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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to determine the proportion of college students who cheated when
allowed to correct their own examinations, to, determine factors associated with cheating behavior
among freshman college students, and to determine the proportion of college students who would admit
to cheating.

Data from the sample of 158 students enrolled in three general psychology courses at a small,
Midwestern, public college, during fall quarter, 1981, were obtained from a questionnaire developed by
the researcher, from observed cheating behavior, from a modification of Warner's randomized response
technique, and from a direct question method regarding cheating.

Cheating was defined as changing one or more answers when correcting own examination and/or not
marking two or more incorrect responses. Forty-three percent of the students cheated. Although no
significant difference existed between the proportions of males and females who cheated, 50 percent of
the males cheated compared to 38.3 percent of the females. Students at the lower end of the grade scale
tended to cheat more than those at the upper end of the grade scale. Students were more likely to cheat
as a result of perceived importance of grades to parents than importance of grades to themselves.
Among the selected variables investigated, anticipated college success was found to be significantly
related to cheating at the .05 level, using a Chi Square Test of Independence. Those students who
anticipated being "very successful" cheated more than was expected based on a true null hypothesis.
Other variables from the questionnaire were not found to be related significantly to cheating, except for
students' specific plans for training/education after college. The randomized response procedure was
not found to have utility in group settings. Recommendations for action and further study included 1)
further study regarding the usefulness of the Warner technique is warranted, particularly where the
actual incidence of a sensitive behavior can be determined and compared to the estimated proportions
for the sake of validation, and 2) further studies should be conducted to clarify the relationship between
cheating and anticipated success.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine the proportion of
college students who cheated when allowed to correct their own exami-
nations, to determine factors associated with cheating behavior among
freshman college students, and to determine the proportion of college S
students who would ddmit to cheating.

Data from the sample of 158 students enrolled in three general
psychology courses at a small, Midwestern, public college,- during fall
quarter, 1981, were obtained from a questionnaire developed by the
researcher, from observed cheating behavior, from a modification of
Warner's randomized response technique, and from a direct question
method regarding cheating. -

Cheating was defined as changing one or more answers when
correcting own examination and/or not marking two or more incorrect
responses. Forty-~three percent of the students cheated. Although no
significant difference existed between the proportions of males and
females who cheated, 50 percent of the males cheated compared to 38.3
percent of the females. Students at the lower end of the grade scale
tended to cheat more than those at the upper end of the grade scale,
Students were more 1ike1y to cheat as a result of perceived importance
of grades to parents than importance of grades to themselves. Among
the selected variables investigated, anticipated college success was
‘found to be significantly related to cheating at the .05 level, using
a Chi Square Test of Independence. Those students who anticipated
being '"very successful" cheated more than was expected based on a true
null hypothesis. Other variables from the questionnaire were not  found
to be related significantly to cheating, except for students' specific
plans for training/education after college. The randomized.response
procedure was not found to have utility in group. settings. Recommenda-
tions. for action and further study included 1) further study regarding
the usefulness of the Warner technique is warranted, particularly where
the actual incidence of a sensitive behavior can be determined and
compared to the estimated proportions for the sake of validation, and
2) further studies. should be conducted to clarify the relationship
between cheating and anticipated success. .
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Chapter 1-

Introduction

Academic integrity in students has been recognized as a funda;-
mental objective of higher education. Tradifiénally, it has been a '
‘highly régafdgd ideal in colleges and universities, one which symbol-
_ized the essence of. learning. Honest endeavor on the part of students
was the expected norm, even théugh infraétions did occur. ‘Althoﬁgh
academic integrity is stili an ijective in theory, if loses ground to
academic dishoﬁesty‘in'actual practice. Higher education is not
synonymous with academic integrity. The problem of écademid dishonesty‘
is a disturbing‘trend that is difficuit to accept, much less to undér—
stand and explain.

Academic dishonesty-among college students is a perplexing
phenomeﬁon. Its occurrencé has been documented and publicized.
Although college and university administrators admit‘that academic
dishonesty is a problem on campus, they often lack effective policies
and procedures to deal with it. 1In a&dition, ambivalent perceptions
regarding academic dishonesty advaﬁce'ghis paradoxical situationm.

Commonly called "cheating," academic dishonesfy.takes many forms;
Among them are copying from another's test, steéling examinations,
using.crib notes, turniﬁg in inauthentic term papers, plagiarizing,
sabotaging_laboratory experiments,'dry;labbing, padding bibliog;aphies,

theft and'stashing of library materials, stealing:lecture notes, and

.falsifying transcripts and letters of recommendation. Whenever and
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howevef it occurs, academig dishonesty is a problem;'not 6niy for
faculty and institutions of highe? education, but also for students.
This study examined one aspgct of academic dishonesty, fhat‘of-cheating

on examinations.

Statement of the Problem

Cheating on eXaﬁinations occurs at the college 1ével. This
research investigates the problem among freshmen at a‘small,.Midwesterﬁ,

public college, during fall quarter, 198l. The problemnbf this study

was three-fold:

1. to determine fhg propor;ion of college students who cheat
when allowed to correct their own examinations.

‘2. to determine factors éssociated with cheating behavior.

3. to determine the proporfion of college étudénts who admit -

to cheating in corréecting their own examinations.

Contribution to Educational Theory

Since cheating is a serious d%sciplinary problem on college’
campuses and shows little sign of diminishing in the near future, it
was éppropriate and essential that more reseafch be completed in this

area. Only a more transparent perceptiéq of the problem will enable

institutions of higher education to deal with it effectively. Some

students do cheat. The.reasons théy do are somewhat obscure. Although

"fear of failure" and "too lazy to study" are plausible explanationms,
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- other factors may be involved. Research can hélp‘determine these.
In order to address the problem of cheating, an understanding of

it is essential. Bowers identified two important considerations: .

1) we must determiﬁé'the extent of the problem; and 2) we must identify

the'pressure and éources Which-contribute to the problem (1964:  5).
These factoré have not been adequétely'researched. They must be
_investigated, however, if academic integrity is to have any chance of
becoming oﬁerational, réther than remaining just a theoretical concept.

This study offered these insights-into the problem of cheating.

General Questions to be Answered -

1. Is a student's geﬁder related to cheafing?

2. Are‘plans for furtﬁer training or education after collegé
related to‘cheating?

3. Are students' perceptions of home environment related to
cheating?

4. Are students' perceptions of disciplinary measurés taken by‘
- parents related to éheating? |
| 5. 1Is birth order related to cﬁéating?

6. Are study habits related to cheating?

7. 'Are students' perceptions of parental Qalueé regarding
schéol related to chéating? . |

.8. Are students' values .regarding schoql relafed fo cheating?

9. 1Is perceived difficulty of school work related to cheating?

I

=
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10, *.Are students' perceptipns of pafental-attitq&eé towérd
grades related to cheaéing? -

11. Are students' attitudes toward grades.related ;d'éheating?

12. 1Is religious background related to qheating?

13. 1Is frequency of church~éttendance relatéd to cheating?

14. Are reasons for being in col}ege related to cheating?

15, 1Is perceived impqrtance'of high grédes,to occupational

plaﬁs related to chéating? :

16. 1Is anticipated success in a given class related to cheat-

ing?
17.~ Is apticipated success in college related to cheating?
18. 1Is past test perfqrmance in éeﬁeral psychology related to
cheating? | ‘ |

19. What proportion of students cheat when allowed to correct
their own examinations?
20. What proportion of students admit to cheating?

21. Does the Warner technique have utility in group settings?

General Procedure

This study was conducted during fall quarter, 1981, at a Mid-
western, public, four-yeatr éollege with an enrollment of approximately
one thousand students. Students in ‘three 100%léve1, general psychology

courses were selected to participate in the study.

At the begihniﬁg of the quarter, an informational questionnaire
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was adminiétered t§ students of the designated classéé; The individual
surveys were coded so théf the inyestigagor would'khé& tﬁe ideﬁtity of

each respopdent. Information regarding the student's gender, rank,

ACT compqsité score, name, and first test grade Qaé subsequentl& added
to‘the questionnai;é. The data on the questionnéires were 1ate£
analyzed with respect to actual cheating behavior by'students to deter-
mine factors associated with cheating.

One way to app;oach fhe extent to which college students cheat
on examinations.is‘to allow them to correct their own tests. The test
choéen for self-grading in each class was the second of three major
exams administered during the quarter. ﬁithout the studeﬁts} knowledgé,'
the answer sheets were photocopied pfior to students'gradingAtheir
tests. Students "cheated" when they changed one'of more answers and)or
failed to mark two or mére incorrect fesponses. The researcher also
corrected the exams and‘then made subsequent comparisons éf thg 6rigi—
nal résponses to the student-graded answers to determine which students
engaged in cheatiné and which did not. Prior to the comparisons, ;he
ﬁuestionnaire‘had been recoded by two other faculty. These facﬁlty‘
also coded the actual test answer-sheets and the photocopies of these
answer sﬁeets to correspond to phe quesfionnaire, and remngd students’
names, so that the rgsearcher was not able to identify specifically the>
studenfs who cheated.' The gfades students receiQed on the examinatidn

were those they calculated when they corrected their tests.
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In order to coliect data on students'>admitted cheating prac-
tiées, a modification of the Warner proposal, using two.unrelated
questions, was employed in each of the classes (see Williams, 1978:
73). The question which realized the researcher's intent was: 'Did
you cﬁeat in correcting your own exam in this class?" The other
question was néither controversial nor threatening: "Is ghe coin youv
just tossed a head?" 1In one of the classes,'students were.also_asked'
directly if they cheated in grading their own exams. The results of
these procedures were compared.to the actual incidence of'chéating to
determine whether ér not the Warner technique has utility in group

settings.

{

Limitations and Delimitations of .the Study

1. The study was conducted at a smail, Midwestern, public,
féur-year college, during fall quarter, 1981.

2. No randomvsémpie of students, instructors, or courses was
drawn for the study.

3. The stu&y was limited to three 100-;eve1, general psychélogyi
courses. ' |

4. The study was:limited to students enfolied in the above~
mentioned courses. | |

5. The study did not deal with all forms.of academic dishopestyl




Definition of Terms

Academic integrity. Academic integrity is a fundamental value

of studénts which constitutes all forms of scholastic honesty at
institutions of higher education.

Academic dishoneé;y. Academic dishonesty is that form 6f

student behavior which contradicts the fundamehtél value of academic
integrity.

Cheating. Cheating, as defined in this study, is one form of
academic dishonesty that refers to deceptive student practices'in
gfading their own examinations in classes. These practices include
changing'one or more answers and/or not-marking two or more incorrect -
responses. Cheating will be associated with colleée,students, unless
qtherwise indicated. |

Admitted practices. Admitted practices are those cheating

behaviors that were acknowledged.by students.

Summary

Although academic integrity has been fecognized as a fundaméqtal
objective of colleges'énd universities, it is not synonimous‘with
higher.education. ‘Acgdemic integrity.is a sound philosophical idéal;
in actual praétice:among college studenté, however, it givés wéy to
academic dishonesty. Academic dishongsty is a problém for students, .
faculty, administrators, and perhaps society itself. Its présencé on

campus is difficult to comprehend and explain.
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Academic dishonesty is a perplexing phenomenon which can take
many forms. Although its occurrence has been documented and publicized
as a campus problem by administrators, academic dishoﬁesty is not
| dealt with appropfiately{ and, often, policies_and p;ocedures regarding
this phenomenon are lacking or ineffecfiVe. Further compounding the
matter are the ambivalent perceptions held toward.academic disﬁonesty
by administrators, facuity, and studeﬁts. Clearly, i£ is.appropriate
and essential that fesearch be completed to-shed light on this grdﬁing'
concern, for only a more transparént perspective of the problem will
enable institutions ofnhigher educépion to deal with gcadeﬁié
dishonesty effectively.

Cheating on examinations is one aspect of academic dishénesty.
Before the problem can be rémédied, the extent of the problem, as well
as the pressures and sources which céntribu;e to it, must bé deter-
mipe& (Bowers, 1964: 5). ‘The purpose-of this study was to consider
and clarify these factors. Academic integrity must.grow towa;d
operationalism, rather than remain:dnly a theoretical prinéiple at

institutions of higher education.

¢ mmmsdrenn




Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH

Introduction

In order to uﬁderstand more fully the ﬁroblem of qcademic
dishonesty, a review of literature and relateﬁ research was eésentiélz
and helpful. Althoggh the revieﬁ revealed varied perceptions con~
cerning acadeﬁic dishonésty, one matter seemed certain: académic
dishonesty showed no signs of disappearing. ‘Ig has been a pfoblem.
on college campuses throughéut-the centu;y and remains a major,ébnéefn;

a concern that,representé a serious disciplinary problem.

’

For the purpose of présenting a clearer perspecti&e of academic
dishonesty, several areas needed exploration. TheAfollowing major
topics are developed in ﬁhis chapter: | |

1. Historical background

2. Prevalence of academic dishénesty

3. Variables associated with academic dishonesty

4, Stu&ent attitudes toward academic dishonesty

5. Institutiona; policies .and éroéedures

6. The randomized response technique

" Historical Background
From the perspective of the present, Lansing Lamont (1979: 72)
offered several reasons why aca&emic dishonesty did not seem to be a

major problem during colonial times and tﬁroughout most of the first-
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half of the twentieth ceﬁtury. Maintaining that acadeﬁic‘integrity
was synonymous with highef education during this éime, Lamont‘statéd
that colleges and universities were cohesive, the faculty-student
ratio was relatively small, faculty served a; mentors to their
students, honor codes were preva}ent, the opportunity for cheating was
not so great,.and the threat of being expelled was a powerful deterfént.

Lending credence to Lamont's rationale were Sidney Forman's remarks

. - i
(1965: 490) regarding the historical record of the West Point honor

code. Prior to World War I, "the honor code was encompassed in the
educational purpose of the institution and was buttressed by a perva-
sive curricular and extracurricular program" (1965: 490). According
to Forman, the traditiénal nineteenth-cén;ury supports for the honor
.code included voluntary compliance on the part of thé students and the‘
example and teaching of ethical standards on the paft of the bfficers.
Forman believed that these supports for the honor che had erbdqd and

that "increases in the size and heterogeﬁeity of the student body"

coupled with administrative coercion had contributed to the undermining'

of the honor code's success.

Perhaps academip'dishonesty was kept at a miﬁimum during colo-
nial tiﬁes and éhfoughout the ﬁiﬁeteentﬁ ééntury wheﬁ.student popula-
tions were smalier and more homogeneous and where honor codes were
encompassed in the overall missions of institutioms. Eyidence

indicates; however, that academic dishoﬁesty has been a .continuing
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problem at éoileges and universities for quite some time. In 1932,
Hawkins asserted.théf objective evidence could not support the
inference that students of that time were more dishonest than past
_generations (1932: 786). Clearly, academic dishonesty was not a
new problem on campus. Hawkins further stated that the repofte& |
.estimates for extremely prevalent chéating behavior probably under-
stated the cheating actually taking place. Estimates rangihg frém
approximately nine percent to seventy-eighf percentlwere.reported,
derived from percentages of students who changed fhéir answeré in’

scoring objective tests, Further evidence of academic dishonesfy

was Henry Ford Il's separation from Yale dufing his senior yeaf; 1939~

1940, fof turning in a ghost-written paper (Lamont, 1979: 72). The
registrar's office:peréonnel at Yale stated that Ford never feceiQed
his deéree? In the éarly 1950's, Harvard expelled, but later
reinstated, future Senator Edward Kenﬁedy because he had a friend take
a Spénish ekaminatidn for him duriqg his freshman year (Lamont, 1979:
72).

A disillusioning report, "Cheats on the Campuses,"

was pfinted
by Newsweek (1949: 74). It recounted the experiences of Dr. Cha?les'
E. McAllister, former president of the Governing Boards of State
Universities and Allied Institutions, du;ing his tour of eighty-nineé

colleges and universities across thg country, visiting with ﬁresidenfs,

faculty, and board members. At almost all the institutions he Qisited,
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McAllister found a "marked increase" in academic dishonesty. He
. believed that sfegling; 1§ing,.ahd gheagihg'were greater problems on-
campus than Communism'and attributed:the increase in cheating “té the
'mishéndling of so-called progressive education, disrﬁpted family life,
‘and the inordinate attention paid-to gfades of those»who wish to go on -
to graduate school" (Néwswéek: 74). |

In the last half of tﬁis century, thé problem of academic
" dishonesty took on more complicated dimensions. During the 1950'3,
fraternity houses'had term papers on file for wideSpreéd student use
(Connell, 1981: 24). Student unrest during the 1960°s helped.set a
different moral tone on campus: '"The do-your-own thing syndrome that
caused cheating to.be more readily tolerated by the sucpee&ing genera-
tion" (Lamont, 1979: 73). Invéstigations during the early 1970's
revealed that professional term paper writers had found a widespread
student mgrket for their services from Cambridge to Berkele&.' Ghost
writing firms sold countless numbers of term papers at approximately
three dollars a page (Trachtenberg,4l972: 45); Pa?tially as a’
result of courtroom litigation, fewer advertiéements for these'kindﬂ
of serviceé appeafed in the early 1980's (Connell, 1981: 19). How-
ever, conditions remained ripe for this type of academic dishohesty;

particularly on larger campuses where risk of detection was not so

- great . (Connell, 1981: 24).

Cheating was widely publicized after the cheating scandal at
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West Point in 1951° Despite a growing awareness of the prevalence of
cheating, however, most administrators did not treat it as serious a

. p;oblem as they had in the past. Rather, they regardéd using drugs or
destroying college pfoperty as more troublesome concerns (L;mont, 1979:
73). Further clouding the moral climate on campus were the political
and corpérate Wafergates of the 1970‘3 (Lamont; 1979: 73). Academic
integrity seemed less important fhan'it had in earlier'yearé. Some

students increasingly utilized cheating to retain a competitive edge

over. their classmates, and cheating had become a desperqtioh tactic for

others in order to survive at all (Levine, 1980: 66).‘ In addition,
Levine reported, the rivalry to be admitted to professional schools
increased, and with that rivalry came a greatér incentive to cheat.
Levine maintained that the situation in the early 1980‘'s was not so
bad as it was during the Roaring Twenties when rates of sevent§ percent
were found. Nevertheless, he said, it:was not a tolerable state‘of-
affairs (Connell, 1981: 28).

Throughout the twentieth centun&; then, academic dishonesty has
been a problem, and it grew in terms.of sophistication, particularly
with regard to the professional writing firms. Gary Pavela, director

.of judicial programs at the University of Maryland at Cbllege Park, was

quoted as saying that cheating has always existed but the nature of it -

has changed. "More serious cases involving organized activity"

characterize the present situation (Connell, 1981: 20). Pavela
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maintained that the nature of cheating was of greater concern than the

simple fact that cheating existed (Connell, 1981: 20).

Prevalence of Académic Dishonesty

" The literature revealed varied reported incideqces of academic
dishonesty. Parr (1936: 318), for example, wrote that students
willingly admitted that cheafing occurred in most college classes but
that how much students cheated was a debatable point. Parr conducted
a stud& to determine the frequéncy of cheating and found that fort&-two
percent of his sample of four hundred énd ﬁine.students cheated. Siﬁce
little or no incentive for this behavior was offered in the investiga- -
tion, he believed that the forty~two percent shéuld be regarded as a
conservative estimate of those who would cheat when a paf—off existéd
(1936: 320). Williams (1969: 184) conducted a study among thirty-
seven sopﬁomores and juniors at a reLigiously-oriented'college to
determine if students would cheat given thé opportunity to.correct
;heir own tests. The resuits were not significant;.only six students
exhibiting cheating behavior on one of three éxaﬁinatians; _fhe
investigation by Hetherington and Feldman'(1964: 214) demonstrated
that fifty-nine percent of the students enrolled in two child
psychology courses ;t a state university exhibited some fqrm'of-cheatr
ing behavior on ééademic examinations. Further, the pr;blemnwas not
limited to -undergraduates. Zastrow (1970: 157-8) found that, of -

forty-five first-year social work gradudte students enrolled ‘in a




el

L.

15
" required course at a large Midwest university, at least forty percent
cheated when allowed to correct théif own examinations. |
Academic dighonesty on term papers was algo found to be a
prevalent problem. Harp and Taietz (1966: 366) conducted a study
among a stratified ;andom sample bf male stpdents in the three largeét
colleges of an Ivy'League university to determine the incidenéé of thié
behavior. These researchers noted a statistically signifiqant differ-‘
ence in the incidence between the freshman aﬁd senior years.‘ For.the
College of Agriculture, an increase from eighteen and fouf-tenths
percent to fifty-five and seven-tenths percent was found;'for:pﬁe .
College of Arts and Sciences, an increase from twelve and three;tenths
percent to twenty-nine and nine~tenths percent; and for the College of
Engineéring, an increase from twenty-six and one-tenth percenf-tO'
fifty-nine and seven-tenths percent. Tﬁe-incidepce in all three gf
these'colieges was highest in the junior and senior-years'(Hafp,
Tatetz, 1966: 367). |

The incidénce of academic dishonesty varies from campus to

.campus. William Bowers published a major study, Student Dishonesty

and Its Control in College, in 1964. He collected data by méans of a

questionnaire sent to a.nationwide representative sample of deans of
students, student body presidents, and students from ninety-nine
institutions of higher learning. Deans of students ih the study

reported that academic dishonesty was considered a serious problem at
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 institutions of higher education, ranked second to drinking, partying,
and disorderly conduct (Bowers, 1964: 15). During the 1950's, Cornell
personnel conducted a survey of eleven colleg;s énd reported that fofty
percent of the students had cheated at leasf oncé (Lamont, 1979: 73).
In 1974, a survey at Amherst indicated that forty-three percené*of the
students had cheated 6n an examination or paper (Pe;erson, 19740 1).
In a survey of twenty university student body presidents, over seventy-
five percent of them believed cheating to be declining. However,'forty
percent of those interviewed admitted to haviﬁg cheated on at least one
examination in college (Budig, 1979: 754). Bowers reported that at
least fifty percent of the 5,000 students he polled admittéd to
academic dishoneéty while they were college students. Bowers concluded
that students' dishonesty was grossly undéfestimated by educators
(1964: 193). |

Those institutions with honor codes also experienced the cheat-
ing problem. In a 194i study among one hundred and twenfy-six
sophomores and juniors at a womenfs college where the honor syétem yad
been in effect for ten years, thirty students cheated when allowgd to
correct their own exams (Dfake, 1941: 419). After adopting an honor
code, another institution found that thirty percent of the students
still engaged in cheating (Canning, 1956: 292). 1In 1914 and égain in
1927, a cheating scandal occurred at:the'Naval Aéadgmy in Annapoiié

(Fofman,'1965:“ 490). Cadets at the United'Stateé Military Academy,
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~West Point, were sworn to abide by the honor system, yet ninety cadets
were expelled from West Point in 1951, chafged with cribbing on exami-
nations (Newsweek, August 13, 1951:. 78). One hundred and five cadets
were separated from the Alr Force Academy at Colofadp Springs, chargsd
with cheating.(Forman, 1965: 485). - In a 19%6 survey, fifiy percent of
the students at Stanford admitted to having seen another stuqent cheat
~on a test or examination. In a 1980_survey, also at4Stanford; thirty-
nine percent reported having copied fiom:another student during an’
examination, and twenty-seven percent admitted to having used crib -
notes for a test (Cole; 1981: 11); Though the Stanford administration
credited the honor code for a stabilizing effect Aﬁ academic ssandsrds,
' cheating nonetheless remained a problem on campus ("Survey Finds
Honesty Level About Same as 20 Years Ago," 1981: 1).

Academic dishonesty does not manifest itself first at the
college level. Although cheating exists at the'college level, it
appears to‘be even more prevalent at the high sshool ievel; Ellenburg
reported that many high school teachers believed that some sfudents
cheated on tests to obtain a higher grade. A study sompleted among
forty-seven ninth grade students revealed that eighty and nine-tenths
percent of the students cheated when ailowed to correct thsir own
examinations (Elienburg, 1973: 428). This was a greater prspsrtioﬁ
than any reported at tﬁe college level. The primary questioq ekaminsi

in Ellenburg's study was, "Who is more likely to cheat? Studénts with
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GPA's below eighty-five or students with GfA's of eightyffivé and
above?" (1975: 427Y. The data indicated that cheating took place in
both'gfoups: forty-four and seven-tenths percent of those wifh‘GPA's
below eighty-five cheated and fifty-five and three-tenths percent of
thése with GPA's.of eighty-five and above cheated (Ellenburg, 1973:
429).

Fred Schab conducted surveys of more than 1,000 hiéh school
students from twenfy-two schools in Georgia to learn about their
cheating béhévior. Males appeared to cheat more often thén females
(1980b3 959). " "Too lazy to study" was the primary reason offered
by both males and females in the study,'with "fear of failure"
identified as the second choice. In 1969, the same SurVey.reveaied
"fear of failure" as the number one choice among the males.
Resﬁondents also indicated that.more cheating occurred undef female
teachers than male teachers (19805:, 965).. |

In another article, Schab indicated differences between college
bound and non-college bouﬁd‘students in regard to cheating practices.
Over a ten-year period, students going to college reported an'increése

in cheating from sixteen and eight-tenths percent to twenty-seven and

"six~-tenths percent and those not intending to go to college an increase

of nineteen and one-tenth percent to thirty-two and eight-tenths

percent. In 1979, of those students intending to go to college,

seﬁenty-eight and seven-tenths percent admitted to plagiafiziﬁg. " In
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additién, fifty~six percéhf of them admitted to.cheating on éests, of
;he college bound s@udents ip Schab's éﬁrvey,-sixty—two and four~tenths
ﬁercent agreed that it was necessary to be dishonest occasionélly-
(1980a: 379).

William Boweré' study yielded similar findings. He reported
that fifty-three percent of academiéally oriented high gchool students
had cheated on examinatiomns, és'compared to thirty—th;ee ﬁercént‘of |
college students. Bowers concluded that the situation appéared to be

worse at the high school level than at the college level (1964: 125).

Variables Associated With Academic bishonesty

Vitro and Schoer (1972) wfofe that evidence tends to be incon-
sistent and fragmentary regarding the'relatiqnship between cheating
and other variablest '"In view of the'seemingl& cémplex nafure of the
phenomenon of cheating, it would be unreasonable to assume th;t a
single variable would be solely respopsible for déterﬁining whether or
not a child.cheaté" (1972: 269). Even though it was written in
- reference to fifth and sixth éraders, the truth inherqu in that sfate—
ment will be demonstrated with regérd to college atpdents; |

John Houston (1976d: 374) conductéd a study amoﬁg‘thirty—two
University of Califofnia; Los Angelés, undergra&uates ih a required
course, to determiné the relationships between previous éugcess—l
failure experiences and cheating. The Primary result of this study

using .01 as a level of-rejection,,was'thét "significant cheating
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followed. initial success but not initial failure." HousfoﬁAconcluded
that the "subjects in the success condition may'have.beén motivated
to cheat because failuré follow%ng in{tial success may bg ﬁerceived as
more repugnant . . . than failure following initial failure" (1976d:
374).' Further, he sﬁggested that "the subjécts in the failure condi- -
tion may havg perceived fiﬁal failure aé likely" and perhéﬁs saw
cheatiﬁg as relatively useless in that situation (1976d:" 374);

Jacobson, Berger, and Millhén (1970: 50) conducted a study

investigéting similar variabies at the University of Miami in én

introductory psycholbgy’course; One hundred and twenty-one males and -

one hundred and fifty~five femaleé comprised the sample. An'analysis'
of variance (p<.04) indicated that when coﬁfronted with failure,
"subjects of high Seif-satisféctionlwere found to cheat but subjects
of low self—sgfisfaction did not cheat." Further, "subjects with a
low expectancy of success did not cheaé but subjects with a~high '

expectancy of success cheated" ¢1970: 54). Jacobson, Berger, and

Millhan (1970: 54) maintained that these,findings support.fhe notion

that individuals strive to:

. bring congruence between their self-presentation and
their failure in the experimental situation. Individuals who
evaluate their lives as successful may be expected to react
more strongly to the disconfirming information of failure
than those who evaluate themselves as less successful. Thus,
‘the person with high self-satisfaction may be expected to
cheat in order to maintain for himself and others his image
as a successful person. The present conceptualization
suggests that individuals of high self-satisfaction may be
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expected to cheat ﬁhen the image they present to themsel?es

and others 1s threatened and when cheating provides an

effective way of reducing such a threat.

Pressﬁre for grédés has been found to be related to cheating
behavior. Contributing to this pressure is thé implication that grades
define students as either successes or failures (Shirk, Hoffman, 1961:
131). Zastrow (1970: 159) wrote that bréssure to get good gfadés,&as

.by far the most frequently mentioned reason for cheating among graduate'
students at a 1arge‘Midw;st university; As a result of a survey.of
Iowa Stg;e University faculty and students on academic dishoﬁésty,
Barnett and Dalton (1981: 549) reported that "éompetition gnd pressure
for good grades ié unquestionably the single most important cause of
academic dishonesty." Houston (1976c: 301) reported that significant
cbpying occurre& among three hundred and twenty-three introductory .
psychology students whep they took an exam which counted toward their
grade. In a second experiment where test performance did not contri-
bute to course gradé, nb siénificant copying oécﬁrre&. IHouéton’,
concluded that ;he grading system may be an impor;ant cause df the -
copying effect (i976c: - 310).

According to Zastrow, séudeﬁts place éreat value on réqeiving'
good grades. Grades seem to have‘psychologiéai meaning to étudenta;
and students view good grades as a requiremenf for eventual job

opportunities in addition to academic advancement. "'Such reasons as

'fear of self-devaluation in competition' and 'lack of confidence in
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own abilities’ sgggest that stu&ents.judge, tolsome extent. their
abilities (i.e., their worth) by the grades received in competition.
with other students" (1970: 159). |

The relaﬁionship beﬁween cheating and intelligence was studied
‘and varied reports were noted in the literature. Some research claimed
no ;elationship between cheating and intelligenée. Howel;g (1958:' 99)
discounted the relationship between honeét&_and intelligence, although'
"he found when high school students graded their own history tests;
those who actually spored well demonsfrated ieés néed for cheéting.
Johnson and Gormly (1972) determined.tﬁat cheating was a way of ‘
avoiding'failure but fOund‘no relationship between cheating and

intelligence when the risk of detection was low. They wroté that "high

intelligence may function as an adaptive mechanism for evading obvious

detéction devices, but it 1s not associated with reduced m&tivafion to
cheat" (1972: 324). , |

Most of tﬁe literature indicatéd that poor.students tend to
cheat more tﬁan gbod students, True-falge'tests were giveh to one
hundred and twenty-six women whose disfribution of mental ability was
normal (Drake, 1941: '418). None of theﬂstudents from fhe highest
quarter of a freshman intelligence test cheated when allowed to correct
her own exam; pine.frqm the second.quarter'cheéted; six fromy;ﬁe c
thif& quaréer cheated; and fiftgenvfrom the 1asthuaften_cheated.

Drake concluded that "cheating tends to be more prevalent among the
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less intelligent étddents; as one would expect" (1941: 419). TFurther
'indicatibn that pédr séudents teﬂd fb cheat the most were the percent-
ages of students who cheated in relaﬁion to the true grades: mno A

students cheated, four percent of the B students cheated, twenty-three

percent of the C students, seventy-five percent of the D students, and .

sixty-seven percent of the F.students cheated (Drake, 1941: 419).

. Further evidence suggests that cheating occufs-mére among
academically weak students than among good students. 'In a study by'
Hetherington and Feldman (1964: .213), thirty—niﬁe feﬁales and thirﬁy—
nine males, enrolled in.ﬁwo child psychology courseé ét a state
university, served as subjectsi' Ohg of the important findings was that
students "with lower intelligence and lower grades" tended to'chea£
ﬁore on exams than.those with higher‘intelligence and gr;des (1964:
215). Parr's étudy revealed that studeﬁts with 1ower.scﬂolastig
ratings tended to cheat more on tests: eighteen percent of the A
students cheated when given the opportunity tb correct their own
vocabulary test of proficiency, thirty-five pércent'bf tﬁe B students

‘cheated, forty-four percent of the C students cheated, and fifty-eight

percent of the D‘students cheated. No reliable data were found for the

F students, since most of them had dropped the course (1936: 324). As

a result of a,suﬁvey taken; Faia (1976: 114) reported that cheating .
was most'likely to occur among thdsé upper division students who are.

académically weak. Fihally; research by Bronzaft, Stuart, and Blum
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(1973) demonstrated that students with low grades were more likely to

cheat. "When class standing and cheatiﬁg were compared, the resultiﬁg .

X2 of 11.87 (p<.01) indicated‘good students cheated the least and poor

students the most" ﬁheh they wére'allowed to grade their:own-tests
(1973: 149).
Although documentation is inconSiStent,'researchéré have fouhd
a relationship between cheating and gender. Thé ¥ésea;ch Completed.by
JacoBson, Berger, and Miilhan (1970)‘indicated that ﬁomen tenQed to
.cheat more when confronted-with failure. "Sex was.found'to be sig— A
’nificantly related to béth expectanc& of success (p<.00l1) and 1eve1-of'
aspirétiqn (p<.03)"’k1970: 53). Faia determined through studénts'
self reports on a survey that cheating was more likely éé occur among
male students (1976: 114). Based on aétual incidence, Pérr found thét
forty-five percent of the males in his ;ample cheated, cbmpared to
thirty-eight percent of the females. Most of these‘studénts were
freshmen (1936: 320). Using Chi square analysis and a‘102.1eve1 of
significance, Hethe;ington and Feldman found a higher incidence of
males aﬁong those students who cheated (1964: 214). Canning deter-
mined thatlfemales cheated more than males, fifty-six pe?cent compared-
to forty-four'percent (1956: 292). : A .
Roskin and Dizney (1966) conducted surveys aﬁongliecent coliege
graduates and recent pre-college students and found siénificant differ-

ences between males and femaies (1966: 231-2). Among the college
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graduates, significantly relatéd to ‘sex wére the kinds of academic
-dishonesty in which students reportedly engaged. The hypothesis of no
relationship between indicated variables was found tolbe significant
at ;he .01 level using éhi square analysis of the‘data. Males reported 5
less than "expected" cribbing. Respopses of the fémales indicated the
opposite findings. '"Further analyéés suggested that, in general,
females express greater concern about cheating than malesf (1966:
232). Among the pre—college‘students, "Chi square énalyses indicated
that males differ significantly frqm females in amount Af self~
reported cheating, and in the extent to which they weré concerned aﬁout

' The data showed less expressed concern regarding cheating

cheating.'
among the males and "revealed a higher proportion of cheating among
males than females" (1966: 232).

Bronzaft, Stuart, ﬁnd Blum (1573) conducted a study'to determine
the relationship bet&egn college cheating and test aﬁxiety (1973: 149).
Among a sample of one hundred and seventeen students who had taken the
Alpert~-Haber Achievement Anxiety Test (AAT) and then'correctéd their
own examinations, no relationship between test énxiety’and cheating was
found (1973: ’149). AAT+ referred to facilitating test anxilety and
AAT~ referred to debiliﬁaﬁing test aﬁxiety. The meaﬁ AAT+ score for
noncheaters was 23.37 (SD=5.17) and for cheaters 22.42 (SD=4.53); '"The

difference between these means (+=.92) was not significant." The mean

AAT- score for noncheaters was 28.92 (SD=5.74) and for cheaters 30.33




26
(SD=4.63). '"The difference between these means (+=1.42) was not
significant.”" 1In test aniiety, noncheaters and cheaters did not differ
(1973: 149). The researchers noted that their findings differed from-
previous research thaf correlated test anxiety with cheating but con~ a b
cluded that the discreéancy may have been -due to the measures of
cheating utilized. The research by Bronzaft, Stuart;.and Blum rélatéd
actual cheating behavior to test anxiefy, while prévious fesearch had
related test anxiety to students' self reports of how often.they'had
cheated on tests (1973: 150).

Certain classroom variables were correlated with cheating.
Houston found that copying tended to occur among individuals seated
next to one another (1976¢c: 301). In another experiment, Houston con-
cluded that spacing students when they take exams reduced copying. ﬁ"A
repeated measure analysis of variancelindicated’that‘the difference
scores were greater in the crowded tﬁan iﬁ the spaced condition, -
F(1.48) = 13.30, p<.0i (1976a: 732). HoQSton also reported that a
significant decrease in copying occurred when a single.éxam form was
used under spacing conditions (alternaté columns), but that overall
copying wés not reduced in the spaced conditions when two different
test forms were used. In fact, the latterfsituation waé associated
with significant front copying which led Houston to conclude "that
the use of two forms might possibly lead to an overall increase in

copying" (1976a: 734).
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Researchers feported relationéhips between cheating and general
student characteristics. Parr's study demonstrated that- fifty-nine
percent of those students who cheated took part in the éolitidal
affairs on campus. They showed the highest percenéage of cheating,
-with athletes ranking second. Fifty-three percenf of those students
who were selfésuppoftiqg cheated compared to thirty-four percéht of
those who were non-self-supporfing. Parr also noted that those
students who reported to be of Scaqdinavian‘descent cheated less than
those of any other nationality classification (1936: 321, 324). A
higher incidence of cheating on tgrm.papers was found tb exist among
fraternity members than non-fraternity ﬁembers (Harp, Taietz, 1966:
368). Among students given to study, thirty-one percent cheated
compared to forty-one ﬁercent of those who did not see thémselves
given to study (p<.0l using Chi square analysis) (Harp, Taietz, 1966:
370). "Poor study conditions and concomitant reductions in 1éarning
may constitute important determinants of cheating behavior" (ﬁouston,
1976b:  249). |

Hetherington and Feldman (1964: 214)‘compared Califorﬁia Per-
sonality Inventory results with cheating béhavior and found the
following:

. . « cheaters appear to exhibit a set of behaviors similar

to those produced by maternal overprotection. Cheaters

seem to manifest a passive-dependent mode of adjustment
giving little of themselves in either intellectual endeavors’
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or social relationships. They appear‘to seek out people,'

but lack an awareness of their general social immaturity

and irresponsibility.

DeVries and Ajzen (1971) reparted that indices of types of
college, grade point average, years in school, and re;igiosity"
indicated little or no effect on self-reported cheating behaviors or
intentions. They noted, however, that measures of actual observed
cheating behavior have been found to correlate witﬁ these indices,
(1§71: 206). Parr. (1936: 322) foupd that a student's age position
in the family did no; have a significant relationship to dishonesty.
Cambell and Koch (1930: 239) did not find significant differénces
between cheating béhévior and the.variab;es of intelligence, GPA, age, -
of course grade. .

The honor system. was aiso studied with regard to cheatipg_
behaviér. To determine what effect an honbr system would have on
cheating, Canning (1956) conducted a five-year experiment among five
lower-division sociology classes. Cheating behavior Was‘eigﬁty-one
percent before the honor system was established, forfy—one percent
during the introduction and revision of the honof code, and thirty
percent after the honor code had been established. These results were
found to be significant at the .00l level usiﬁé Chi squére analysis.
Not only had the‘proPortion of students engaging in cheating decreased
significantly, but the average number of items changed by étudents on

tests was reduced from twelve and three~tenths to eight and three-tenths
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(1956: 292). Canning éﬁphasized that althéugh the study did not
‘prove a causal relatipnship.bétween a reduction in cheating and the
establishment of a honor éystem, the likelihood should be ﬁoted (1956:
292).

Campbell and Koch (1930) found that '"relatively mdre.students
trained under aﬁ honor system in high échool phééted on their‘éducation
courée examinations in college than studentg who Had béen more closely
supervised in their secondary school da&s"_(l930: 240). Miner (l930j
reported that it was a dangeroﬁs practice to abandoﬁ policing in favor
of an'hqnor system at the University of Keniucky (1930: 201). Bepause
students came to college from backérounds differing ihvmoréi tfaining,
Miner believed the facuity mqst guard against chgating, even though
policing duties were unpleasant (1930: 201).

More recently, Tittle and Rowe (19?4) reported a study in which
students in three coliege sociology élasses were giveﬁ the opportunity
to cheat wheﬁ they graded their own quizzes. No significant differ-~
~ ences existed among the groups. The incidence of cheating was noted
under thrge different conditioﬁs} one for éach class. Tﬁe fifst class
qperatéd under the condition of ﬁrust.' No mention-was ﬁade regarding
cheating. The secona class operated ﬁnder-the condition of moral
principle. Time was sbent talking with students about why cheating is
undesirable. The third class Qperated:under the condition of sanétidn.

Students were threateﬂed'with penalties if they were caught cheating
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(1974 47): Tittle and Rowe found that under the condition of trust,
students cheated one-third of the fime. Under the condition emphasizing
the moral principle, cheating increased from thirty-one ﬁercent té
forty—one'percent'after‘the moral apﬁeal was made; in shor;,'émphasizing
the moral principle did not result in less chgating., Under. thé condi-
tion of sanction; cheating was redﬁced.from thirty-four percent to
twelve percent, after students were_féced with the threat of being
caught and punished (1974: 47). The authors concluded that "fear of
sanctibn has a greater influence on classroom honesty than does simple
trust or a moral appeal" (1974: 48). Tittle and Rowe presented other
findings of this résea}ch. Females’cheated less than males and were
far motre responsive than males to the threat of sanction. Least
responsive to the thréat of being caugﬁt‘and.punishéd wére thosg who
were not succeeding in their expectations and those who were doing the
worst in the course. The researchefé concluded that those students in
greatest need of pointslwére most willing to risk sénction (1974: 485.

Although';eporté from the literature.were inconsistent with |
respect to variables associafed with academic dishonesty, greatest
_consistency was noted in the relationship between cheating and the
followiﬁg variables: pressure for grades, low grade point average,
and high expectancy.of success. Par¥ stated that the‘findings indicate
"that any factor which serveé a; a handicap to an in&ividual or brings .

pressure to bear upon him fs likely -to produce dishonest behavior"

Ll
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(1936: .326). The nature of academic disnonesty and variebles

assoclated with it are thus exceedingly complex.

Student Attitudes Toward Academic Dishonesty

Based primarily on survey responses, the iiterature revealed -
student attitudes toward various aspects of ecademic dishonesty.
Barnett'ane Dalton (1981).surveyed a random sample of 1,500 Iowa State
IUniversity freshmen and seniors to determine behaviors and attitudes
releted to_academic'dishonest§ (1981: 545). Among the main findings
was that students perceived that other students, including5theif own
close friends, do not strongly disapprove of chedting (1981: 547).
Faie's study revealee gimilar attitudes: a high degree of tolerance
of cheating was reported anong students. Little or no stigma was
attached to known offenders (1976: _ilS). Drake had found the same
thirty-five years earlier. .In 1941, he wrote that cheaters'are well-

known to the students who generally "have no * strong sentiments against

classroom cheating and will not cooperate to control it" (1941: 420).

In their study comparing attitudes of students from a Midwest Calvinist

college with attitudes of students from a Midwest state university,
DeVries and Ajzen found that Calvinist college students had'more
negative attitudes toward cheating than those students from tne univer-
sity. These results were significant using Pearson'ntoduct moment

correiations (p<.05) (1971: 203).

In a survey of forty-five, first-year, social work greduate

j
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students at a large Midwest university,'ninety—five perceht admitted to

having used previous papers to help them with assignments and did ﬁot

" consider it cheating behavior. Seventy-four percent did not think it

was cheating to read a condensation of a novel when they were assigned

the full version. Fifty-two percent thought it was écceptable not to

show up for a schedﬁled examination. Twenty-three percent did not find

it 6bjectionable to list unread-primary sources on the bibliography
when writing a paper (Zastrow, 1970; 159). Anderson (1957) reéorted
that students saw some situations as legitimate, desirable ways of
behaving rather than as forms of chéating. Two most notable situations
were: 1) finding someoﬁe who had completed the course and would help
students cram for a test, and 2) using old tést files td_study for én
upcoming examination (1957: 585). The same study revealed behaviors
students rated as highly objectionable. Amopg those were using notes
under the honor system and paying someone else to take an examination
(1957: 585). Connell (1981) reported on a survey which indicated
that having someone else take an exam or taking an exaﬁ for someone
else were rankeﬂ most serious of Qarious types of academic dishonesty
(1981: 20). Some situations were foun& to be puzgling to students:
using thé same term paper for credit in more than one class; and
asking other students who have already complétgd an exam what was
covered and the ﬁatﬁfe of the questions ( Anderson, 1957: 585).

Students weré_discriminating in their attitudes regarding academic
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dishonesty (Anderson, 1957: 595). Barnett and Dalfon (1981: 549)
found that "the more students feel a particular cheating béﬁavior
occurs, the less likely it is that they will view it as academic’

dishonesty." This findiﬁg was based on the surfey results of 1,500
students at Iowa State University. |

Anderson (1957: 586) found thét, in general, male studenfs had
less strict or moraiistic attitudes toward cheating than did women.
DeVries and Ajzen reportea similar results from their survey: 'male
students ténded to Have a more positivé attitude toward’cheatiﬁg
behavior than did female studéﬁts" (1971: 203).

Rowe (1970) recounted the eﬁperience of a maie freshman who
doubted that he could make it through college and maintain his athle;ié
status and academic standing unless he cheated. The young man was
struggiing with his dedication to "honesty" and its pdssible~§estruc—

tion (1970: 88-89). .To a greater extent than may be realized, students

feel academic pressufe (Barnett, Dalton, 1981: 545).

Institutional Policies and Procedures

Institutional policies and procedures regarding academic dis;
honesty have change& throughout the years. Dufing_the equy 1900'3,
students caught cheating on examina;ions were expelled permanently
(Lamont, 1979: 72). At the University of Kenfucky in the 1930's,
. stiff penalties weré in force for contfolling cheating. - A first

offense meant failure in a given course. The second offense meant

F—)
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automatic suspension from the University (Miner, 1930: 199). When
ninety gadets were charged with cribbing on examinations at West Point,
they were expelled (News&eek, 1951: 78). ;t was reported by Newsweek
"that General Irving regretted having to éaké such drastic measures Sut ?
"there‘éould be no compromise solution that would preserve the vital
honor system of West Point which is the Qery heart of the academy" "
(1951: 78). Students found guilty_of plagiarism on English term
papers were giVeq grades of F in the course and a reprimand from the'
administration at the Univéréity of California, Los,K Angeles. Foilowing
this, policy was set to dismiss f?om the University any Studentlfopnqv
guilty of plagiarism of cheating ("Student Cheating," 1960: 383).
Harvard expelled two student;, and the University of Michigan put
‘students.on acédeﬁic-probation for plagiarism (Trachtenﬁerg, 1972: 46).

More recently, students who éheated were not found to be at
high risk for suspension or expulsion. In fact, most of them were
never reported, much less caught. In thé mid-1970's, a survey reported.
that over a three-and-one-half-year period, less than three—and—é—half
percenf of ﬁartmoch‘students'who had violated the honor code appeared . {§-
before the college disciplinary committee. Half of the teachers did
not even report violations to the administration.(Lamdnt, 1979: 835{
Disciplinary poiicies on college campuées were often lenient. Eight§
percenf of studént ﬂody presidents surveyed by Budig felt that penal;

. ties for cheating at their institutions were not severe enough to
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discourage cheating (1979: 754).

Roskens and Dizney (1966: 231) wrote that

. the impelling need is the development of a concept of

academic ethics including appropriate penalties for violators.

In addition, and related, is the requirement of a realistic

orientation to existing methods of, attitudes toward, and

environmental influences upon, unethical behavior.
A clear commitment to academic 1ﬁtegrity must be demonstrated by
institutions of higher education, and every éffort to publicize poli-
cies designed to control academic dishonesty should be made (Barnett,"
Dalton, 1981: 550). Pavela maintained that the various policies and
procedures on campus qften compound the problem of academic dishonesty:

) . .

lack of precise definition of "academic dishonesty'"; not explaining to
students the importance of academic integrity; and negligent procedures
followed by administrators and faculty members (1981: 64). While
admitting that students are in the wrong when they are aéademically
dishonest, Pavela charged that faculty and administrators must accept
responsibility for allowing such practices to occur wittingly (1981:
64).

Rowe (1970: 89) rdised three questions which face institutiqns
of higher education:

Is our educétional system so entwined with and so beholden

to the greater social structure that it can neither practice

nor even propose ideal behavior? Do we continue to indicate

to our youth that college 1s merely more of the same, a

slightly more precarious obstacle course, which, when completed,

proves that one is capable of adapting to the existing society?
Or do we indicate through deeds that colleges can play a
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vital role in the life of a student as he prepares tb
mold a better society? (1970: 89).

Changes are needed, and the area of.academic integrity needs attention
(Rowe, 1970: 89).

Rowe pointed out'théf instituﬁions of higher educétibn'need "to
clean house" so that their actions match their professioﬁal obligations
to seek the truth and so their behaviors correspond to tﬁéir admissions
of only gthical pract;ces (1970: .89). Institutions need to acknow-
1edge, first of all, that they have erred. Honesty can'gvolve from
this beginning. '"'Before we’can effectively suggést to youth new or
revamped ethical ways to meet life's challenges; we had getter behave
ethically ourselves. Ethics are uééless or self;destructiye if they
are not based oh.hpnesty" (1970: 89). _Conne;l (1981: ‘éB) refprted
on a comment made by Arthu; Levine'that depicts-a grim picture of the
disinterest that exists:

Most schools show by their indifference that engaging in

gross forms of cheating is not inappropriate behavior. The

penalties are minimal, and students are unlikely to get

caught anyway. That's a sure sign that cheating is

reasonably acceptable behavior.

Pavela maintained that the practice of éimply giving a failing grade
fo; a course was probably not severe enopgh to deter the practice of
cheatiﬁg. He would have the guilty students removed from.the univer-
sity and/or a permanent notation ma&e on his or her transpript ‘

indicating academic dishonesty.(l9815 64) .

Some institutions have attempted to maintain academic integrity.

.

-
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University facul;y, admihistratoré, aﬁd-studepts together with govern-
. ment officials began a campaign against professipna; term paﬁer
companies in New Yofk, Ohio, and California (Tyachfenbefg; 1972}. 47).

Huntington College published reasons why cheating is disapproved: "if

is detrimental to individual academic achievement; it tends to destroy -

the characfer of the peréon cheating; ip undermines the foundation of
a free democratic society; and it is a direct violation 6f the law of
| God" (Williamé, i969:' 183). Connell reported that‘Berkeley is
adopting the éemester system in order to allow faculty more time to
check students"ﬁofk. In addition, Berkeley uses more cbmpetehcy;based
methods of learning and haé adopted an absolute gradiné system, hoping
" to reduce the level of compeﬁition among students (Connell, 1981: 28).
The University of Maryland produced a workable code of student conduct
(Connell,’l981: 22). The institution defined whichvbehaviors ﬁere
considered iﬁtolerable, identified the consequences for engaging iq
these>behaviofs, and carried out the cogsequnFés when necessary
(Connell, 1981: '23). In spite of declining enroliments.and discourag-
ing demqgraphic'conditions; inétitutions of higher education should
éttempt-to maintain high standards of‘academic integrity (Conneil,'
1981: 23). |

Faculty bear a respbnsibility for minimizing academic.dishénesty
while simultanéously restofing academic intégrity. "No educator'can

ignore factors which may potentially sabotage evaluation without
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debasing the prerogative to evaluate" (Roskens, Dizney, 1966: 231).-
Wright and Ke11§ (1974: 34) reported that facult&-were willing to
accept some blame fqr the cheating problem, sincé many were not being
careful enough in their classroom pracfices.

Specific suggestions have been made to assist faculty in the
task of reducing academic dishoheéty. Ault stated that fééulty dould
do a great deal to lower the incidence of cheating by giving examina-
tions that do not fequire precise answers. In order to diffuse
cheating practices, he favored the essa& format over multipleéchoiqe
items and true/false type questions (1981: 27). Tr;chtenberg'main—
tained that faculty should exercise greater care in going over students'
pépers (1972: 46). Throughoﬁt the course of a writing assignment,
faculty involvement and concern regarding the stpdehts' work is
essentiél (Connell, 1981: 25). New tests should be comstructed which
minimize the use of past exam questions (Barnett, Dalton, 1981: 550).
The possibility'of_making old tests'public and writing new ones
entirely would 1essén'the necessity of fratefnity files containing old
exams (Connell, 1981: 28). Other suggestions were offered inncdnnell'é
article: allow plenty of_space betweenlexam takers and consider giving
alternate test formé (1981: 28). Parr wrote that 'cheating in the
classroom could be . . . reduced if teachers would use gréater care in

setting up their work, seeing to it that, whenever possible, ‘the
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edﬁcational program.fitsvthe néeds,'interests, and abilities of the
students" (1936: 326).

Since pressure for grades has been linked to academic dis-
honesty, faculty must come to gripé with the deficiencies and merits
of the grading system and lessen the pressure to obtain good grades
as a measure of one;s‘worth'(Shirk, Hoffman,.l961: '132);' Concentrat-
ing on competency levels and ;emoving gra&es'may be one means whéréby
incentive for cheating could be_reduced (Parrott, 1972: 128).-

At most institutions, individuélvfacglty memberg décided on
disciplinary measures for academic dishonesty (Boweré; 1964: 20);
Since faculty considered cheating something to be settled between
student and instructor, only a small pefcentage reported infractions
.to the academic dean or o£h;f administrativé officer (Wright, Keliy,
1974:‘ 345. |

.Althbugh the goal in educétibh is to teach the learner rather
" than to catch the cheater (Connell, 1981: 28), teachers ‘must bear a
greater responsibility to see that cheating.does not happen (Hawki#s,
1932: 782) and remain "diligent in their observation of academic
dishonesty" (Barnett, Délton, 1981: '550). Confronting stu&gnﬁs_with
academicaily dishonest work is a duty of faculty, one which requires
éourage. Faculty mﬁét be clear in their own beliefs and values and
demonstrate a willingness to thwart behavior that is unethical

(Connell, 1981: 28).

B Y R N S
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The Randomized Response  Technique

The randomized respbnsé technique was developed by Stanley L.
Warner.to increase cooperétion from subjects in giving truthful
responses to controversial or personal questions ((Warner, 1965: 63). -
Warner's method consistéd of items with two_complementary statements,
such as 1) I am a member of group A, én& 2) I am not a member.of group
A (Wise, 1980: 4). Respondents answered one of the two questions,
selected by random-and'kﬂown'only to theﬁselves; ‘An‘estimatéd propor-
tion 6f how many respéndents answered "yes" to question 1 could be
derived (Wise; 1980: 5). Wa?ner's’procéduré was modif;ed by pairing
the sensitive question with an unrelated.question with ghe hope that
suspicion among respondents might be aileviaied an&.moré fruthfull
answers be given (Greenberg et al., 1969: 522). Dowliné and - Shacktman
reported that this modification was an improvement over Warner's
original technique (1973:. 84).

The randomized response~technique's utility has been investi-

gated. Among a group of one hundfed énd'fifty—eight cbllege\studgnts,
| Wise found that the sélf—repbrts to five sgnsitive questibns were of
lesser proportions than those yielded b& the Warner methoa (1980: .22),
despite the fact that half of the students expressed'a lack 6f confi-
dence in the randomization device (1980: 16). Wiseman, Moriarty, and
"Schafer applied a mo&ification of the Warner teéhniqueito 5 sample of

three hundred and forty, in order to gauge public opinion of five
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sensitive issues. They compared these results to those ostained»from
one hundréd and niﬁetyéeight self-adminisfered quesfiopnaires and one
hundred and_ninety;eight direct personél interyiews. Significaﬁt |
differences betweén responses 6f the sélféadministered'queétiqnnaire
group and the randomized response group were found at the .05 level on
two issues. At thé .01 level, significant differences between the same
two'groups were fsund én twé other isshes. "Unéxpectedly; oﬂ_four‘éf
the five issues, the randomized response estimate was c;oéer to that
obtained in the personal interview than in the self-administered
questionnaire. Thus, it appears that the randomization procedﬁre was
not successful in reduciné the total amount of response bilas in this
survey" (1975-1976: 511). Lack of confidence in the fandomiziﬁg
device (p. 512) and misunderstanding of the procedufe (p. 513). were
cited as possible reasons for Warner's techniqﬁe being unsuccessful.
Further testing was recommended to.determine utility of the model (1975-
1976: 513). Rider et al. found thét the randomized response..technique
gave an estimate of £wenty—eight_percént from é sample of 1,000 in-
Taiwan regarding the prevalence of iﬁduéed abortion.compared to

thirteen and fourteen-one-hundredth percent from an interview sample of

1,000 (1976: 37). It was recommended by the authors that randomizing

devices be refined to promote better understanding and trust or secrecy
-among participants and that further testing be done on individual’

versus group testing (p. 48).

Ly
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Zdep and Rﬁodes testéd the randomized responsé techniqﬁé.indi-
vidually among 2,000 adults (1976-1977: 532). "Extensi&e pretesting
of the questions reyealed that the success of the randomized response:‘
techﬁique depended.ﬁeavily on the respopdent's understanding énd
confidencé aboﬁt the method" (1976-1977: 533). The reéearchers
. paired the sensitive qﬁestion with a socially positive questions, which
they'discovered to work better. "The épsitive questions, it would
seem, results in the further removél of stigma aésoéiated with a 'yes'
‘response to the questién ch?sen by the randoﬁizing device" (1976—1977;

533). Before asking the respondent to do anything or preéénting any

materials, the-researchers carefully explaihed the randomized technique,

including the nature of the questions used. .This proved to be a
desirable practice (1976-1977: l533). When cBmpafed to résuits
obtained from the self-administered technique, the randomized'respopse
method was found to be more successful (1976-1977: SBG)L

Goodstadt and Gruson used the resfonsés“of éight hundred and
fiffy—four high schoo} ;tudents to compare drug—gse estimates derived
from either the randomized response procedure or difect‘qdéstioning.
The randomized response technique showea significantly higher.drug use
and producéd fewer response réfus#ls.than did direct q@estioning (1975:
814). Incidence'of drug use derived from standard forms of questioning
may be.underestimated t1975: 814). In another study, the randomized

response procedure was found to be more effective than self-administered
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forms in reducing under-reporting to sensitive questions regarding
socially undesirable acts. Howevef, the randomized response‘technique
was ineffegtive in "reducing" over-reporting of socially desirable acts
among a sampie of eight'hundred (Locander, Sudman, Bradburn, 1976:
272). In additionm, the randomized response technique doeé not assure
that answers are unbiased. Although lower than the face—tq—face,
telephone; aqd self—administrétion models, the thirfy-five percent
understatement of drunken driving reportéd by the randomized response
procedure was a major response bias. "Thé use of randomized respénse
procedures requires very large samples for any multivariate analysis
» of the relafion betﬁeen the éhreaténed question and independent
variables" (Locander, Sudman, Bradburn, 1976: -273).

For Warner's randomized response technique or its modificgtions
to be successful, "a great deal of care must g6 into‘designing.both
"questions and methodology" (Zdep,.Rhodes, i976—1977: 536). Warner
himself wrote that ;the question is still open as to what methods of

randomized response will prove the most useful" (1965: 68).

Summary

Academic dishonesty has been a concern on college and univeréity
campuses throughout the twentieth century. Reported incidence varied
somewhat from campus to campus, but fesearchérs‘statgd cons}stently
that estimates of. academic dishonestf were probably lower than actual

occurrence. Honor codes did not immune colleges to the problem.
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Although not all writers agreed, many researchefé‘found the following
to relate fé cheating behavior: breviqus succesé-failure e*periences,
high self-satisfaction, pressure for gradeé! low_intellectﬁal abiliﬁy,
loﬁ gradeé, gender, and crowded classrooms. Stﬁdenés exhibited a high
degree of tolerance toward aéademic'aishonesty, even though' their
attitudes toward types of academic_dishonestf were discriminating.

Institutions of higher education did not always treat academic
dishonesty as a serious problém on campus. Policies and pfocedures
dealing with it have been lacking, though ﬁrogress toward these ends
is being made. Faculty bear an impo;tant responsibiiigy in reducing
academic dishonesty. '"As a problem for the individual; for the
soéiefy, and for the system of higher éducafion, academic dishoneéty
merits our attention" (Bowers, 1964: 5). Only by reéégnizing that
it exists can institutions of higher education effectively deal with
it. Further, before academic integrity can be restored, academic
dishonesty must be more fﬁlly understood. |

The réndo@ized response technique, developed by Warner and
modified by others, has prern to be uéeful in estiﬁating proportions
of responses to sensitive questions such as 'Did you cheat?". Tﬁe.
procedure has yielded higher response rates than.othér data gathering
methods, althougﬁ respohses were still found to be biésed in sbme,.

cases.




" Chapter 3

PROCEDURES

Introduction

As one form of acaaemic diéhonésty, cheating represents a
problem at colleges and universities acroés the country. ‘The extent
of this problem, as well as the pressures and sources which contribute
to it, must be investigated (Bowers, 1964: 5). It was the purﬁbse of
this study to consider these factors and help.tb clarify them; This
research investigation.focused on factors associated with‘cheating,
the proportion of college students who alter their answers when

allowed to correct their own examinations, and college.students'

admitted cheating practices.

Population Description and Sampling Procedure

The population of the study consisted of three hundred and
eighty-seven full—time,.freshman students enrolled at a émall, Mid-
western, public collegé during fa;l quarter, 1981. The sample.was‘
qomprised of one hﬁndred and fifty-eight stﬁdents énrélled in three

'general psychology courses offered-during the same quarter. These.
three were the only general psychology courses offered duriﬁg fall
quarter, and all three were taught by the séme instrﬁctor. General
psychology is a génerél édﬁcétion requirement at tﬁe colleée; The
percentage of freshmén in these classes was seventy-five, or one

hundred and eighteen students. The sample was contaminated by
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twenty-three sophomores; thpee junio;s, one senior, eleven paft-time
students, and two high school students. In order to assﬁme represen-—
tativeness of the sémple, the proportion.bf freshmaﬁ males and feméies -
'in.thé general psyéhology classes wés compared to that of the remaining“
two hundred and sixty-nine freshman males aﬁd females in the populatioﬁ.
In addition, tﬁe.;vailable ACT composite scorésuof'two hundxed and ’
 twenty~-four students in the populatién‘Were compared to the available
ACT composite scores of one hundred freéhman'studenté in the sample.

~

Table 3.1 indicates these comparisons.

Table 3.1

Sample and Population by Repreéehtative Factors

Representative Factors E Samﬁle . Populafion
Pfoportion of males o .43 © .52
Proportion of females _ .57 48

Average ACT standard composite :
score ' , 16.40 16.96

‘A greater proportion of females was presént in‘the sampie than in the
population and a lesser proportion of_malés was present. Hdwever; the
average ACT éomposite scores were ciqsé enough to assume representa-
tiveness, since achievémént has begn.found a more importanf yafiable

than gendér regarding cheating. The percentile rank for a staﬁdafd '
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score of seventeén is fifty (College Student Profiles, 1978: 24).
Through interpolation, a difference of approximately tW6 and five-

tenths percentile points existed between:the saﬁple and the population.

The Investigation

Though the researcher controlled the settiﬁg and ‘participants
of the study, sﬁe did not manipulate.the.envifpnment as in an éxperi—
mental design. Rather, the study was investigative in r.;a‘ture°

-The foliowing categories were invéstigafed in this study of
fréshman students: actual cheating.demonstréted by students; students'
perception of their home environment; students' reported study habits;
"students' attitudes toward grades and school; students’ reportédl
religiosity; and students' admitted vocational plané. One of the pur- .
poses of the study was to determine if selected variables were rglated
to cheating.

Prior to the investigation, aﬁ aftorney was consulted'regardiﬁg
legal ramificagioﬁs of the research for. the iqvestigatof. The attorney
stated that as long as "éheéters" cpdld not be identifiéd-by.ngme by
the researchgr, no legai problems would result. in a&difion, the
researcher met with the institutién(s Academic Affairs Council to .
secure their approval in conducting the study oﬂ campus. The Cqunéil
approved the study and written permission was granted by the Vice
President éf Academic Affaifs to conduct the study on caméus during

fall quarter, 1981.
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" Method of Collecting Data

The researcher developed a questidﬁnai;e.designed;to obtaiﬁ
various personal information from studén;s. The inétrument was pre-
tested for clarity among a group of students in a freshman su;mér
school class ét the small, Midwestern college. Using the refined

questionnaire, a test-retest procedure was conducted in another fresh-

man class at the same institution during a two-and-one-half week period.

The reliability of each of the items included in the instrument was
determined by a Pearson product-mément éorrelation (Ferguson, 19?6:
107) after assigning cénsecutive pumeriéal values, beginning with
"one," to each of the items' responses. Following is a pfesentation
of the questionnaire items, their corresponding reliabilities, as well
as ﬁhe proportions of students whofgaVé identical responses during the
test-retest proceduré: | | |

1. Do you plan to take further education or training after college:

Yes No ' Undecided
r=.95
p = 91

If yes or undecidéd,'do you think you will goito;

Graduate . Business or ~ Other (please identify)”'
School . Professional
School
r = .66
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Choose one:
a. Very understanding

b. Fairly understanding

Choose one:
"a. Very close

- b. Fairly close

Choose one:

a. Very warm

b. Fairl& warm

In your family, are you:

2. How would you characterize your home environment?

c.. Not too understaﬁding
-d. Not understanding
1.00

1.00

c. Fairly remote

d. Very remote

.90
.82 .
. Ca- Fairly cold
d. Very cold
058

An only child? The oldest ‘child? ' The youngest child?

A child in-between?

3

.82
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How would you characterize the disciplinary measures Eaken bf yoﬁr
parents? | .
Choose one:
a. Very lenient c. Fairly severe
b. Fairly lenient ' . | d. Very severe
| r = .52
p = .73.
Choose one:
a. - Very corrective c¢. Fairly punitive
b. .Fairly correctiﬁe : d. Very punitive.'
r =:.18 |
p = .64
Choose one:
a. ;Very just ¢. Fairly unjust
b. Fairly just _ _d; Very unjusf
r= .92 "
p= .91
How would you characterize ybﬁf sfudy habits?

Very Studious Studious Somewhat studious Not studious:
r = ,62

p = .82




10.

51

. How important is it to your ‘parents that you graduate from college?

Very important Important Somewhat'important ‘Not important

r = .78

P .64 -
How important is it to you that you graduate f;om callege?
Very important Important Somewhat impdrtant Not'importanﬁ
r = .20 |
p= .73
How do.you perceive school work?
Very difficult Difficult Soﬁewha; &ifficult Nor difficult
r = .92
P = .92
How impoftaht'is it fo your parents that you get gqod grades?
Very iﬁportant ~ Important Sdméwhat important ‘th‘impqrtant
| r=.90 |
p = .82
How imésrtant is'it to you that you get good gradeé?
Very imporfént Important Somewhat important . Not important
r = 1.00 |

p = 1.00
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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What is yohr religious background?

Protestant Catholic Jewish Other

r= .95
p = .91
Approximately, how often do you attend.church?

Once a week Once.a month A few times a year Never or neérly
never

Tr'= .69
p=.70

How important are high grades to your future occupational plans?

Very important Important Somewhat important Not importanf
r=.35
p= .20

How successful do you anticipate being in this class?

' Very successful Successful Somewhat successful  Not successful

r = .56
p = .70 |
How succéssful do you anticipate being in 6011ége?‘
Very successful  Successful Somewhat successful Not s;cgessful
r= .56
p= .70
College stud;nts have different ideas about the main purpose of a

college education. Statements of some purposes are listed below.

As you read this list, indicate how important each of the purposes
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is té you by rank ordering them, 1 to 6. 1 will be most important
to you and 6 least important. |
T Prqvide vocational training; develop skills and,technidues

difectly applicab;e to nmy career.
b. Develop.my ability to get along with different kinds of
people. |
c. Provide a basic general education and appreciation of ideas.
d. Develop my knowledge and interest in'community and work
problems.
e. Help develop my moral cap;cities,.ethical standards and
valﬁes. |
f. Prepare me for marriage and family life.
for the first éhoice;
r= .78
P =..é0
The median r for the questionnaire was .78. A;though ipso f;cto.
validity was present in the instrumeﬁt, predictivé validity‘was esfab—
lished during the coursé of the study. One iteﬁ, "Da you have a -
scholarship?' was deleted from'the,instrumené after the researchér and
her doctoral committee deemed it an insignificant question.
The researcher‘distributed the questidnnaire to students in the
sample at the beginning of fall quarter, 1981. .Therqugs;ionnaires_were

collected during the same class period. Since each one was coded, the
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researcher was able to identify eaéh respondent. fnformation fegarding
the studen;'s gender, rank, ACT composite scofe; name, and first.test-
gradg was subsequeﬁtly added to the-questionﬁaire. | ‘

On the second of three major course examinations, étudents were
allowed to grade their own tests. Studentslreceived the grade théy
calculated. This was the énly major e%am in general bsychology that
. they graded themselves. Previously, however, students weré allowed to
correct one of their quizzes, so the practice was not fdreign to them; 
During the taking 6f the exam, seating was spaéed and students used.
blank sheets of paper to cover their answers. The iﬁstructor kept a |
watchfulieye to discouragé dishonest behavior.

Without the students' knowledgé,'the-énswer sﬁeets were photo-
.copied priar to students' grading them in the'next class period. 'Theée
xeroxed copies weré rémanded to two otheg'faculty meﬁbers,-along with
tﬁe questionnaire. When the original answer sﬁeets had beén gradéd b§

the studenfs, they, too, were entrusted to the two faculty members.

Unaware of the researcher's intent, these faculty recoded the.question-.

naires, coded phe‘éétual test answer sheets and thelcopies to‘c§rres-
péqd_to the questionnaires, and removed students' names. Thus, the.
researcher was unable to identify by name those specific étudents‘whq
cheated. ‘ ' o _ ' o .. o L ,
When the abové papers wéré r;turned.to her, the researcher.gqr;

rected the exams,herself and also made subsequent comparisons of the
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original responses to the student-graded answers to determine what

proportion of students had engaged in cheating. - This procedure was

done twice to insure accuracy. All data collected, including those on
the questionnaire were then transferred to computer coding sheets and'
double-checked for accuracy by the researcher. After cards were
punched by a computer operator, responses were verified by machine

to assure accuracy. Chi square analysis of the data was accomplished

by computer in an attempt to determine whether selected variables on

the questionnaire were related to cheating.
In order to collect data on the proportion of students' admitted
cheating practices, a modification of Warner's randomized response

technique was utilized in the classes within two weeks of the second

.examination (Williams, 1978: 73). The Warner technique is a random-

ized response procedure designed to reduce the number of untruthful

responses to sensitive questions. Respondents are able to maintain the'

privacy of their ansmers through this device of randomization. The

sensitive question, A, which was intended to realize the researcher s

intent was, "Did you cheat in correcting your own exam in this class?"

Paired with this was an unrelated question, question B: "Is the_coin
you JUSt tossed a head?" A randomizing technique was utilized by the
respondents to determine which of them would answer question A and

which would answer question B (Williams, 1978: 74). Only the

" respondents knem which question was being answered. Sheets of paper
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were distributed, on which was a place for the student's name>and a-

ves" or "no" response (see Appendix A). After a éaréful explanation
of how the Warner technique worked and assurances that the researcher
was not trying to find out specifically who cheated, students were
asked to write their names on the paper and answef the'determined
question by checking either '"yes" or "no." These response sheets were
then collected by the researcher. The researcher did not know which.
duestion was answered by each student; she knew only the‘"yes"'or "no"'
answer. The statistical formula for determining an estimafed propor-
tion of yes responses to question A is presenfed later the chaptef.
Nonetheleés, the accuracy of the reéults was determined by comparing
the derived proportion to the actual incidence.of cheating in the
classeé. | |

In order to determine further whether or not the Wafner tecﬁ-
nique has utility in grouﬁ settings, students in the.third class nof
only participated in the Warner procedure but also wefe-asked'direcfly
if they cheated in-correcting their exams. ISfudents turned iq papers
on which tﬁey had again written their names and'checkEd either "yes"
ér "no." A student collected the papers and placed them in an envelope’
whiéh he then sealed and gave to the'instructpr. She gave étudenfs‘her '
word that another faculty member, who was not aware of the‘qﬁestiOn,

would separate their names from the papers before the instructor

looked at these papers. Anonymity regarding cheating behavior was thus
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assured. The number of 'yes" responses.given by students was compared
to the proportion déterminéd'by the Warner proposal, as well as to

actual incidence of cheating on the exam in this class..

Method of Organizing Data

The collected data were organized into frequency and contingency
tables. Frequency distribution tables were used to iliustrate thé
éroportion of those who engaged in éheéting as distinguiéhed from
those who did not, and to indicate the‘proportion.gf those students who
~admitted to cheating through the Warner proposal and the direct ques-
tion; Céntingency tables were utiiiéed in comp;ring cheating and
noncheating Behaviors to the variables identified on the questioﬁnaire,

including students' past test performance in the class'and their gender.

Statistical Hypotheses

Ihe following null hypotheses were testéd at the .05 level of
significance:
C1. (ﬁo) Cheqting is independent of gender.
2. (Ho) Cheafing is independent of.pians,for furtherlﬁraining 6?  '
education after college.
3. (Ho) Cheéting is independent of Studéﬁts' perceptions of home
.enviropment. L ' ‘
4, (HO) Cheating is-independent of'studenfs' perceptions df-dis— :

ciplinary measures taken by parents.
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5., (Ho) Cheating is innependent of birth order.
6. (Ho) Cheating is independent of study habits. -
7. (Ho) Cheating is independent of students' perceptions of

parental values regarding school.

8. (Ho) Cheating is independent of students' values regarding school.

9. (Ho) Cheating is‘independent of perceived difficulty of school
work. | |

10. (Ho) Cheating is independent of students' perceptions of perental
attitudes towards grades.

11. (Ho) Cheating is independent of students' attitudes toward grades.

12, (Ho) Cheating is independent ef religious background.

13. (Ho) Cheating isiindependent‘of.frequency of church attendance.

14. (Ho) Cheating_is independent of reasons for being in college.

15. (Hd) Cheating is independent of pereeived importance of high
grades in occupatnonal plans.

16. (Ho) Cheating is independent of anticipated success in the general
psycholegy course.

17. (Ho) Cheaeing is independent of anticipated success in college.

18. (Ho) Cheating is independent of past test performance in the

general psycholog& course.

General Questions

1. What is the proportion of students who cheat when -allowed to . .

correct their own examinations?
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2., What 1s the pfoportion of students who admit to cheating?

3. Does the Warner technique have utility in group settings?

Analysis of Data

The Chi Square Test of Independence was used to detgrmine if

- cheating was independent of each of the selected variébles identified
in hyéotheses-l through 18. Contingency tables are presented to
illustrate the data. Column Qariables refer to information from the
questionnaire. Row variﬁbles refer to whether or not students cheated
when correcting their own tests. All hypothesés were tested at the .05
" level of significance. |

The following modified Warner tecﬁnique formula determined the

estimated proportion of admitted cheating practices (Williams, 1978: -

73):
Proportion . Proportion Proportion of .
of all yes = of yes responses x -times question
answers ~ to question A A 1s asked
Proportion Proportion of
+ of yes responses x -times question
to question B B 1s asked

The proportion of studentsﬂwho actually engéged in cheating when
allowed to correct their own examinations was réported ahd.compared'to

the results obtained thréugh the modified version.bf Warner's random-

ized response technique.
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Summary
This study was conducted at a small; Midwestern college, during
fall quarter, 1981. The research Qetermined: 1) the proportion of
stu&ents who engaged in cheating; 2) if selected variables afe related
to cheating; aﬁd 3) admitted practicés in regard to cheating behavior.
 The population was ;il full-time freshmén,,registere& at thé college

~ during the quarter. The sample consisted of those students,,primarily

freshmen, enrolled in general psychology courses at the college during-

the same quarter.

The researcher developed a questionnaire and established test~
retest reliability after pretesting the questionnaire for clarity gnd
making a few minor changes. The Academic Affairs Council géve per= .
mission to copduct the study on campus, and the Vice President for
Academic Affairs gave written notification of this pefﬁission. o

Datg ﬁere coliected by the résearcher herself,.thréugh a
questionﬁaire‘distribuged to studénts, by observation of actual
cheating behavior, and by a modified version of Warper's randomizgd
response technique. Hypotheses, to be tested‘ap the .05 leyel.of
significance, and general questions to be answered were identified‘°
Analysis of data was accomplished using Chi Square Tests'éf_indépenQ

dence, frequency distributions, and a randomized response formula.
. 4




Chapter 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction

The purpose of this study was tﬁreénfold:

1. to determine  the proportion of college students who engage
in cheating behavior~whgn allowed to correct their own éxaminations;

2, to determine factors_associated with éheating behavior.

3. to determine -the proportion of college studenté who admit
to cheating behavior.
The analysis of data is presented under three major headiﬁgs. Firs;,-
the researcher discusses the populétion descriptipn and sampling -
procedure. Second, the résults of the eighteen nuil hyﬁotheses tested
at fhe'.OS level usiﬁg Chi Square Tests of'Independence ére presented.
Third, the anéwers to the generél questions to be answered are

discussed.

Population and Sample

The popuiation of this study consisted of three hundred and
eighty-seven full-time freshman students enrolled at a small, Miq;
western, public four-year college during fall quarter, 198l. The
sample was éomprised of one hundred. and fifty-eight students enrolled in
three ggnerai psychology courses offered during the same quarfer.

The proportion of fréshmen.in these classes‘wés «75, or one hundred and .

eighteen students out of the one hundred and fifty-eight. The sémple
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was contaminated by twenty-three sophomores,-three‘juniors, one senior,
- eleven part-time students, and two high school stgdents. In order to
assume representativeness of the sample, the proportion of freshman
males and females in the general psychology classes was compared to the ] y
remaining freshman males and females in the.pqpuiation. In addition, |
the available ACT composite scores of those ;tudents in the population
wefe compared to the available ACT compssite scores of freshmen in the

sample. These comparisons were discussed in detail in Chapter 3 and

depicted in Table 3.1.

Statistical Hypotheses

The eighteen statistical hypotheses in this study were tested

~ using Chi Square‘Tests of Independence. The null hypofheses were tested
at.thé .05 }evel of significance. fhe.conﬁingency tables presented
identify the relationship between cheaﬁing and other variables. The
row variableé refer to cheating béhavior. The numbers in the upper“
right~hand cofners of the cells are the exﬁecged values which.are based
on independence between row and column vériables. The other numbers .
refer to actual count. The reader is reminded that students who
changed one or more answers and/or did not mark tw6 or more incorrgct‘

responses when correcting their own examinations were identified as

cheaters in this study.
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Null Hypothesié One: Cheating 1s independent of gender. Table

4.1 identifies the relationship between cheating andtgender;'

Table 4.1

Cheating and Gender

‘Cheating Behavior Male . Female - " Row Total -
‘ 27.5 | 40.5
Yes 32 36 . ' 68
| 36.5 | 53.5
No 32 48 | 90
COLUMN TOTAL 64 | 94 - - 158

df = 1; Critical X2 = 3,84; Calculated X2 = 1.68; Probability = .20 -

Table 4.1 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is

independeht of gender. Insufficient evidence exists tolreject the null

hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Two: Cheating is ithpeHdeﬁt of plénélfor
further training or education after pollege.' .
" Table 4.2 identifies the relationship between cheating and_:
Istudent responses to the following questioﬂnaireﬁitemf
Do you plan to take further education or training after qollege?

Yes No , . Undeciﬁed -

i. -




e, (] (1)

64

Table 4.2

Cheating and Further Education/Training

Further.Education/Training
Cheating Behavior Yes No ' Undecided . Row Total
16.8 23.2 . 28 o
Yes 11 23 34 68
22.2 30.8 37
No 28 31 31 90
COLUMN TOTAL 39 54 65 158

df = 2: Critical X% = 5.99; Calculated X° = 5.78; Probability = .06.

Table 4.2 indicates that, at tﬁe .05 level, cheating is ind¢4

pendent of plans for further training or education after college. Those

students who were undecided tended to cheat more than expected, but

insufficient evidence exists to rejecf the null hypothesis.

Table 4.3 identifies the relationship betwéen cheating and the

second'part of the previous questionnaire item:

If yes ox undecided, do you think you will go to:

Graduate
School

Business or " Other (please identify)
professional - ‘
school -
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Table 4.3

Cheating and Specific Plans for
Training/Education after College

Training/Education
Business or
_ Graduate Professional
Cheating Behavior School School ~ Other Row Total
- 19 16.5 . , 5.5
Yes 20 ' 12 .9 41
: 26 22.5 7.5 '
No - 25 - 27 -4 56
COLUMN TOTAL 45 39 13 . 97

df = 2; Critical X2.= 5.99; Calculated'x2 = 6.07; Probability = .05.

Table 4.3 indicates that, at tﬁe .05 levéi, sufficient evidence
exists to rgject the null hypothesis. ' Cheating is related to specific
pléns for further training or education after college. More students
(of those who résponded to "other" on the questionnaire) éheatea than
were expected. '"Other" resﬁonses included uncertain plans, refresher
courses, workshops, trade school, different schﬁol,.the militar‘; Qo'k,

“and hair design.

Null Hypothesis Three: Cheéting is independent of students' -

pérceptions of home environment.
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Tables 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 identify the relationship between

cheating and student responses to the following questionnaire'items:

How would you characterize your home environment?

Choose ome:

a. Very understanding

b. Fairly understanding

Choose one:

a. Very close

b. Fairly close

Choose one:

a. Very warm.

b. Fairly warm

d.

Table 4.4

Not too understanding

Not‘understanding

Fairly remote

Very remote

Fairly cold

Very cold

Cheating and Home Environment--Understanding

Home Enyironment——Understaﬁding
Cheating Behavior Very Fairly Not Too Not Row Total
31.4 28.8 6.9 0.9
Yes 28 33 ' 7 : 0 : 68
41.6 38.2 9.1 1.1 .
No 45 34 9 2. 90
COLUMN TOTAL |73 67 16 | 2 158

df = 3; Critical X% = 7.82; Calculated X

2

= 3,22; Probability = ,36.
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Table 4.4 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is
independent of students' perceptions of "understanding" within the home

environment. Insufficlent evidence exists to reject the null hypo~

thesis.
Table 4.5
Cheating and Home Environment--Closeness
Very Fairly Fairly | Very
~ Cheating Behavior Close Close Remote | Remote Row Total

27.1 33.6 6 1.3
Yes 25 37 5 1 68

35.9 44 .4 8 1.7
No 38 41 9 2 90
COLUMN TOTAL 63 - 78 14 3 ' 158

2 2

df = 3; Critical X° = 7.82; Calculated X = 1.33; Probability = .72.

Table 4.5 indicated that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-
~ pendent of students’ berceptions of "closeness" within the home
environment. Insufficient evidence exists to reject the null hypo-

thesis. ’
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Table 4.6

Very . Fairly | Fairly Very .
Cheating Behavior - Warm Warm Cold Cold Row Total
32.7 30.6 4.3 0.4
Yes 32 ' 33 3 0 ' 68
43.3 40.4 5.7 0.6
No 44 38 7 1 90
COLUMN TOTAL 76 | 71 10 1 158 .

dr = 3; Critical x% = 7.82; Calculated x* = 1.82; Probability = .61

Table 4.6 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-

pendent of students' perceptions of "warmth' within the home environ-

‘

ment. Insufficient evidence exists to reject the null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Four: Cheating is independent of students'

perceptions of disciplinary measures taken by parents.

Tables 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 identify the relationship between

cheating and student réspénsés to ‘the following questionnaire items:

How would you characterize the disciplinary measures taken by

your parents?

Choose one:

a. Very lenient

b. Fairly lenient

d. Very severe -

~c. Fairly severe
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Choose one:
a. Very corrective : c. Fairly punitive
b. Fairly corrective . d. Very punitive
Choose omne:
a. Very just c. Fairly unjust

b. Fairly just : : d. Very unjust

Table 4.7

Cheating and Parental Discipline--Leniency

Very Fairly Fairly Very
Cheating Behavior | Lenient Lenient Severe Severe | Row Total
10.8 45,2, 11.2 0.9
Yes 8 49 10 1 68
14.2 59.8 14.8 | 1.1
No 17 56 16 1 90
COLUMN TOTAL 25 105 26 2 . 158

df = 3; Critical X* = 7.82; Calculated X* = 2.07; Probability = .56.

Table 4.7 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-
pendent of students' perceptions of disciplinary measures taken by
parents, in terms-of leniency. Insufficient evidence exists to reject

the null hypothesis.
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Table 4.8

Cheating and Parental Discipline--Correctiveness

Cheating Very Fairly Fairly Very _ -
Behavior _ Corrective Corrective Punitive Punitive | Row Total
_ 15.5 42.6 9.5 0.4 A
Yes 13 44 11 ’ 0 68
20.5 56.4 12.5 0.6
No 23 55 11 1 90
COLUMN TOTAL| 36 99 22 1 158

df = 3; Critical X

2

= 7.823 Calculated X2 = 1.98; Probability = .58

Table 4.8 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-

pendent of students' perceptions of disciplinary measures taken by

parents, in terms of correctiveness. Insﬁfficient_evidence exists to

7 reject the null hypothesis.
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Table 4.9

. ~ Very Fairly Fairly
Cheating Behavior Just Just Unjust Row Total
24.5 39.2 4.3
Yes 24 " 40 4 68
32.5 51.8 5.7
No . 33 51 6 90
COLUMN TOTAL 57 91 10 158

df = 23 Critical X2

2

= 5.,99; Calculated X~ = .09; Prqbability = ,96.

Table 4.9 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-

pendent of students' perceptions of disciplinary measures’ taken by

parents, in terms of justness.

the null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Five:

Insufficient evidence exists to reject

Cheating is independent of birth order.

Table 4.10 identifies the relationship between cheating and

students’' responses to the following questionnaire item:

In your family are you:

An only.child? The oldest child? The youngest child? A child

in-between?
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Table 4.10

Cheating and Birth Order

Child in- |

Only’ Oldest Youngest
Cheating Behavior | Child Child Child between | Row Total
1.7 18.5 20.7 27.1
Yes 0 20 23 25 68
2.3 24.5 27.3 35.9 |
No 4 23 25 38 90
COLUMN TOTAL 4 43 63 158

48

df = 3; Critical X2

7.82; Calculated X> = 3.99; Probability = .26.

Table 4.10 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is indé—

pendent of birth order. Insufficient evidence exists to reject the

null hypothesis,

Null Hypothesis Six: Cheating is independent of.study haBits,

Table 4.11 identifies the relationship between_cheating and

. students' responses to the following questionnaire item:

How would you characterize your study habits?

Very studious  Studious Somewhat studious . Not studious
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Table 4.11

Cheating and Study Habits

Very Somewhat Not
Cheating Behavior | Studious Studious Studious Studious | Row Total
0.9 32.7 30.6. 3.9
Yes 1 34 28 ' 5 68
1.1 43.3 40.4 5.1
No 1 42 43 4 : 90
COLUMN TOTAL 2’ 76 71 9 158

df = 3; Critical X

= 7.82; Calculated X2.= 1.08; Probability = .78.

Table 4.11 indicates that,. at the .05 level, cheating is inde-

pendent of study habits.

null hypothesis.

Insufficient evidence exists to reject the

Null Hypothesis Seven: Cheating is independent of students'

perceptioné of parental values regarding school.

_ Teble 4.12 identifies the. relationship between cheating and .

student responses to the following questionnaire item:

How important 1s it to your parents'that you graduate from

. college?

Very important

Important

Sémewhat important Not important
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Table 4.12

Cheating and Parental Values--Graduation-

Very . Somewhat Not Row
Cheating Behavior | Important Important Important Important| Total

22.4 27.1 13.3 5.2

Yes 25 30 All 2 68
©'29.6 35.9 17.7. 6.8
No 27. 33 20 10 : 90

COLUMN TOTAL 52 63 3r - 12 .. 158

dr = 3; Critical X = 7.82; Calculated X° = 5.20; Probability = .16

Table 4.12 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-
‘pendent of students' perceptions of'parental'valués regarding school,’
in terms of college graduation. Insufficient evidence exists to reject

the null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Eight: Cheating is independehf of stu&engs;
values regarding scﬁool.

Table.4.13 identifies the relationshiﬁ between chgating.ahd
.studgnt reponses to the following questionnaire item:

How important is it to you that you graduate from collegé?

Very important Important Somewhat important  Not important
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Table 4.13

Cheating and Students' Values-—-Graduation

Very Somewhat ‘Not | Row
Cheating Behavior | Important Important Important Important | Total
39.6 21.9 4.7 1.7
Yes 47 17 3 1 68"
) © 52,4 29.1 6.3 2.3
No 45 34 8 3 90
COLUMN TOTAL | 92 51 11 4 158

df = 33 Critical X2 = 7.82; Calculafed X2 = 6.04; Probébility = .11.

Table 4.13 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde~-
‘pendent of students' values regarding school, in terms of college

graduation. Insufficient evidence exists to reject the null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Nine: Cheating ig independent of pgrcei&eﬂ
diffiéulty of scﬁool work. |

Table 4.14 identifies the relationship between cheating and
student.responses to the following questionnﬁire item: |

How do you pérceive schéol work?
Difficult Somewhat difficult

Very difficult Not difficult
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Table 4.14

Cheating and Difficulty of School Work.

. _ Somgwﬁat 4 Not . '
Cheating Behavior Difficult | Difficult Difficult . Row Total
- ‘ 14.2 46.5 7.3
Yes ' 13 50 -5 : - 68
: 18.8 61.5 9.7
No 20 58 - 12 ' 90
COLUMN TOTAL 33 108 17 158

2

df = 23 Critical X" = 5.99; Calculated X2 = 1.93; Prpbabilityl= .38,

Table 4fl4 in&icates that, at the .05 level,-cheating is inde-
pendent of perceivealdifficulty of school work. Insufficient evidence
exists to reject the null hypothesis.

Null Hypéthesis'Ten: Cheating is inaependent of students;
perceptions éf pafental attitudes toward grades. | |

Table 4.15 identifies the relationship between cheating and
student résponsés to the following questionnaire item:

How important is it to your parents thaflyou getlgood grades?

Very important Important Somewhat impoftant Not importént
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Table 4.15

Cheating and Parental Attitudes--Grades

Very Somewhat | Not ~ Row .
Cheating Behavior | Important Important Important Important | Total
17.2 32.7 . 14.2 3.9
Yes 18 -39 9 2 68
22.8 43.3 188 5.1
No 22 37 ' 24 7 90
COLUMN TOTAL 40 . 76 33 9 158

= 7,82; Calculated X2

df = 3; Critical X2 = 7.12; Probability = .07.

Table 4.15 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-
pendent of students' pereeptions of parental attitudes toward grades.
Insufficient evidence exists to reject the null hypothesis. Students .

who perceilved grades to be important to parents cheated more than

expected.

Null Hypothesis Eleven: Cheating is independent of studeﬁts!
attitudes toward grades. |

Table 4.16 identifies the reletionship between cheating and:tﬁe
student responses to the following queseionnaire item: .

How important is it to you that.you get good grades?
Imporfant

Very important Somewhat important
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Table 4.16

Cheating and Student Attitudes--Grades

Very Somewhat .
Cheating Behavior Important Important Important Row Iqtal
, ©28.0 - 34.4 5.6
Yes 31 .33 { . 4 68
37.0 45.6 7.4
No 34 47 9 90
COLUMN TOTAL | 65 80 13 | 158

df = 23 Critical X° = 5.99; Calculated X° = 1.48; Probability = .48.

Table 4.16 indicates thaf, at the .05 level, cheating is inde~
pendent of students’ attifudes toﬁards‘grédes; Insufficient evidence
exists to reject the null hypothesis. A 1ésser-réiati¢nship existgl
between students' attitudes toward.gfades and cheating behavior thén
. exists between cheating and students' perceptioné.regardiﬁg parental

attitudes toward grades.

Null Hypothesis Twelve: Cheating 1s indepéndent of religious -
. background. .
Table 4.17 identifies the relationship between cheating the

the student responses to the following questionnaire item:
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What is your religious background?

Protestant  -Catholic Jewish Other

Table 4.17

Cheating and Reiiéious Background

.Cheating Behavior Pfotestant : Catholic Other ' Roﬁ Total
; 40.0 26.7 . 1.3
Yes ‘ 41 26 : 1 ' 68
53.0 ' ~'35.3 1.7
No 52 36 2 : 90
COLUMN TOTAL 93 | | 62 3 | 158

| df.= 2; Critical X* = 5.99; Calculated X = .19; Probability = .91

Table 4.17 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-

pendent of religious background. Insufficient evidence exists to

reject the null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Thirteen: Cheating is indépendeﬁt of frequency

of church attendance.

Table 4.18 identifies the3fe1atiohshi§ between cheating and the .

student responses to the following Questionnaire'item:
Approximately, how often do you attend church?

Once a week Once a month A few times a year Never or
' ' C nearly never
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Table 4.18

Cheating and Frequency of Church Attendance

Cheatiﬁg Once a Once & | Few Times Never or Row
Behavior Week ‘ Month a Year Nearly Never Total
28.0 14.2 20.2 4.7
Yes 27 18 18 4 - 67
. 37.0 18.8 26.8 | 6.3
No 38 15 29 7 89
COLUMN TOTAL 65 33 47 11 156

df = 33 Critical X* = 7.82; Calculated X> = 2.47; Probability = .48

Table 4.18 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-
pendent of frequency of church attendance. Insufficient evidence
exists to reject the null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Fourteen: Cheating is independent of reasbns

for being in college.

Table 4.19 identifies the relationship between cheating and the
students' first choice responses to the following questionnaire_item
. and Table 4.20 identifies the relationship with their second choice.

College students have different ideas about the main purpose of

a college education. Statements of some purposes.are listed below. As

you read this list, indicate how important each of thé purposes is to

Ll

-
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you by rank ordering them, 1 to 6. 1 will be most important to you‘

and 6 least important.

a. Provide vocational training; develop skills and techniques

-directly appiicable to my career.

d. Develop my knowledge and interest in community and work

problems.

NI

b. Develop my aBility to get aloné with different kinds of people.

c. Provide a basic general education and appreciation of ideas

e. Help develop my moral capacities, ethical standards and values.

f. Prepare me for marriage and family life.

Table 4.19

Cheating and Primary Reason for College

Cheating Row
Behavior | Training | Ability | Education | Problems | Values | Life | .Total
. 48.2 4.3 8.6 1.7 3.9| | 1.3
Yes 52 4 4 0 4 3 68
63.8 5.7 11.4 2.3 5.1 1.7 i
No 60 6 15 | 4 5 0 1 90 lv
Column
Total |T12 10 20 4 9 3 158

df = 5; Critical X2 = 11.07; Calculated X2 = 10.22; Probability = ,07.
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Table 4.20

Cheating and Second Reason for College

Cheating ‘ : . . Row
~ Behavior Training| Ability |Education | Problems | Values | Life Total

11.6|  10.3 25.8 8.6 9| . 2.6

. Yes 8 7 24 12 13 L 68
_ 15.4] ° 13.7 34.2 11.4 12 3.4

No 19 17 36 8 8 |2 90

Column |, 24 60 20 21 6 158

Total

df = 5; Critical X% = 11.07; Calculated X° = 10.85; Probability = .05.

Table 4.19 .indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-.
pendent of students' primary reason for being in college. Insufficient
evidence exists to reject the null hypothesis. Students who ranked
vocational training number one demonstrated gfeatet than expected
cheating behavior.

Table 4.20 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-
pendent of students' second reason for being in cdllege; Insﬁfficient
evidence exists to reject the null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Fifteen: Cheating is independent of perceiVed

importance of high grades to occupational plans.

Table 4.21 identifies the relationship between cheating and the

S
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W

How important are high grades to your future occupational plans?

Very important Important Somewhat important Not important

Table 4.21

Cheating and Occupational Plans--Grades

Very

Somewhat Not Row
Cheating Behavior | Important Important Important Important | Total
18.9 36.5 9.9 1.7
Yes 25 32 8 .2 67
25.1 . 48.5 13.1 2.3
No 19 53 ) 15 2 89
COLUMN TOTAL 44 85 . 23 4 156

df = 3; Critical X2 = 7.82; Calculated X2'= 5.14; Probability = .16.

Table 4.21 iﬁdicates that, atvthe .05 level, cheating is inde~

pendent of perceived importance of high grades to occupational plans.

Insufficient evidence exists to reject the null hypothesis.

Null Hypothesis Sixteen: Cheating is independent of anticipated

‘success in the general psychology course.

Table 4.22 identifies the relationship between cheating and the

student responses to the following questionnaire item:
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How successful do you anticipate being in this claés?,

Very successful Successful Somewhat successful Not successful

Table 4.22

Cheating and Anticipated Course Success

. Very Somewhat_
Cheating Behavior | Successful Successful Successful Row Total
. 9 46 12
Yes 10 46 11 . 67
12 61 : 16
No 11 61 17 . 89
COLUMN TOTAL 21 107 28 ' " 156
2 2

df = 2; Critical X = 5.99; Calculated X = .34; Probability = .84.

Table 4.22 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is inde-
pendent of anticipated success in the general psychology course.
" Insufficient evidence exists to reject the null hypothesis,

Null Hypothesis Seventeen: 'Cheating is indgpendent of antici-

pated success in college.
Table 4.23 identifies the relationship between cheating and the

student responses to the following questionnaire item:
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How successful do you anticipate being in college?

Very successful Successful Somewhat successful Not successful
Table 4.23
Cheating and Anticipated College Success
Very Somewhat
Cheating Behavior | Successful Successful Successful Row Total
7.3 48.1 11.6
Yes 11 49 7 67
9.7 , 63.9 15.4
No 6 63 20 : 89
COLUMN TOTAL 17 112 27 156
2

df = 2; Critical X

= 5,99; Calculated X

= 6.51; Probability = .04.

Table 4.23 indicates that, at the .05 level, cheating is- related

to anticipated success in college.

Sufficient evidence exists to

reject the null hypothesis. Students who anticipated being very

successful cheated more than expected.

Null Hypothesié Eighteen:

performance in the general psychology course..

Cheating is independent of past test

Table 4.24 identifies the relationship between cheating and

past test performance in the class.

PR
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Table 4.24

Cheating dand First Examination Grade

First Examination Grade \
Cheating l Row - i
Behavior A B Cc D F Total .
_ 3 18 26.7 15.9 | 4.3
Yes 1 16 29 17. ‘ 5 68
4 24 35.3 21.15 5.7
No 6 26 33 20 5 b 90
Column :
Total 7 42 62 37 10 158

df = 43 Critical Xz = 9,49; Calculated X2 = 3.5; Probability = .48.

Table 4.24 ;ndicates that, at.the .05 level, cheating is inde-
pendent of past test performance in the general psychology course.
Insufficient evidence exists to rejecﬁhthe qull hypothesis. . Fourteeq
and three-tenths percent of the A stqdenfs cheated, thirt&-eight‘and
one-tenth percent of the B-students,'forty-six and eighfetenths percent ;
of the C students, forty-five and nine-tenthé percent of the D studenté,
and fifty percent of the T students cheatgd. ' < |

Regarding actual grades on the second examination, which was
corrected by students, none of the A students cheated, thirty-one and

four-tenths percent of the B students cheated, fifty-two and seven-
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tenths of the C students cheated, fifty-six and eight-tenths éf the D
students cheated, and seventy-five percent of the F students cheated.-
Twenty-four and seven-tenths percent of the students received at .least
one higher letter gradé as a result of cheating behavior. i
Fifty-two and two-tenths percent of the students from‘the lowest
quartile of the ACT compoéite score cheated, fortyéfivexand nine-
. tenths percent of the students from the second quartile cheated, forty-
four percent from the third quartile cheated, and fifty-three and

three~tenths percent of the top quartile cheated.

General Questions.
| Three general questions were answered in this study.. Ihey are:
1. What is the proportion of students who Eheat when allowed to
correct their own examinations?
2.7 What is the proportion of students who admit to cheating?
3. Does the Warner technique have utility in groﬁp settings?
Each of these three questions 1s dealt With separate;yll

General Question One. What is the proportion. of students who

cheat when allowed to correct their examinéfions?

Twenty—eight'out of fifty-nine students in Séctioﬁ A cheated,
thirty out of sixty students in Section B cheated, and ten out of
thirty-nihe students in Section C cheated. Out of a tqtai of one
hundred and fifty-eight studenté, sixty—eigh;AEngqged in éhe#ting

behavior. The reader is reminded that cheating refers ‘to chgnging one
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or more answers and/or not marking two or more incorrect responses. -

Table 4.25 summarizes the overall results.

Table 4.25

Proportion of Students Who Cheated

Section A Section B Section C " All Sections

475 .500 .256 .430

Table 4.25 indicates that forty-three percént of the students
cheated. 8Section C showed the smallesf pfoportion of cheaters, which
may be parfially accounted for by a 1afger number (nine) of older,
part-time students in the class, only one of whom cheated. .This.clasé
met in the evening, once a week. Table 4.26 shows.a breakdo&n of the

students who did or did not cheat by class standing.

Table 4.26

Cheating Behavior by Class Standing

Number of Students at Class Sfandings

Cheating " :
Behavior | Freshman | Sophomore | Junior | Senior | Part-Time | High School

Yes 56 - 8 2 0 1 1 - 1

No 62 15 1|1 10 1
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Table 4.27 reveals the proﬁortion of these students who cheated

by class standing.

Table 4.27

Proportion of Cheaters by Class Standing

Freshman Sophomore | Junior Senior | Part-time | High School

475 348 | .666 0.000 .091 500

Because of the smaller numbers of students at class standings
other than freshman, Table 4.27 should be interpreted with caution.

Table 4.28 presents a breakdown of specific cheating behaviors:
those students who changed answers, those who did not mark two'or more
answers, and those who engagéd in both behaviors. The overéil inci-
dence is included for the sake of comparison.

As depicted in Table 4.28, a greater proportion of 'students
cheated by changing an answer or answers than by not marking two or
more incorrect responses. " Students in Section C, thg evening class
with a greater proportion of older, paft—time students, éheafed less in
all instances. |

By definition, students who cheated changed one or more answers
and/or did not mark two or more incorrect responses. The number of
items that students changed and/or did not mark two ar more incorrect

responses ranged from one to fifteen, with an average of five and




Table 4.28

Specific Cheating Behaviors

Number and Proportion of Cheaters

Section A Section B Section C All Sections
59 Students 60 Students 39 Students 158 Students
-Cheating .
Behaviors |Number | Proportion | Number | Proportion | Number | Proportion | Number | Proportion
Changed 17 .288 19 .317 . 8 .205 44 .279
answer
bid not mark N
2 or more 5 .085 5 .083 1. .026 11 .070
incorrect
responses
Engaged in .
" both chang- . '

ing and not 6 ‘ .102 ’ 6 .100 1 .026 . 13 .082
" marking

Totai 28 .475 30 .500 10 .256 - 68 430

06

i
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four—tenths items. . _ : ' !

Other behaviors by students, including not marking one incorrect
response and making a subtraction error in determining the final score,
created a discrepancy between the student-determined graée and the
actual grade. Seven students did not mark one incorrect response.

Four students made a subtractioh error. One student did not mark one
incorrect respoﬁse and made a subtrac;ioﬁ error. Five students who
changed answers did not mark one incorrect response. Three students
who changed answers made a subtraction error. Four students who did
not mark two or more incorrect responses made a subtraction error.
Table 4.29 reveals what the proportions'would have been if cheating
ha& been defined as "any discrepancy betweén the student-determined

grade and the actual grade."

Table 4.29

Proportion of Test Discrepancies

Section A Section B Section C . All Sections
32 32 _ 16 = . 80 _
g = .59 ‘ 50 = .53 . 39 .41 158 .51

General Question Two: What is the proportion of students who
admit to cheating?

The primary purpose of this question was to validate the Warner
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technique, since in this instance, tﬁe actual proportion of cheaters
could be determined. The reader is reminded that a modificafion of
Warner's ran&oﬁized response technique was utilized in each of the
three sections to derive the estimated proportion of those students
who cheated. This technique offers the possibi}ity of redﬁcing untruth-
ful responses. In one of the secfions; students wére also asked
direcély if-they cheated in correcfing-their own exams. |

The following‘mo&ified Wérner techniéue formula wﬁs used’ =

(Williams, 1978: 73):

Proportion Proportion Proportion of
of all yes = of yes responses X times question
answers to question A A is asked

Proportion Proportion of
+ of yes responses x  times question
to question B ' B is asked

Data from each class were entered into the formula, as follows:

.17 _ 4 o1 6
Section A: 51 X times 10 Plus 3 times 10
25 _ 4 1. 6

Section B: 5 = X times ia-plus 5 times 10
.S ti C: 8 . X times k2 lus = times 5
ection L 35 10 P+Y8 2 10
50 _ . 4 1 .6

Total: 141 = X times T6~p1us 7 times 10

Table 4.30 presents the results of the Warner procedure used to deter-
mine the estimated proportion of students who admit to cheating; as’

well as the actual incidence of cheating in each section.
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Tablé 4.30

Proportion of Students Who Admit to Cheating--Warner Techﬁique

Section A Section B Section € Total . T
Warner .080 .386 -.178 137
Actual 475 500 .256 <430

Table 4.30 illustrates the difference between the proportions of actual
cheating behavior and those estimates derived through Warne%'s tecﬁ-
nidue. .Students did not give probability a chance thrdugh the random-
ized response technique. The researcher notes that the ﬁrocedure was
used first in section C, then A, and lastly, B, and with each trial,
results became more favorable.

Table 4.31 presents a comparison of the Warner technique to the

direct question in Section B.

Table 4.31

Proportion of Students Who Admit to Cheating
Warner Technique--Direct Question

Proportion of Students: Section B

. Warner Direct Question E

.386 ‘ .266 |
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On the- surface, it appears that the Warner technique comes
closer to estimatiné the actual incidence of cheatiﬁg in Section B,
However, the researcher nofes that on the day the direct question was
asked, three people were absent, none of ﬁhom cheated. .On_tHe da&'
the Warner technique was utilized, five pgople were ébsent, four of
whom cheated. The following procedure determine whether or not- those
absent students cheated. The instructor of the class took roll an&.
gave names of absént étudents to the two‘faculty members assiéned by
the researcher :to give code numbers to students' questionnairés and
" exams. These faculty members determihed’each of the.absent students’
code numbers and gave these to the researcher. By checking the raw
data corresponding to these code nqmbers; the reéearcher.deterﬁined
whether or not those absent students cheated. Table 4.32 indicates
a comparison of admitted cheating practices_thfough the Warner tech-
nique and the direct question method to actual cheating behavior

engaged in only by those present on the ddys -these procedures_were;

utilized.
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Table 4.32

Proportion of Admitted Cheating~-~Revised
Warner--Direct

Technique Actual Cheating
Warner
- .386 473

Direct Question ‘
.266 . .526

A greater proportion of students admitted to cheating under the .

Warner technique than under the direct question method in section B.

| General Question Three: Does the Warner technique have utility
in group settings? |
Table 4.33 indicates comparisons between actual proportioﬁs of
those students who cheated and proportions derived py the modified

Warner technique and direct question method.
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Table 4.33

Comparison of Admitted Cheating Practices
to Actual Cheating Behavior

Proportions by Section
Method of
Determining _ :

Cheating’ Section A Section B Section C Total
Warner ' .080 " ,386 -.178 .137
Actual 475 ‘ ~.500 ‘ .256 .430
Direct ‘ .266

The data cast' doubt on the utility of the Warner p;oposal,

especially with small groups where ;andomization does not have a chance
‘to take effect. The Warﬁer techniqug was of greatést value in sectioﬁ
B.” The researcher notes that this procedure was used first in the
‘other two sections and that it was used in Section B after the direct
question was asked. What impact these two fac;ors made is open to
speculation.

| The researcher alsb noted that when.the Warﬁer‘techniqﬁe was
used, eight of fifty-ﬁine students wéfe absénthfrom section A,_five'
of sixty from'section B, and four of thirty;nine from éection C. Three
of sixty students from section B were absent on the day the direct

question was asked. In section A, three of those who were absent
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cheated. The procedure described prior to Table 4.32 determined whether
or not those absent students cheated. Table 4.34 indicates a compari-

son of admitted .cheating practices to actual cheating behavior engaged

in only by those ppésent.pn the day the Warner technique‘Waé utilized.

Table 4.34

Comparison of Admitted Cheating Practices to
Actual Cheating Behavior-~Revised-

Proportions by Section
Method of '
Determining .
Cheating Section A Section B Section C Total
Warner .08 . .386 ~.178 .137
Actual _ .49 473 .20 . : .41

Table 4.34 indicates thg Warner technique‘is of questionable
value in estimating cheating incidernce.

The ran&omized response tecﬁniqué was not useful in‘obéaining
accurake estimates of cheating within a group setting. Actual cheating
~was higher than the estimate. That the pa;picipants may have had a
lack of éonfideﬁce in the randomizing devise may explain why i;.did_not

yield more accurate estimates.

Interpretation of Data

From the analyzed data, the researcher found that anticipated
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college success was significantly related to cheating. étudents who
anticipated being ver; succegsful cheated.méye than expeétéd. This
finding lends support to the research results of Jacobsom, Berger; and
Millhan (1970:- 54) which also indicated that.éubjects with a-high

expectancy of success cheated more than subjects with a low expectancy

of success. However, the present research found no relationship between' -

cheating and anticipated course success, which confuses the issue. The
researcher did not find other variables from the questionnaife sig-
nificantl& relatéd to cheating, except for stpdents' spgcific'plans for
training/education after college.

Although a greater proportion of males than females cheated in
this study, no significant différence between them was found. Aﬁalyéed
- data revealed fifty percent of the maies cheated'compéred fo‘fhirty—
eight and three-tenths percent of the femaies. Aithough documentation
is inconsistent with regard to wh§ cheats more, males or fémales,‘mést.
research seems to indicate that a grea£er prop&rtion of males cheat-‘
than females.  The present study éoﬁfirms the findingé of othe?
researchers. ﬂigher incidence of ¢heatihg.amqng males was also‘re-
ported by Faia (1976), Parr (1936), Hetheriﬁgton and.feldﬁan‘(l964),
and Roskens and Dizney (1966). | |

Although no significant difference was found between cheating
and general psychology grades in this,study,'gtudents‘at the lower end

of the grade scale tended to cheat more than those at the upper end.
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- Comparing cheating behavior to the first examination grade, fourteen
and three-tenths of the A students cheated while fifty percent of the

F students cheated. .Regarding cheating and actual grades on the second
examination which was'corrected ty students, none of the A students
cheated, while seventy-five percent of the F students cheated. These_‘
.results concur with the findings of Drake (1941), Hetherington and

. Feldman (1964), Parr (1936), Faia (1976), and Bronzaft, Stuart and
Blum (1973) Similar results were not found in this study comparing
cheating to ACT percentile ranks of students The proportion of
cheaters was distributed fairly evenly across all four quatrtiles of the
ACT composite scores.

This study demonstrated that a lesser relationship‘existed be-
tween students' attitudes toward innortance of grades and cheating than
existed between cheating and students' perceptions regarding parental '
attitudes tpward grades. Students Who:perceived grades to beiimportant
. to thelr parents cneated more than expeeted. 'The analyzed data suggest
that a student is more likely to cheat as a result of percei#ed
parental importance teward grades than as a result of'importance of
grades to self. | | A

By definition; students who cheated changed an answer and/or did
not mark two or mdre incorrect responses. The analyzedidata revealed
that forty-three percent ef the”students cheated. Section C had the

smallest proportion of cheaters, which may be partially accounted for
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by a 1arg§r number of older, part-time students in the class, oﬁly one
of which cheated. This class met in the evening once a week, compareﬁ
to the other two sections which met four times a week during.the day."
This research suggests thét a significant difference in the extent.of
cheating may exist between traditional and older-than;averageIstd&ents.

This study considered studeﬁts' admitted cheating prgctiéés and~
compared them to actual incidence. A/g¥eater proportion'of students
admitted té cheating under a modification of Warner's tecﬂniquelchén
‘under the direct question method in Section B. Howevér, the ﬁroportion
of students who admitted to cheating through the Warnef'technique was
lower than the actual proportion who cheated in each section of general
psychology. The researcher did not find the Warner technique, a
randomized response procedure designea to reduce untruth%ul responses, -
to have utility in group settings. Thig finding conflicts with othér

studies which demonstrate the effectiveness of the Warner techniquek

Summary

The purpose of this study was three-fold: to determine thé
proportion of college students who engage in cheating behaviq; when
ailowed to‘correct theif own examinétions,'to,determiﬁe factors associ-
.gted.with cheating behavior, and to determine the propértion of college
students who admit to cheating behavior. The researcher described the

)

population and sample, presented the results of the null hypotheses

tested at the .05 level using Chi Square Tests of Independénce,'and
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discusséd the general questions.

From the data, the researcher found that anticibated-college
success was signifiééntly related to cheating. She did not find other
variables from the questionnaire significantly related to cheating?
except for students' specific plans for training/education af;er .
college. No significant difference existed between the pfopdrtioﬂs
of males and females who cheated. TForty-three percent of thefstudents
éngaged.in-cheé;ing behévior; fifty percent of the males chegted
éompdred to thirty-eight and three-tenths percené of the females.
Students at the lowef end of the'grédé gcale tended to cheat more than
those at the upper end. The proportion 6f students who admitted ﬁo
cheating through the randomized response technique and the direct
question method was loﬁer than the actual proportion whO'cheatédf The
researcher did not find the Warnér;technique, a randomized regponse
procedure designed to reduce untruthful responses,hto have utility'in

group settings.




Chaptér 5
. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS |

This chapter summarizes the research, "Cheatirg Behaviors of
College Students.” In addition, the chapter presents conclusions
drawn from the data and makes recommendations for further action and

study.

Summary
Traditionally, academic integrity has been a highly'regarded

ideal—at colleges and univers;ties, one which symbolized tﬁe essenéé
of 1earning.. Although academic integrity is still an objéctivé ih.
l theory, it loses ground to academic disﬁonesty in actual practice. The
problem of academic dishonesty among college students 1s a perplexing
phenomenon. This study examined one agpect.of academic dishonesty,
that of cheating on examinations. The problem of the gtudy, as
defined in Chapter 1, was three-fold: (1) fo determine the proportion
of college students who engage in cheating; (2) to determine factors
associated with cheating behavior; and (3) to detetmiﬁe the propbrtion
of college students who admit to cheating. |

A review of literature and related research was presented in
Chapter 2. Major areas covered include: hisﬁorical background,
prevalence of academic dishénesty, variables assoclated with academic
dishonesty, studentiattitudes-tOWArd academic dishonesty, institutional

pélicies and'procedures, and the randomized response technique.

!
~ N
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The literature revealed that academic dishonesty has been a
concern on college and university céﬁpuses throughout thé twentieth
century. Although reported incidéncg varies, investigators agreed
thaf estimates of academic dishonesty were probably lower than actual
occurrence. The present research confirms this fact. 1In the last half
of the century, the problem of academic dishonesty took on more compli-
cated and sophisticated dimensions. Cheating seemed to be readily
tolerated by students when, for example, professional term paper
writers found a ripe market for their services among college students.
Aéademic dishonesty has been a problem on campuses throughout the
century, and it remains a major concern, a concerﬁ that Fepresenfs a
serlous disciplinary problem, even at colleges that operate with honor
codes.

The research revealed that some specific variables"are'rela;ed
to academic dishonesty among students. - Investigators reported, al-
though inconsistently, these variables to relate to cheating: previous
success-failure ekperiences, high self-satisfactién, pressure for
grades, low intelleqtual ability, low grades, gender, and crowdgd ciass—
rooms. Researchers found no single variable to relate to cheating
behavior, thus confirming the perplexing nature of academic dishonesty.

The literature indicated that students exhibited a high degree
of toleraﬂce toward academic dishonegéy, even thoﬁgh theié'attitudes

toward types of academic dishonesty were discriminating. By their own

\\
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repbrts, students perceived that other students &o not stigmatize
cheaters and are not likely to report them. Further, students
tolerated some_forms of academic dishonesty more sé than others. For
example, paying someone else to take an examination was considere& a
far worse offense than using previous papers to help complete assign-
ments, and the more a particular cheating behavior occurs, the less
students view that behavior as academiﬁally dishonest (Barnett, Dalton,
1981: 549). _

Contrary to policies.of the earlier half of the twentie£h
century, more recent poiicies and procedures regarding academic dis-
honesty have been lackiﬁg, very lenient, or simply not enforcedf If
colleges are to renew their commitment to academic integrity, policies
and procedures musf bé stated more clearly, and administrators and
faculty must take responsibility for minimizing academic dishonesty.
Although indifference toward academic dishonesty still exists, con-
certed efforts toward operationalizing academic integrity 6n some
campuses constitute an encouraging sign.

The randomized response technique, developed by Warner gnd
modified by others, has proven to be useful in estimating proportions
of responses to sensitive questions. This procedure has yie}ded higher
response rates than other data gathering methods, although responses
were still found to be biased in some cases. For Warner's,randomized

response technique or its modifications to be successful, "a great deal

P
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of care must go into designing both questions and methodology" (Zdep,
Rhodes, 1976-1977: 536). Warner himself said that "the éuestion is
still open as to what methods of randomized response will prove the'
most useful" (1965: 68).

Procedures of the study weré outlined in Chapter 3. The popula-
tion consisted of three hundred and eighty-seven, full-time freshman
students enrolled at a small, Midwestern, public college during fall
quarter, 1981. The sample was comprised of one bundred.and fifty-eight
students, one hundred and eighteen of which were freshmen, énrolled in
the three general psychology courses offered during the same quarter.

A questionnaire was developed and used to secure information on
selected variables frﬁm participants at the beginning of the quarter.:
This information was later compared to cheating behavior to determine
the dégree of relationship. Students were given the opportunity to -
correct one of their own exams. Subsequent comparisons of the photo; A
coples to those original answer sheets corrected by students, as well
as a rechecking of answer sheets by the researcher, yielded information
regarding cheating behavior. Becguse thg answer sheets 'and the ques-
tionnaire had been recoded, the researcher was not able to identify.
the specific students who cheated. In Chapter 3, the researcher also '
stated eighteen null hypotheses and three génerél questions to be
answered in the study. In addition, the analysis ofvdata was described.

In Chapter 4, the data collected in this étudy was presented.
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Statistical hypotheses were tested at the- .05 level of significance,
using Chi Square Tests of Independence. The general questions were

answered by (1) determining proportions of actual cheating incidence

oty

and (2) noting students’' self-reports of cheating through randomized
response techniques and a direct quéstion method. 'Frequenéy distri-
bution tables were used (1) to illustrate the proportion of those who
engaged in cheating aé opposed to those who did not; and (2) to indi-
cate the proportion of those students wh6 admitted to éheating through
the Warner techniqué and the direct question method. The'researéher
utilized contingency tables to compare cheating and non-cheating.
behaviors to the variables identified on the questionnaire; including
students' gender and their past test performance in the class. 'The"
researcher found that anticipated college success &as‘significantly
related to cheating. Other variables from the'qﬁestionnairg did not
.significantly relate to cheating, eicépt.fér students'kspeéific'plans
for training/education after college. No significanf difference |
e#isted between the.propoftions of males and females who éheated.
Forty-three percent of the studénts engaged in cheatiﬁg behavior;‘ g
fifty percent of the males cheated.compared to thirty-eight and fhree;

tenths percent of the females. Studenés at the lower end of the grade ‘

scale tended to cheat more than those at the upper end. Thg Wafner

technique, a randomized response procedure designed to reduce untruth-

ful responses, was not found to have ﬁ;ility in gfqup settings.
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Conclusions ;

Based on the review of literature and the analysis of data col;
lected in this study, the researcher derives the following.conclusions:

1. TForty-three percent of the students cheated when they cof-
rected their own examinations.

2, Cheating is independent of gender.

3. Cheating.is independent of any plans for furtﬁer.training/_
education after college, but cheating is related to gpecific plans for
such training/education.

4., Cheating 1s independent of studentg' perceptions of home
environment. |

5. Cheating is independent of students' percepfions of
disciplipary measures taken by parents.

6. Cheating 1s independent of birth order.

7. Cheating is independeﬁt of study habits..

8. Cheating is independent of studengs' perceptions of parental
values regarding school. |

9. Qheatiﬁg'is independent of'students' values regarding schopl.

10. Cheating is independenf of perceive& difficﬁlt of schoo1
work.

11. Cheating is independent of studentsb:perceptions of parental
attitudes toward grades. | |

12, Cheating is independent of students' attitudes toward grades.
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13. Cheating is indeﬁendent of religious backgound
14. Cheating is independent of frequency of church attendance.
15. Cheating is independént.of students' ﬁrimary reason fbf
being in college.
16. Cheating is independent of perceived importance of high"
grades to occupatioﬁal plans. ) :
17. Cheating is independent of anticipéted success in.the
general psychology course. |

18. Cheating is related to anticipated success in college.
Students who anticipate being very successful cheat”mére than expected.

19. Cheatiné 1is independent of past test performaﬁce in the
general psychology course. |

20. Students with low grades tend to cheat more than students
with high grades.

21. Part-time, older students tend to cheat less than younger,
full-time studgnts.

22, 1In this study, -the Wérner technique did nof-have utility
in group settings. A. .

23. Students d6 not rgadily admit to cheating.

24, Students are m6re 1ikély tovcheat as a résult of perceived
importance of grades to parents than.statéd,impoftancé of grades to
themselves.

25. Teachers who allow students to correct their own tests run
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the";isk of students’ cheating.
‘ 26. Students can improve their grades by éheéting.

27. Classroom procedures can deter or.éncourage cheating.

28. An honor system will not automatically feduce academic
dishonesty. |

29, Any researcher attempfing to use the Warner technique should
have sufficient practice in using it before testing its utility. Al-
though this researcher believed the procedure was conducted in the same
manner in all three sections, the fesults were more favorable each’
time. Perhaps unwittingly, studenté in the last section were assured
that they could'trust the method. Or perhaps the students in that
section trusted the researcﬁer more after the direct'quéstion method,
when a student sealed their reépdnses in‘gn envelope for another

faculty member to remove names from the response sheets.

Recommendations for Action

Based on the review ofhliterature and the'analysis of daga col-
lected in this study, the researcher‘recommends the following:

1. Since research has Qemonstrated that some students.cheat
when they are_allowed to correct their own examinations, teachers,.
rather than students, should gréde course tests. If faCulty_membérs
bear a certain degree of responsibility toward fostering academic

integrity among students, it is incumbent upon them to,reduce the

B
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opportunity for academic disﬁoﬁesty. The present study underscores the
necessity of faculty members guarding against ﬁegligent classroom
practices.

2. In an effort fQ further reduce the opportunity for.academic
dishonesty, fadulty members must take preventative measures iﬁ thé
classroon, éuch a spaced seating during exams and giving esséy—type
tests. They must also carefully réview students’ wr;ttep work,
checking fbr.plagiariSm. Further, faculty ﬁembéfs could allow étudents
to use old exams in studying for upcoming tests.

3. Emphasis on grades as a means of determining one's worth’
needs to be reduced. .One's Worth is intrinsic and does not depend on’
such an external criterion as a grade. Teachers should promote a sense
of well-being and.worth in all their students, regardless of the grades
they receive.

4. Institutions of higher education must define academic dis-
honesty and academic integrity, and.they must impleﬁent policies and
procedures regarding viélations of aéédemic integrity. If academic
integrity 1s to become operational, academic dishonesty must be dis-
couraged by the administration, by the faculty, and b? the gtudeﬁts

themselves.

Recommendationg for Further Study .

Based on the review of literature and an analysis of data in-
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this study, the researcher recommends the following:
1. 1In order to establish similarities and/or significant dif—
ferences in the research findings, this study should be replicated at
other institutional types. Comparisons among small, public, four-year

colleges, community colleges, private colleges, and universities would

allow greater understanding of the dimensions and‘character of cheating -

behavior by college students.

2. In order to establish similarities and/or differencgs in the
research findings, this study should be replicated among dpperclaésmen
and graduate students. Comparisons would promote unders;anding.of
cheating. |

3. Further studies comparing the nature and extent of academic
dishonesty on campuses using an honor system tq campuses which ao not |
should be conducted. Whether an honor system supports academic integ-
rity or detracts from it is still open to speculation.

4, Since students appear to cheat less than usual under fear of
sanction, further studies should examiné the nafure of the sanction

and its propensity for reducing ;he amount of cheating.

5. Since the present research casts doubt on the utility of the

Warner technique in group settings and since this doubt conflicts with )

other studies demonstrating the effectiveness of the Warner tecﬁnique,
further study regarding the usefulness of this procedure is warfanted,

particularly where the actual incidence of a sensitive behavior can
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be determined and compared to the estimated proportions for the saké
of validation. |

6. Apparently, the Warner technique is of questionable value
in estimating true proportions when the subjects do not trust thét
their randomized responses will be interpreted as randomized responses
by ‘the researcher. Therefore, stﬁdies should be conducted to deter{
mine how participants may be led to have greater confidence in the
randomized responée technique in order to furtﬁer that procedure's
utility.

7. Faculty members bear an importanf responsibility in pro-
moting gcademic iptegrity among their students. 1In order to further
that end, more studies should be conducted to determine the extent
to which certain teacher behaviors and pfacpices may encourage academic
dishonesty at the college level. An awareness and correction of these
behavio;s and practicgs-can inhibit agademic dishonesty and help
foster academic integrity among students.

8. This study indicates a significant relationship between

5

cheating and anticipated success in'college. Siﬁce other research has
also demonstrated similar‘relationships, further studies should be
conducted to clarify the relationship between cheating ;nd anticipated
success and to refine unde;standing of that relationshif.‘

9. 1In the present study, the part-time, older-than-average

students cheated less than the traditional,'fhll-time students. Sihqe
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greater proportions of these older, nonvtréditional studenﬁs afe enroll-
ing in college, studies can and should be conducted to compare the .
extent and naturg of academic dishdngsty betweén thém and the tradi;
tional college-age students. If research demonstrates significant
differeﬁceé between the two groups, then research must glso determine
why those differeqées-exist.

10. Researchers should.seek to determine how staﬁdards of
academic integrity can be internalizgd by students, so that students
do nqt have to be 'moved toward that integrity by feér of sénction.
Simply imposing certain standards upon students is unacceptable and
falls short of fulfilling institutional responsibilitiesf-

11. Studies, should be -conducted to determine reasons for the
confusion in the literature, part of.whiéﬁ states thét students cheat
because of pressuré-to be admi;ted to graduate school and part of whiéh
confirms that students with low grades and low iﬁtellectuél ability

cheat more than students who do well academically. Supposedly, the

academically strong student is the one to go, on to graduate schobl,"yet_-

this student does not cheat so much as those students who are

academically weak.

J
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE

This is part of a broad study designed to determine a profile of college
students in the 1980s. You have been selected as one of 10,501 students
to participate. Your cooperation and honest consideration in responding

to the following questidns are greatly appreciated. '

DIRECTIONS: Circle the most appropriate answer fof each item.
1. Do you plan to take further education or training after college:
Yes No Undecided

If yes or undecided, do you think you will go to:

Graduate Business or ‘Other (please identify)
school professional :
school

2. How would you characterize your home environment?
Choose one: |
a. Vefy understanding ‘c. Not too uﬁdgrstanding
b. Fairly understénding d. VNot uhdersfénding
Choose one:
a. Very close c. Fairly remote
b. Fairly close _ d. 'Very remote
Choose omne: |
a. Very warm . c. PFairly cold

b. Fairly warm -d. Very cold
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In your family, are you:
An only child? The oldesf child? The yoﬁﬁgest child? - |
A child in-between? ‘ |
How would you characterize the aisciplinary measurés taken by your

parents?

Choose. one:

a. Very lenient c. Faifly severe

v. Fairly lenient ° d. Very severe

Choose one:

a. Very corrective e, Fairly'punitive.

b. Fairly corrective ‘ _ d. Very punitive

Choose one:

a. Very j#sf ' . e Faifly unjust

b. Fairly just ~d. Very unjusf

How wouyld yoﬁ characterize your study hébits?

Very studious Stﬁdious Somewhat studious Not studious

How important is it to your parents ;hat you gradﬁate froﬁ,college?
Very important .- Important Someﬁhat importént " Not important
How important is it to you that you graduate from coilege?

Very important Imporﬁaht Someﬁhat important Not important
How do you perceive school work? |

Very difficult Difficult Somewhat difficult Not difficult

~
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10..

11.

12.

13.

14,

5.

16.

121
How importapt is it to your parents thét you get good grades?
Very important important' Somewhat important -th'importaﬁt
How impoftant is it to you that you get good grades?
Vefy important Important Sémewhat important  Not important

What 1s your religious background? -

Protestant Catholic - Jewish  Other
Approximately, how often do you attend church?

Once a week ' Once a month A few times Never or nearly never
a year '

How important are high grades to your futurg occﬁpational plané?
Very important Important Someﬁhat important Not important
How successful qo you anticipate being in this class?

Very successful  Successful Sémewhat succgssfull Not suécessful
How succeésful do you anticipate being in coilegé?

Very successful Succéssful Somewhat successful Not successful
College students have different‘ideés about the main-purpose'of a
college educatiop. Staéements'of some purposes are listéd béléww

As you read this list, indicate how important each_of the purposes

'is to you By rank ordering them, 1 to 6. 1 will be mosf impdrtaﬁf

to you and 6 least important.:

a. Provide vocational training; deQelop‘ékills and téchniques
difectly applicable to my career. |

.b;..Dévelop my ability to get along with different kinds of

people.
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Provide.a basic general education and appreciation of ideas.
Develop my knowledge and interest in community and wofk
problens.
ﬁélp deVeidp my moral capacities, ethiéél standards and
values.l .

Prepare me for marriage and family life.




LA

123

NAME

/ YES .
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