0S5
18 Sanciion - Failing Grace Course .26 -02 -03 -03 -03 -03 -02 -03 -03 -03- -03
19 Case Handled Other Ofice 26 .04 .04 04 .04 .04 .c4 04 04 04 .04
Block 5
20 Institutional Enroliment .26 05 04 04 .04 04 .06 .06 .05 .05 05
Block 6
21 Drank Baer 29 a5 a5 4 14 14 13 13 13 3 3
22 Late Homework 31 14 14 A3 43 a3 A2 12 a2 a2 a2
23 Played Intercollegiate Sporis 31 09 09 .08 .09 .09 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08
24 Membor - Fratemity/Sorarity 32 .06 08 06 06 06 .07 07 07 07 (07
25 FUS Caroer - Lawyer 32 05 05 .05 05 .05 .05 05 05 .05 .05
26 Full-time Enroliment Sopnomora Year 32 02 02 .02 .0t .02 .03 .03 03 03 .03
27 FUS Career - Healih Profassion 33 -.05 04 .08 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04
LR B
28 Intaraction Effoct: High Wall-Off, 33 A3 a3 a3 13 a3 .10 100 a0 09 09
Low Ability, Few Hours Spant Studying
Block 8
33 FUS Carear -- Enginoer .33 .05 05 .03 .03 .03 .04 03 03 .03 .G
34 Saevera Sanction - Copy Homawork .33 -.07 -07 -07 -08 -07 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05
35 Drank Liquor 34 a2 1 BRI a1 RA a1 1 A1 RA 11
3§ Reminder -- Each Tes! 34 .05 05 05 .05 .05 04 .04 .04 04 04
37 Spacial Honasty Hando.t 34 -07 .07 -07 -07 -07 -06 -06 -06 -05 -05
39 Father's Education 34 .02 .02 .02 01 .00 02 03 03 .04 .04
40 Acjugication Board -- Facuily and Adminisiraior: .34 -&2 -g2 -2 .82 .82 02 w02 -02 w02 .02
&1 Career -- Elamentary Ec.cation 34 .03 03 04 .04 04 .03 .03 .04 .04 03
Intninsic Reasons -.04 .05 -04 -08 -05 -04 -04 -04 -01 -O1
Extrinsic Reasons .03 .03 .03 .03 .03 .03 .03 -03 -02 0C
Drve and Ambition .01 .02 .01 .01 .01 .03 .03 .02 .02 .03
Acadomic Solf-Concop: -.07 09 -10 -30 -10 -05 -05 -05 -04 -04
Etfort -12 -0 -10 -10 -10 -08 -07 -08 -07 -07
Altruism and Social Rasponsibility -.03 -03 -02 -03 -03 -03 -02 -0 -0V Ke d
Honor System -.06 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -D4 -04 -0C
Proctor System 06 .05 .05 .05 .05 04 .04 .04 .04 Kl
College Grade Point Averaga =12 12 -1t -12 -12  -08 07 -07 -07 -0i






Table 14
e Regression Predicting Examination or Test Cheating (N = 2,675)

Beta After Stap

9 10 1 i2 13 14 15 16 17 20 % 22 26 28 31 34 35 37 40 41
07 ©07 07 .08 .08 08 .08 07 07 07 .2 .05 06 05 05 05 05 .05 .06 .06
06 -05 -05 -05 -06 -06 -05 -06 -06 -06 -05 -04 -03 -02 -03 - - - - -
06 06 .07 07 ©7 007 07 07 ©O7 07 Q27 07 07 07 06 .07 07 07 .06 .06
04 04 05 04 084 05 o0& & 02 04 .05 .04 .04 D4 04 04 04 05 05 .05
04 04 04 04 04 04 08 & 02 .04 .04 .04 .04 04 04 04 04 04 .04
.04 04 04 04 04 08 04 M4 04 04 .cé .04 L4 L4 04 04 04 04 05 05
10 -10 .09 -07 -07 -07 -07 -03 -03 -04 -03 -02 -03 -02 - - - - - -
07 .07 .07 -07 -08 -07 .07 .07 -06 -06 -07 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -05 -06 -05
Q6 06 06 06 06 06 £33 03 03 .03 .03 03 03 03 05 04 04 04 04 04
05 05 -05 -04 -05 -04 04 .4 -0 04 .04 -04 -04 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05
04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 .03 -03 -03 -02 -02 -02 -02 - - - - - -
0 -0 -09 .09 -09 -10 -09 -09 -09 -09 -C9 -07 -08 -07 -07 -07 -O7 -07 -08 -08
05 05 06 06 06 07 .07 .07 7 .07 .8 08 08 08 08 08 08 .08 .08 .08
04 -04 -04 -04 -06 -06 -06 -06 -C6 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06
07 06 07 .06 06 06 Q6 .06 .06 .05 .c4 .04 04 02 - - - - - -
07 -07 -07 -06 -06 -06 -06 -6 -05 -06 -06 -07 -06 -04 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05
o6 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05 -C5 -05 -05 -05 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -04 -D48 -03 - -
03 -3 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -0& -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -04
04 04 04 04 04 04 04 04 C& .03 .C3 03 03 03 W03 03 .03 .04 04 .04
05 05 O05 05 05 05 .05 05 .05 05 .03 03 04 03 03 04 04 04 04 04
13 .13 .13 13 13 .13 a2 13 13 12 a2 1 .10 .10 a1 11 08 08 .08 .08
12 a2 12 1 a1 n REI 1 RE! 11 .10 J0 10 10 10 .10 A0 10 .10 .10
08 08 08 09 .08 .08 08 08 .08 .09 .C8 08 07 07 07 07 07 08 .07 .07
07 07 07 W07 W07 ©7 L7 Q07 C£7 07 .05 05 W05 05 W05 05 05 .05 .05 .05
es £ 05 05 05 05 .05 3 L 08 .C5 05 05 05 05 05 W05 05 .05 .05
03 .03 03 ™ 05 05 .05 05 05 .05 .05 05 D04 .04 04 04 04 04 04 04
04 ~04 -04 -0& -04 -04 .04 -04 02 04 -04 -04 -04 -08 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -D4
10 09 09 07 0O7 07 L6 05 5 .05 .06 06 06 Q6 06 06 06 .06 .06 .06
03 03 03 &4 04 05 04 05 05 .04 .04 04 05 04 05 05 06 .06 06 .06
o5 -05 -05 -04 -06 -04 -04 .04 -C3 -04 -04 -05 -05 -05 -05 .05 -05 -05 -06 -06
11 11 A1 1 1 RE! RETEERE] A1 .11 05 05 .05 05 05 W05 Q085 .05 05 05
04 04 04 e s TN » N R - S o Res) L3 C3 03 04 04 04 04 06 .05
c6 -05 -05 -0& -04 -04 02 .04 -C3 -03 -C&4 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -06 -06
03 .04 04 05 05 05 05 .06 .06 .06 .04 04 03 03 03 04 04 04 04 04
02 -02 -02 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -C -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -04 -04 -04
7] .04 .03 .03 03 03 o+ 03 3 03 .03 04 .04 .04 .04 04 04 04 4 04
04 -0 -01 00 -0t 00 00 00 CC .01 .co 01 .00 00 00 00 00 00 .00 .00
03 -02 .00 .00 .00 .0t L0 00 S .00 01 .01 .c0 .00 00 00 OO0 .00 00 .00
02 .02 .03 04 .02 .03 00 .01 b} .01 01 01 .00 .01 01 .01 .01 .01 0 .01
05 -04 -04 -03 -03 -03 .03 02 (3 .02 .02 01 .01 .01 .00 00 00 .01 .00 .00
o8 -07 -07 .02 03 .03 .03 03 (3 .03 .02 02 .01 02 .01 .01 .01 .01 .02 -02
oy -0t 00 .00 -07 -02 .02 .03 .0 -.02 .00 .01 .00 00 00 00 00 -01 .00 -01
04 -04 -03 -03 -02 -02 -02 .02 .cC .00 -0t .00 -0 -.01 -01 -.01 -0 00 -0 .00
04 04 .04 03 .03 W03 .03 03 .0t .01 .02 02 .02 02 02 02 02 .02 02 .02
o7 -07 -07 -06 -06 -06 -05 .05 -05 -04 .04 -02 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03 -03
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Step Variable Entering A Simpler
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 1 12 13 14
Block 1
1 Student Sex 10 -10 22 -0 -1 -0 .07 -06 06 -06 -06 -05 -06 -.06
2 Raeligion - Catholic 12 06 07 Q7 .08 H7 .07 07 06 06 07 07 .07 .07
3 Race - Black a3 .03 04 05 Q05 03 .02 02 02 02 01 00 .00 .01
Block 2
4 High Schoot Grade Point Average A7 -12 11 -1t .10 19 -t =11 -3 .10 -07  -07 -03 .03
S Career - Engineer 19 RR 0 08 W09 a0 30 a2 M 10 a2 12 a2 a2
6 Major - Business 21 08 08 08 .08 08 .03 09 08 07 06 05 .05 .05
7 Attend College Maks Money 22 a2 1 10 10 09 .09 08 Q08 08 .08 .03 .03 .03
8 Major - History/Political Science 23 -08 -08 -08 -08 -07 -07 -06 -06 -06 -05 -05 -05 -04
9 Attend Cellego o Loam More 24 08 05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -O4 -03 -03 -02 -02
10 Major - English 24 -06 -06 -06 -06 -05 -05 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04
Block 3
11 Hours Studying 27 -4 14 -14 <14 .12 -3 -3 13 -2 2 -2 12 a2
12 Goal - Be Very Well Off Financiaty .28 as 24 13 a3 13 a2 1 20 09 09 Q9 .09 .09
13 Seif-Rating Academic Ability 28 -n -2 -117 -1 -08 -09 -08 -08 -08 -07 -07 -Q7 -06
14 Goal - P Racial Und wwing .29 -08 -07 -08 -08 -08 -08 -07 -07 -05 -05 -05 -05 -0%
15 Goal - Influence Social Vaiues 29 .00 .01 .01 .01 01 .02 02 02 03 04 03 .03 05
16 Goal - Help Others 29  -07 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -05 -04 -04 -04 -04 -04 -03
Block 4
17 Adjudication Board - Students Only 30 09 -0 -09 -09 -08 -07 -07 -07 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05
18 Casae Handled Other Office 30 05 05 05 05 05 .05 05 05 .04 .04 .04 04 .04
19 Special Academic Honesty Hancou! 30 -08 -08 -08 08 -07 -07 -07 -07 -07 -05 -05 -05 -05
Block 5
20 University 30 .02 .01 .01 .01 02 02 02 02 02 03 03 .03 .03
21 College Race 31 .04 05 .06 05 .04 04 05 05 05 05 05 .05 .05
Block 6
22 Late Homework 35 .20 a9 19 18 a8 18 37 a8 .18 a6 a6 a6 a7
23 Hours Spent Partying 38 19 19 18 19 18 a8 A7 a7 a7 a7 16 16 .16
24 Played Intramurals 39 a3 A R .11 RA .11 a1 a1 a1 a2 RA 11 .12
25 Full-time Enroliment Sophomore .38 .04 .04 .04 .04 .05 .05 05 05 .05 07 .07 07 .07
26 DrankBoer : 40 a9 18 A7 18 a7 a7 A7 a6 16 18 18 .16 .16
27 Played Intercoliagiate Sports 40 .10 .09 .09 .09 .09 .10 a0 10 10 .10 10 .10 .10
28 FUS Major - English 40 -08 -08 -08 -08 -08 .07 -07 -06 -06 -05 -05 -04 -04
29 FUS Career - FarmerfForester 40 04 .04 .04 .04 a3 .04 04 05 .04 04 04 04 .04
30 Hours Socializing 41 1 A1 R RE RE! 1 A1 RE] RE A3 A3 13 a3
31 Professors Research Project 41 .04 04 04 04 W 05 05 05 05 05 05 05 .05
32 Fraternity/Sorority Member 41 07 L0707 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 08 .08
33 Conducted Independant Research 41 -.05 -05 -05 -05 -05 -04 -04 -03 -03 -02 -02 -02 -.02
Block 8
34 Intaraction Effact: High Well-Oft, 41 -04 .14 .14 R A2 12 RA a1 10 .07 .06 04 .04
Low Ability, Fow Hours Studying
Block 9
42 Al Male College 41 -.05 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -06 -05 -05 -05 -05 -05
45 Acjudication Board - Faculty Only 41 -04 -04 -04 -08 -04 -04 -04 .04 -04 -03 -03 -03 -03
46 College Grade Point Average 41 16 215 215 .15 =13 .32 -3t sy -1 .08 08 -07  -.07
48 FUS Major - Engineering 42 .09 07 .07 .07 08 .03 .03 .03 .02 03 .04 .04 .03
49 FUS Major - Business 42 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 .08 .05 04 .04 .04 .03 .03 .03
51 FUS Major - Education 42 .01 .03 .03 .03 .02 .02 .03 04 03 03 03 03 .03
52 Fathor's Career - Doctor 42 .03 03 W03 03 .03 .03 .03 .04 04 04 .04 .04 .04
53 Honor Systom 42 -09 -9 -09 -09 -08 -08 -07 -07 -07 -05 -05 ~-05 -05
Intrinsic Reasons -.05 -04 -04 -05 -04 -04 -03 -03 -01 .01 .01 .01 .03
Extrinsic Reasons 06 06 06 05 05 05 05 -02 -O01 00 -0t -01 .00
Drive and Ambition .03 .04 .04 03 05 .05 .04 .02 03 .04 .00 .01 .02
Academic Self-Concept -07 .10 -10 -10 -06 -07 -07 -06 -06 -04 -04 .01 01
Etlon -12 11 =12 -1v -09 -3t <10 10 -0 01 .01 02 .02
Altruism and Social Rasponsibility -.06 .05 -05 -06 -06 -05 -04 -08 -03 -02 -03 -03 -03
Proclor System 09 .09 .08 .08 07 .07 .06 .06 086 05 .05 .05 .05
tnstitutionat Enrolimant .04 .04 .03 04 .05 .05 .05 .04 .04 .04 .04 .04 .04






Table 15 .
Stepwise Regression Predicting Overall Cheating (N = 2,663)

Beta After Step
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negative predictor of these two behaviors and was significant at
the final step for examination cheating. MNeither becoming a "more
cultured person® nor "gaining a general education" entered any of
the regressions. In short, students who attend college because
they want to learn are less llkely to take short cuts by cheating.
It may well be that cheating on an examinatlon is seen as being
Inconsistent with the desire to learn.

As far as the ltems measuring Extrinsic Reasons for Attending
College were concerned, "attend college to make money" entered all
three regressions. It serves as a positive predictor for cheating
In each Instance, and It is significant at the final step for
examination cheating. Students who attend coliege because they
strongly value the monetary rewards of a college education are
apparently more inclined to cheat on tests.

In summary, it appears that a student’s reason for attending
college can be an Important indication of that student’s
inclination toward academic dishonesty. Students who see college
primariiy as a place to learn are less inclined to cheat than are
those who see it more as a means of enhancing their incomes. This
finding Is Important. If administrators and facuity want to
discourage cheating, it would be worthwhile to help students
understand and appreciate the Intrinsic value of an education.
College orientation could stress the value of learning In-and-of
itself, which in turn, could diminish some student’s emphasis on

the monetary rewards associated with higher education.
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At this point the reader should be cautioned about certain
interpretive strategies with Tables 13, 14 and 15. Pirst of all,
It should be recognized that, because of the considerable degree of
multicollinearity in the Iindependent variables, variables that
measure similar constructs (and that are substantially correlated
with each other) will display smaller regression coefficients when
two or more of them are in the equation at the same time. Thus, it
is risky to make Iinferences about the relative "importance' of
particular student characteristics merely by looking at the final
regression weights for an Individual variable. Rather, the reader
would be better advised to see how the multiple correlation
coefficient changed when all variables in a particular class
entered the regression equation.

Another cautionary note concerns the effects on the regression
coefficients of variables entering from the Follow-Up Survey. For
example, beginning in Block 6 in each of the three regressions
variables from the Follow-Up questionnaire were allowed to enter
and, in many cases, substantially changed the coefficients for
variablies from the freshman questionnaire. Since the Information
about the dependent variables (cheating behavior) and these
Follow-Up questionnaire items were obtained at the same time from
the same student questionnaire, it may not necessarily be the case
that those Follow-Up items that were used as independent variables
‘preceded® the dependent variables in time. In other words, the

direction of causation could, in theory, go from dependent to
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*independent® variable. Accordingly, to get a better estimate of
the "relative" importance of freshman characteristics in predicting
cheating behavior, the reader is advised to use the regression
coefficients as they are Iimmediately prior to the entry of any
follow-up questionnaire items (that is, prior to the entry of

variables from Block 6).

The Effects of Drive and Ambition. Academic Self-concept and Effort
SHvpotheges 1-3)

Hypothesis 1: Students with high Drive and Ambition will
cheat more than students with low Drive and Ambition.

The Drive and Ambitlon scale was constructed from four
personal goals: *to be very well-off financially,® "“to have
administrative responsibility for others," "to become an authority
in one’s field,” and "to receive recognition from one’s
colleagues,” and a self-rating of *drive to achieve* and one’s
degree aspirations. As noted, in Chapter S5, Table 5, this
construct has a weak positive correlation with the overall measure
of cheating, but was not significantly related either to homework
copying or to examination cheating.

While the scale measuring Drive and Ambition did not enter any
of the regressions, the life goal of °®being very well-off
financially" did enter each of the three regressions and remained

gignificant at the final step for both homework copying and overall
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cheating. The Importance of the goal of being very well-off
financlally s further Iillustrated in Tables 16, 17 and 18.
Students who see this goal as "essentlial® are nearly three times as
likely to copy homework and four times as likely to cheat on exams
as are studeng wvho rate this goal as "unimportant.®

That two of the items making up the Drive and Ambition
scale--Highest Degree Aspired to and self-rating on Drive to
Achieve--actually had simple correlations with cheating that were
oppogite In sign from the hypothesized relationships (neither
entered the regression) suggests that the hypothesis concerning the
construct of “Drive and Ambition® is not really supported by the
data.

It is noteworthy that wanting to be very well-off financially,
as well as attending college in order to make more money, were both
significant predictors In all three regressions. These items are
substantially correlated with each other (r = .49) and, given that
they both entered each regression, it would appear that having
strong materialistic values is an important determining factor Iin

cheating behavior.

Hypothesis 2: Students who have poor Academic Self-concept
will cheat more than students who have high Academic
Self-concept. A student’s belief that he or she does not
nave the academic ability to succeed will Increase the

l1ikelihood of cheating.
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Table 16
Cheating on Exams by the Importance of Being Very Weli-Off
Financially
(§ = 2,875

Gca!: to be very Dgpngnb ﬂkgsb!u- o~ &;a—x-attgns Tota}

well-off financially HNot at all Occasionally Frequently

Not Important 93.7 5.5 .8 4.4
Somewhat Important 86.3 13.3 .4 31.4
Very Important 80.2 19.5 .3 40.4
Essential 77.6 22.0 .4 23.8

*Significant at .0000 level,



Table 17

Homework Copying by the Importance of Being Very Well-0ff

Plnancially
(N = 2,869

Goal: to be very

well-off financially

—Percent Cooving Homework  Total

Not at all Occasionally Frequently

Not Important
Somewhat Important
Very Important

Essential

86.6 12.6 .8 4.4
77.2 22.5 .3 31.4
67.2 32.0 .8 40.3
64.6 33.7 1.8 23.8

*Significant at .0000 level.
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Table 18

Overall Cheating by the Importance of Being Very Well-0ff

Plnancially

(N = 2,85%)

Goal: to be Percent Who Cheat Qverall Total
very Not Cheats in Occasional More than Regular
well-of f at aill one cheating occasional cheating

financially situation cheating

Not Important 84.0 13.6 2.3 .0 0 4.4

Somewhat

Important 71.0 21.7 7.1 .0 .2 31.4

Very Important 59.1 29.4 10.7 .6 .2 40.4

Essent!al §7.5 27.4 13.7 1.2 3 23.8

¥Signiflcant at .0000 level.




This hypothesis was supported by the regression results, but
once agaln the scaled varlable was not as good a measure of the
construct as one of the Individual items from which it was made.
Thus, while the Academic Self-concept scale (which was constructed
from self-ratings of academic abillty, mathematlcal abllity, and
writing ability) had significant negative correlations with all
three cheating varlables (see Table 5>, It did not enter any of the
regressions. Instead, the self-rating of academic abllity entered
all three regressions and serves as a slanlflcant, negatlve
predictor of examination cheating at the final step (see Table 14).
For the other two regressions (Tables 13 and 15) It becomes
Insignificant after college grade polnt average enters. Tables 19,
20 and 21 further 1llustrate the relation between cheating and
self-ratings of academic ability. As perceived academic ablllity
Increases, cheatlng decreases. When one consliders the effects of
self-concept on cheating, therefore, the student’s self-rating of
academic ability appears to be a better measure of academic
self-concept than the scale comprising three self-ratings.
Specific self-ratings of mathematical and writing :=bility, in other
words, do not add to the construct in a manner which enhances its

predictive power.
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Table 19

Examinaticn Cheating by Self-Rating of Academic Ability

(§ = 3,009

Self-Rating of _Percent Who Cheat on Examipnations  Total
academic ablillity Not at all Occasionally Prequently

Lowest 10 % 100.0 .0 .0 .0
Below average 64.7 35.3 .0 .6
Average 77.0 21.9 1.2 28.2
Above average 83.3 16.5 .2 49.5
Highest 10% 87.0 13.0 .0 21.8

*Significant at .0000 level.
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Tabie 20

Homework Copying by Self-Ratings of Academic Ability

(N = 2,998

Self-rating of —Reccent Who Coov fomework ~ Total
academic abllity Not at all Occasionally Frequently

Lowest 10% .0 100.0 .0 .0
Below average 52.9 47.1 .0 .6
Average 66.8 31.9 1.3 28.2
Above average 71.0 28.2 .8 49.4
Highest 10% 75.6 24.0 .9 21.8

*Significant at .01 level.
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Table 21

Overall Cheating By Seif-Ratings of Academic Abllity
(N = 2,987

Self-Rating of ______ Percent Who Cheat Overall Total

academic Not Cheats Occasional More than Reguiar

ability at In one cheating occasional cheating

all situation cheating

Lowest 10% .0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 4.4
Below average 41.2 35.3 23.5 .0 .0 .6
Average 59.3 25.6 14.0 .7 .5 28.0
Above average 64.3 25.9 9.2 .5 .1 49.4
Highest 10% 69.2 24.3 6.1 .5 .0 21.9

*#Significant at .0000 level.
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Hypothesis 3: Students who expend great Effort on their
academic work will cheat less than those who exert liitle
Effort. In short, the more time a student spends on
academic activities, the less likely that student will be

to cheat.

This hypothesis was generally supported by the regressions.
Effort is a scale made from two variables: hours per week spent
attending class and laboratory sessions, and hours per week spent
studying and doing homework. As was seen in the last chapter
(Table 53, this scale had significant negative correlations with
each of the three cheating variables. Whlle the scale did not
enter any of the three regressions, the number of hours per week
spent studylng and dolng homework did enter all regresslons and
remained significant at the final step. Tables 22, 23, and 24,
further define the relatlon between the amount of time spent
studylng and doing homework and the three cheating measures. These
tables show that, as time engaged in studying increases, cheating
behavior decreases. Students who study more than 20 hours per week
are only half as likely to cheat on exams or copy homework as are
students who study less than six hours per week. Clearly, those
students who Invest large amounts of time in their academic work
cheat less than those students who do not spend as much time. For
each regression, time spent studying and doing homework is

significant and has one of the largest Beta weights at the final

142



Table 22

Examination Cheating By Time Spent Study!ng and Dolng Homework (}

= 3,003

Time spent studving

—Percent Who Cheat on Exams = Total

(in hours) Not at all Occasicna quen

None 100.0 .0 .0 .2
Less than one 73.7 21.1 5.3 .6
1-2 69.4 28.4 2.2 4.5
3-5 76.7 22.9 .4 15.3
6-10 80.9 18.9 .2 28.6
11-15 82.5 17.3 .2 20.4
16-20 85.9 14.1 .0 14.0
Over 20 90.5 8.7 .8 16.5

*Sionificant at .0000

level,
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Homework Copying By Time Spent Studying and Dolng Homework

Table 23

(N = 2,996>

Time spent studying

Percent Who Copy Homework Total

(in hours’ Not at all Occasionally Fregquently

None 100.0 .0 .0 .2
Less than one 57.9 36.8 5.3 .6
1-2 64.9 32.1 3.0 4.5
3-5 62.0 37.1 .9 15.2
6-10 69.5 29.5 .9 28.6
11-15 71.0 28.4 .7 20.4
16-20 73.4 26.4 .2 14.0
Over 20 79.6 19.6 .8 16.5
¥Significant at .0000 leve].
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Overall Cheating By Time Spent Studying and Doing Homework

Table 24

(N = 2,984

Time spent ___ Percept Who Cheat Overall

studying Not

Cheats in Occasional

More than Regular

Total

(in hours) at all one cheating occasional cheating
situation cheating

None 100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .2
Less than 61.1 11.1 22.2 5.6 .0 .6
1-2 55.7 23.7 18.3 1.5 .8 4.4
3-5 54.7 29.4 15.2 .4 .2 15.2
6-10 62.6 25.3 11.4 .6 .1 28.6
11-15 63.8 26.0 9.7 .5 .0 20.5
16-20 66.4 26.6 6.7 .2 .0 13.9
Over 20 73.9 22.5 2.8 .2 .6 16.6

*Slgnificant at .0000 level.
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step (B = -.09, -.08, -.09) (Tables 13, 14, and 15). Although
class attendance also had a significant negative relation to
cheating, it did not contribute to the predictive power of the
Effort construct.

In summary, the main effects hypothesized in this block of
Independent scales were generally supported by the results.
However, it seems clear that the multi-item scales developed to
represent the constructs of Drive and Ambition, Academic
Self-concept, and Effort are not really very good measures of these
constructs, since none proved to be as effective in predicting
cheating as did certain of the individual ltems used to construct
those scales. Academic Self-concept appears to be best reflected
by the student’s self-rating on academic ability, and Effort seems

to be represented best by hours per week spent studying and doing
homework. Furthermore, it would appear that *Drive and Ambitlon®
does not really function as anticipated, and that it should be

replaced by the construct of "materialism.®

Interactions Amona Constructs (Hvpotheges 4-63

After the first six blocks of variables were allowed to enter
the three regressions, Interaction effects were tested. Because
none of the three scales entered the regression, each individual
variable which entered the regression in place of its corresponding
scale was used instead of the scale; therefore, interaction effects

were tested using being very well-off financlially, the self-rating
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of academic ability, and time spent studying. In Block 7 each of
the two-way Interactions among these items was allowed to enter the
regressions. Three-way Interaction effects were allowed to enter in

Block 8.

Hypothesis 4: The effects of High Drive and Ambition
(*materialism) will be greatest among those students

with poor Academic Self-concept.

This hypothesis was not supported. The Interaction term
involving being very well-off financially and self-rating of

academic ability did not enter the regressions.

Hypothesis S: The effects of high Drive and Ambition
(*materlialism") will be greatest among those students who

exert the least Effort.

There was an Interaction between hich Drive and Amblition
(being very well-off financially) and Effort (hours studying and
doing homework), but it was of only marginal significance (F = 3.9;
thé .05 level for F is 3.86). When these two varlables were made
into dummy variables representing combinations of scores (see
Appendix E}, none of the four possible combinations (¢high-high,
high-low, low-high, and 1low-low) entered the regression.
Purthermore, the dummy varlable with the largest Beta welght was
the low-low combination <(i.e., low on being very well-off

financially and low on time spent studying) rather than the




high-low combination as hypothesized (F = 3.3.). Therefore, it
must be concluded that this hypothesis was not supported by the

findings.

Hypothesis 6: There will be a three-way Iinteraction between
Drive and Ambition, Academic Self-concept and Effort.
Specificaiiy, there are three ways to state this

hypothesis:

a. The effects of high Drive and Ambition
(materiallism) and low Academlic Self-concept will
be greatest among students who exert the least

effort.

b. The effects of high Drive and Ambition
(materialism) and low Effort will be greatest

among students with low Academic Sel f-concept.

c. The effects of low Academic Self-concept and low
Effort will be greatest among students with high

Drive and Ambition (materialism).

This hypothesls was supported by the analyses. In Block 8,
the three-way interaction between the goal of being very well-off
financially, self-rating of academic abillty and time spent
studying did enter the regressions for examination and overall

cheating. Eight dummy varlables, representing all possible



compinations of hlgh and low scores on these three ltems, were made
and allowed to compete against each other in a rerun of the
regression. (See Appendix E for an explanation of these dummy
variables.) As predicted, the dummy representing high scores on
being very well-off financially and low scores on self-rating on
academic ability and amount of time spent studying and doing
homework was the one that entered the regression analyses. The
Beta weights at the entering steps were .06 (F = 6.06) and .0S (F =
$.72), respectively, In the regressions for exam cheating and
overall cheating. In short, it appears that the positive effect on
cheating of wanting to be very well-off financlally is exaggerated
when the student has a poor academic self-concept and exerts
relatively little effort studying. Because of the complex nature
of such higher-order interaction effects, it is possible to state
them in alternative ways. Thus, we could also say that the
tendency of those who expend little academic effort to cheat Iis
exacerbated 1f they also have a poor academic self-concept and
strong materlallistic tendencles. Or, we could say that the
tendency for materialistically-oriented students to cheat |Is
strengthened if they also have a poor academic self-concept and

expend relatively 1ittle effort on thelr studles,

Altcuism and Social Respongibility (Exploratorv)
One additional construct was tested in Block 3. Since it was

anticlipated that the effects of “Altrulsm. and Social




Responsibility" might be related to cheating behavior, a measure of
this construct was added to the regression for exploratory
purposes. The scale was constructed from four variables, each of
which represented a different life goal: influencing soclal
values, helping others In difficulty, participating in community
action programs and promoting racial understanding. While the
scale had a significant negative relation with homework copying and
overall cheating (see Chapter V, Table 5), when the construct was
allowed to compete against its individual items In the regressions,
the ‘items once again proved to be better predictors of cheating.

In the regression predicting homework copying (Table 13), the
goal of "promoting raclal understanding" enters the regression with
a negative weight (step 11) and remains significant at the final
step. For examination cheating (Table 14), influencing social
values (step 13) and promoting raclal understanding (step 14) both
enter the regression and both stay significant at the final step.
Finally, in the regression predicting’ovetall cheating (Table 15),
three of the four individual variables defining the construct enter
the regression: promoting raclal understanding <(step 14),
influencing social values (step 15), and helping others in
difficulty (step 16). Each of these Is a negatlve predictor of
cheating, and the first two remaln significant at the final step.

One can assume, therefore, that when one’s life goals are
focused on contributing to the social good, cheating is less likely

to occur. These results support the notlon that those who are
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concerned about the welfare of others would be unlikely to take
unfair advantage of others in order to further their own goals.

One of the four items, the goal of influencing social values,
does not have a significant correlation with any of the cheating
measures (Table 5). (This is probably the reason why the scale was
not as good a predictor as the other individual items.) Indeed, as
can be seen In Tables 14 and 15, as other variables enter the
regression, this variable eventually enters the regression with a
significant positive weight. It was anticipated, of course, that
this life goal, like the other three, would serve as a negatlive
predictor of cheating. While the reasons for this result are not
clear, it may be that wanting to influence social values reflects

not only altrulsm but also a desire for power.

v 4 7-8)
Hypothesis 7: Schools with academic honor systems will have
gignificantly lower levels of cheating than schools which

have proctor systems.

This hypothesis was partially supported. First, let us look
at the simple relationships. For all three measures of cheating,
there were significant correlations between types of academic
honesty systems and cheating behaviors (Tables 25, 26, and 27).
For each dependent variable there is iess cheating under an honor

system than under a proctor system. Since “other* system precduces
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Table 25
Examination Cheating As a Function of the Type of Academic Honesty

System (j = 2,978)

Type of system -Percent Who Cheat on Examinations Totat

Mot at all Qccasiconally Fregquently

Honor system 88.3 11.4 .4 17.1
Proctor system 81.0 18.6 .5 75.0
Other system 81.0 19.0 .0 7.9

¥Signiflcant at .002 level,
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Table 26

Homework Copying As a Function of the Type of Academic Honesty

System
(N = 2,983
Type of system —Percent Who Copv Homework Total
Not at all Occasionally Frequently
Honor System 79.3 20.4 .4 17.1
Proctor System 68.5 30.5 1.1 75.0
Other System 71.6 28.0 .4 7.9

#Significant at .0001 level.




Table 27

Overall Cheating As a Function of the Type of Academic Honesty

System
(N = 2,996)
Type of Dorgent Uhs Cheat QOverall Total
gystem Not Cheats iIn Occasional More than Regular
at all one cheating occasional cheating
situation cheating
Honor 73.3 21.0 5.3 .2 .2 17.1
Proctor 61.4 27.0 10.8 .7 .2 75.0
Other 65.1 22.6 12.3 .0 .0 7.9

*Significant at .0000 level.
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results very much like the proctor system, It appears that the
unique system ls really the honor system.

The honor system varlable, however, did not always enter the
regressions. Honor system does enter the regression at step 13 for
predicting homework copying <(Table 13) with the antlcipated
negative welight and remains significant at the flnai step. The
effects of proctor system cease to be significant at step 13 when
honor system enters the equation.

When examining Table 14, It Is Interesting to note that
neither honor system nor proctor system enters the regression. At
the beglnning of Block 4, however, when the varlable which
signifles having an adjudicatlon board composed only of students
(usually assoclated with honor systems) enters the regression,
(step 17), the residual effects of honor and proctor systems are
reduced to near zero. The simple correlation of having a
student-run adjudication board is .44 with having an honor system
and -.37 with having a proctor system. Since the slmple
correlations with cheating of student-run adjudicaticn board and
honor system are not slgnificantly different (-.08 and -.06,
respectiveiy), one may represent a substlitute for the other.

In Table 15 (overall cheating), honor system enters the
regression In the last block at step S3 and has a final Beta weight

of -.05, which makes it significant at the final step.



Table 28 presents significant correlations of selected
variables with honor system and proctor system. These are useful
in assessing interrelations between these types of systems and
specific adminlistrative practices. Clearly, under an honor system
students are more llkely to be informed of policies at admissions
or orientation, and are more likely to receive special handouts and
to sign pledges. On the other hand, honor systems are also likely
to have student-run adjudication boards and to be found at
single-sex or selective institutions. Students attending colleges
with proctor systems, on the other hand, are more likely to be
reminded of policles during their first classes and to have their
cases handled by faculty or administrators. Proctor systems are
most common at coeducational institutions.

That honor and proctor systems are unlikely to be found in the
same lnstitution (r = -.71) suggests that, In the regression
analyses, the entry of one of these might account for the effects
of the other. This indeed happens in the regression for homework
copying (Table 13), when honor system enters at step 13 with a Beta
of -.06. The entry of thls varlable causes the Beta for proctor
systems to drop from a significant .06 to a nonsignificant .03.
Since both varlables had Betas of [.06] at step 12, which one of

the two is actually entered is somewhat arbitrary.
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Correlations Between Type of Academic

Table 28

Administrative Variables

icnesty System and Selected

Variables

Honor System

Proctor System

Honor system

Proctor system -.7
Notification about policy:

At admissions .48

At orientation .28

Sign pledge/beginning of year .40

Special handout .36

Reminded at first class -.08

Pledge on all work .48
Sanctlons:

Warning -.03
Frequency of sanction release .12
Handling of case:

Faculty only -.21

Faculty refer -.04

Department chair -.30

Dean -.22
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-.71

-.31
-.12
-.34
-.23

.22
-.44

.18
-.14

.17
.13
.14
.20

(table continues)



Table 28
Correlations Between Type of Academic Honesty System and Seiected

Administrative Variables (continued)

Variables Honor System Proctor System

Adjudication board composition:

Students only .44 -.37
Institutional selectivity .24 -.19
Male college .15 -.13
Female college .18 -.18
Coeducational college -.21 .20




Hypothesis 8: Institutlons will exhibit lower levels of
cheating if they have one or more of the foliowing
characteristics:

a) an explicit code

b)> methods of communicating rules and reminders

¢) sanctions communicated frequently

d> larger proportions of cases adjudicated to
students enrolled

e) harsh sanctions for serious infractions

£> Involving students in the adjudication process

We shall consider each characteristic separately.

a) an explicit code

There was a signiflcant relationship between having an
explicit academic honesty code and copying homework. This
characteristic does not seem to make a difference in examlnation
cheating. It does make a difference, however, with copying of
homework, but pot in the anticipated manner. More copying homework
occurs in schools that have more detailed codes.

It Is possible that students who attend schools with specific
codes do not realize that homework copying is not allowed. It is
reasonable to assume that virtually all students recognize that

cheating on examinations Is wrong, regardless of how specific the
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code may be. Those who cheat know that they should not, but choose
te cheat anyway.

That having a specific code is a positive predictor of
"cheating" is counter-intuitive. A careful reexamination of the
codes, however, Indicates that very few of the detaliled codes make
any reference to homework copying. Therefore, when the specific
code falls to mention homework copying, some students may feel they
can engage in thls practice with impunity. Apparently, having an
explicit code may be counterproductive in the sense that it
implicitly santions any behavior that is not explicitly mentioned.

One final result bears mentioning: honesty regulations which
contain definitions of cheating, plaglarism or other types academlc
dishonesty also entered the regression for copying homework with a
negative weight. In short, being clear about the meaning of
particular forms of academic dishonesty serves to deter certaln

types of cheating.

b) methods of communicating rules and reminders

Several of the methods of communicating rules and reminders
had significant correlations with the three cheating measures
(Chapter V, Table 12). As Table 13 indicates, the only methcd
which enters the regression for copying homework 1s having no
reminders. It enters with a positive weight at step 47, and
remains significant at the final step (.04). It is not unexpected

to find that having no reminders at all leads to more homework
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copying. Students might well assume that an institution which does
not even make mention of academic honesty does not consider it
Important. Therefore, students might feel freer to cheat.

Having a speclial academic honesty handout seems to reduce both
examination cheating and overall cheating. This variable enters in
Block 9 and remalns significant at the final step. One can assume
that a special publication (brochure or pamphlet} might remincd
students of the importance of academic honesty and thus serves to
discourage cheating.

Interestingly, one of the methods of communicating reminders
seems to encourage cheating. "Reminders at each test" was
positively associated with cheating on examinations (Table 14, step
36>. This finding is an anomaly. One would assume that reminding
students of the rules at an exam would discourage rather than
encourage cheating. One possibility Is that the direction of
causation s reversed here: perhaps professors find it necessary
to remind students if they feel there is too much cheating.
Another possibility might be that the more anxious and stressed
students, after hearing a reminder of the honesty code or
expectations for the exam, might view cheating an option which they
did not consider earlier. Because information was not collected
about the types of reminders and what was said, it is hard to
Interpret this flnding. Clearly, thls Is one area which requires

further research.
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¢) sanctions communicated frequently

The frequency with which sanctions are communicated back to
the community (measured not at all, annually, semiannually, and
more frequently) was not related to any of the three measures of
cheating in this study. Therefore, communicating sanctions does

not appear to be a deterrent to cheating.

d)> larger proportions of cases adjudicated to

students enrolled

Neither the numbers of cases adjudicated, the numbers of
findings of guilt, nor their relation to student enrollment had
significant correlations with any of the measures of cheating.
Additlonally, these varlables did not enter any regressions.
Therefore, we can assume that high proportions of cases and hich
proportions of guilty findings are not related to the occurrence of

cheating.
e) harsh sanctlions for serious infractlions

The severity of sanction against cheating had significant
correlations with examlnation cheating (see Chapter V, Table 12).
Permanent expulsion entered the regression for homework copying
(step 193 with a negative weight. Retaining the possibility of
permanent expulsion as a sanction for academic honesty violations

seems to reduce homework copying.
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When considering examlnatlion cheating, the possiblllty of
failing a student in the course seems to reduce the amount of
examination cheating that occurs (Table 14). To receive a failing
grade in the course remains significant at the final step, Its
flnal Beta weloht belng -.04. One can assume that both these
severe sanctions--expulsion and failing a course--serve as
effective deterrents to cheating.

In addition to the severity of sanctions, sanctions related to
specific behaviors were examined. Each institution was asked to
identify the most likely consequence of a specific behavior. Only
one sanction related to a specific type of béhavior entered the
regression. Imposing a relatlvely severe sanction against homework
copying seems to reduce examination cheating. This is consistent
with the finding for expulsion described above. A very harsh
sanction, applied to an action (interpreted by some to be
acceptable) discourages that action. In this instance, imposing a
very severe sanction for homework copying appears to serve as a

deterrent to examination cheating.
£> Involving students in the adjudication process

It was hypothesized that student Involvement In the
adjudication process would discourage cheating. This was clearly
supported in the case of cheating on examinations and overall
cheating, where student-only boards were associated with less

cheating. For homework copying, however, this hypothesis was not
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supported. Although student-only boards did not enter this
regression, when studenis and admlinlistrators serve together on the
adjudication board, there seems to be more cheating. This variable
remained as a significant positive predictor of cheating at the
final stép (.09).

One the other hand, when the adjudicatlon board consists only
of faculty, there is less tendency to copy homework. A board
composed of only faculty entered the regression at step 15, and
remained a significant negative predictor of cheating with a final
Beta weight of -.05.

That student involvement in the adjudication process has a
different effect on examination cheating merits some discussion.
Student-only boards Is substantially correlated with having an
honor system (r = .44, Table 28), and may be serving as a proxy for
honor system (see the changes in the Betas for honor system when
student-only boards enters the regressions in Tables 14 and 15).
Nevertheless, honor system also enters the regression at step 53 in
Table 15.

Table 14 provides some evidence that an adjudication board
composed of faculty and administrators tends to reduce cheating on
examinations. This lends further support to the finding that
faculty involvement is important In reducing academic dishonesty.

Another factor associated with cheating on exams Is the

resolution of cases by *another Institutional office,* but in this
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case, there tends to be more examination cheating. This variable
remains significant at the final step (Beta = .04).

These patterns with cheating on exams are mirrored in the
regression for overall cheating (Table 15). Having either a
student-only board or a faculty-only board s associated with
reduced cheating, while having the case handled by another
Institutlonal office ls assoclated with Increased cheatlng.

One can piece together these findings to conclude that direct
involvement in adjudication of academic honesty infractions by
either students or faculty Is Important and discourages cheating.
When cases are handled by another institutional office, more
cheating occurs. Possibly these patterns reflect that students
Identify more with their peers or thelr teachers than with other
institutional personnel. Another possibility is that student
awareness or issues relating to academic dishonesty is heightened
when either the students themselves or thelr teachers are directly

respongible for enforcement of policy.

jtut 1)

Hypothesis 9: There will be an Interactlon between college
size and several aspects of the administrative climate.

a) Infrequent communication of results of hearings

will lead to more cheating In large versus small

institutions.
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b) Infrequent adjudlcation of Infractions will lead
to more cheating in large versus small

institutions.

Although the maln effects of Instlitutional size are
significant In predicting cheating behaviors, the interaction
effects are not. (¥hile Imstitutional size did not enter the
regression for copylng homework, the dummy variable *unlversity"
did. Since university has a substantial correlation with size
(r = .40), It may serve as a surrogate for size.)

In predicting examlnation cheating (Table 14), size
(institutional enrollment) enters the regression at step 20 and is
significant at the final step (B = .04). That more cheating occurs
in the larger Institutions makes sense. Large enrollment adds a
certaln anonymity to classes; it Is probably easler to cheat on
exams in a large, rather than a small class, and it is also harder
for one faculty member to monitor cheating. Because faculty often
glve exams with short answers or multlple cheolce responses, In
order to expedite the gradling process in large classes, it beccmes
easier for students to copy responses. Both of these question
types enhance cheating opportunity. Smaller classes more often are
glven essay questlions, however, thus making It harder to cheat.

None of the Interaction effects Involving size with frequency
of communication of results, numbers of cases adjudicated, and

numbers of findings of quilt was significant. Clearly, none of the
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hypotheses concerning interactions of institutional size gains

support from these analyses.

General Regression Results

Since more than 40 variables entered each of the three
regression equations, it would be too time-consuming and tedious to
examine every singie variabie in each regression and to follow the
course of the regression welghts across each step in the analysis.
Rather, what will be presented here is, first, a brief portrait of
the typical student who is either academically honest or dishonest,
as reflected in the pattern of demographic and personal varlables
that predict cheating in the three equations, and then comments on
a few of the more interesting findings from the different

regressions.

A Typical Student Profile
The typical student who is most inclined to be academically

dishonest in coliege is a male who has strong materlaiistic values
and is planning a career either in business or engineering. OGnce
in college this student is inclined toc Join a social frateraity,
participate in intercollegiate or intramural sports, to drink beer
frequently, and to hand in homework assignments late. This student
is also inclined to spend a considerable number of houre partving
and socializing, and by the end of thelir sophomore year, to aspire

to a career as a lawyer.
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The profile of the typical student who is inclined to be
academically honest in college, is that of a woman from a
well-educated family, who had good grades in high school, who
spends many hours studying, who has a strong academic self-concept,
who has altruistic inclinations, and who Is attending college
primarily to learn more rather than earn more. Such students
trequentiy major in English, history or political science, and
aspire to careers in medicine. Once in college, these students get
good grades and are Inclined to work on independent research

projects.

Qther Regression Resylts

On several occasions there were changes in the regression
coefficients for certain predictors that merit some discussion.
One of the most pecullar findings emerged from the analysis of
homework copying (Table 13). The variable that entered at step 36,
the career choice of engineer at the time the Follow-Up Survey, had
a significant simpie correiation of .08, indicating that students
who pianned careers as engineers at the time of the follow-up are
inclined to copy other students’ homework assignments. This
coefficient, however, shrinks to non-significance at step 4 when
the freshman career choice of engineering enters the regression
equation. In other words, the pceitive relationshlp between the
Follow-Up career choice of engineer and homework copying can be

accounted for entirely by the effects of the freshman career
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choice. The coefficient for follow-up career choice of engineering
continues on for a number of steps as insignificant, but becomes
neqatjve at step 29, when the follow-up paior of engineering enters
the regression equation. What is occurring?

To explicate these findings in more detail a three-way matrix
was formed using three dummy variables: freshman career choice of
engineering, follow-up career choice of engineering, and the
follow-up major of engineering. For each of the eight cells formed
by these three dummy varjables, the mean student score on copying
homework was computed. The means for each of the elght cells
ranged from 1.09 to 1.74, with an overall mean of 1.30. By far,
the highest mean score (1.73) was obtained by students who started
out with an engineering career choice and whose last (follow-up)
major was also engineering, but whose follow-up career cholce was
not engineering. These are students who started college with the
intention of becoming engineers, who after two years of college are
still majoring in engineering, but who no longer wish to pursue
engineering careers. In other words, these are the students who
majored only in engineering but who had abandoned plans to pursue
an engineering career at the time of the Follow-Up. In all
likelihood, these students include many of those who drop out of
college altogether before completing their undergraduate work. It
may well be that many of these students had substantial
difficuities with their freshman engineering curriculum (which in

turn prompted them to leave school) to the extent that they found
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it necessary to cut corners by copying other students’ homework
assignments. It is also possible that, after two years of college,
they have discovered that they no longer want to have careers as
engineers, but they have completed too much of the major to start
another. For this group then, pot pursuing an engineering career
is a crude indicator of a propensity to copy homework. Such an
Interpretation is consistent with the regression coefficients which
showed that, once the freshman career of engineering and the
follow-up major of engineering were controlled, aspiring to an
engineering career at the time of the follow-up was pegatjvely
associated with copying homework.

Another Interesting finding is related to a student’s gender.
Other studies have indicated being male is positively related to
cheating. In this study, the variable "student sex" is a measure
of “femaleness," since female is scored "2' and male *1". Being
female is a negative predictor of cheating--females, compared to
males, copy homework less, and cheat less on tests. For homework
copying the predictive power of being female (Table 13) decreases
at step 4 when engineering career enters and again at step 24 when
playing Intramurals enters. It can be assumed that these decreases
- result from the relatively large proportions of males who
traditionally select engineering as a career or who play intramural
sports. Therefore, being maie is not sSo much a predictor of
homework copying as are some of the behaviors assocliated with being

male--careers In engineering and playing Iintramurals. Gender
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(being female) is also- a significant negative predictor of
examination cheating (Table 14). The coefficient for this item
decreases gradually as the variables enter the equation and become
insignificant before the final step. The regression results
predicting overall cheating mirror the same pattern (Table 15).
Sex (being female) becomes insignificant at step 40. These
findings support much of the literature showing that men cheat more
than women do, but they also suggest that gender per ge is not the
important variable.

It will be recalled from a review of the literature (Chapter
II1) that a student’s grade point average is usually negatively
correlated with cheating. This particular analysis seems to put
that particular finding in a somewhat different 1light. Some
investigators have speculated that this negative association might
involve a different kind of causal relation, where the student is
able to raise the grade point average as a result of cheating.
This particular study, however, indicates that somewhat different
mechanisms may be at work. Specifically, the results suggest that
the effects of high school grades on cheating are Indirect, in the
sengse that the coefficient for high school grade point average
becomes insignificant when two other varlables are controlled:

hours spent studying and self-rating of academic ability. What

because of any direct causal link between these two variables, but

because (a) students who study little and who have poor academic
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self-concepts are more inclined to cheat and (b) students get
poorer grades in part because of Inadequate studying and poor
academic self-concepts.

The effects of college grade point average also ylelded some
interesting patterns. As Table i3 indicates (step 45), the effects
of college grade point average are decreased as hours partying and
late homework are considered, but grades still remain significant.
Likewise, for examination cheating, (see Table 14), the effects of
college grade point average are decreased, but not eliminated
entirely, when high school grade point average enters and late
homework assignments are controlled. For overall cheating, college
grade point average also remains significant at the final step.

Among the other variables that serve as negative predictors of
cheating are majoring in English, history or political science.
Students who major In these fields might not cheat on tests
because, in many situations, the tests require essay response which
makes it more difficult to cheat. It might also be argued that
many of these students may be pre-law students and a finding of
guilt might disqualify them from law school admission; however,
this interpretation is contradicted by the fact that a follow-up
career choice of lawyer is pogjitively related to exam cheating
(Table 14).

Students who aspire to careers as physiclans cheat iess on
examinations, possibly because getting caught could preclude their

being accepted to medical school. Another explanation might be
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that these students want to bulld strong premedical backgrounds to
prepare them to be better doctors. Having a father who is a
doctor, however, is a positive predictor of examination cheating.
This finding suggests that it may be the pressure from parents who
want successful children which encourages students to cheat, but
that wanting to be a doctor, in and of itself, discourages
cheating.

Institutional qualities, while they contribute to the model,
are not as Important In determining cheating behaviors as some of
the other Items of interest. Nevertheless, institutional
selectivity (Table 13) enters and remains a significant negative
predictor of copying homework. As selectivity Increases, cheating
decreases. According to the literature as well as other findings
from this study, high achievement 1is negatively related to
cheating. Those students who are serious about their work, who get
good grades, and who study hard are more likely to attend selective
schools. Perhaps their presence In the selective institutions

creates an environment which is conducive to academic honesty.

Discussion
Several patterns emerge from this multivariate examination of
cheating behaviors. While several precollege activity traits and
high school activities had significant relations with cheating,
their effects were diminished considerably in size when the

follow-up survey variables entered the regression. However, this
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does not necessarily mean that precollege variables are not
important; clearly, many of the follow-up survey. variables were
tapping similar quallities, so there was substantial redundancy In
the two sets of variables.

We have seen that students’ reasons for attending college can
be I[mportant indicators of their inclination toward academic
honesty. The student who sees college primarily as a place to
learn Is less inclined to cheat than the student who sees it as a

step in enhancing earning power.

This is an important finding. If preventing cheating and .

fostering an atmosphere that promotes academic honesty and
intellectual sharing are desirable goals, it would be worthwhile to
help incoming students understand and appreciate the intrinsic
value of learning and education. The institution will not be able,
in every instance, to change a student’s reasons for attending
college; however, to foster a greater appreciation for learning for
Its own sake may serve to diminish student cheating.

With some modification, the proposed theories of Drive and
Ambition, Academic Self-concept and Effort are supported by this
study. The a priori scales, however, did not appear to measure
each construct as effectively as did certalin individual items from
which each scale was made. Specifically, a high seif-rating of
"academic ability" and many hours "spent studying” are negatively
associated with cheating and appear to be the best measures of

Academic Self-concept and Effort, respectively. *Being very
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well-off financially" was the strongest positive predictor of
cheating among the variables making up the Drive and Ambition
scale. A better label for the Drive and Ambition construct would
be *materialism.*

The effects of any one of these characteristics--being
strongly materialistic, having a poor academic self-concept, and
spending little time studying or doing homework--is strengthened
when the other two are present.

Can colleges develop programs which are respcnsive to these
findings? Even though college students these days azpear to be
more materialistic than ever, there are ways to discourage
materialisn. A number of colleges have recently begun promoting
*volunteerism," and are fostering the idea of community service as
an important part of the undergraduate experience. It would be
interesting in future research to determine whether these programs
have had any impact on the importance of materialistic student
goals vis-a-vis activities involving community service or
volunteerisam.

College counselors and other personnel concerned with
enhancing academic study skills would be well-advised to work with
students to help them develop positive, strong academic
self-concepts. As students strengthen their belief in their own
abilities, cheating may well decrease. The twin goals of improving
academic self-confidence and Improving academic performance both

will be reallized if students are encouraged to spend more time
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studying and doing homework. These factors are, of course, all
interrelated. More time studying will, in most cases, enhance
grades and, therefore, lead to Increased academic self-confidence.
Such changes should all lead to less cheating.

The importance of Altruism and Social Responsibility was also
tested. When students’ [ife goals are focused on contributing to
the social good, less cheating occurs. A student who IS concerned
about the general welfare of others is less likely to cheat.

Homework copying appeared to be most prevalent among
engineering majors. Lots of required homework, couplied with a very
rigorous curriculum, may encourage engineering students to copy as
a practical response for a very demanding major. Students who
select engineering as a career also cheat on examinations, which
suggests the possibillity that engineering students are more willing
than other students to take unethical shortcuts.

If cheating among engineering students is to be deterred,
engineering faculty members and administrators need to reexamine
the requirements and structures of this major. Those engaged in
future research might also wish to examine the effects of
materialism, time spent studying, and academic self-concept as
these issues relate to engineering as a major and career
preference.

While gross environmental institutional characteristics

contribute to the model, administrative practices and policies play
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a more important role. In general, students cheat less in honor
system schools than in proctor system schoois.

Certain practices in addition to honor systems also reduce
cheating. Notifying students of academic honesty regulations, for
example, appears to deter cheating behavior. However, if explicit
codes are used, they need to be inclusive. The absence in a
written code of specific reference to certain marginal behaviors
such as copying homework may, in fact, encourage rather than
discourage cheating. It Is thus important that iInstitutions
providing explicit codes make sure that all types of prohibited
cheating behavior are mentioned and are clearly defined.

Institutions that have no rules or reminders have more
cheating than Institutions that have specific policies and
communicate them to students. Likewise, Institutions that have and
provide special academic honesty handouts to students experience
less cheating.

The possibility of invoking a harsh sanction such as course
failure or permanent expulsion for minor cheating seems to
discourage homework copying. Interestingly, more cheating occurs
In settings where students are reminded in class (before an
examination) not to cheat. Whether such reminders are actually a
cause of, or the result of, excess cheating needs to be examined in

future research.
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The participation of peers or teachers in the adjudication of
cases decreases cheating; more cheating occurs when another
Institutional office handies the infraction.

That more cheating occurs in large Institutions may have to do
with large class sizes, the sense of anonymity that a large
institution gives a student, and the particular forms of mass
testing used in large institutions. Because highly selective
institutions have less cheating over and above the effects of honor
codes and individual student characteristics, it would be of
interest In future studies to determine if the “climate® of a
selective institution--where most students are well-prepared,
highly motivated, and interested in the intrinsic value of
learning--is especially conducive to academic honesty.

The multivariate fesults suggest that gender per se is not so
much a cause of cheating as are particular values and behaviors
associated with being male. For example, with regard to homework
copying, when the effect of playing intramural sports or choosing
an engineering career is controlled, being male becomes
nonsignificant.

Finally, college involvements play a very important role in
determining cheating behavior. While heavy involvement in academic
work reduces cheating, involvement in certain nonacademic
activities leads to increased cheating. Speciflcally, cheating
tends to increase among students who spend excessive time partying

and socializing, frequently drink beer, hand in homework late, play
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intramurals or intercollegiate

fraternities or sororities.

179

sports,

or

are

members

of



CHAPTER VII
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to provide a basic framework in
which to study academic dishonesty in current college environments
and to determine effective ways of discouraging cheating. The
theoretical foci of this study were three personal qualities--Drive
and Ambition, Academic Self-Concept and Academic Effort--and their
effects on cheating. While each of these personal qualities had
been studied independently, and each had been shown to have some
importance in determlining cheating behévlor, the present study was
designed to assess the combined predictive power of these variables
and to examine how they interact with one another and with the
college environment. Student reaéons for attending college and
life goals related to altruism and social responsibillty were also
examined to determine their possible effects on cheating behavior.

In addition to students’ personal qualitles, college
characteristics and administrative climate were studied to assess
the comparative impact on cheating of a variety of academic
settings. A national survey was conducted to examine academic
honesty systems and their respective components on several hundred
campuses. This study went beyond previous studies not only to
Investigate the type of system used, but alsc to examine the
characteristics of those systems In order to determine which

qualitlies account for thelr impact on student cheating.
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The data for this study came from both the Cooperative
Institutional Research Program (CIRP>, a multi-institutional,
national, longitudinal study of college undergraduates, and an
institutional survey developed in conjunction with this study. Of
the approximately 280,000 freshman surveyed In the Fall of 1985 as
part of the CIRP annual freshman survey, a random sample of 14,534
students was identifled for a Follow-Up Survey (FUS). In the
summer of 1987, 3,756 students responded to the Follow-Up
questionnaire. Institutions attended by the students were
subsequently surveyed to obtain information about academic honesty
systems and administrative practices at each student’s college.

The research design for this study was Astin’s Input /
Environment ~/ Output model which controls for Inputs (both
background and pre-college traits) by partialing out their effects
on the dependent varlable (cheating). Blocked stepwise multiple
regression was the major method of statistical analysis. This
technique allowed for the controlling of multiple independent
variables In the following temporal order: demographic
characterlistics, pre-college actlivlity tralts, measures of the three
constructs (Drive and Ambition, Academic Self-concept, and Effort),
academic honesty systems and characteristics, Iinstitution and
environmental characteristics and students’ activities In college.

Three measures of college cheating were used as dependent
variables: students were asked whether, in the past year they had

“cheated on a school qulz or examination,* or whether they had
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"copied homework." The third was a combined cheating measure
incorporating both of these behaviors (referred to as ‘"overall
cheatling"). Each of these cheating measures served as the

dependent variables in separate regression analyses.

Major Findings

For this sample, 17% of the students reported that in the past
year they occasionally cheated on an examination or a quiz, while
less than one percent of the students reported that they cheated
frequently. Twenty-nine percent of the students reported that they
occasionally copied homework, and less than one percent reported
that they frequently copied homework.

It was determined that a student’s reasons for attending
college can be an Iimportant indication of inclinations towards
academic nonesty. Students who attend college because they want to
learn cheat less, students who attend college because they want to
enhance their earning power cheat more, and students who have life
goals that are aimed at contributing to the “"greater good" of
soclety are less incllned to cheat.

As hypothesized, the perscnal qualities of Drive and Ambitlion,
Academic Self-Concept and Effort turned out to be important
determinants of cheating. However, in each instance, an a priori
multl-item scale deslgned to measure the construct was not as good
a predictor as was one of the individual items from which the scale

was made. Wanting to be very well-off financially (Drive and
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Ambitlion) ls a positive predictor of cheating, whereas having a
high seif-rating of academic ability (Academic Seif-concept) and
spending a great deal of time studying (Effort) are both lmportant
negative determinants of cheating behavlor. Additionally, the
hypothesis that the effects of these factors would be exaggerated
when they are combined together was confirmed: The positive effect
on cheating of wanting to be very well-off financially Is
strengthened when the student also has a low academic self-concept
and spends relatively little time on academic work.

A typlcal student who Is most llkely to be academically
dishonest In college Is a male who has a strong materialistic
orientation and who plans a career either in business or in
engineering. Once in college, this student is likely to join a
fraternity, partlicipate In Intercolleglate or Intramural sports,
drink beer frequently, and hand in homework assignments late.
This student has what could be described as hedonistic
characteristics: he is inclined to spend a considerable number of
hours partying and socializing.

On the other hand, the student who is most likely tc be
acacemically honest is a woman from a well-educated family who had
good grades In high school, spends long hours studylng, has a
strong academic self-concept, is altruistically inclined, is
attending college primarily to learn more rather than earn more,
plans to major In English, history or polltlcal sclence, and

aspires to a career in medicine. Once in college, this student
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earns good grades and Is Incllned to work on Independent research
projects.

Analyses of the effects of different types of academic honesty
systems Indicate that cheating Is least 1llkely to occur In
Institutions with honor systems, expliclt academic honesty codes,
special academic honesty handouts, adjudication boards with
students or faculty involved, and harsh sanctions against cheating.
On the other hand, Institutions that have proctor systems, handle
academic honesty cases by means of another (l.e. a special)
Institutional office, or give reminders not to cheat to students
before or during examinatlons all tend to have more cheating.

It should be noted that if the institution has an explicit
code that enumerates specific behaviors that are considered to be
infractions, but fails to mention certain other behaviors, those
unnamed behaviors may be more likely to occur than If there were no
explicit code. This problem was seen with homework copying: less
hemework copying occurred in schools without explicit codes than in
schools that had detalled codes (most of which falled to mentlon
homework copying).

Gross institutional characteristics in general did not play an
important role in predicting cheating behavior. It was found,
however, that large Instlitutions had slightly more cheating than
small Institutions, and all male colleges and highly selective
institutions had less cheating than coeducational or nonselective

institutions.

1=
Q0
3



While gender did show a significant simple relationship to
cheating {(men cheat more than women), these sex dlfferences
disappeared when other variables were controlled. Other studies
have also shown that men cheat more than women do, but the current
study suggests that gender per se is not a factor In cheating;
rather, certaln traits associated with being male (e.g., majoring
in engineering, pursuing an engineering career, playing intramural
sports) are the determining factors. Once these factors are
controlled in the regression, the effects of gender decreased and
eventually became nonsignificant.

The results also confirmed earlier studies showing that grades
are an important determinant of cheating. However, in the current
study the effects of high school grades disappeared when variables
such as the student’s self-rating of academic ability and amount of
time spent studying were controlled. Students who believe they are
acacemically capable and put In a considerable amount of time on
their work cheat less. College grades, however, remain a
significant negative predictor of both homework copying and overall
cheating; students with higher college grades cheat less. Given
the obviocus importance college achievement, future research on
academic dishonesty should examine the possible interactions among

academic achievement, effort and academic self-concept.
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Limitations of the Study

One of the -frequent criticisms of this kind of research s
that student self-reports might be unrellable. Research about
undesirable behavior (crime, delinquency, drug and alcchol use,
etc.) is often suspect because there is a distrust of self-reported
behavier. Students need, skeptics argue, to be piaced in a
situation in which their behavior is observed so that one may have
an independent basis for judging the veracity of student respenses.
It then can be determined 1f they actually cheat or are simply
tempted to cheat. 1In this study the Investigator used student
self-reports of their own cheating behavior. Because student names
were Included on the follow-up surveys, some might worry that
actual behavlior might not be reported, even though students were
guaranteed anonymity and were assured that institutions would only
receive aggregated data. Several steps were taken to assure
anonymity and to determine If students were actually being honest
about thelr own cheating behaviors.

Freshman data were collected by institutions at the time of
matriculation. Respondents returned follow-up surveys (reporting
on cheating behavlor), not through academic Institutions, but
rather by mailing the survey directly to a compllation center where
results were aggregated, leaving students more at liberty to admit

cheating without fear of repercussion.
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Over 15% of the students admitted cheating on examinatlons
even though their names were attached tc the surveys, and more than
25% admitted copying homework. These data alone suggest that there
Is a certain amount of honesty In these self-reported behaviors.
Since one llkely effect of not reporting one’s true behavicr would
be to introduce additional error which would weaken the
correlations between cheating and other variables, it Is reasonable
to assume that the correlations obtained in this study have been
somewhat attenuated. The level of reported cheating in this study
Is lower than In many recent studies, a result which suggests
nonreporting of cheating but which could also be attributed to
nonresponse bias (see below). Nevertheless, the fact there are
many significant correlations and that the findings are highly
consistent with previous theory and research suggests that there is
a good deal of honesty in these reports.

There are twoc kinds of dishonesty in self-reporting about
which one might be concerned. The first is the "false positives,”
those persons who say they cheat but who really do not. One would
Imagine that thils group would be very small, as there seems to be
little Incentive for saying in these follow-up questionnaires that
one cheats !f one does not.

The second group, one which presents a potentially greater
problem, is the "false negatives," those students who cheat but who
do not report their cheating behavior. Some students might deny

thelr cheatlng behavior because they fear repercussions such as
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punishments for cheating (at some schocls quite severe),
disapproval of peers, or even because they feel embarrassment or
guilt about their dishonesty.

Since the "false negatives® represent the most likely and
potentially most serious problem, it was decided to conduct scme
additlional anaiyses to determine if there are any gystematic biases
operating within this false negative group. How, then, do we
identify such people?

The basic approach to this question was to ldentify a subgroup
of students who would be likely to incilude a relatively large
number of false negatives, and to compare this group with a similar
group of students llkely to contaln fewer false negatives. The
latter group Is most easily identified by selecting people who do
report cheating (a group which presumably contains no false
negatlives); the former group would include those who resemble

cheaters in thejr personal characterjstics but who deny cheating.

In this study we have identified a "cheater profile" which includes
such things as being a male, having materialistic values, expending
l1ttle effort on studles, and so on. The simplest way to ldentlfy
such “cheating-prone® students is by means of the regression
composite 2. The higher one’s ?, the more that person resembles
the stereotyplical cheater In his or her personal attributes.

Now if we identify all those people with very large "x}’s (i.e.,
the most cheating-prone students), those who deny ever cheating

would presumably Include many of the false negatives, whereas those
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who report cheating would, by definition, include no false
negatives. If we were then to compare these two groups in terms of
a2 wide variety of personal characterlistics, It should be possible
to determine if the false negatives differ from honest (but equally
"cheating-prone”’ students in any systematic way. fhe two groups
would, of course, be comparable in terms of varlables that are
associated with cheating, since they would be matched in terms of
Qé. The purpose of comparing them would be to determine if they
differ from each other In any other respects besides their reports
on cheating.

Students with‘@% above 1.35 were divided into two groups:
those who reported cheating (N = 159) and those who did not (N =
198)., Signiflcance tests (t-ratios) were run on 12 variables to
determine if the two groups differed in any systematic respects.
Since none of the tests yielded t values that were statistically
slaniflcant ¢(p < .0S), It would appear that there is no evlidence of
systematic bias between those who do and do not admit cheating.

Other findings suggest that self-reported behavior |s
reasonably honest: the results make sense and are consistent both
with previous research and with theory. For example, the
significant cheating predictors among college activities indicate
that academic Irresponsibllity and hedonistic behaviors are
agsoclated with cheating. Students who hand in homework late, who
party, drink beer, and spend little time studying and a lot of time

in intramurals and sports tend to cheat. Students who spend a
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great deal of time studying and who feel confldent about thelr
academic abilities, on the other hand, are unlikely to cheat.

One other major area of concern has to do with the issue of
nonrespondents. Because only 26% responded, one needs to be
concerned about the other 74% of the students sampled.

How have the results been affected by nonresponse bias? One
unique feature of the CIRP is thaé considerable amounts of data are
available on all nonrespondents by virtue of the freshman survey
(Hurtado, Astin, Korn, & Dey, 1989) and because data on retention
and academic progress are provided by institutions on all students.
When respondents are compared with nonrespondents, they are found
to differ considerably in terms of certain characteristics,
especially those having to do with academic progress (grades,
retention, etc.). However, the relationships among varlables
appear to be affected only slightly, if at all, by nonresponse
bias. (Astin, 1968; Astin and Panos, 1969). These effecis on the
Interrelationships among variables, when they occur, are to
attenuate slightly the observed correlations. Since the present
study was concerned primarily with relationships among variables,
the main risk from nonresponse bias would be to Increase the
likellhood of "Type II" errors. Glven that the findings were
generally positive, it seems safe to conclude that the same
significant relationships would have been obtained if more students
had responded, and that the magnitude of these relatlonship might

in gome cases be slightly larger. As far as simple cheating rates
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are concerned, the rates probably would turn out to be somewhat
higher If more students had responded, since many of the variables
that are associated with not responding to .the questionnaire appear
to be positively associated with cheating (see Hurtado, Astin,
Korn, & Dey, 1989).

Implications for Practlice

The many personal tra}t correlates of cheating identified in
this study raise an interesting policy question: Could cheating
behavior be reduced if ways could be found to change some of these
personal qualities? Whlle we cannot be sure about such causal
Implications because of the correlational nature of the data, the
nature of these personal qualities Is such that institutions would
tend to benefit from changes in the *less cheat'lng" direction, even
if the changes did not in every case result in lowered cheating
rates. Let us now turn to a discussion of each of these personal
qualities and its association with cheating.

*Students who attend college for the sake of learning cheat
less." High schools and colleges have been increasingly concerned
about the growing tendency of students to see education in
instrumental terms: as a means to get a job or high Income rather
than for the love of learning, discovery, or self-development.
Indeed cheating is perhaps the prototypic manifestation of such an
attitude: to “"succeed" at any cost. A number of means are

available for encouraging students to appreciate the Intrinsic
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value of learning and discovery: orientation, advising, curriculum
content, and teaching techniques. It would seem that all partles
concerned (students, faculty, staff, employees) would stand to
benefit from a more concerted effort by schools and colleges to
imbue students with a greater love of learning even if such efforts
do not always result in reduced cheating.

*Students who have poor academic self-concepts cheat more.* A
positive academic self-concept has also been shown to be related to
Improved academlic performance and retention. "Mini-courses,*"
seminars, lectures, classes, etc., reinforcing study habits,
test-taking skills, writing skills, and other academic approaches
would all serve to provide students with greater means to belleve
in their abllities. One program which mlight be particularly
successful is a transcript mentoring program, in which the student
takes a skills test, and then works with a mentor to develop a plan
for reaching a desired skill level. One would hope that by belng
part of the assessment and proscriptive process, students would
take even more responslibillty for their own growth and that as
academic self-confldence increases, cheatling will decrease.

"Students who exert 1ittle effort (who do not put much time
into their academic work) cheat more." Effort, of course, is a
major factor in academic success, retention, and satisfaction.
Again, mlnl-courses, seminars, and lectures can help students
appreciate the Importance of spending adequate time on their

academic work. Beyond its possible effects on cheating, helping
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students to develop good study hablts (including more time studying
and doing homework) wiil alsc tend tc enhance grades and retention.

"Students who are materialistically orlented cheat more.
Students who are altrulstic cheat less.” This generation of
college students has been referred to as a “"me-first,"
materialistic group. Recently, national leaders, including
Presldent Derek Bok of Harvard (1988) have stressed the Importance
of values and ethics in education. Today’s young pecple have been

urged to look at their own values and at the betterment of society.

_ A natlonal focus on the beneflts of volunteerism has been

Initiated, and such projects as Campus Compact have appeared at
colleges across the country. Being able to foster greater
appreciation for altrulsm and soclal responsibility among students
would be a benefit in its own right, but it might also serve to
encourage a greater degree of academic honesty.

“Honor systems, explicit codes, special academic honesty
handouts, adjudication boards with student and faculty Involvement
and harsh sanctions, decrease cheating.®* Institutions which are
willing to designate the funds and energy necessary to modify their
pollcles on academic dishonesty may effectively deter cheatlng by
employing some of these practices. However, none of these efforts
works in a vacuum. To discourage cheating effectively, a long-term
perspective needs to be adopted and yearly "re-education® needs to
occur., Because student turnover s high, and "instltutional

memory" short, efforts need to be ongoing. The student who Is
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aware that a premlum ls placed at the college on academic honesty,
and who sees these concerns manifest in specific policies and
practices, will be inclined to cheat less.

“Engineering students cheat extensively. Englineering faculty
and administrators may wish to explore In greater depth the
possible causes of academic dishonesty. Perhaps the unique course
and homework demands such as continual problem sets and computer

simulations contribute to the problem.

Future Research

The modest size of the multiple correlation coefficlients (.34
to .42) suggest that there is still a great deal of information to
be discovered about the determinants of cheating behavior. In
future research, classroom environmental characterlstics might be
added to the analysis with the goal of enhancing the amount of
variance accounted for by the model.

This study provided Information about homework copying and
examlnation cheating. Future research needs to be focused on other
kinds of cheating, Including both computer cheating and
plagiarism. Given the contlnuing emergence of new and better
technologies, students have a plethora of new cheating
opportunities. With regard to plagiarism, it would be particularly
interesting to understand its role among English majors. In this
study, majoring in English served as a negative predictor of

homework copying and overall cheating, that s, students who
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majored in English tended to cheat less than other studenis. Given
the heavy writing burden experienced by most English majors, would
they still tend to cheat less if cheating were defined in terms of
plagiarism?

One of the more interesting findings from this study is the
complex relatlonship between examination cheating and me.ical
careers.  Students whose fathers are physicians cheat more;
however, the student career goal of being a doctor is a negative
predictor of cheating. Since the two variables (father’s career
and student’s career) are positively asso;iated, the negative Beta
coefficient for the student’s choice becomes even stronger when
having a father who Is a doctor enters the regression. Why should
having a father who is a physlician be associated with cheating,
while selecting a career In medicine be associated with academic
honesty? Perhaps students whose fathers are doctors feel greater
parental pressure %0 succeed academically; being a premedical
student, on the other hand, may alert one to the great practical
risks associated with cheating (i.e., getting caught might well
derall a medical career). Whatever the explanation, further study
cf the relationships among these variables seems to be warranted.

In short, it would appear that there are many issues that call
for contlnued research cn this topic. Although academ!c dishcnesty
has been with us for hundreds of years, there is much that we still
need to understand. As long as academic achievement |s

competitive, and rewards (both direct and indirect) are asscciated
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with grades, some students will cheat. The more we are able to
learn about the determinants of cheating, the better the academic
comrunity will be able to enhance and foster an appreciation for
honest work, sharing, and cooperation. This study makes a small
contribution to the still Incomplete, yet growing body of

literature about academic honesty.
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APPENDIX A
STUDENT INFORMATION SURVEY FORMS

1985 Student Information Form

1987 Follow-up Survey of College Freshmen
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...... pes3ed GED.test. _ taken Courses st any other inatitution? 17. To how maeny colieges other than thie one
1983 ...... Nevor comploted {Mark als that apply Sor ot Sor did you apply for sdmission this yesr?
1982 or earleer . ¢ high schoot . . . .} n sach column) Creét  Crodit Moomec 1.0 3.0 5 ..... (@]
Mo i, 0Q....0 O 2.0 4.0 swmne.Q
- Ars vou enrolied (or enrolling) se a: Yos. at 2 junior or comty. coliege . O .. .. QO Nlia: % yous agpiied 19 v ovher soliogs,
(Mark one)  Fuyll-time studemt? ... Yes. st a lour-yeer college or Ship 19 fem 19 on the Aot poge.
Part-ume sudens? ... UNOrBItY . L i 0....0 18. Kow rmamy other seceptances did you
that your. - Yot 2t " y recsive this year? (Mark one)
are completaly darkening the Circles. Do not |  3chool (For ex.. techmcat, noneQO 1.0 3.0 ..... (o]
use penormake v”’s or X ‘s. Thank you.} vocational, business) . . . ... O....0 2.0 4.Q samwe.O
++::G:IC:Il-llll’l.tl|All'l'l.lllal."ll.ltl.’l-lll-
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-----

Part.time job while in cotiege. OO OO O OO,
§. Ald Which Nesd Not Bs Repeid

PONGrant. ... 0000000

...... 000000
St Scholsrship or Gaw QO OO0OCO
Coliege Work-Study Grent . OOOOOOO
Cotiege Grant/Scholarship

elalelatelate)
.0 OGON0

Your parent’s Gl benelits .

Other governmant aid (ROTC,

BIA, Socisl Security. etc) .
c.mmmuu-uu

. 20
Nations! Direct Student Loan . QO OO Q0O
Other College Loen . . ... . lelnlololelele]
Othertoan ........... ONONONO
...... O O Q0

i you are receiving any form of aid indicated in

20. Was the aid you sre receiving awerded
on the basis of:

Other

~
i+

. Waere you last year, ocwilmunuvur
1988
Living with your parents (for more h-n-

24. For the sctivities below, indicate which
ones you did during the . M you
eongaged in en sctivity . SRark
®. Hmwh-w&ky“u
mmummm
{occasionslly). Mark &) (ot ot aif)

U you heve net parformed the
activity during the pest yeer.
{Mark one for sach ktam) /
Used a personel computer . . . D Q@
Played » musicsl inetrument . . @@

Attanded 8 religious service . . D@ ®
Participsted in a spsech
umemu: ..... :...@00
Elected president of
more student tanfol @@@
Wasborsd incless . . . ..... (~]~)]

Had s mejorpertinapley ... Q0@
Won & varsity letter for spons . . @ @

o @0
Won 3 prize or swerd in an
MLCOMPOIIONn . ........ @@@

Tutorsd snother student Nololo]
Asked » teacher for

ohercioss ............ [o]~1~]
[ in (o]~1)]
Did axtrs (unsssigned

gt s - . .©@®
‘Was & guest in 8 1eecher’s home. @00
Studied with other students . . . @ Q@@
o m—— . ©@®
Smoked cigerenes . .. ..... [~]0]

Mwmd“ @@@
Atiended & recitsl or concent . . O @@

OrankDOor ............ 0@
Staved up sl might . .. ... .. 0
Fokt overwheimed by ot 1

NOGI0MO . coveennnnnns [o]~])
Foltdepressed .......... QQO

25, Rate yourself on each of tha following

troits ae compared with the average

26. In deciding te 9o to college. how
nmm“d
the following reesens? }’
eoch possible resson)
4
To bo abie to get & batter job . 000
T::undh-...:‘.OOO
Q0O
There was nothing betier 0 de . D@ @
To maks me 8 more cultured
[ T (o]
To be sbie 10 meke more money. D @ @
e ba———.. Q@O
[l a1

My pareres wartad me 0 00 . . D D@
toouidnettindajob...... . Q0P
Wanted 10 gst swey from home D @ ®

27. Do you haove sny concern shout your

to finence
abiliey Mm-ﬁp
None @ sen confident thet | wilt
Nove sulticient lunde) .. ..... (o]
Seme concern (ut | will probably
hove enough funde) . . .. .. ... (o]
Mejor conoern (net sure | will have
28. How would you cherscterise yeur
views? (Mark one)
Forsolt .ooevinncnnnnnn. (o]
T O
Middle-of-the-road . . ........ (@]
Conservetive ............. O
FOreight .ooonenrnnennans o]
28. What ls yeur of your
porets” ot ncerme axtyour?

$15.000-19.909 (O $60.000-74,999
$20.000-24.333  O#73.000-58.596
$25.000-20.909 () 6100,000-148.989

than five consecutive weoks) . . . .'Y,'#4Y {Mark one in each row) !},! $30.000-21,9908 O $180,000 or more
w-.m«-w-wm' v v e 130. Whet is the highast lovel of fermel
Federat income Taz Rewen . . . . . LA ST Academic sbilicy 00000 by your ?
Recenving assietance worth $600 Adtiotic sbikky . . . . .. 00000 Dlark one in sech calumn)
Of More (rom your parents . . . . . vomlv o Orive 10 schieve 00000 Father  Mother
22. Are you: (Mark a¥l that soply) Emotionel heekth 00000 | Grammerschosioriess .O....0
White/Coucasion . ... .... Losdership abiliey QOOO0O | somemghsencat ....0....0
Slack/Negro/Afro-Amerscan Mathematical 00000 High schoot graduese . .O....O
Americanindien . ... ... .. Phwsical hesith . . . . . OOOOO | Pessecondery schent :
Asisn-American/Orientsl . . . . . Popularity .. ...... 0000 other than college ...O....0
Mexican-American/Chicano Somecollegs ....... 0....0
Puerto Rican-American . . . ........... 0 (ioealectusl) . . . ... 0000 College degree ...... 0....0
Other ..ottt Seil-confidence (socie). OO QOO | Semepracumescoai . .O....0
23. AreyousUS.citizen?.. (Oves (UNo Writing abifity . . . . . . 00000 Geaduseo degree . . ... 0....0
H N -_2-
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37. Mark three responses,

one in

© Your mother's occupation

® Your father's occupstion
® Youw probable career Gocupstion
NOTE: if your inther or mother ]
is decessed. plesse indicate his
or her last occupation.
ACCOUNant Of BCIUMY . . .. .. . v or o
ACIOr OF GNIENMINOT . . . . .o oo s yro.
Architect or urben plsnner . . . . . ) p)w
Artigt . .. .. it iin e i, 'JW
Business (clericah) . ... ... ... v =
Business execulive

{mansgement, sdminisirator) . . . v L)
Business owner or propretor . . . ¥) 2368
Business salesperson o buyer . . ‘W) Y6

Clargyman (minister, presg) . . . .+ ¥ 1)
Clargy (other coligious) « ... ... w17@
Clinical paychologist . . - ... .. . [Grar™
College teacher .. ......... @76
Computer programeer or snalyst. . V) © &
Conservationist o forester . . . . . Wby

Dimticien or home economiel . . . NGIgc]

ENGINOr . o v ieiae (OIS
Formerorrencher .. ........ @@@
Foreign service worker .
(inchuding diplomat) . . ...... QL]
Homemaker (full-time} . ...... @ irig
Interior decorstor

(including designer) - . ... ... (oL
Irwarpreter (traneiston . . . . . .. . yw)h
Lo technicien or hygieniss . . . . . )P i
Law enforcement officer . ..... W
Lawyer (attorney) or judge . . . . . [OFoT~]
Military service {career) . .. ... . Vew.m
Musici LY
Nurse ............. e
Optometrst .. ............ v.rem
PROrmecst .. ..oceneiiaan v, 2
Physicisn . .......0.0 000 h:)( w
School counselor . ... ... ... i
School princioal or superintendent. (¥) (7} )
Scientihc researcher . . ... ... A
SoCal. wellare or recrestion worker. 'V 7. %
Statioticdn ... ... AN £h
Thersput (physscat, .
occupationst, speech) . . . ... . e
Teschar or adeministrator .
(Blomontary) . . . coeennn.. Hw
Toacher or anrmunisteator

(swcondary) . ............ vewm
Vetennarian . . ........... M
Writer of journabist . . ....... K]
Skilodtrades . ... ... .00 vvw
Oher .. .vvvinrnnnnanns v
Undecidod . . ... .00 aa e g
Laborer (unskilled) . . .......... -4
Sami-silledworker . .. ........ ”im
Otheroccupstion . ........... 7.
Unemployed . .............. ) ina:

32. Below ars 30me reasons thet might heve 34, Curment religious preference:
Infiusnced your decision 10 sttend this (Merk one in eech eolumn)
e e, Pk s e / 508
hoioiind . BooURt ...ieonanannn
o s prsacble Buddhiet < eeeeanns 00®
SEF Congregetionsl (UC.D) . . . Q@@
My (©l010] Lastern Orthodos . . .« . . 51~)
My toachor advisod me . ... ... PO® Eplecopsd . ..o eeann @88
This college has & very good folommie ...ccccccnee
2CI0OMIC FOPULRLION . . o o o oot VP Jowleh ....... Ceeeee 8 88
This college has a 90od reputation Lacter Coy Saines (Mormonj.
for its social activities . . . . ... . 0P® " Lothersn L..eec.n Q00
1 was olfered financisl assistence. . O @@ Mothodiot . o ooevons 888
This coltege offersspecisl - |  FPrestyterien ...ccc000
SOUCIHONM DIOGramMS . o o o oo o o 90@ Queher (Seciety of Friende). D@ ©
This cottege has low tuition . . . . . (01017 Romen Catholic . . . . . e
My o ok d O® Seversh Ouy Adwentiat . . . QDO
§ wented 1o we nesr home . . . . . 888 Other Prosestant . . . . .« . g
A triend suggested sttending . . . . Other Religion . . cocvee
A college rep. recruited me . . . . . (olnl0] NOM® .cecnenneee . OODO
The sthletic depe. recruitsd me . . . D @@ | 385. Are you s Sormegain Christian?
This college’s gradustes gain Yes..O 4..0
admission 1o top graduste/ 38. During high school {grades $-123 how
fwolessionsl 5choal . . . . . ... - (ololo] meny yeors did you study sech of the
This colege’s gradustes get goodjos. @ @ @ oo tor 7 !
Not oftered finenciel sid by first oach hem) 2annee
AR CONODE e e vrnnoes PPe Engieh . ...... 0900000
33. Do you heve a dissbility? (Merk alf thet sppiv) Mathematics ... OOOPOO®
None ....0D  Lesming disability Fersign Languege . O DO OO O@
Heering Heskh-rolsted . ..... O Phwsicai Sciencs. . @ DO DO O
Soeach. ..Q  Pertielly sigheed orbind. O | Bioiogical 3ciencs . O DO QOO @
Orthopedic. () Other ....ccvnses m/umggggggg
PR et Computer Science.
b g o et s OOOOOOO
37. Mark one in eech row: 09:"". —
The Federsi government is not doing enough 10 protect the e“""“"j
consumer (rom Bulty QOOUE BNE SEIVICES . o . . c o ccceescsescccsscaas [olnlo}
The Feders! government is Not GOy SNOUSH 10 PrOMOE AIEErMement . . « o« o oo o @@Q@
Tne Federal government is not doing enough £ control enviranmental paliution . . . . QA D ®
The Faderat government shouid do more %0 CNOIgY CONBUMPNION . . . ... @QO
The Faderal government should raise taaes ® help recksce e dafick . . . . . . . - Wololalol
Fodersl military $pending should De INCreesed . .. .....cceoveooscesccaas OO0
NUCIOBF CIsMMAMENt i6 SILBINEDI® . . . . cevoocorcrsancrosesacsanss [o]lo]n]o]
The death penalty Should be SUOKENEE . - o« oo cececorreascanaanccsnns [o]o]n]0]
A national health care plan i Needed to COVEr everybody’s medical COStS . . .. ... . 00
Abortion should be 10galiaed - . . .. cccceccerncecsocssactassnosnann @QQQ‘
Grading in the high SChOOI NEB DECOME 00 8BBY . - . .« cocovsccscososnan [ololnlo]]
The actiwties of martied women sre best confined 19 the heme and family . . .. ... [olo]n]o]
A coupie should live together for 3ome time belore deciding 10 get merried . . . . .. . [olo]nT0]
Woman shouid recene the same salary end opportunities fer sdvencement se
Nyt I COMPArSDIS POBIONS . . .. .00 v e seescsecsssccacsensareon @@@O
Wostthy people Shoulkd Dy & 16ger Share of 1BEES Then they A AOW . - . < . . e eee . [olololo]
Mariiiane ShOUIS DO leOBEZEd . . . .o oo e eenaeceasrataasttensasons [olo]o]o]
Busing i3 O.K. if it heips 10 achieve raciel belance i the SChOBIS . . . .......... @000
It is important to have laws iting hOmosexusl reIBtORSNIOS . . . . - e ..o vaan [ololo]0)
College officiais have the right t0 repuiaie student Behevior oN-COMPUS . . .. .. ... @0
memumummmm ...... eeeen [o]olo]o]
Collaga officials have the night 10 ben with fro [olololo]

Hesksucally, an individual Derson can do littse 10 bring about changes ia our saciery. . . @O
The chiet benefit of a college lon is that it one’s eaming power. . . . . [ololnloM

'

--us--lo-.:ca-v--lcts.a-n'ntl’t-an-l-rl-llntiQ‘-Tlo

L ]
e o v A @
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s 38. Below is a list of dilfarent undergradusts major 39, Indicats the kmportance to youw @
grouped

gensral categories. persenally of sech
- m“bk&umrﬁ%“ﬁﬂe‘e‘:&,. nm:nnmmmm @v-n...-_"l
- Secoming sccompiished in one of the ©
= ARTS AND KUMANTTIES PHVYSICAL SCIENCE arts (scting, S POOE
- Ar, e wod upplied . . Astronoaw .. ... .a. . (&)
WS English langusge snd Aunosphoric Scunce
- titersture) ... ... ... O {incl. Meteorology) - . . .O
- MOy ... ¢ Chonwsiry . ...oenee O
e Journslism . ........ Esnth Scioncs . ...... (@]
WS | sngusge snd Litersture Marine Science (inct.
= (except English) .. ... o] Ocaanography) . . - ... O
W OMUSC .. O Mathematics . . .. .... (o]
&= Shicscohy ......... o) L = R, @]
- goeech ........... O SISUCE ... uan.nn Q
- ThemerorOrsems .. ... o] Other Physical Science . O
== TheolgyorReligion ... PROFEBSIONAL
- Other Ants (@) or Urten
=8 BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE PONng . ..ceeasn (@]
- Biciogy (generah) “. . . .. (o] Home Economics . . .. . Q
0 Blachemistry or Hookh
- Biophysics ........ O dental, isboratory) (@]
- BNy (...ccoiaen ) UbmaeyorA S
e Marine Lile) Science . . .O Norsing . oovvernnnn 8
= Microblology or Phormecy . ..-.o...
mn  Bacteriology ....... (@) Predenisl. Premedicine, (Mark one for esch em) © Vv Gess Chanes—, |
8 Zoology .. eeicunen- O Proveterinery . ... ... @] Chongo mejor el . .ovvveccnccascncanonae LEO®
5  Other Biclogical Science . (U Therapy (occupational, Chonge career cholos? « ..o ooeveevcnsnencasans [H]5]»]17]
= BUSINESS phwsical, speech) . . . . . (o] FOll ONGOf MOrO COUSER? « .. eevvoavncncnvsanan QOO
- ACCOUMNG .. ..o ... (O Other Protsssionst ....0O Graduste with honore? . . . . .... [H15]»1)
e Business Admin. igenerst). O SOCIAL SCIENCE 80 slected 10 & student olfice? . .. .. [D15]»17]
- Finence........... Q  Ambropoiogy ......- o] Get & jab to help pey for college expenses? PR
- Marketing ......... O  Economics ......... O Work full time while stsending coliege? . . LV
== Management ....... o EtwicSwoes .. ..... (@] JOIN & Social ELErNitY, SOFOMKY, 80 CIUb? .o . o v v oo nenon LEO®
e Secratarial Studies O  Geoprsohy ......... O Uive in 8 cosducstionsl dOmm? . .oveueenennnoanos QOO®
@@ Other Business . .. ... O Political Sciencs (govl., Play varsity/intercoleglets sthietics? .. .......ccn.. LIV®
&8  EDUCATION inseenationat relations). . O 8o slectsd 10 on academic honor S0CHY? . ... ... .. .. 000®
& Business Education . ...O  Paychology . ... ... (o] Mok 8t 1000t 8 "B OWorsge? . o oo nevevenncnnnn QO
= Elomentsry Educstion .. ()  SocisiWork ........ Q Noed extra time 1 compiets Your degree requirsments?. . . . @ @D QO ®
- Music or Art : O SOCOIOGY « < . v e nnns (o] Get tutoring help in 3pecific CoUrses? ... .....000u0n PO0@
B physical Education or
"= Recrestion . ....... O
- s y Education .. . O
= Specisl Educstion . . . . . O
s Other Education . .. . .. C
== ENGINEERING
W Agronauticsl or
= Aswonsuticsl Eng. @]
= Civil Enginesring .. ... O.
= Chemical Engineering ..(Q  Other Technicsl . . ... . (@] Find & job sher callegs bn the fiekd for which yeu wers vained?. . @ @O @
&8 gigcicsl or Electronic OTHER RELDS Gat grarried while in college? {skip ¥ merried . ... .. ... (o101
- Engineering........ (o] AQHCUUN® . . o v e ue s (o] Ger'macried within 8 yesr sher ooliege? {skip if merriedd . . Q@ P ®
- € EENCE The Higher Eeusanen Asssersh inasste 55 UCLA sttvely onasurogns the aadopss thet
= Mochanical Engincenng. . . - fracio, TV. e8c) . . - . . . (o] in this survey 10 om Suios 3 Sveto saes omeive
am  Other Engineering . ...( ) Computer Science ....0O - o yonur
L FOraotry . . ..oonovnn QO for & owdy -
- Law Enlorcement . . . . . O anel o Yes. Me.
- Military Scionce . . . . . . O FIR The remeining dovies @0e proctins b tome 46+ .
- Otner Fiedd . . ..o e e O | 20P0PE sieh v v v e v 47.0PDP®
- Undecided . ...cucve (@] B3.0PPPD® tiwwenpmennswmem 48.20 000
8 of Catifornie, Los Angeles, California 30024, 400000 THANK YOU! 0.00000
- [ ] [ | - - . 2008-tven-34331
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FOLLOW-UP SURVEY OF COLLEGE FRESHMEN
PLEASE PRINT (one lottor or number per bax)

-
PRST 1 LAST

§

-
="
B
.

oy ] ] sTane > PO

e e S o AT 2 220 yius Fiarc oF shat sppiy)
- Your reaponses will be ree by an optical. freeder. Your:) Whts/Caucasion ..........voevemeenenennenns (o]
Black/Negro/Atro-Amari

hEm. 'm-s > o 4

00000 00000000 O B

lmmmmmmm“
tasts listad below:

Grevevs [TT]  oneoumave [T1]
our  [TT] s« o
Mt T
memmmmmhﬁmmw
. reshmen?

Sxpenses snce you entored colloge as i
From femily $

EONEEROEEOREORRONOO00000 093629 | ee®

PLEASE DO NOT MARK IN THIS AREA
\—*
NCS Mosk Rottew® £P-20673-00130Y | 1§ | .
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A

Iy
g

D

12 Compered with when you entered collegs as &
frashman, how would you now describe your:

h}r

OOOEEEECEOENEOOOEE)
oHUHOHomomuHOMoWOHOHOAOHoMOHOHOxQ

Garwwsd knOWARADD. . . cooeuenninniiranintsacncsnsnonsnnans

g
fiakd or chec

degres...........

-d
xige of &

Abiity 10 speak and wite cloarly........coeieueiianciicnend
Relgious baliele arct
Intarest in

R .
i&&oﬁ&&&omoHeaouo,»oho_nom&o

oJoJoJolololoololoIololoTolololo
) ‘o.HoHOHo«oauauwo (@) (=) (o) (=) (Y () (=} (e (o]

in your

[

the

/uﬂﬂ./ oJoIcIoJolololelolololololo)olololole
3 {oIor AololololoeolofolooloJolofoloIo
N 20 CPOPORAONCGROOOC)
QN ) R () @) ) (@) &) (&) () (=) (=) &) =) &) (o) (=) =) (=)

of Sle.

Becoming invaived in programs 10 cleen wp e
o Lo
Helping 10 cacel
Becoming an expert on finence and commence

o science
Writing oniginal works (poems. novels, short storiss, eec).........

Helping others who are in m seceestentinacttinccnconeess
Meking 8 . y

SR
m.u.ﬁue.n.ﬂ.aé.g&&a
{HIRNE
i .

il

il

r.-..y

Jv,wﬁ

QOO0 OONIORODO S OO0 - O I0X000d

joHoHouoHoHoHoWomo.oHoHoloHowoHQo.o.o“oWowOmm
oIoIoIoJololofo): BIoFAcIoIoEXololololo Mo KloxAolololo
POPOOEOE —© 000 00000 _© © 006

o.Ho.Ho.Ho.Ho.Ho.Ho O mrIo RXoIolo oo lololoINe XIS ELolooIo

Qs8-.c+ 225-279
Qcnrs-224

m f
Wuwmm MM,M WM mw.
R H
IR
i
*_.._......_....m.

Q- o loxs fsolow 1.7%)

|
!
:
i
1

204



------__----—----—-:--------:----:-
OO O OOO OO o

Hoooo

i

sesecnsenssseace

|

OOO O O OOOOO

i

m

OOOOO 000000

m........

or
M

wpeech} ..
aciminiswator

OO O O OOOOOO

E m m;:r i “Mm: | ::M

W,Wﬂololololololololo o

THI L
Emz»,_:&:mr m

.ww . LTXY7]o)o: H,;aw «iomomzemome?ﬁmho - -3 0> : {OF {os fop: oy Ioi{o¥ X 1o Lneh O
R S Rl R om o | |
mm ...uH.H.x..H.%.HA.H.H.H.H...H. g fjai i i iam isg : n
mm e R B Twm“m Wm_wmum“ w :
HE T %M ] mmm_mm,wwwmmm e |,
m.mm L mmm i __m i gt mm 2 hud mhmm mm u:mmwmm M “
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)®_ OO ® 000 60 00 0 O
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Mo 900 900000
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1. Below is 8 Ret of different undergraduate major fislds
groupad into general categories. Mark only one

cucie 10 bulicale your curvent/lnet fiwkd of stuty.

Lingds Lunpugpr ol
[T e
Joumnalism

Art, fine and applied ..

£ oToIoIoJoIo,;
2K OO O () 0}

tyolelololele

B
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APPENDIX B
SURVEY FORMS

Cover Letter to Perspective Participants

Follow-Up Cover Letter

Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP)

Institutional Survey on Academic Honesty
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES UCLA
RERKELEY « DAVIN + IRVINK « LOXANCELENS - RIVERSIDE  NAN SHLO - RAN FRANCISLD SANTA BARSARA * ZANTA CRUZ
COOPERA’ INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH HICHER EDUCATION RESEARCH
oF mzﬂ&zﬁm COUNCIL ON EDUCA':‘OO: ARNMI; GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES LOS ANCELES, CALIFORNIA 00024
May 3, 1988
Dear

As you know, the annual ACE-UCLA Freshmen Survey collects an array of data about student
behaviors and expectations of college. Some of the most interesting findings from the 1987 survey
came from two new items on student cheating, as shown below:

Cheating Behavior Among Entering Freshmen
(percentages reporting frequently or occasionally, Fall 1987 freshmen)

All 2-yer 4-year
Cheated on a test in school: 304 272 326 317
Copicd homework from another student 52.7 47.1 55.7 56.0

The Higher Education Research Institute is doing additional analysis on institutional and
environmental differences in student cheating behavior. As part of this work we are looking at
longitudinal data from our follow-up surveys of 1983 and 1985 freshmen, including the responses
of some students from your campus. Consequently, we would like to know more aboat
institutional policies and procedures in the area of academic honesty and honor codes. Would you
please take a few minutes to complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the

provided? In answering the questionnaire, please respond to questions as they applied to your
institution in the 1986-1987 academic year. If someone else at your institution is a more
appropriate respondent, would you please forward this request to that individual?

Along with the survey we would also like a copy of the academic hoaesty regulations which are
provided to students. The results of this study will be sent to your institution. We greatly
appreciate your assistance and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Alexander W. Astin Kenneth C. Green

Professor and Director Associate Director

enclosures 6222
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 1.OS ANGELES UCLA

BEREFLKY = DAVIS = IRVINE © LOSANGEIES  RIVEUSIDE « SAN DRI «  SAN FRANCIROL SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZL
COOPERATIVE INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH PROCRAM HICHER EDUCATION RESEARCH
OF THE AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION AND CRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
TUHE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANCELES LOS ANCELES, CALIFORNIA 90034
June 9, 1988
Dear

We wrote you several weeks ago to solicit your help in collecting information for a study
on academic honesty currently being conducted by the Higher Education Research Institute.
We are examining cheating behavior of students who were freshmen in 1983 or 1985 and
who were followed up in 1987 with another survey. Becanse students from your
institution participated in these surverys, we would like to collect institutional data from
you. We are interested in examining cheating behaviors in the context of institutional
policies and procedures related to academic honesty. :

If you have completed the attached survey please disregard this letter. If you have not returned the
survey, could you please take a few minutes to complete and return it in the i
Please include a copy of your 1986-1987 academic honesty regulations. Your assistance in this
undertaking is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Alexander W, Astin Kenneth C. Green
Professor and Director Associate Director
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CIRP Institutional Survey on Academic Honesty

Please answer the questions as they applied to vour institution for the Academic Year
1986-1987:

1. What methods are used at your institution to inform or remind students about
academic honesty? Check all that apply:

no reminders

at notification of admission

at orientation meetings

by signing an honesty pledge at the beginning of the academic year
in handbook

special academic honesty handout

at the first session of each course

at each test/examination

at each final examination

by signing an honesty pledge on all submitted work
other (please explain)

2. At your present institution, which type of academic honesty system is used?

a formal honor code (students are placed on their honor not to cheat).
are students bound to take some action if they observe
cheating? yes no

a proctor system (faculty and/or T.A. proctor exams)

other (please explain)

3. When an infraction or violation of your academic honesty regulations occur, it is
handled by: (Check all that apply)

the involved faculty member only (no other institutional involvement)
the involved faculty member (refers incident)
department chair
dean
appointed institutional office (if different from above)
academic honesty board
other (please explain)

4. If your institution has more than one way to handle an incident is the student given
a choice as to how to resolve the case?

yes
no
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5. If the incident is referred to an academic honesty board, which response most
accurately reflects the composition of the academic honesty board?

students only

faculty only

administrators only

students and faculty

students and administrators

faculty and administrators
students, faculty and administrators

6. What are the possible sanctions a student could receive for being found guilty of an
academic homesty violation? Please check aii possibie sanctions:

no action

warning/reprimand

failing grade on that assignment

failing grade in the course
official college discipline (notation on college record)
suspension (specific time period)
permanent expulsion from institution

other (please explain)

7. While recognizing that every situation is unique (and in the absence of mitigating
circumstances), if a student were found guilty of the following infractions, what is the -
single most likely consequence? Place most appropriate numbers in blanks.

) no action

) warning/reprimand

) failing grade on that assignment

) failing grade in the course

) official college discipline (notation on college record)
) suspension (stated time period)

) permanent expulsion from institution

) other (piease expiain)

cheated om a school quiz or exam

copied homework from another student

changed an incorrect answer on a graded exam and resubmitted it for a
higher grade

handed in the same paper for more than one class without permission
from the involved faculty

submitted a paper written by someone else

added items to a bibliography from sources not used

copied whole sentences from a source without acknowledgement
entered another student’s computer file and copied information
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8. From your experience at your current institution, how would students perceive each
of the following actions. Please place most appropriate number in blanks.

( 1 ) acceptable; not dishonest
( 2 ) probably dishonest; but acceptable
( 3 ) dishonest; not acceptable

cheated on a school quiz or exam

copied homework from another student

submitted a paper written by someone else

added items to a bibliography from sources not used

entered another student’s computer file and copied information

9. Does your institution release information about numbers of infractions and resulting
sanctions released?

yes
no

If yes, information is released
____annually

semi-annually

more frequently

10. How many yndergraduates had academic honesty charges brought against them in

the 1986-1987 academic year? (Please include total cases handled by faculty, committees

or other bodies).

Number of cases
Number of findings of guilt

11. Please attach a copy of the academic honesty regulations which describe/define
academic honesty at your institution (from your catalogue, handbook or other official
source. :

Results of this study will be sent to the address below. Please indicate any changes
necessary.
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Appendix C

Abllene Christlan University
Adrlan College

Agnes Scott College
Albertus Magnus College
Alblon College

Allegheny College

Allentown College of St. Francis de Sales

Alma College

Amherst College

Anderson College

Aqulnas College

Arkansas College

Augsburg College

Augustana College
Augustana College

Austin College

Autin Peay State Unlversity
Babson College

Bard College

Barnard College

Barton County Community College
Bates College

Bay Path Junlor College
Baylor Unlversity

Belolt College

Benedictine College

Berea College

Berry College

Bethany College

Bethany College

Bethany Lutheran College
Bloomsburg Unlversity
Bowdoin College

Bradley University

Brandels Unliversity

Brenau College

Brevard College

Bryn Mawr College

Buena Vista College
Callfornia Institute of Technology
Canlslus College

Carleton College
Carneglie~Mellon Unlversity
Carroll College

Case Western Reserve Unlversity
Catawba College

Cathollic Unlversity of America
Cedar Crest College

Centre College of Kentucky
Chapman College

Chatham College

Chowan College

Abllene
Adrian
Decatur

New Haven
Alblon
Meadville
Center Valley
Alma

Amherst
Anderson
Grand Raplds
Batesvlille
Minneapolls
Rock Island
Sloux Falls
Sherman
Clacksville
Babson Park

Annancale-Hudson

New York
Great Bend
Lewlston
Longmeadow
Waco
Beloit
Atchison
Berea
Mount Bercy
Lindsborg
Bethany
Mankato
Bloomsburg
Brunswick
Peorla
Waltham
Gainesville
Brevard
Bryn Hawr
Storm Lake
Pasadena
Buffalo
Northfield
Pittsburgh
Waukesha
Cleveland
Salisbury
Washington
Allentown
Danville
Orange
Pittsburgh
Murfreesboro

Texas
Michigan
Georgla
Connectlcut
Michlgan
Pennsylvanlia
Pennsylvania
Michlgan
Massachusetts
South Caroclina
Michlgan
Arkansas
Mlnnesota
Illinols
South Dakota
Texas
Tennessee
Massachusetts
Mew York

New York
Xansas

Maine
Massachusetts
Texas
VWisconsin
Kansas
Kentucky
Georgla
Kansas

Vest Virginla
Minnesota
Pennsylvanla
Maine
Illinols
Massachusetts
Georgla

New York
Pennsylvania
Iowa
California
New York
Minnesota
Pennsylvanla
Visconsin
Chio

crth Carollina
B.C.
Pennsylvanlia
Kentucky
Californla
Pennsylvania
North Carolina
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Claremont McKenna College
Clark Unliversity

Colby College

Colgate Unlversity

College of Boca Rotan

College of Mt. Salnt Joseph on the Ohio
College of New Rochelle
College cof Salnt Catherine
College of Salnt Scholastica
College of Salnt Teresa
College of Salnt Thomas
College of the Sequolas
Colorado College

Concordia College

Connecticut College

Converse College

Ccrnell College

Corning Communlity College
CUNY-Queensborough Community College
Dakota Wesleyan Unlversity
Davls and Elkins College
DePaul University

DePauw University

Dominican College of Blauvelt
Dominlcan College of San Rafael
Drake Unlversity

Drew University

Drury College

Dutchess Community College
Earlham College

East Cacollna Unlversity
Eastern Mennonlte College Inc.
Ellzabethtown College

Elon College

Emory and Henry College

Emory Unlversity

Erskine College

Ferrum College

Findlay College

Florida State University

Fort Hays State Unlversity
Franklin and Marshall College
Furman Unlversity

Gannon Unlverslity

Garden City Community College
Georgla Institute of Technology
Georgian Court College
Gettysburg College

GMI Engineering and Management Institute
Gonzaga University

Grand Raplds Baptist College
Grinnell College

Guilford College
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Claremont
Worcester
Vatervllle
Hamilton
Boca Raton
Mount St. Joseph
New Rochelle
St. Paul
Duluth
Winona

St. Paul
Visalla
Colorado Springs
Portland
New London
Sparatanburg
Mount Verncn
Cornling
Bayside
Mitchell
Elkins
Chicago
Greencastle
Orangeburg
San Rafael
Des Molnes
Madison
Springfield
Poughkeepsie
Richmond
Greenvilie
Harrisonbung
Elizabethtown
Elon College
Emocy
Atlanta

Due West
Ferrum
Findlay
Tallahassee
Hays
Lancaster
Greenville
Erie

Garden Clty
Atlanta
Lakewood
CGettysburg
Flint
Spokane
Grand Rapids
Grinnell
Greensboro

Callfornla
Massachusetts
Maine

New York
Florida

Ohio

New York
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Minnesota
Callfornla
Colorado
Oregon
Connectlcut
South Carollna
Towa

New York

New York

South Dakota
West Virglinia
Il1linois
Indlana

New York
Callfornla
Iowa

New Jersey
Missourl

New York
Indlana

North Carelina
Virginia
Pennsylvanla
North Carellna
Virgintia
Georgla

South Carolina
Vicginla

Chio

Florlda
Kansas
Pennsylvania
South Carollna
Pennsylvania
Xansas
Georgla

New Jersey
Pennsylvanla
Michlgan
Washington
Michigan

Towa

North Carclina
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Gulf Coast Community College
Hami1ton College

Hamline Unlversity
Hampden-Sydnrey College
Harcum Junior College
Harvey Mucd College
Haverford College

Hendrix College

Herklmer County Community College
Hocking Technlcal College
Hollins College

Hood College

Houghton College

Huntington College

I1linocis Benedictine College
Iowa State Unlversity

Towa Wesleyan College
Itasca Communlty College
Jamestoun Community Collsge
Jefferson Communlity College
John Brown Unlversity
Juntata College

Kentucky Wesleyan College
Kenyon College

Keystone Junior College
King’s College

Kirtland Community College
Knox College

La Salle College

Latayette College

Lake Forest College

Lambuth College

Lander College

Laurence University

Le Moyne College

Lebancn Valley College
Lewls and Clark College
Lewis University

Lincoln Unlversity
Linfield College

Loulsiana College

Loulsiara State University-Alexandria

Louisiana State University-Zunice
Loyola College

Loyola Marymount University
Loyola Unlversity of Chlcago
Lynchburg College

Macalester College

Maclson Acea Technical College
Manchester College

Manhattan College
Manhattanvilie College

Manor Junicr College

Panama Clty
Clinton

St. Paul
Hampden-Sydney
Bryn Mawr
Claremont
Haverford
Conway

Herk imer
MNelsonville
Hollins College
frederick
Houghton
Huntington
Lisle

Ames

Mount Pleasant
Grand Raplds
Jamestown
WVatertown
Siloam Springs
Huntingdon
Owensboro
Gambler

La Plume
Wilkes-Barre
Roscommon
Galesburg
Philadelphia
Easton

Lake Forest
Jackson
Greenwood
Appleton
Syracuse
Annville
Portland
Romeoville
Lincoln
McMinnville
Pinevilie
Alexandrla
Eunice
Balt!lmore
Los Angeles
Chlcago
Lynchburg
St. Paul
Madison
lorth Manchester
Bronx
Purchase
Jenklntown

Florida

New York
Minnesota
Virglnia
Pennsylvania
Californla
Pennsylvanla
Arkansas
New York
Ohlo
Virginla
Maryland
New York
Indlana
Illinols
Iowa

loua
Minnesota
New York
New York
Arkansas
Pennsylvania
Kentucky
Chio
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Michlgan
Illinols
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
I1linols
Tennessee
South Carollna
Wisconsin
New York
Pennsylvania
Oregon
Illinols
Pennsylvania
Cregon
Loulslana
Loulslana
Louisiana
Maryland
Californla
Il11inois
Virginia
Minnesota
Wisconson
Indlana

New York

New York
Pennsylvania
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Marietta College

Marion Colliege

Macquette Unlversity

Marymount College

Marymount College of Kansas
Marymount Unlverslty

Marywoed College

Master’s College

Mayville State College
McPherson College

Medaille College

Mercyhurst College

Miami Unlversity

Mid-American Nazarene College
Middlesex Community College
Midway College

Miiligan College

Mills Conllege

Monmouth College

Monmcuth Ccllege

Montana College/Mineral Sclence and Tech.
Montana State University
Morningside College

Mount Holyoke College

Mount Ollve Cosllege

Mount Salnt Mary’s College
Mount Salnt Mary’s College
Mount Vernon College

Mount Vernon Nazarene College
Mundeleln College

Nazareth College of Rochester
Nebraska Wesieyan University
New Mexlico Mliltary Instlitute
Nerth Dakota State University
North Shore Community College
lortheast Missourl State Unlversity
Northeastern State Unlversity
Northeastern Unlversity
Northern Illinois University
Nerthwest Hissouri State University
Nocthwestern Unlversity
Oakland University

Chio Bominican College

Ohio State Unlversity

Chio State Unlverslty at Marlon
Chio Unlversity at Chlllicothe
Chio Wesleyan Unlversity
Oklahoma Baptist Unlversity
Otterbeln College

Our Lady of the Lake U. of San Antonlo
Paclflc University

Penn State University-Altoona
Penn State University-Beaver
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Marietta
Marion
M!lwaukee
Tarrytown
Sallina
Arllngton
Scranton
Newhall
Mayville
McPherson
Buffalo
Erie

Oxford
Olathe
Bedford
Midvay
Milligan College
Saxland
Monmouth
VWest Long Branch
Butte
Bozeman
Sioux Clty
South Hadley
Mount Ollve
Los Angeles
Emmitsburg
Washington
Mcunt Vernon
Chicago
Rochester
Lincoln
Roswell
Fargo
Beverly
Kirksville
Tahlequah
Boston
Dekalb
Maryville
Evanston
Rochester
Columbusg
Columbus
Marion
Chillicothe
Delaware
Shawnee
Westerville
San Antonlo
Forest Grove
Altoona
Monaca

Chlo

Indlana
Wisconsin
New York
Kansas
Virginla
Pennsylvanla
Callfornla
North Dakota
Xansas

New York
Pennsylvania
Chio

Kansas
Massachusetts
Kentucky
Tennessee
Caitfornia
I1linols

New Jersey
Montana
Montana

Towa
Massachusetts
North Carolina
California
Maryland
D.C.

Chio
Illinols

New York
Nebraska

Mew Mexlico
North Dakota
Massachusetts
Missourl

Ok lahcma
Massachusetts
Il1llnols
Missouri
Illinols
Michlgan
Chlo

Chilo

Chlo

Ohio

Chio

Ok lahoma
Chio

Texas

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
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Penn State Unlverslty-Delaware County
Penn State Universlity-Dubols

Penn State Unlversity-Fayette

Penn State Unlversity-Hazelton

Penn State University-McXeesport

Penn State University-Mont Alto

Penn State University-pew Kensington
Penn State Unlversity-Ogontz

Penn State University-Schuylkill

Penn State Unlversity-Shenango Vaiiey
Penn State Unlverslity-Wilkes-Barre
Penn State Unlversity-Worthington Scranton
Penn State Unlversity-York
Philadelphlia College of Art
Philadelphla College/Pharmacy and Sclence
Philadelphla College/Text!les and Sclence
Pikeville College

Pine Manor College

Pltzer College

Presbyterlan College

Princeton Unlversity

Ralny River Community College
Randolph-Macon College
Randolph-Macon Woman’s College

Regls College

Rhoce Island College

Rhode Island School of Design

Phodes College

Rider College

Robert Morris College

Rockhurst College

Rollling College

Rosary College

Russell Sage College

Salem College

Santa Clara Unlversity

Scrlipps College

Shlppensburg Unlversity

Simpson College

Sklcmore College

Smith Coliege

Southern Arkansas Unlversity
Southern Baptist College

Southern Illinois Unlvers)ty-Edwardsville
Southwestern University

Spring HIll College

Springfield College in Illlnols

St. Andrews Presbyterian College

St. Ecward’s University

St. John’s Unlversity

St. Joseph’s College

St. Lawrence University

St. Mary College
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Medla

Dubols
Unlontown
Hazelton
McKeesport
Mont Alto
New Kensington
Abington
Schuykill Haven
Sharon
Wilkes~Barre
Dunmore

York
Phlladelphia
Phlladelphla
Phliladelphia
Plkeville
Chestnut Hill
Claremont
Clinton
Princeton

Internattional Falls

Ashland
Lynchburg
Weston
Providence
Providence
Memphls
Lavrencev!!le
Ceracpolls
Kansas City
Vinter Park
River Forest
Troy
Vinston-Salem
Santa Clara
Claremont
Shippenshurg
Indianola

Saratoga Springs

Northampton
Magnolla
Walnut Rldge
Edwardsville
Georgetown
Moblle
Springfleld
Laurlnburg
Austlin
Collegev]lle
Rensselaer
Canton
Leavenworth

Pennsylvanla
Pennsylvanla
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania
Pennslyvania
Pennsylvanla
Pennsvivania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvanlia
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvanla
Pennsylvanla
Pennsylvania
Pennslyvania
Pennsylvanla
Kentucky
Massachusetts
Callfernia
South Carolina
New Jersey
Minnesota
Virginla
Virginia
Massachusetts
Rhoce Island
Rhode Island
Tennessee
New Jersey
Pennsylvanla
Missourl
Florida
Illinols

New York
North Carollna
California
California
Pennsylvan!
Iowa

New York
Massachusetts
Arkansas
Arkansas
Iliinols
Texas
Alabama
Iliinols
North Caroilna
Texas
Minnesota
Indlana

New York
Xansas
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St. Mary of the Plains College
Stanford University

Stephens College

Stetson University

Sue Bennett College

SUNY AT College at Alfred
SUNY A8T College at Cobleskill
SUNY ALT College At Delhl
SUNY at Binghamten

SUNY at Buffalo

SUNY at Stony Brook

SUNY College at Brockport
SUNY College at Buffalo

SUNY College at Geneseo

SUNY College at Potscam

SUNY College at Purchase
Suom] College

Susquehanna Unlversity
Swarthmore College

Sweet Briar College

Taft College

Talladega College

Texas Christlan University
Texas Wesleyan College

The Johns Hopkins University
Towson State Unlverslty
Trenton State College

Trinity College

Trinity University

Tulane Unlversity

Tuskegee University

Unlion College

Unlted States Alr Force Academy
United States Naval Academy
University of Arkansas-Plne Bluff

University of California-Los Angeles
Unlversity of California-Santa Cruz

Unlverslty of Connecticut
University of Connectlicut-Stamford
Unlversity of Delaware

Unlvecsity of Georgia

Unlversity of Indlanapolls
University of Loulsville
University of Malne-Machlas
University of Malne-Orono
University of Massachusetts-Amherst
University of Mlami

University of Missouri-Columbia
Universlity of Missourl-Kansas City
Unlversity of North Carolina-Chapel Hil}
University of North Dakota
University of Notre Dame
University of Pittsburgh
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Dodge City
Stanford
Columbla

De Land
London
Alfred
Cobleskill
Delh}
Binghamton
Buffalo
Stony Brook
Brockport
Buffalo
Geneseo
Potsdam
Purchase
Hancock
Sellinsgrove
Swarthmore
Sweet Brlar
Taft
Talladega
Fort Worth
Fort Worth
Baltimore
Towson
Trenton
Hartford
San Antonio
New Orleans
Tuskegee Institute
Schenectady
Colorado Springs
Annapolls
Pine Bluff

Los Angeles
Santa Cruz

Storrs
Stamford
Newark
Athens
Indlanapolls
Loulsville
Machlas
Orono
Azherst
Coral Gables
Columbia
Kansas City
Chapel Hil)
Grand Forks
Notre Dame
Pittsburgh

Kansas
Californla
Missour!
Florida
Kentucky
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
New York
Michigan
Pennsylvanla
Pennsylvanla
Virginla
Callfornla
Alabama
Texas
Texas
Maryland
Maryland
New Jersey
Connectlcut
Texas
Loulsiana
Alabama
New York
Colorado
Maryland
Arkansas

Callfornia
Callfornla

Connecticut
Connecticut
Delaware
Georgla
Indlana
Yentucky
Malne

Maine
Massachusetts
Florlida
Mlssourl
Missour!
Nerth Carollna
North Dakota
Indlana
Pennsylvania
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Unlversity of Plttsburgh-Greensburg

Unlversity of Plttsburgh-Johnstown

Unlversity of Plttsburgh-Titusville

Unlverslty of Redlands
University of Richmond
University of Rochester
Universlity of San Diego
University of South Carolina

Unlversity of South Florida-New College

Unlversity of Tennessee-Knoxville
Unlversity of the Paclific
Unlversity of the South
Unlversity of Vermont

University of Virginla
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
Valparaliso Unlversity

Vanderbilt Unlversity

Villanova University

Virginta Military Institute
Virginia Wesleyan College

Wabash College

Wagner College

Walsh College

Washington and Jefferson College
Washington and Lee University
Washington College

Wellesley College

Wesleyan College

Western New England College
VWestern Washington Unlversity
Westmlnster College

Westminster College

Wharton Community Junlor College
Wheaton College

Wheeling College

Wheelock College

Whitman Collcge

Whitworth College

Wiiiiamsport Area Research Comm. College

Wingate College

Wittenberg University
Wofford College

Worthington Community College

Greensburg
Johnstown
Titusviile
Redlands
Richmond
Rochester
San Dlego
Columbla
Sarasota
Knoxvllle
Stockton
Sewanee
Burlington
Charlottesvilie
Milwvaukee
Valparaiso
Nashville
Villanova
Lexington
MNorfolk
Crawfocrdsville
Staten Island
Canton
Washington
Lexington
Chestertown
Wellesley
Macon
Springfleld
Belllingham
Fulton

New Wilmington
Wharton
Norton
Wheeling
Boston
Walla Walla
Spokane
Willlamsport
Wingate
Springfleld
Spartanburg
Worthington

Pennsylivania
Pennsylvania
Pennsylvanla
Callfornla
Virginla

New York
Callfornia
South Carolina
Florida
Tennessee
Callfornia
Tennessee
Vermont
Virginia
Visconsin
Indiana
Tennessee
Pennsylvania
Virginla
Virginia
Indiana

New York

Chlo
Pennsylvania
Virginia
Maryland
Massachusetts
Georgla
Massachusetts
Washlington
Missour}
Pennsylvanla
Texas
Massachusetts
West Virglnia
Massachusetts
Washington
Vashlngton
Pennsylvania
North Carolina
Chic

South Carolina
Minnesota
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Pre-College Activity Traits

Institutional Characteristics

College Involvements



APPENDIX D

DESCRIPTICN OF DATA SAMPLE

Demoaraphic Characteristics (Block 1)

This sample of students has more women than men, is
predominantly white, and has a majority of respondents who are 20
years of age (see Table D1).

The majority of these students have mothers who have achieved
the status of high school graduates (35%), fathers who are
distributed In approximately equal proportions between high school,
college and graduate school graduates. Students most frequently
report father’s career as "businessman,® or “other;" mother’s
career is most frequently reported as "homemaker," or ®"other.®” The
highest percentages of students have parents whose income is In the
range of $40,000 to $49,999 with the majority of parents in income
brackets above $30,000 and below $75,000. As might be expected,
the majority of students report their religion to be elther
Protestant or Roman Cathoiic.

In Table D2, demographic and background variables are
presented that have significant correlations to the three cheating
behaviors. While none of the correlaticns is particularly stroeng,
the characteristic which has the strongest relation to reported
cheating is gender (r = -.11, r = -.06 and r = -.10): women cheat

less than men.
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Table Di
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Demographic

Characteristics (N = 3035

Demographics Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

Sex 1.65 .48
(1) male 35.3
(2) female 64.7

Age 3.22 .63
(1) 18 or younger .4
(2) 19 2.7
(3 20 76.6
(4) 21 18.4
(5) 22 .9
(6> 23-26 .8
(7> 27 and older .5

Race (1) no (2) yes

White 89.3
Black 6.3
Asian 1.8
American Indian 1.0

(table continues)



Table Dt
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Demographic

- A PPITY
Characterist!ics {N = 3035> {(continusd’

Demographics Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

Chizano i.0
Puerto Rican 5
Other race 1.1

Citizen (1) no (2) yes 97.2

Mothers education 4.54 1.83
(1) Grammar school or less 2.3
(2) Some high school 5.0
(3> High school graduate 34.3
(4) Postsecondary, no college 8.3
(5) Same college 15.7
(6) College degree 19.5
(7) Some graduate school 3.7
(8) Graduate degree 9.7

(table continues)
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Table Di
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Demographic

Characteristics (i = 3035) (continued)

Demographics Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

Fathers education 5.02 2.09
(1) Grammar school or less 3.5
(2) Some high school 6.5
(3) High school graduate 24.7
(4) Postsecondary, no college 5.5
(5) Some college 14.5
(6) College degree 21.6
(7) Some graduate school 3.1
(8) Graduate degree 20.7

Fathersg career (1) nc (2) yes

Artist .8
Businessperson 29.4
Clergy 1.0
College teacher 1.9
Doctor 2.4

(table continues)
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Table D1
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Demographic
Characteristics (§ = 3035) (continued)

Demographics Mean Standard Percentage
deviation
Secondary education 3.5
Elementary education | .6
Engineer 8.4
Farmer/forester 4.0
Health professional 1.0
Lawyer 1.7
Military 1.4
Research scientlist .8
Skilled worker 9.1
Semi-skiiied worker 3.7
Unskiiied worker 2.8
Unemp 1 oyed 2.2
Other 19.4

Mothers career (1) no (2) ves
Artist 1.4

Businessperson 11.5

(table contlinues)
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Table Di

Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Demographic

Characteristics (N = 3035) (continued)

227

Demographics Mean Standard Percentage
deviation
Clerical 11.2
Clergy .1
College teacher -4
Doctor .3
Secondary education 3.6
Elementary education 6.4
Engineer .1
Farmer/forester .2
Health professional 1.9
Homemaker 24.7
Lawyer .1
Nurse 6.8
Research sclentist .2
Social/welfare/recreation/worker 1.1
Skilled worker 1.7

(table continues)



Table D1
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Demographic

Characteristics (N = 3035) (continued)

Demographics Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

Semi-skilled worker 2.4
Unskilled worker 1.9
Unemployed S.1
Other 15.2

Parental income 7.49 3.22
(1> $6000 or less 3.9
(2) $6000-9999 3.7
(3> $10000-14999 5.4
(4) $15000-19999 7.0
(5) $20000-24999 8.8
(6) $25000-29999 8.0
(7) $30000-34999 11.4
(8) $35000-39999 9.9
(9> 240000-49999 12.6

(table continues)



Table Dt
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Demographic

Characteristics (N = 3035) (continued)

Demographics Mean Standard Percentage
deviation
(10) $50000-59999 11.2
(11) $60066:74999 8.3
(12) $75000-99999 3.8
(13> $100,000-149,999 3.6
(14) $150,000 or more ' 2.4

Student religion

(1) Protestant 48.9
(2) Roman Catholic ' 36.0
(3) Jewish 2.6
¢4) Other 4.6
(5> None 8.0




Table D2

Correlations Between Cheating and Demographic Characteristics

(N = 3,035
Cheating on:

Demographics Homework Exam Overall
Sex -.11 -.06 -.10
Race:

White -.04
Mother’s education -.04 -.04
Father’s career

Doctor .06

Secondary education -.04

*¥Correlations significant at the .01 level.
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There are weak but significant negatlive relatlons for students -
who are white (r = -.04), who have mothers whe are highly
educated (r = -.04), or who have fathers who teach secondary school
(r = -.04); they cheat less than average. Students whose fathers
are doctors (r =.06) cheat more on tests. Whether these
correlations will serve as predicters of cheating behaviors will be

examined in the multivariate analysis.

Pre-College Activity Traits <(Block 2)

Pre-college activity tralts are a variety of college interests
and high school achievements, all indicated at the time of entry to
college. The activities are those in which students participated
in high school.

The means, standard deviations and percentages for variables
in this block are presented In Table D3. There are several
measures of achievement included in the this block. The highest
percentages of students report high school grade average as "B+"
(24%), and the majority of students report belng ranked In the top
20% of their high school class (61%). Average SAT verbal scores
were 487; math SAT means were 517.

Students most frequently declare intended majors of "business"
(22%) or "health prcfessional," (10%), while students select
‘business,” “engineer,® "other” or "undecided" as the most freguent
career choilces. (It is not unusual for large percentages of

students toc be unsure of career choices at matriculation).
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Table D3
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Pre-College

Activity Traits (N = 3,035

Traits Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

High school grade psint average 5.88 1.58
(1> D .2
2> ¢ 2.3
(3) C+ 6.4
(4> B 8.7
(S> B 21.2
(6> B+ 23.5
(7> A- 19.0
(8> A or A+ 18.8

High school rank 4.40 .86
(1> Lowest 20% .2
(2> Fourth 20% 2.6
(3) Middle 20% 15.8
(4) Second 20% 20.0
(S) Highest 20% 61.4

SAT verbal 486.74 99.36

SAT math 517.27 107.31

(table continues)
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Table

D3

Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Pre-Coliege

Activity Traits (}§ = 3,035) (continued)

Traits Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

ACT Verbal 21.33 4.45

ACT math 21.10 7.12

ACT science 23.67 6.12

ACT Social Science 22.16 6.48

Maiors (1) no (2) ves
Agriculture
Biology
Business
Education
Engineering
English
Health professional
History/political science
Humanities
Fine arts
Mathematics/statistics

Physical sciences
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.9
S.1
22.1
6.7
9.1
1.8
9.9
4.3
2.6
3.2
1.4
2.5

(table continues)



Table D3
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions ¢f Pre-Colliege

Activity Traits (§ = 3,035) (continued)

Tralts Mean Standard Percentage
deviation

Soccial scliences 5.6
Other-technical 4.7
Other-non-technical 8.3
Undecided 6.4

Student Career Choices (1) no (2) yes
Artist 6.7
Businessperson 21.5
Clergy .4
College teacher .2
Doctor 6.3
Secondary education 3.3
Elementary education 4.1
Engineer 9.0
Farmer/forester .8
Health professional 5.6
Lawyer 4.3

(table continues)
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Table D3
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Pre-College

Activity Traits (§ = 3,035) (continued)

Traits Mean Standard Percentage
deviation
Nurse 2.5
Research scientist 2.6
Other ' 15.6
Undecided 11.8
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Table D4 indicates that academic achlevement and intelligence
are negatively reiated to cheating. High school grade point
average, rank In class, SAT verbal and, in some Instances, SAT math
scores all have negative relationships with the cheating measures.
As grades, rank, or SAT scores Increase, levels of admitted
cheating decrease. The ACT measures are not significantly related
to cheating behaviors.

A variety of major flelds are also related to cheating
behaviors. Business majors and engineering majors are positively
related to cheating behaviors (homework copying and overall

cheating). That is, students with these majors are more likely to

admit cheating. These major fields, however, may be confounded by
gender. Both engineering and business attract large numbers of
males. When the multivariate analysis is conducted, these items
will compete against each other tc enter the equation and their
relationships will be clarified.

Several major fields have weak significant, negative
correlations with homework copying. They may be explained by the
subject matter. In "English,* or *history/political sclence,” for
instance, it is harder to copy homework than it might be in other
subjects. Llkewise, when considering career choice, a student who
chooses a career as an artist would be less likely to copy homework
than someone in an area of study in which homework has "correct®

answers.
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Table D4

Correlations Between Cheating and Pre-College Activity Traits

(N = 3,335
Pre-College Cheating on:
Bctivity Traits Homework Exams Overall
High school g.p.a. -.09 12 -.12
High school rank -.06 -.09 -.08
SAT verbal -.11 -.10 -.13
SAT math -.05
Majors
Business .08 .05 .08
Engineering A1 .09
English -.05 -.04 -.06
Health professional -.04 -.04
History/political science -.05 -.07 -.08
Student Career Choices
Artist -.04
Businessperson .06 .04 .06
Clergy -.04
Secondary education -.05 -.05
Engineer .10 .12 .10

#Correlations significant at the .01 level.
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Institutional Characteristics (Block 5)

Several Institutional environmental qualities were examined:
college selectivity, control, size, region and race. Descriptive
statistics for institutional characteristics are presented in
Table DS. In order to determine institutional selectivity,
combined SAT scores were examined and an institutional average was
determined. This sample of institutions has an average combined
SAT score of 966. The vast majority of schools have coeducational
student populations, are historically white/integrated colleges (as
opposed to historically black colleges) and are located in the
North Atlantic region of the United States. Institutions were
divided into five groups according to enrollment size. As can be
seen, only 21% of the students attend institutions which have
enrol lments above 3500. For the group of institutions that have
enrol lments above 3500, the range of maximum enrcllments exceeds
30,000 students. Finally, students are divided into roughly equal
proportions between those who attend public and those who attend
private institutions.

Pearson correlations (presented In Table D6) were calculated
for all institutional characteristics to examine their
relationships with the cheating measures used in thls study.
Institutions with high selectivity, private colleges and four-year
colleges have lower levels of reported cheating. Additionally,
single-sex institutions have a negative relation to homework

copying and the overail cheating variable, while coeducational
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Table DS
Means, Standard Deviations and Percentages Institutional

Characteristics (N = 3,035)

Institutional N Mean Standard Percentage
Characteristics deviation
Selectivity 3035 966.48 134.21
Size (student enroliment) 3014 3.90 1.83
(1) 1-750 3
(2> 751-1050 18
(3 1051-1600 19
(4> 1601-3500 22
(5) 3500 and above 21
Sex 3035
(1) Male only .5
(2) Female only ) 4.0
(3) Coeducational 95.2
(4) Coordinate .3
College control 3035
(1> Public 51.0
(2) Private 49.0
Institutional Type 3035
(1) University 22.3
(2) 4 year college 64.6
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(3) 2 year college
(4) 4 vear campus multiversity
(5) 2 year campus multiversity
Region (1) 3035
(1> North Atlantic
(2) Great Plains and Lakes
(3) Southeast
(4) West and Southwest
(5) US Service Schools
(6> Outlying areas
College Race 3035
(1) White
(2) Black

12.9
.0

.1

36.1
31.2
20.0
12.2

.0

96.7
3.3
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Table D6
Correlations Between Admitted Cheating and Institutional

Characteristics (} = 3,035

Institutional . Cheating on:
characteristics Homework Exams Overall
Selectivity -.06 -.06 -.08
Slze .04 .04
Sex

(1) Male only -.05 -.05

(2) Female only -.05 -.04

(3) Coeducatiocnal .07 .05
College control -.06 -.07 -.09

(1> Public (2) Private

Institutional Type

(2} 4-year college -.04 -.05
(3) 2-year college .05 .05
Region (1)
(1) North Atlantic .06
College Race .04 .04

(1) White (2) Black

*Correlations significant at the .03 level.
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institutions have a positive relationship to homewcrk copying and
overall cheating. These relationships wiil be further examined in

the next chapter.

College Involvements (Block 6)

The Follow-Up Survey provides college Information about
student’s college activities, and thlis informatlon is summarized in
Table D7. The most frequently occurring majors are "business"
(22%), "social sclences” (10%), "education" (10%), "engineering"
(7%, and “other non-technical majors" (8%). Student career
choices also reflect a preference for business or "other careers"
not speciflied on the FUS.

Students in the sample most frequently receive college grades
in the "B" range and have aspirations of earning a "bachelor of
arts" or "bachelor of science" degree. Additionally, the vast
majority attended college full-time during both thelir first and
second years.

Activitles In which students participated in the past year
were examined. The two in which students report they participated
most frequently are "drinking beer" (only 27% report not drinking
beer) and "drinking liquor® (only 20% report pnot drinking liquor).

Students were asked to identify a variety of activities in
which they participate. Most frequently they hold a part-time job

on- or off-campus and participate in an honors program.
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Table D7

Means, Standard Deviatlons and Dlstributions of College Activitles

(N =3,035
Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations

Maiors (1>no (2)yes
Agriculture 3.6
Blology 4.9
Business 22.4
Education 9.6
Engineering 7.0
English 3.5
Health professional 5.3
History/political science S.1
flumanities 3.3
Fine arts 3.6
Mathematlcs/statistics 1.7
Physical sciences 2.7

(table continues)
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Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of College Actlvlities
(N = 3,035) (contlnued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations

Social sclences 9.8
Other-technical 4.2
Other-non-technical 8.4
Undecided 1.2

Student Career Choices (1) no (2) yes
Artist 5.3
Businessperson 22.0
Clergy .4
College teacher .8
Doctor 3.1
Secondary education 4.0
Elementary education 6.1

{(table continues)
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Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributlions of College Actlvities

(N = 3,035) (continued)

Varlables Mean Standard ~ Percentages
deviations
Engineer 6.4
Farmer/forester .8
Health professional 4.3
Lawyer 1.0
Nurse 2.5
Research sclentist 2.2
Other 20.7
Undecided 6.3
College grade point average 3.89 1.18
(1) C- or less 2.0
&) C 11.3
(3) C+, B~ 23.0
(4) B 30.7

(table continues)
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Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributlions of College Activities
(N = 3,035) (continued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviatlons
(5) B+, A- 25.8
(6) A 7.1
Degree aspirations 3.68 .90
(1) None 2.2
(2) Vocational certificate/AA 2.3
(3> BA,BS 41.6
(4) MA, Professional 33.4
(5> Other 20.4
Enrolled first year 2.98 A7
(1) Not enrolied .5
(2) Attended part-time 1.1
(3) Attended full-time 98.4

246

(table continues)



Table D7
Means, Standard Devlatlions and Distributions of College Activities
(§ = 3,035 (continued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations
Enrolled second year 2.90 .37
(1) Not enrolled 2.5
(2) Attended part-time 4.5
(3) Attended full-time 93.0

Actlvities in the past year:

Independent research 1.56 .66
(1) Not at all 83.0
(2> Occasionally 37.7
(3) Frequently 9.3
Intramural sports 1.68 .76
(1) Not at all S0.4
(2> Occasionally 31.1
(3) Frequently 18.6

(table continues)
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Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of College Activities
(N = 3,035 (continued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations
Jogged 1.82 .70
(1) Not at all 35.1
(2) Occasionally 47.9
(3) PFrequently 17.0

Did not complete homework

on time 1.62 .56
(1) Not at all 41.9
(2> Occasionally 54.2
(3) Frequently 3.9
Drank beer 2.04 .75
(1) Not at all i 26.5
(2) Gecaslonally 43.3
(3) Frequently 30.2

(table continues)
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Table D7

Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of Coliege Activities

(N = 3,035) (continued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations
Drank 1iguor 2.00 .63
(1) Not at all 19.7
(2) Occasionally 60.9
(3> Frequently 19.7
Participated honors program 31.8
Particlpated professors
research project 11.8
Failed course in college 25.3
Participated fraternity or sororlty 24.2
Beid part-time job on campus 45.2
Held part-time job off campus 47.1
Held full-time job 8.7
Eiected student office 17.9

249

(table continues)



Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of College Activities
(N = 3,035 (continued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations

Participated student protest 12.4

Participated political campaign 5.8

Played varsity sport 25.3

Hours per week:

Socializing 5.83 1.56
(1) None ' .3
(2) Less than one 1.0
3 1-2 4.1
(4) 3-5 i5.0
(3) 6-id 25.7
(8> 11-15 19.2
(7 16-20 12.5
(8) Over 20 22.2

(table continues)




Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributlions of College Activities
(N = 3,035) (continued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations

Partying 3.73 1.72
(1) None 13.6
(2) Less than one 11.0
(3) 1-2 17.4
(4) 3-5 25.6
(S> 6-10 20.1
(6) 11-15 6.3
(7 16-20 3.2
(8) Over 20 2.8

Playing sports/exercising 3.87 1.54
(1> None S.0
(2) Less than one 13.1
(3 1-2 22.5

(table continues)




Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of College Activities
(N = 3,035) C(continued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations
(4) 3-5 30.6
(5) 6-10 16.4
(6) 11-15 6.4
(7> 16-20 2.9
(8) Over 20 3.3
Working for money 4.27 2.60
(1) None 32.3
(2) Less than one 1.9
(3 -2 2.5
{4) 3-5 8.1
(5> 6-1C 17.5
(6> 11-15 13.1
(7 16-20 11.4

(table continues)
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Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of College Activities
(N = 3,035) (continued)

Variables Mean Standard ‘ Percentages
deviations
(8) Over 20 13.2
In volunteering 1.77 1.23
(1) None 62.0
(2) Less than one 15.3
3 1-2 12.5
(4) 3-5 6.7
(S) 6-10 2.0
(6) 11-15 .7
(7> 16-20 .3
(8) Over 20 .5

(table continues)
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Table D7
Means, Standard Deviations and Distributions of College Activities
(N = 3,035) (continued)

Variables Mean Standard Percentages
deviations

Participating religious

Services 2.09 1.18

(1) None 44.3
(2) Less than one 17.1
(3 1-2 28.8
(4 3-5 7.0
(5> 6-10 2.0
(6) 11-1S -4
(7) 16-20 .1
{(8) Over 20 ' .3

{table continues)
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Table D7

Meang, Standard Deviations and Distributlons of College Activities

(N = 3,035) (continued)

Variabies Mean Standard Percentages
deviations
In clubs 2.54 1.58
(1> None 39.6
(2) Less than one 11.8
(3) 1-2 20.6
(4) 3-5 17.2
(5) 6-10 7.3
(6) 11-15 1.6
(7) 16-20 .9
(8) Over 20 1.0




In order to ascertain how students spend their time, students
were asked how many hours per week they spent ‘on specific
actlvities. Most frequently, students report spending, on average,
6-10 hours per week socializing, 3-5 hours per week playing sports
and exercising or partying; and very few do any volunteer service.

When correiations were caicuiated for coilege activitles,
several interesting relationships emerged (see Table D8). Among
majors, there were several that had weak but significant negative
correlations with cheating: bioclogy (exam and overall cheating),
English (all cheating behaviors), history/political science
(homework and overall cheating.) Two majors had positive but weak
significant relations: business (in each instance) and engineering
Chomework copying and overall cheating). This pattern alsc emerges
with student career preferences. The career choice of business
(homework and overall cheating) has a significant positive
correlation, while engineering Is related to homework copying and
overall cheatlng.

In general, the literature has indicated that achlevement is
negatively related to cheating. The correlations in this samgle
reflect this trend. There is a significant, negative relationship
between cheating and college grade point average (r = -.13,

r =-.11, r = -.15). There is a negative relationship between high
degree aspirations and cheating: as degree aspirations increase,

levels of admltted cheating decrease.
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Table D8
Correlations Between Admitted Cheating and Various College

Activities (§ = 3,035

Actlivities Cheating On:
Homework Exams Overall

Majors (FUS)
Biology -.05 -.05
Business .07 .04 .07
Engineering .11 .08
English -.09 -.05 -.09
History/political sclence -.04 -.04
Humanities -.05 -.05
Physical sciences -.05
Social sciences -.05

Student career choices
Businessperson .07 .06
Doctor -.05 -.05
Engineer .08 .06
Farmer/forester .05 .04
Lawyer .06 .04
Undecided -.05 -.05

(table continues)
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Table D8
Correlations Between Admitted Cheating and Varlous College

Activities (§ = 3,035 (continued)

Activities Cheating QOn:

Homework Exams QOverall
College grade polnt average -.13 -,11 -.15
Degree aspirations -.07 -.06 -.07
Enrclled second year .05 .05

Activities in the past year:

Independent research -.05 -.05
Intramural sports .12 .08 .12
Late homework .18 .13 .19
Drank beer .16 .16 .20
Drank 1iquor .12 .13 .15
Participated:
Honors program -.07 -.08 -.09
Fraternity or sorority .06 .05 .07
Failed course in college .07 .06 .07
Held part-time job off-campus .04
Played a varsity sport .09 .09 .10

(table continues)
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Table D8
Correlations Between Admitted Cheating and Varicus Ccllege

Activities (} = 3,035) (continued)

Activities Cheating On:

Homework Exams Qverall

Hours per week:

Soclalizing .11 .07 .12
Partying .18 .16 .21
Playing sports .08 .06 .09
Particlipating religiocus services -.04

*Correlations significant at the .01 level.
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A number of activities have significant correlations with
cheating. Among the activities that have positive correlations are
participating in intramural sports (r = .12, r = .08, r = .08),
handing in homework late (r = .18, r = .13, r = .19), drinking beer
(c = .16, r = .16, r = .20) or liquor (r = .12, r = .13, r = .15),
falling a college course ¢(r = .07, r = .06, r = .07) and playing a
varsity sport (r = .09, r = .09, r = .09). As the level of
participation lIncreases in these pastimes, (from not at all to
frequently), the amount of admitted cheating also Iincreases.

Conversely, as participation in an honors program (r = -.07,

r .=08, r = -.09> or in a professor’s research project (r = -.0S,

r = ~.05) increases, students are less likely to admit cheating.

When one consideré hours spent in activities, there are three
activities which reflect that an increase in the time spent on the
activity Is related to cheating: partying, soclalizing and playing
sports. As the amount of time increases, so too does the amount of
admitted cheating.

When the regression analysis Is performed, these relations

will be clarified.
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APPENDIX E
LIST OF DUMMY VARIABLES

Two-Way Interactions

Three-way Interactions
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APPENDIX E

_w T r~

dummy hh = hlgh on the scale of Importance for the goal of
being well-off flnancially, high on the scale for time
spent studying.

dummy h!l = high on the scale of importance for the goal of
being well-off flnanclally, low in the amount of time
studving and doing homework,

dummy lh = lew on the goal of being well-off financlally, high
on the amount of time studying and doing homework.

dummy 1] = icw on the scale of belng well-off financially, low
on the amount of tlme spent studylng and declng homework,

=W [of :

dummy hhh = high rating on the goal of being well-off
flnancially, high self-rating of academic ability and high
amounts of time spent studying.

dummy hhl = high rating on the goal of belng well-off
financlally, high self-rating of academlic ability and low
amounts of tlme spent studyling.

cdummy hlh = high rating on the goal of belng well-off
financlally, low self-rating of academlc abllity and high
amounts ¢f time spent studying.

dummy hl! = high rating on the goal of beling well-off
financlially, low self-rating of academic ablility and low
amounts of time spent studving.

dummy lhh = low rating on the goal of belng well-off -
tinancially, high self-rating of academic ability and high
amounts of time spent studying.

dummy 1lh = low rating on the goal of belng well-off
financially, low self-rating of academic ability and hlgh
amounts of time spent studying.

dummy i1h! = low rating on the goal of being well-off

financially, high self-rating of academic ability and low
amounts of time spent studying:;
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8. dummy 111 = low rating on the goal of being well-off
financially, low self-rating of academic ability and low
amounts cf time spent studving
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