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ABSTRACT

Teachers and Cheating: The Relationship Between the

Classroom Environment and High School Student Cheating

By

Colby J. Boysen

Academically dishonest behaviors pose a major threat to education. High rates of
cheating have been reported at all levels of education, and by most accounts Iseem t
on the rise. Classroom environment research has demonstrated that enviroreagsds cr
by classroom teachers have a significant impact on many aspects ati@uudsing a
mixed methods approach, the current study investigated the relationship between
cheating and the high school classroom environment. Quantitative data weredollect
from two surveys. The Academic Integrity Survey (AIS) asked studentf tezert
cheating behaviors, and the Classroom Environment Scale (CES) asked students about
their perceptions of the classroom environment. Qualitative data were collected f
classroom observations and student interviews. The results of this studyeinkatahe
classroom environment is significantly related to student cheating; thepositire the
environment, the less students will cheat. Regression analyses indicated B&t 2 C
subscales, order and organization and involvement, were negatively related to student

cheating and explained 40% and 23% of the variance respectively. The regression

Xi



analyses also indicated that 3 other study variables, school sports paoticiptér

school employment, and grade level were positively related to student cheaking a
explained 15%, 12%, and 11% of the variance, respectively. Qualitative anadlded y

5 major findings. It was found that students cheat more in environments where students
are not involved, that lack order and organization, and that lack teacher control. Students
cheat more when their teachers are oblivious and are not respected, angshegacs
issues are related to student cheating behaviors. This study represeatempts to

access the student perspective on cheating as well as to understand tea@ehars’

student cheating. This study concludes that teachers can reduce theché&ging in

their classes by improving their classroom environments, especially anghg of order

and organization and student involvement, and by increasing their use of authentic
standards based assessments. However, most of these improvements will astly impa
students’ opportunity to cheat. Educators will have a difficult time affestungents’

desire to cheat until larger systemic problems with the current educatisteahsare

addressed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

There are a wide range of behaviors considered academically dishomestosth
typical behaviors are cheating on examinations and homework, and plagiarizirgy paper
Other cheating behaviors include sabotaging another student’s work, inventingdabora
data, forging official documents, not participating in a group project, studynggast
tests, making false excuses for missing assignments or exams, antéarport
grading errors. While this list is certainly not exhaustive, it does offatesnas to the
scope of dishonest behaviors.

Research questions surrounding academic dishonesty are as diverse as methods of
dishonesty themselves. Theories explaining student cheating range fromiacadem
characteristics such as GPA (DiekHoff et al., 1996; Genereux & McLeod, 199%), w
habits (Roig & De Tommaso, 1995), and laziness (Schab, 1991), to moral development
(Lanza-Kaduce & Klug, 1986), perceived peer norms (Eisenberg, 2004), ink¢eseak
pressure (Taylor, Pogrebin, & Dodge, 2002), and situational charactgistarss &

Craig, 1990). Some of the more recent and promising research suggests that exte
pressures (Taylor et al., 2002; Whitley, 1998), and competitive classroom envitsnme
(Evans & Craig, 1990) greatly increase the likelihood that a student will. dfiezat

research also suggests that when extrinsic motivators like grades areigetgbh@ore



than intrinsic motivators like mastery and achievement cheating rates gadsgrrhan,
Griesinger, & Westerfield, 1998; Jordan, 2001).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to better understand the relationship between
classroom environment and cheating. Classroom environment is one of the feateorrel
to cheating that is actually within the control of educators. Understaridirigacher’'s
role in fostering academic dishonesty is critically important. If edusatre indeed
creating environments that produce and reward dishonest student behaviors, then it is
imperative that researchers seek to better understand just how they are doing tha
Educators cannot ask students to address their contributions to the prevalence of
dishonest behaviors until educators do the same. The justice and ethical implications
should be clear; if honesty, fairness, validity, and learning are importanippesim
education, then cheating is an issue demanding attention from educatoreanthess
alike.

Research Questions

The following study included a mixed methodology. The population included
students at a small, suburban, Catholic high school. Quantitative measures of classroom
environment and student cheating rates were taken and balanced with studenvstervie
and classroom observations. Key questions that were addressed by this study include
1. What is the relationship between the classroom environment and student cheating?
2. In what kinds of environments does cheating flourish, and in what kinds of

environments does academic integrity flourish?



3. What can classroom teachers and school administrators do to alter classroom
environments in order to focus on learning and integrity, effectively reducing
cheating rates?

Data-Gathering Methods

A mixed methods approach was adopted in this study in order to answer the
research questions. The gquantitative portion of the study included two student surveys.
The first was the Classroom Environment Scale (CES, see Appendix A) developed by
Moos and Trickett (1987). The CES was used to measure the classroom environment for
17 individual classes. Students were asked to reply to 90 true/false statebuerita
designated class. The CES uses the answers to 90 true/false statenmmfsise®
subscales. The 9 subscales represent nine areas of the classroom environment the CES
measures, including: (a) involvement, (b) affiliation, (c) teacher supportsfd) ta
orientation, (e) competition, (f) order and organization, (g) rule clarityeéchier
control, and (i) innovation.

The first three subscales, involvement, affiliation, and teacher supportchdve t
with relationships in the classrooimvolvementneasures student attentiveness, interest
and participation in class activitiegffiliation measures concern and friendship students
feel for each other; artéacher supponneasures trust and friendship students feel from
the teacher (Moos & Trickett, 1987). The fourth and fifth subscales—task oenaatil
competition—have to do with personal growth and orientafiask orientation
measures the class’s emphasis on completing class assignments agdostayibject

matter; anccompetitionmeasures level of competition for grades and recognition, and the



difficulty involved in receiving good grades (Moos & Trickett, 1987). The last four
subscales, order and organization, rule clarity, teacher control, and innovation, have to do
with system maintenance and char@eder and organizatiomeasures how organized

the teacher is and how orderly the students are while in that leesslarity measures

how clearly the rules, and consequences for breaking the rules, are comealinyctite
teacher to the studentsacher contromeasures how well the teacher enforces the rules;
andinnovationmeasures the creativity and variety of class assignments, and how much
students are allowed to participate in class decision making processes &V rickett,

1987).

The second quantitative instrument used in this study was the Academidyntegri
Survey (AIS, see Appendix B). Scores on the 9 subscales of the CES were domifrare
averaged self-reported cheating rates as reported on the AIS. TheaM®dification of
the instruments used by Jordan (2001) and the Josephson Institute of Ethics (2006). The
AIS is designed to establish cheating behaviors of high school students. Thek€ES as
students to report their perceptions of a specific class. The AIS asks steattaits
demographic information, and then asks them to self report how many times they have
plagiarized, copied homework, or cheated on tests in the designated period. Syecifica
the AIS asks students to indicate how many times, in their class, they bpiest a
book, article, or internet document for a class assignment; turned in homeworkyhat the
copied from someone else; copied from someone else’s test; used a cheat shest;
used electronic devices to cheat; given answers to someone or allowed someone to copy

their test; and how many times they have been caught cheating bydbberte



The primary data sources for the qualitative portion of this study were semi-
structured (Merriam, 1998), open-ended interviews and classroom observations. Using
maximum variation sampling (Merriam, 1998), the quantitative findings dictated the
areas of interest for the interviews and observations.

Definitions of Technical Terminology

A serious issue in academic dishonesty research is little agreemetheve
definitions of academic dishonesty and cheating. Some researchensig&GeRavela,

1994) understand academic dishonesty as any and all behaviors and attitudes that ar
dishonest when it comes to education, including behaviors ranging from using etttb she
to faking an illness. Others (Josephson Institute of Ethics, 2002; 2004; 2006) limit
understanding of academic dishonesty to the usual suspects of cheating on exams,
copying homework or class work from another student, and plagiarizing. Thigsssue
confounded by the fact that teachers and students mean very different things when the
talk about academic dishonesty (Pincus & Schmelkin, 2003).

The termcheatingcan also be problematic. Throughout much of the academic
dishonesty research, the terms academic dishonesty and cheating are used
interchangeably. It is less clear, however, if educators and students usertimssa the
same way. Students and teachers alike agree that cheating is a major prdb&m
institutions (Evans & Craig, 1990), but do not agree on what is and is not cheating
(Pincus & Schmelkin, 2003). Cizek (2003a) proposed the following definition of

cheating



Cheating: Any action that violates the established rules governing the
administration of a test or the completion of an assignment; any behavior that
gives one student an unfair advantage over other students on a test or assignment;
or any action that decreases the accuracy of the intended inferencesfiamsiag
student’s performance on a test or assignment. (pp. 3-4)
For the purposes of this study, the terimeatingreferred to the act of a student receiving
unauthorized aid on a test, paper, or homework assignment.

Classroom environment is another key concept that will be discussed throughout
this study. Classroom environment has been a popular area of research overdbe pas
years. Classroom environment is also discussed in the literature asimgglear
environment, classroom culture, classroom climate, classroom socialreneint,
psychosocial environment, and milieu. Specifically, for the purposes of this Hted
termclassroom environmemeferred to the classroom’s atmosphere, ambience, tone,
climate, or culture that pervades the particular setting (Dorman, 2002). Thisrengint
is a human one, and is characterized by three dimensions, (a) the nature of the
relationships in the environment including involvement, affiliation, and teacher support;
(b) the amount and quality of personal development that is occurring there indhskng
orientation and competition; and (c) how well the environment maintains itself and how i
responds to change including order and organization, rule clarity, teacher control, and

innovation (Moos, 1974).



Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations of the Study

The following three assumptions underlie the current study. The first assompt
involves the nature of education. It is assumed that the primary purpose of edscation i
student learning, and educators and researchers alike need to seek out theories and
practices that facilitate learning and discontinue ones that do not. Secorsdlagsstimed
that cheating is problematic and a serious issue facing academic institutions
Academically dishonest behaviors and attitudes directly interfere atlearning
process, question validity, are unfair, are unethical, and need to be addressed and
reduced. The third and final assumption is about classroom environments. It is assumed
that the classroom environment has a significant impact on student learning and
achievement, is greatly influenced by the classroom teacher, and candmaibgas
assessed using existing qualitative and quantitative measurements.

The following delimitations were true for the study. While the study useted
methodology to try and balance the strengths and weaknesses of each approach, the
sample population was limited to a case study of one, Catholic, archdiocesan, suburban,
high school in southern California. Caution needs to be taken when trying to generaliz
any findings generated from the proposed research.

In addition to assumptions and delimitations, there are also limitations imposed on
this study by the research design. The current study attempted tothesdssating
behaviors of the participants using a self-report survey. The problem withritlisfki
methodology is that self-report is susceptible to social desirabilpppnse bias (McCabe

& Trevino, 1993), where respondents either unknowingly or knowingly misrepresent



themselves, giving the socially desirable response rather than atcuefiecting their
honest beliefs, attitudes, and past behaviors. The caution is that behaviors and attitudes
surrounding undesirable issues are under-reported while socially desehblads is
over-reported; in other words participants probably cheat more than they arg twill
admit on surveys.

The Significance of the Study

If actual cheating rates of students at any level are anywhere neahe/hat
research has reported, this is an extremely important area of concetmgCand
fostering environments where dishonesty is justified and viable is dangerous. The
benefits of an educated society cannot be realized if the only things the inldivatitreat
society learn are how to work the system, get away with it, and not understatiaivhy
is wrong. It is not just bad for society, but for the individuals living in it. Education
provides access and opportunity; it allows individuals to reach their full potesrigss
educators examine and remedy their own role in creating cheating behaviottstadelsa
that are detrimental to student learning, the educational process will caiatineie
undermined.

Cheating subverts much of what education is supposed to accomplish. According
to Whitley and Keith-Spiegel (2002), there are eight reasons why educators should be
concerned about cheating. First, cheating threatens equity. A student’s rank in a
classroom or grade level (for better or for worse) is often used for adiceittato honors
programs, higher levels of education, and the rewarding of scholarships and other awards

If any student who has cheated is ever ranked higher than a student who has not, then



cheating becomes a serious fairness issue. Second, moral and ethical dexedopme
important pieces of an educator’s job, and when educators fail to address cinetieng i
classrooms and on their campuses, students may decide that academic dishonesty is
tolerable. Third, cheating circumvents one of the most important things students ar
supposed to be doing at school—learning. Cutting corners on assignments, receiving
answers, and passing subject matter they know little about teaches students(astte
from creative problem solving strategies, which are important, but should bedl@ame
different context). The fourth and fifth reasons why cheating should be a toprcéorce
educators, according to Whitley and Keith-Spiegel, are that cheatmficsigtly lowers
both student and faculty morale. The sixth reason is that students who have cheated
before are very likely to cheat again. High school students who cheat willasheat
undergraduates; undergraduates who cheat will cheat in graduate school and in their
professional careers. In light of recent incidents like the Enron scandal, peopleeaho c
in their professional careers can potentially and significantly harm thdsisdiothers.
Seventh, cheating damages the reputation of the educational institution, and eight,
incidents of cheating add to the public’s growing lack of confidence in educational
systems.

Cizek’s (1999) list for reasons why cheating is problematic is similar tol&yhi
and Keith-Spiegel’s (2002), but added an important piece about validity. The intent of
testing and other assessment methods is to assess the progress of intlialdotd,s
groups of students, schools, and districts. When cheating occurs, these scores are

bolstered and test results are invalidated. Without valid test results, edubtatwmot



know which schools need intervention and which ones do not, they no longer know
which students need extra attention and which ones are achieving at acceptibldf|
educators do not know who needs help with what, they cannot help anyone. Invalid test
results not only harm individual students, but misinform policy makers and educational
administrators who rely on the scores to accurately represent the conditioin of the
schools. These test results are used to make important decisions about staffacurr
professional development, teacher-credentialing requirements, and to mbasure
effectiveness of school reform (Cizek, 2003b). Cheating not only threatens equdl/, mor
development, learning, and morale, but invalidates test results, signifibantiyng
students and schools, and misguides the policies of entire districts poteaisihg
millions. It is in everyone’s best interest (students, educators, parents, arydpakiers)

to better understand cheating behaviors, especially how educational environmgéihts m

contribute to these behaviors, in order to implement successful preventionesrateg
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
The following literature review summarizes the recent scholarlatilez
available on cheating in order to highlight the major findings and implications of the
factors impacting high school student cheating. Special attention is devotedaahe
on classroom environment and the specific environmental factors that may affec
cheating behaviors. This chapter discusses academic dishonesty and chezgirt re
and addresses answers to practical questions like, “who cheats?” “why dbé¢h€&3/’ c
and “what can be done about it?”
Who Cheats?
Rates of Student Cheating
The rates of cheating behaviors and attitudes in academic institutions are
alarming. Some caution needs to be taken when reading the reported rategindg.chs
mentioned in chapter 1, there are no set definitions of what is and is not cheating. Thus,
researchers use varying definitions for different populations with diffeeeratbles
yielding a wide variety of results. Some rates will be mentioned belowhisus just to
provide a sample of what the prevalence is like, not to suggest definitive rates of
cheating. In one study, both teachers and students readily admit that cheatingjos
problem facing their particular school (Evans & Craig, 1990), and when asked, 90% of

students admit that it is wrong to cheat (Davis, Grover, Becker, & MoGr&g92).
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Whitley’s (1998) meta-analysis looked at 107 research studies conducted
primarily on college undergraduates between 1970 and the late 1990s, and found a mean
of 70.4% of students admitted to cheating in college, and these rates seem to be on the
rise (Jenson, Arnett, Feldman & Cauffman, 2002). While lower than college, middle
school rates are also high. Anderman et al. (1998) reported middle school chéesing ra
at 39%.

As alarming as this might sound, the situation is worse in high school. Davis et al.
(1992) and Cizek (1999) both found cheating rates to be lower in college than they are in
high school. Davis et al. surveyed 6,000 undergraduates, and when asked if they cheated
in high school, a low of 51% (women in a small liberal arts college) and a high of 83%
(men at a large state university) indicated they did. Davis et al. found a mean of 76%
college students admitted to cheating in high school. The Josephson Institute of Ethics
regularly conducts large national surveys, asking high school students abaatyaofar
ethical issues. In 2002, the Josephson Institute of Ethics reported that 74% of students
involved in the study admitted to cheating on a test at least once in high school; in 2004,
the Josephson Institute of Ethics reported that 62% of students responded positively to
the same question; and in 2006, 60% of the surveyed students admitted to cheating on a
test. Perhaps the scope of high school cheating can best be summed up with a quote from
Cizek (1999): “Several large-scale studies have been conducted, and apparemnist...alm
everybody is doing it. A high percentage of admitted cheating is a consistent)foidi
research on cheating at the high school level” (p. 16). These high levels oédeport

cheating have educators concerned and have been the topic of many reseasch studie
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These studies have helped shed light on what kinds of student characteristicdeate re
to cheating.
Student Characteristics Associated with Cheating

Studying the relationship of student characteristics to cheating behartbrs
attitudes has been the focus of many academic dishonesty research studie$iiivos
characteristics considered in these studies can be broken down into two general
categories, demographic characteristics and academic chastaxster
Demographic Characteristics: Gender, Ethnicity, and Age

Three demographic characteristics discussed below include: gender, wthnidit
age. One of the most commonly studied demographic variables is gender. A gender
difference has been a constant finding in several college and high school witldies
men reporting to cheat more than women (Antion & Michael, 1983; Davis et al., 1992;
Genereux & McLeod, 1995; Roig & De Tommaso, 1995). Whitley (1998) pointed out,
however, that the differences have only been consistently significant inzatfec
survey studies (as opposed to classroom observations of cheating and cheating on
laboratory tasks). This could either mean that men do indeed cheat more andlget cau
less, or that there is no gender difference in cheating behavior, but men afé&ehore
than women to report such events.

Another characteristic that has received some attention from ressascher
ethnicity. In their study of college undergraduates, Sutton and Hubba (1995) foend littl
differences between the self-reported cheating attitudes obAfAmerican students

(n=161) and Caucasian studems161). Similar results have been found more recently
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at the middle school level. Anderman et al. (1998) found no difference in self-reported
cheating behaviors and attitudes between the Caucasia®3), African American
(n=116), and other ethnicities$46) groups.

Age is the third and final demographic characteristic considered. Thesalpaie
handful of studies that deal with cheating in middle school and even less for younger
students. It is unclear when cheating begins or what the rates might be emtaligm
school, but as mentioned above, Anderman et al. (1998) found about 39% of the middle
school students they surveyed admitted to cheating. These rates increasealhanoat
about 76% in the high school years (Davis et al., 1992), and drop to about 70% in college
(Whitley, 1998).

It seems clear from the research that gender (Whitley, 1998), and gt{fBidion
& Hubba, 1995) are poor indicators for who cheats. It has been found, however, that high
school age students cheat more than college age students, who cheat more than middle
school age students (Cizek, 1999). The next student characteristics considered are
academic characteristics.

Academic Characteristics: Ability and Behavior

The academic characteristics discussed can be grouped into two general
categories, academic ability and academic behavior. Academic a&biityen measured
using a student’s grade point average (GPA). A number of studies have attempted t
uncover the relationship between GPA and cheating with moderate success. Both
Diekhoff et al. (1996) and Genereux and McLeod (1995) found a slight to moderate

inverse relationship between GPA and cheating; the lower the particip@A'stide
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more likely the participant is to cheat. It is not safe to assume, howeudrigha

achieving students do not cheat. Taylor et al. (2002) reported high rates of ddmitte
cheating based on their interviews with high school advanced placement students, and the
Who’s Who Among American High School Students (1999) survey of high achieving

teens reports that 78% admitted to various degrees of cheating.

There have also been a number of studies that explored the relationship between
academic behavior and cheating. Roig and De Tommaso (1995) found that students who
reported cheating were also more likely to procrastinate on their school verkEvans
and Craig (1990) survey also found that the students’ mismanagement of time was
positively correlated with student cheating. Finally, both Evans and Craig, ana Scha
(1991) found self-reported laziness to be positively related to cheating.

Students’ behavior outside of the classroom has also received some attention in
cheating research. In their study on college undergraduates, Nowell and L.8afér (
found that students who were employed full time or part time were more likelgab ch
than students who were not employed. Haines, Diekhoff, LaBeff, and Clark (1986) and
Diekhoff et al. (1996) also found that students who worked were more likely to cheat
than students who did not work. The Haines et al. and Diekhoff et al. studies also found a
connection between participation in school sports and student cheating. The findings of
both of these studies indicated that students who participated in both intramural and
intercollegiate sports were more likely to cheat than students who did not pgatinipa

sports.
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The information presented above suggests that students who cheat are generally
older (Cizek, 1999), have a lower GPA (Diekhoff et al., 1996), procrastinate (Roig & De
Tommaso, 1995), are lazy and self-handicap (Schab, 1991), are employed (Nowell &
Laufer, 1997), and play sports (Diekhoff et al., 1996). This information, however, does
not shed light on the reasons behind the behavior; that kind of information is sought after
by those who seek to understand why students cheat.

Why Do Students Cheat?

Reasons why students cheat have been traditionally explored using two general
categories: perceptions and personality variables. The first categwiglered is
perceptions.

Perceptions: Self-Perceptions and Perceived Peer Norms

Two studies found a relationship between poor self-perceptions and cheating
behaviors and attitudes. Evans and Craig (1990) found a positive relationship between
cheating and students’ low academic self-concept. A more recent studynbgnid
Frone (2004) confirmed these findings. Finn and Frone found that low levels of academic
self-efficacy were common among students who reported cheating, as opposed to
students who did not.

Student’s perceptions of peer norms have also been positively related to cheating.
It has been found that students who believe that cheating is widespread andthalieve
their peers do not condemn the behavior are more likely to cheat themselves (gjsenbe
2004; Jordan, 2001; Whitley, 1998). Other possible answers to the question, “why do

they cheat?” lie within students’ personality variables.
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Personality Variables: Morality, Deviance, and Anxiety

Three personality variables common in academic dishonesty and cheating
research include: morality, deviance, and anxiety. Cheating is certaiethiaal issue,
and researchers have devoted some attention to studying it through this lees. &tudi
found only a small relationship between Kohlberg’s (1983) levels of moral reasorndng
self-reported rates of cheating (Lanza-Kaduce & Klug, 1986; Leming 1Gh&pters
justify their cheating behaviors more than non-cheaters (Jordan, 2001), provide more
extrinsic justifications for their cheating (McCabe, 1999), and feel Gittleo guilt about
having cheated (Taylor et al., 2002). Jenson et al. (2002) found that high school and
college students take motives into account when judging the acceptability of an
academically dishonest behavior. Students saw academically dishonest lsef@vior
acceptable when they were motivated by prosocial intentions (e.g., helpingaoniyg, f
and unacceptable when the motive was to see if they could get away with it.

Deviance and anxiety are also related to cheating. Blankenship, Muncie, and
Whitley (2000) found that students who cheat were also more likely to engage in deviant
behaviors like risky driving and scored higher on unreliability measures.a/11998)
also reported that cheating has been found to be positively related to behleipesti/
theft, lying to friends, and alcohol abuse.

Anderman et al. (1998), Evans and Craig (1990), and Schab (1991) all found
anxiety to be related to cheating. Anderman et al. found that students who cladsad are
more likely to worry. Evans and Craig, and Schab both reported fear of failure to be

among the top reasons students cite for cheating. Since anxiety is relebeating, it
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would be helpful to consider some potential causes of the anxiety. Research shggests t
students feel intense pressure to achieve from at least three aregmarths, teachers,

and future aspirations. Evans and Craig (1990), Schab (1991), and Taylor et al. (2002) all
found parental pressures to be among the most common reasons students cite for
cheating. Taylor et al. also found teacher and collegiate pressure tothespyoslated

to cheating.

Possible answers to the question, “why do students cheat?” as found in the
literature include perceptions and personality variables. It is possiblgttidants cheat
because of their low academic self concept (Evans & Craig, 1990; Finn & Frone, 2004),
because they provide extrinsic justification for their behaviors and figlgitilt about it
afterward (Jenson et al., 2002; McCabe, 1999; Taylor et al., 2002), because students are
deviant in other areas of their life (Blankenship et al., 2000; Whitley, 1998), because
students fear failure (Evans & Craig, 1990; Schab, 1991), and because of parental,
teacher, and collegiate pressures (Evans & Craig, 1990; Schab, 1991; Taylor et al., 2002).
While teachers can profoundly impact academic characteristics likecknemic self-
concept and low levels of self-efficacy, other characteristics like depbig and
personality variables are difficult for educators to alter. Theioelship of these
demographic and academic variables to student cheating, while interefengtle
help to the educator seeking to curb academic dishonesty (Whitley, 1999). The next

section focuses on the cheating prevention strategies from the reseaattrbt
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What Can Be Done About It?

The most commonly discussed prevention strategies in the cheating literature
occur at the college level and generally focus on either the use of honor codéagr tes
procedures. McCabe and Trevino (2002) discussed the use of honor codes on college
campuses across the country, documenting the rise in cheating in high school ged colle
over the past three decades. The authors argued that one of the only successfudipreventi
strategies has been the use of honor codes that place the primary respomsibility f
cheating on students. Elements of these codes often include unproctored exams, student
control of judicial processes, and a written pledge affirming the honesty of stualént
(some schools use a modified code omitting the unproctored exams and pledges).
McCabe and Trevino asserted that in order for honor codes to be successful, the
institution must communicate to its students that academic integrityars@us priority,
and that students need to be involved in the creation, dissemination, and enforcement of
the code (see also Cole & McCabe, 1996).

Another area of interest related to prevention strategies in college studies
testing procedures. Effective strategies have included multiple versiorstsofvteere the
guestions and potential answers are scrambled (Houston, 1983), and giving the test in a
checkerboard manner so that students in front of, behind, and on either side of the test
taker have different versions of the exam (Houston, 1976). Cooper and Peterson (1980)
found that undergraduate students will cheat when given the opportunity, and Covey,
Saladin, and Killen (1989) found that college students were less likely to cheat in

classrooms with close surveillance.
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Since the effectiveness of the honor code is still debated (Whitley, 1998), and the
school and classroom environments are much different in college than they are in high
school, it is unclear how successful these kinds of preventions would be for younger
students. Furthermore, even though improving testing procedures could be effective on
younger students as well, they simply treat the symptoms of dishonest behagitai# a
to address the causes.

Environmental Factors

Most attempts to understand academic dishonesty focus on individual students’
demographic and personality characteristics. The assumption beingetpantiary
blame for cheating falls on the students. This research suggests thiat $ach as
anxiety (Anderman et al., 1998), academic ability (Diekhoff et al., 1996), aralityor
(Eisenberg, 2004) are related to student cheating. Other research exgaosurrence
of cheating using factors such as perceived social norms (Jordan, 2001), ahd soci
pressures (Taylor et al., 2002). While the impact of these individual and sociad factor
cheating are important to understand and study, an educator’s ability to controlge chan
these factors is severely limited.

Recently, research on cheating has suggested that factors like testténaor
and school and classroom culture can also be used to explain cheating. These
environmental theories offer factors that educators can readily adéaess:s like
environment, structure, leadership, and school and classroom culture can all be direct

influenced and altered by educators. This research refocused the attentiathucators,
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suggesting that educators (unknowingly and unintentionally) create school ssroa@ha
cultures that encourage rather than discourage dishonesty.
Classroom Environment

The research on classroom environment is a different body of reseaatiger
than cheating. The study of classroom environments dates back to the work of Herber
Walberg (Walberg & Anderson, 1968) and Rudolf Moos (Moos, 1979) and has been a
major area of focus over the past 35 years. The classroom environment is made up of
many factors, including class atmosphere, ambience, tone, or climate (D@002).
Sometimes called culture, milieu, or climate, research reveals thaasiseoom
environment has a significant and positive effect on student learning (Fraser 1994, 1998).
Students learn better when they perceive the classroom environment positively. Rudol
Moos is credited with much of the early theory behind the importance of the classroom
environment. According to Moos, there are three dimensions of human environments;
these dimensions include relationship, personal development, and system maintenance
and change. As it relates to educational environments, the relationship dimension
includes topics of student attentiveness, interest and participation, concerreadship
students feel for one another, and the amount of trust and help the teacher shows for
students (Moos, 1979). The personal development dimension includes completion of
planned activities, staying on subject matter, competition, and difficulty (M0@89).19
The system maintenance and change dimension includes classroom order and
organization, rule clarity, teacher control, students’ ability to contribute to dnhaipb of

activities and assignments, and teacher innovation (Moos, 1979).
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Research has consistently shown that students learn better in posisveartas
environments (Dorman, 2002). Positive, healthy classroom environments are ones that
are characterized by supportive relationships between and among studentslaec te
ones where students have some ability to make decisions, and co-create norms and goals
ones that are well ordered and organized; ones where the assignmentiexgemta
rules are clear, and students are given enough time to complete tasks; and oadésevhe
activities are interesting, meaningful, and personally relevant (Dormaser-&

McRobbie, 1997; Fraser, 1989; Huffman, Lawrenz, & Minger, 1997; Wang, Haertel, &
Walberg, 1993; Waxman & Huang, 1997). A positive classroom environment has been
linked with lower levels of student anxiety (Taylor & Fraser, 2003), highelsle¥e
student academic self-concept (Byer, 1999), higher cognitive and affdciilents
outcomes (Goh & Fraser, 1998), and lower levels of student self-handicapping (Dorma
McRobbie, & Foster, 2002). The research has also linked classroom environment to
academic dishonesty (Anderman et al., 1998; Pulvers & Deikhoff, 1999).

Classroom Environment and Cheating

Anderman et al. (1998), interested in the effects of the classroom environment on
cheating, found that students in a classroom stressing extrinsic goash@r ,students
are rewarded for academic performance by being able to get out of other i@dadks)
report higher rates of cheating and beliefs that cheating is accejiRabléts also
showed that students who perceive that success in school is defined by high gratles repor
higher levels of cheating behavior. Jordan (2001) found that students who are motivated

to learn or master subject matter are less likely to cheat than studenteewhatizated
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by academic standing or grades. Blackburn and Miller (1996), Steininger (1868), a
Steininger, Johnson, and Kirts (1964) found that poor instructional quality related
positively to student cheating. Steininger et al. also found that students arerékaly
to cheat when they perceived course content to be meaningless and uninteresting.

Some of the Evans and Craig (1990) results relate to the classroom environment.
Their study suggested that students are more likely than teachers e bedieteacher
characteristics (e.g., personality and behavior) cause student ch&8atients also felt
that classroom characteristics such as the amount and difficulty of meteeaed,
whether or not a course was mandatory, and the use of a grading curve had an effect
cheating behaviors and attitudes. In addition to finding a relationship between self
efficacy and cheating behaviors, Finn and Frone (2004) found that poor performing
students are more likely to cheat when they have weak (as opposed to strong) school
identification, such as a sense of belonging in school, and valuing school and school-
related outcomes.

Pulvers and Diekhoff (1999) studied the relationship between academic
dishonesty and the college classroom environment, using a self-report cheating survey
and the College and University Classroom Environment Scale (Fraser &usteH986).
Findings from the Pulvers and Diekhoff (1999) study indicated that students who cheat
describe their classes as less satisfying, personalized, and tas&dtien non cheaters.
Pulvers and Diekhoff concluded that classroom environment is an important variable to

consider when researching academic dishonesty.
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Limitations

The above review of the relevant literature surrounding academic dishonesty
needs to be viewed with the following limitations in mind. Even though cheating has
been a concentrated area of study in academia for decades, theressall least three
major limitations to the literature as it stands today. The first liraitas related to the
fact that most studies addressing academic dishonesty are quantitatiugen na
Theoretical implications are inherent in the ways academic dishonesiyisds
explained, and prevented. Most research investigating academic dishonesty does so from
a positivist epistemology. Positivist approaches to academic dishonesty temd:talige
findings for all students, teachers, and schools, putting the majority of the rédggnsi
for cheating on students, failing to examine and alter faults in educationahsyste
causing or contributing to the problem. It is likely that conditions surrounding student
cheating vary dramatically from classroom to classroom, grade tegehdie level,
school to school, and district to district. It is also likely that educators sdspensibility
for student cheating by creating environments where academic dishonestgridfasd
encouraged, cultures where mastery and learning are not emphasized.

The second limitation of the literature is related to the population typstaltiyed
in cheating research. This study looked at high school cheating, but the majority of the
research that currently exists has been done on college students. More resesadbds
on high school populations, and even on younger populations; very little is known about
when, why, or how these dishonest behaviors and attitudes begin to develop in students.

Additionally the reliability of many of these studies is suspect. More dfi@mnot,
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variables mentioned above have only been included in a few studies (sometimes only
one). While they might be important findings it remains to be seen if the findirigs wil
replicate. This also poses a problem for recency as some of these studligo{gvitially
important but unreplicated findings) were conducted in the early 1990s (some even
earlier) and it is unclear if the findings would replicate today.

The third and final limitation is related to the nature of questions usually asked in
studies on academic dishonesty. The absence of student voice is a common problem with
typical academic dishonesty research questions. Students’ demographiehaniors
are surveyed, but their insights and opinions are rarely sought. Much attentlmehas
given to identifying the kind of students who cheat and exploring personalityainaits
attitudes, but deeper systemic questions are often ignored. While conselatiween
demographics, attitudes, and behaviors are interesting and informative ey ar
extremely helpful for educators and schools. Personality traits analestiare not easy
to alter or adjust (Whitley, 1999). The most helpful studies (again, of which tleere ar
few) are the ones focusing on what kinds of environmental and systemic changes
educators and schools need to make in order to create classroom environments that not
only reduce cheating behaviors, but also facilitate the development of hanagdesat

Summary

In spite of the limitations mentioned above, the research literature seems to
overwhelmingly suggest that student cheating is alarmingly high in akagsadevels
and peaks in high school (Cizek, 2003a); students who cheat typically have poor

academic behaviors and performance (Diekhoff et al., 1996; Roig & De Tommaso, 1995;
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Schab, 1991); students who cheat have low academic self-concepts, justify their behavior
feel little guilt about it later, fear failure, and feel intense collegiparental, and teacher
pressure to succeed (Evans & Craig, 1990; Finn & Frone, 2004; Jenson et al., 2002;
McCabe, 1999; Schab, 1991;Taylor et al., 2002). Prevention strategies like honor codes
have found some limited success at the college level but are untested in high school
(McCabe & Trevino, 2002).

Classroom environment research suggests that positive classroom environments
have profound impacts on student anxiety, academic self-concept, cognitive atideaffec
outcomes, and student self-handicapping (Byer, 1999; Dorman, McRobbie, & Foster,
2002; Goh & Fraser, 1998; Taylor & Fraser, 2003). Positive classroom environments
have also been linked to lower levels of student cheating (Anderman et al., 1998; Pulvers
& Diekhoff, 1999). If this research suggesting that classroom culture ooamant has
something to do with student cheating is valid, then it is imperative to further tamders
just how they interact so that educators can begin to build and foster environmients tha
encourage integrity and learning. The current study added to these receptsatte
understand the relationship between academic dishonesty and the environment of the

classroom.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS
The following chapter describes the methodology used to address the research
guestions. First | provide a rationale for the mixed methods approach followed by the
specific research questions. Next | describe the methodology for the quanptation
of the study including the dependent and independent variables, population and samples,
instrument design, and statistical tests. Subsequently, | describe the methdolotbg
gualitative portion of the design, including participants, gaining entry, trust anduegpos
data collection, and recording and organizing data. The chapter concludesigah et
considerations.
As referenced in the previous chapter, the large majority of cheatingate seat
has been conducted over the past 35 years has been done using quantitative research
methodologies. These studies (for a comprehensive list see Whitley, 1998; or Cizek,
2003a) typically use self-reported cheating rates (established by §)samdecompare
cheating rates with any number of other variables (e.g., age, gender, mcaloiéty,
behavior, and achievement). The strength of the quantitative approach asstteelate
academic dishonesty research is that it allows the researcher toereage sample of
participants and produces statistically reliable and generalizshlés.
Qualitative research methodologies on the other hand attempt to understand

phenomena in their natural settings, and uncover the meaning or make sense of these
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phenomena through interpretation. Context and the unique opportunities surrounding the
study of social realities as opposed to natural realities are critical litatjua research.
Qualitative research typically includes fewer participants than qaawitresearch, but
provides more complete and in-depth portrayals of those participants. What igealitat
research lacks in scope, it makes up for in depth. While some scholars still debate the
primacy of these two research approaches, arguing the superiority metmadology

over the other, many scholars are now understanding these approaches as caarygleme
rather than antagonistic (Thomas, 2003).

In an attempt to capitalize on strengths and minimize weaknesses of both
gualitative and quantitative approaches to studying social behavior, this stumbduail
mixed methods approach. In order to answer the research questions, quantitative
measures were taken for the classroom environment (the Classroom Environatent Sc
or CES) and cheating behaviors (the Academic Integrity Survey or AlSltafiua data
were gathered from classroom observations and student interviews. Observations and
interviews allowed for triangulation of the findings from the CES and the AIS and
ensured proper interpretation of those findings.

The emphasis of this study is different than typical academic dishonestyates
As mentioned above, typical academic dishonesty research attempts to furthstamader
the students’ role in cheating. By combining traditional self-reportingwigta
classroom environment measures, this study was more interested iubeérstanding
the educators’ role in fostering environments where cheating flourishes.okadliyi this

study used qualitative methodology to amplify the student’s voice in order to better
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understand the impact of the classroom environment on cheating, and to suggest changes
educators can make to learning environments in order to reduce the ratdenhiac
cheating.
Research Questions
The following research questions were addressed by the study:

1. What is the relationship between the classroom environment and student
cheating?

2. In what kinds of environments does cheating flourish, and in what kinds of
environments does academic integrity flourish?

3. What can classroom teachers, and school administrators do to alter classroom
environments in order to focus on learning and integrity, effectively reducing
cheating rates?

Methodology
Quantitative: The Classroom Environment Scale and the Academic Integrity Survey

Dependent and Independent Variables

The dependent variables for the quantitative portion of the study were the
cheating behaviors of the students, as reported in the AIS (see Appendix B). The AIS
asked student participants to self-report any incidents of cheating they leave be
involved with during that semester in the specified class. The AIS genesatad s
measures for cheating, asking student participants to indicate how masyteye
participated in the following acts: (a) copying a book, article or internetndewt for a

class assignment; (b) turned in work that was copied from someone else; (d)fcmpie
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someone during a test; (d) used a cheat sheet on a test; (e) used a phoney catculat
other electronic device to cheat on a test; (f) gave test answers to atotlesit, or
allowed another student to copy answers during a test; and (f) been caughtydheat
the teacher.

The student responses to these seven measures were used to generate four othe
measures of cheating. For example, all seven measures were combineolish ek
percentage of students who had cheated on anything in that class, measheaté) on
anything All of the measures dealing with tests, measures 3 through 6, were combined to
establish the percentage of students who admitted to cheating on a test, nf®asure (
cheated on tesMeasure (10active cheatingestablished how many students were
involved in all forms of test cheating except giving someone test answeiceong
someone to see one’s test, measures 3 through 5.

Finally, a single factor score, (14ggregated cheating scqreepresenting the 10
cheating items was created in an effort to develop a parsimonious index of tlegcheat
construct. These included the seven survey items plus the three dichotomsusemea
cheated on anything, cheated on test, and active cheating. The seven surseydte
measured on a 5-point ordinal metric (heverto 5 =four or more times To aggregate
these scores with the three dichotomous measures, a principal components &yi® an
was performed. The three-factor solution contained a much larger firsabfotor
(eigenvalue = 3.78) followed by smaller second (eigenvalue = 1.15) and third (digenva
=1.07) factors. This first factor score alone accounted for 37.83% of the vanghee i

10 measures of cheating and was used as the cheating measure for thigstumhchC
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alpha for the 10 measures was .79, which suggested adequate internal reliability for
the index.

The nine subscales of the CES are related to Moos’ (1979) three dimensions of
classroom environment, and served as the independent variables for the quantitative
portion of this study. The nine subscales are as follows: (a) involvement, (iaYiaffil
(c) teacher support, (d) task orientation, (e) competition, (f) order and orgamjiZgj
rule clarity, (h) teacher control, and (i) innovation. Scores ranging from 0O tor&0 we
averaged at both the student and across-the-classroom level of the 17 classrooms
participating in this study.

Population, Sample Frame, and Sample Size

The population included in this study was Catholic high school students. The
entire student body of a small, suburban, Catholic high school located in the Archdiocese
of Los Angelesl=360) was invited to participate in the study. Of those students, 315
returned the necessary informed consent forms and agreed to participatpapést
were 56.2% male and 43.8% female. The sample consisted of 17.8% freshmen, 32.7%
sophomores, 25.1% juniors, and 24.4% seniors.

Questionnaire/Instrument Design

There were two instruments used in the quantitative portion of this study. The
instrument used to assess the classroom environment (independent variables) was the
Classroom Environment Scale (CES). The CES (see Appendix A) was originally

developed by Trickett and Moos (1973), and is currently intedtion (Trickett &
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Moos, 2002). The CES measures the three dimensions of the classroom environment,

including relationship, personal growth/orientation, and system maintenance agd.chan
Each dimension is further divided into subscales. The relationship dimension is

broken down into three subscales: (a) involvement, (b) affiliation, and (c) teacher

support. Together, these subscales measure student attentiveness, interest and

participation in class activities, concern and friendship students feel foo#eer, and

the trust and friendship students feel from the teacher (Trickett & Moos, 2002).

The personal growth/goal orientation dimension is broken down into two
subscales: (d) task orientation, and (e) competition. Together these subszdese the
classroom emphasis on completing class assignments, staying on subjeclenattef
competition for grades and recognition, and the difficulty involved in receiving good
grades (Trickett & Moos, 2002). The third dimension, system maintenance and change, is
broken into four subscales: (f) order and organization, (g) rule clarity, (h) teached,cont
and (i) innovation.

The CES contains 90 true or false questions that participants are asked to answer
Ten of the questions comprise each subscale. The CES has been found to be a reliable
instrument when working with high school students (Trickett & Moos, 2002). For
example in their initial report on the reliability of the CES the developers espaipha
coefficients for each of the nine subscales including: involvemend%), affiliation
(0=.74), teacher suppori£.84), task orientatiornE.84), competitiond=.67), order and
organization ¢=.85), rule clarity ¢=.74), teacher controb£.86), and innovation

(0=.80).
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Cheating behaviors were measured using the Academic Integrity Sseey
Appendix B). The AIS asked students to self-report their own cheating behaviors during
the course of the current semester. This survey was a modification of thenersts
used by Jordan (2001) and the Josephson Institute of Ethics (2006). The modifications
included directions to the participants to only self-report cheating that hadextauthe
specific classroom and period for which they were answering the survey.

Statistical Tests

The quantitative data were analyzed using a number of different statissitsalA
one-way analyses of variance was used to determine if there werecaigintliassroom
and grade level effects. Pearson product-moment correlations were used taecespar
CES subscale score on the classroom level with the aggregatedglseate. A Pearson
product-moment correlation was also used to measure the relationship betwesgtyall s
variables at the student level. Finally, a hierarchical multiple reigreanalyses at the
student level predicted the student’s aggregated cheating scorehgsmge CES
subscale scores, demographic variables, achievement variable, and adacwaicables
as predictors. Any significance found in the quantitative data analyses wa® usi®rm
and guide the qualitative data gathering procedures.

Qualitative: Classroom Observations and Student Interviews
Participants

A deeper, qualitative investigation into the classroom environment and cheating

behaviors followed the analysis of the quantitative data. The qualitative plaet sty

included interviewing eight students and observing four classrooms. The quantitative

33



findings dictated the areas of interest for the interviews and observationda$ées
included in the observation were sampled using maximum variation sampling as
described by Merriam (1998). A maximum variation sample uses “widely garyin
instances of the phenomenon” in order to yield important information (Merriam, 1998,
pp. 62-63). Using this sampling procedure, three classrooms low in CES scores and high
in cheating rates and one classroom high in CES scores and low in cheatimgerates
selected to be observed.

Purposeful sampling (Patton, 1990) was used to select the student interviewees.
The selection criteria for identifying interviewees were a®vadl (a) the student had all
of the appropriate informed consent forms signed, (b) the student was enrolled ¢ a clas
that was selected for observation, and (c) the student was identified by ¢téssamboth
information rich and trusting enough to share honest opinions and insights with me.
Using the selection criteria and following Merriam (1998), | used on-site @igBTs
and informal discussion with students to help me identify potential intervieweetalA t
of eight students was selected to be interviewed; two students from each of the four
classrooms. All eight students and their parents had previously signed the informed
consent forms, and all eight students agreed to be interviewed. The ine&viewluded
two male sophomores, two female sophomores, one male junior, one female junior, and
two male seniors.
Gaining Entry

The role | assumed for the study was patrticipant observer. In February 2@06 |

with the principal and received permission to conduct the research at the soeirkgpll
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the meeting with the principal, | met individually with the 17 teachers whasees were
to be included in the study. | explained to each teacher the nature of the reskgrtie
students in their classes were going to be participating in the fesaadcshared with
them the quantitative and qualitative instruments. Each teacher expressed their
willingness to help and assured me that it was alright with them that | samdey
interview their students about their classroom environment and the extent of chwatting
occurs in their classes.

On the days of March 1 and March 2, 2006, | spoke to all of the theology classes
in each grade level. Theology classes were chosen as the venue for tintapoestor
convenience. This was the easiest and most efficient way to talk to all afidieatstin
the school because all students are enrolled in a theology class. | exgiaigedls and
procedures of the research study to each group of students (see Appendix Ehtégres
to the students the letter for their parents and guardians (see Appendix D) and the
informed consent forms. Every student was given two forms, one student form (see
Appendix E) and one parent form (see Appendix F). During the presentation | made sure
to explain that their participation was completely voluntary, that their respavisuld be
kept confidential, and | answered any questions they had about the study. Students who
wished to participate were instructed to read and sign their consent forms and inave the
parents do the same. They were asked to bring the forms in as soon as possible, but no
later than March 15, 2006. They were instructed on how they or their parents could ask

further questions about the study. From Maréi@March 18' the forms were collected
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from the students by their theology teachers. | collected parent and studemeuhf
consent forms from 315 out of 360 students.
Trust and Exposure

Trust was a critical factor for both the quantitative and qualitative partsof thi
research. The students needed to trust me enough to share their cheating behaviors,
beliefs about cheating, and their impressions of their classroom environmenievitn
order to build the trust needed to conduct this study, | spent 30 minutes in each
participant’s theology class clearly explaining the study and their paiteati in it.
Informed consent, voluntary participation, and confidentiality were all explamgreat
detail. At the end of my presentations, | fielded any and all student questions and
explained how | could be reached for further questions if they or their parentsyhad an

When the students received the quantitative portion of the study, | again explained
the study, went over confidentially and the importance of their honesty in angwesin
surveys, and gave them detailed directions on how to fill out the two surveys (see
Appendix C). When selecting participants for the interview portion of the stuslyt, gr
care was taken to make sure that students would be rich in information and would trust
me enough to share with me the kind of information that | would ask them.
Data Collection

For the qualitative portion of the study, | observed four classrooms and
interviewed eight students. Each of the four classes was observed for a toteé of t
70- minute class periods; totaling 12 classes and 840 minutes of observation. For each of

the four classrooms, periods observed included two periods of instruction and one period
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of testing. The first class observation took place on May 2, 2006, the last occurred on
May 25, 2006.

The eight student interviews were and semi-structured and open-ended (Merriam,
1998). Four students were interviewed after regular school hours and four students,
whose schedules permitted, were interviewed during the school day. The inteiews
took place between May 17, and June 7, 2006. The interviews averaged 40 minutes, with
a range of 31 to 55 minutes. These qualitative data gathering techniguesdaihe to
compare and triangulate the quantitative data. Interviews also servyauatpiose of
giving participants an opportunity to further discuss and clarify the quargifandings.
Recording and Organizing Data

An observation protocol (see Appendix G) was used to guide the classroom
observations. The items of interest in the protocol were drawn from the CESlesibsca
and dimensions (Trickett & Moos, 1973). The observation protocol also served as field
notes. According to a style proposed by Merriam (1998), | used the field notes to record
descriptions, events, quotations, and my own comments while observing the classes.
Student interviews were guided by an interview schedule (see Appendix H), were
recorded, and later transcribed.

The generic data analysis strategy used for the qualitative data anegsihe
“template strategy” described by Crabtree and Miller (1992). Templateges use sets
of codes to apply to the data, but these codes are open to additions or alterations based on
data analysis (Crabtree & Miller, 1992). Using this template stratedgt generated from

observations and interviews were analyzed using the CES subscales asl potentia
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categories, while also being open to generation of new categories not includeCis
subscales. The data were organized thematically, and patterns weredneiyng the
constant comparative method first developed by Glaser and Strauss (1967).

Analysis began with open coding, where data were broken down, examined,
compared, and conceptualized (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). In addition to categories put
forth by the nine CES subscales, open coding generated 11 other initial estedpan
further analysis, synthesis, and conceptualization, the CES subscales and 11 other
categories were combined to form five categories. The final manitesttthe concepts
related to cheating and the classroom environment included three cateigned with
the CES subscales and two new categories not included in the CES subscales. As shown
in Table 1, the five categories are: (a) order and organization, (b) invehge(o) teacher

control, (d) students’ perception of teachers, and (e) larger systemic issues.
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Table 1

Categories for Qualitative Data Analysis

Category

Properties

Order and Organization

Involvement

Teacher Control

Level of orderliness in the classroom

Teacher’s organization of assignments and activities
Teacher’s ability to manage non-instructional tasks
Effectiveness of testing procedures

Range of student involvement
Teacher behavior that encourages student involvement
Teacher behavior that discourages student involvement

How strict the teacher is with students
Consistency in rule enforcement

Student’s reluctance to get into trouble

Students’ Perception of Teachdmsvel of teacher consciousness

Larger Systemic Issues

Teacher as friend

Level of respect students have for teacher
Difference between opportunity and deshiedbd ¢

Student perception of the purpose of schooling

School as a game

Supreme importance of grades
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Ethical Considerations

Ethical issues were minimized during this study through strict adherence to the
guidelines and recommendations made by the Institutional Review Boargad Lo
Marymount University. Additionally common research practices of confalépt
anonymity, and informed consent were observed, and express written parenisdiparm

and student assent were received for all student/minor participants.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Introduction
The following chapter presents results and major findings of this study. This
chapter begins with a description of the quantitative study results, followed by a
description of the qualitative study results. The quantitative analysesdtetum were
descriptive statistics for all study variables, correlations fotadlysvariables,
correlations at the classroom level, analyses of variance, and a muljigssien
analyses. Quantitative analyses demonstrated a significant reigidesween student
self-reported cheating rates and classroom order and organization, studemnnerd)
student grade level, after-school employment status, and school sports piEnmicipa
The qualitative analyses analyzed and organized data thematicallyestTitis r
yielded five major findings. The first three qualitative findings agrea tve
guantitative analyses, suggesting that order and organization, involvement, &ed teac
control are important environmental factors impacting student cheating. Thie dodr
fifth qualitative findings supplement the quantitative results of the CES irngh&burth
finding suggests that students’ perception of their teachers has d tnpeat on the
learning environment and consequently student cheating. The fifth finding, related t
systemic issues, includes a discussion on differences between students’ ojpg®ttuni

cheat and their desire to cheat, students’ perception of what schooling is fanstude
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comparison of school to a game, and the supreme importance of grades for students. The
chapter concludes with a brief summary of the results.
Quantitative Results
Data at the Classroom Level

The purpose of this study was to better understand the relationship between the
classroom environment and student cheating among high school students. Seventeen
classrooms, containing a total of 315 high school students, participated in this sttady. D
analyses occurred at both the student and classroom levels. Scores on the CES and AIS
for the 315 students were averaged across the 17 classrooms. Table 2 displays the
Pearson product-moment correlations comparing the aggregated cheatingnddbee a
CES subscales at the classroom level. Significant correlations occutihedciissroom
level between the aggregated cheating score and the variables of involvéhTgnt,69,
p<.01; task orientation(17)=-.52,p<.05; competitionr(17)=-.59,p<.05; order and
organizationy(17)=-.79,p<.01; rule clarityy(17)=-.60,p<.05; and teacher control,

r(17)=-.69,p<.01.
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Table 2

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between the Aggregated Cheating Score and the
CES Subscales. Scores Aggregated for Each Classroom (N = 17)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Aggregated
Cheating Score
CES Subscale

2. Involvement -69**
3. Affiliation =27 75
4. Teacher Support -.22 53* 72%*
5. Task Orientation -52* 31 -.01 -.10
6. Competition -59* 77*  B54* .34 43
7. Order and -79**  .60* .33 27 75*  .60*

Organization
8. Rule Clarity -.60* .18 -.10 A1 .53 .28 *76
9. Teacher Control -69** .42 -.04 -.20 .68** 45 .76%  |71*
10. Innovation =17 .30 .38 28 -.26 41 .01 07-. .00

p< .05*, p<.01**

The effect of the classroom variable on student cheating was testedlysea of
variance; Table 3 displays results of the one-way analyses of varian@ssiyom.
There was a significant effect of classroom on student che&{({b§,298)=8.45p<.001,
meaning that cheating varied significantly between the 17 classroom$ideost-
comparisons using the Student Newman-Keul's procedure revealed that stadents i
classroom 14 reported higher cheating rates than students in classfdsm®46&-1.07),
students in classroom 2 reported higher cheating rates than students in classfdsm 16 (
.91>-.76), students in classroom 8 reported higher cheating rates than students in
classroom 1NlIs, .67>-.49), students in classroom 9 reported higher cheating rates than
students in classroom B§, .57>-.41), students in classroom 10 reported higher cheating
rates that students in classroom W& (.27>-.35), and students in classroom 7 reported

higher cheating rates than students in classrodws3.21>-.35).

43



Table 3

One-Way Analyses of Variance by Classroom

Aggregated
Cheating
Score
(range=-1.93 to 2.27)

Classroom M SD
1 (n=16) - 4970 75
2 (n=23) .90 79
3 (n=21) -.3520¢ .89
4 (n=22) -.q20cd 91
5 (n=20) -1.07° 63
6 (N=17) -.412P¢ 1.12
7 (n=17) 2109 .87
8 (n=17) 67! 74
9 (n=11) 57! 77
10 (n=22) 270 52
11 (n=17) -.10° ¢ .83
12 (n=17) -.3520¢ 74
13 (n=18) 020 ed 1.03
14 (n=23) 94 .66
15 (n=17) .05° ¢ .99
16 (n=14) ST .93
17 (1=23) - 292 Pe 1.09

F(16,298)=8.45p<001.
abedegnd refer to significant mean differences betweessri@oms.

Data Analysis Among All Students
The data was also analyzed at the individual student Ise&15). Table 4
displays assumptions, ranges, means, and standard deviations for the aggregated cheati
score and the CES subscale scores for all students. The effect of thiegehda
student cheating was tested by analyses of variance; Table 5 displdis aéthe one-
way analyses of variance by grade level. There was a significacit effedassroom on

student cheatind;(3,311)=3.70p<.01, meaning that cheating varied significantly

44



between grade levels. A Student Newman-Keuls post hoc test indicatedpghatnores
reported higher cheating rates than freshnvs) (21>-.31). Table 6 displays the Pearson
product-moment correlations between all study variables. Significant ¢amesla

between the aggregated cheating score and the CES subscales were: involvement,
r(315)=-.42p<.01; teacher support315)=-.13 p<.05; task orientatiorr(315)=-.30,
p<.01; competitionr(315)=-.30,p<.01; order and organizatior(315)=-.49p<.01; rule

clarity, r(315)=-.13,p<.05; and teacher contre(315)=-.32 p<.01.

Table 4

Assumption Tests, Range, Means, and Standard Deviations for the Aggregated Cheating
Score and CES Subscale Scores (N=315)

Observed Possible Number
Skewness Kurtosis Range Range M SD of
Iltems
Dependent Variable
Aggregated -.10 -.55 -1.93 to N/A 0.00 1.00 10
Cheating Score 2.27
Independent Variable
Involvement -.05 -1.23 Oto 10 0to 10 5.00 2.76 10
Affiliation -74 -.20 Oto 10 0to 10 722 243 10
Teacher Support -1.19 1.00 0to 10 0to 10 6.8@.17 10
Task Orientation -.46 -54 0to 10 0to 10 6.38 224 10
Competition -.24 -.42 0to 10 0to 10 566 2.24 10
Order and -.23 -1.13 0to 10 0to 10 555 3.09 10
Organization
Rule Clarity -.80 =37 0to 10 0to 10 6.96 2.67 10
Teacher Control -31 -.85 0to 10 0to 10 5.60 2.58 10
Innovation .27 -.37 0to 10 0to 10 3.88 1.97 10
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Table 5

One-Way Analyses of Variance by Grade Level

Dependent Variable

Freshmen Sophomores Juniors Seniors
(n=56) (= 103) 0= 79) O=77)

M SD M SD M SD M SD
Aggregated Cheating -31 87 .21 91 .05 108 -10 1.06

F(3,311)=3.70p<01.
2and® refer to significant mean differences betweenigravels.

Table 6

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between All Study Variables (N=315)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Aggregated
Cheating
CES Subscales
2. Involvement -4 2%*
3. Affiliation -11 49%*
4. Teacher Support -.13* 38*  44%
5. Task Orientation =30 .33** 16** .03
6. Competition -.30**  B1**  25%  18** 43
7. Order and - 49%%  B7** 20%% AR .B65*  44%*
Organization
8. Rule Clarity -.13* .22** .03 .10 22%%  22%% Q7
9. Teacher Control -.32*  32%* 07 -.07 B50** 43*%*  B4rx  32**
10. Innovation -.08 23% 23*  24** -06 .20* .05 .00 .02

Demographic Variables
11. Student Gendér  -05  -11  -05 -04 -07 -04 -03 -05 .08

12. Age -.02 .06 .02 -.10 .22** .08 30 .07 .22*
13. Grade Level .02 .01 .03 -12* A8 .04 .26** .06 A7
Achievement Variable
14. GPA -.07 .04 .07 .08 -.06 .03 .02 02 1.0
Co-Curricular Variables
15. Sports 4% .02 29* 13 .06 -.03 .04 -.04 -.01
Participatioft
16. Student -.07 .01 .01 .03 .06 13 .07 -.03 .07
Leadership
17. Honors/AP .02 -.08 .04 .05 -.15* .04 -.05 -.07 -.02
Classe$
18. After School Job A7 211 -16** -20** -01 -.01 -.03 -.07 .02

46



Table 6 ¢ontinued

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between All Study Variables (N=315)

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

1. Aggregated Cheating
CES Subscales
. Involvement
. Affiliation
. Teacher Support
. Task Orientation
. Competition
. Orderand  Organization
. Rule Clarity
. Teacher Control
10. Innovation
Demographic Variables

OCoO~NOOTA~WN

11. Student Gend&r .08
12. Age -16** -.07
13. Grade Level -15**  -.07 .89**
Achievement Variable
14. GPA A6 .20%* -.04 .05
Co-Curricular Variables
15. Sports .04 .02 -.01 .04 .02
Participatiort
16. Student A1 -.13* .00 -.02 -22%%  19%*
Leadership
17. Honors/AP A3 -.06 -.09 -.08 b51** .05 13
Classe$
18. After School Job .01 13* .26%* - 25**  16** -.06 -02 -.03

p<.05* p<.01**
@Coding: 0 =No, 1 =Yes
® Coding: 1 =Male, 2 =Female

Regression Analysis

A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used to determine whether t
predictor variables of all CES subscales, student extracurriculatiastigrade point
average, and honors/AP courses were predictor variables of student cheating. The
regression analysis tested to see if the predictor variables explainedcthmeuteasure
of student cheating. Student cheating was regressed on the set of 14 predictors. The

demographic variables of teacher gender, student gender, grade level,aasthelco-
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curricular variables of school sports participation, student leadership, after gdhool

and honors/AP courses were measured categorically. The achievenediewargrade

point average and the predictor variable of the CES subscale scores and the one outcome
variable of aggregated cheating score were measured continuously.

Collectively, the 14 predictors had a significant effect on student cheating,
F(17,297)=9.17p<.001,R?=.34. Individually, significant effects emerged for order and
organizationF(1,297)=25.38p<.01,b=-.40, for involvementf~(1,297)=11.15p<.01,
b=-.23, for school sports participatidf(1,297)=9.27p<.01,b=.15, for after school job,
F(1,297)=5.53p<.05,b=.12, and for grade leve#(1,297)=3.96p<.05,b=.11. Table 7
displays the results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysestinigethe
student’s aggregated cheating score using the nine CES subscale scoresg the thr
demographic variables, the achievement variable, and the four co-curriciddtesas
candidate predictors. Figure 1 shows the results of the regression analyseislaSkli
arrows indicate significant paths between variables while dashed line aem@sant
non-significant model paths. The number next to each arrow represents the individual

regression coefficient (beta weight).
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Table 7

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Model Predicting Aggregated Cheating Score Based
on the CES Subscale Scores, Demographic Variables, Achievement Variable, and Co-
curricular Variables. (N=315)

Cheating Factor Score

F (17,297) Jij
Demographic Variables
Teacher Gender .58 -.04
Student Gender .55 -.04
Grade Level 3.96* A1
Achievement Variable
Grade Point Average .54 -.05
Co-Curricular Variables
School Sports Participation 9.27* 15
Student Leadership .76 -.04
Honors/AP Courses .00 .00
After School Job 5.53* 12
CES Subscale
Involvement 11.15*% -.23
Affiliation 2.71 .10
Teacher Support .09 .02
Task Orientation .01 .01
Competition .01 -.01
Order and Organization 25.38* -.40
Rule Clarity .10 .02
Teacher Control .90 -.07
Innovation .00 .00

Full Model:F (17, 297)= 9.17p<.001.F° = .
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Figure 1.

Results of Regression Analysis
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Figure 1 Overall regression results path values represantiardized regression coefficients. Solid lines
represent significant model paths, while dotteddinepresent non-significant model paths.
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Qualitative Results

The following results are based on the qualitative analyses of the classroo
observations and student interviews. The qualitative sample included three vliisse
high cheating rates and low CES scores, and one class with low cheasranchtegh
CES scores. Two students were selected from each of these classrooms tvibeaute
As previously mentioned in chapter 3, the patterns in the qualitative data wemednal
and organized thematically using the constant comparative method (Glaseu&sSt
1967). Using the template strategy (Crabtree & Miller, 1992), the nine subscdies of t
CES were considered as categories, as were the 11 other categaaigsdeiteloped
during the open coding session. These 20 potential categories were synthesizesl into f
categories that were eventually used to organize and analyze the quala#divEhe
final list of five categories included three that are aligned with the sibscales: (a)
order and organization, (b) involvement, and (c) teacher control; and two oetebat
were not considered by the CES: (d) students’ perception of teachers, and (e) large
systemic issues. The first qualitative finding presented is order and zatyani

Order and Organization

The strongest quantitative result in many of the statistical analyses wa
corroborated by the qualitative findings, i.e. teacher’s order and organizattictgxe
low student cheating. Trickett and Moos (2002) defined order and organization as, “the
emphasis on students behaving in an orderly and polite manner and on the organization of
assignments and activities” (p. 1). The teachers in the observed classootaising

high levels of cheating had varying levels of poor order and organization, ateddiya
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both the observations and student interviews. These low levels of order and organization
are contrasted with the highly ordered and organized environment in the classroom with
low levels of reported cheating. The following findings related to order andinagi@an
focus on the level of orderliness in the classroom, teachers’ organization ohassig
and activities, teachers’ ability to manage non-instructional tasks, anfietteveness of
teachers’ testing procedures. The section will end with a description @ldtienmship
between order, organization, and cheating.
Level of Orderliness in the Classroom
There was a wide range of order present in the classroom environments that |
observed. Examples of orderliness in the observed classroom environments included:
class started promptly when the bell rang with students in their desks and afesalm
out and ready to go; class activities were clearly planned, articulateanplednented,;
students moved from one activity to the next quickly, purposefully, and orderly; the
students and the teacher had an established means of taking turns in discussiorss; student
were responsive to the teacher; and the teacher was responsive to the students.
Examples of disorderly environments included: little or no attention paid to the
bell; students and teacher competing with each other to be heard; student turn taking in
discussions was random and haphazard; classroom visitors were treated wiés &hc
howls; teachers usually speaking at loud volumes and in agitated tones; tequbstsre
were routinely ignored; few purposeful activities; teacher needing to negtaictions
multiple times; teacher is easily distracted from the lesson, often gffitapic; objects

being thrown, notes passed, and multiple side conversations being conducted; and
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students being able to effectively derail most of the teacher’s attengtymat a lesson

plan. When asked about the general environment in his class, one student responded,
Chaos with a little bit of structure. We know when stuff is due, we know when its
assigned, but it's just there’s so much chaos going on there; there’s so much
noise, so much side conversations, that usually one or two people will pick up
what she’s saying and they’ll start talking and then another two people Will pic
up what she’s saying and so a lot of it is like she’s repeating herself, ngpeati
herself, repeating herself, repeating herself, until we have no time left

Another student described the orderliness in her class in the following way:
It's both fun and chaotic. It's a lot of chaos because there’s a lot of peolohg yel
and talking and it's annoying at times. | guess it's fun if you just a have a
conversation with your friends or whatever when there’s a lecture going on. But
it's also annoying sometimes because if you know you have a test and then she
starts on a lecture and she goes completely off topic and everybody goes off topic.
It's a little bit of both.

As is discussed below, a classroom’s level of order was related to involveraehgrte

control, and the students’ perception of teachers, but was also highly related to how

organized the teacher’s assignments and activities were.

Teacher’s Organization of Assignments and Activities
Like order, teachers’ organization of assignments and activities alsd vari

considerably. Generally speaking, the observed teachers with high levelssobaia

cheating, as indicated by their students’ responses on the AlS, had little tceroaliée
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organization to their assignments and activities. The teacher with low té\stlsgdent
cheating on the other hand maintained a highly organized environment.

Examples of highly organized assignments and activities included: weledefi
and explained activities; enough scaffolding to help students realize theirteache
performance expectations; clear, concise, and articulate instrucitbneal
expectations that students will follow these instructions; time cues; ttteetezot only
clearly explaining what the assignment or activity is, but why that assiginon activity
is worth students’ time and effort; instructions on how to move from activity tatgcti
and even simple things like providing a sufficient number of copies for each student.

Examples of poorly organized or disorganized assignments and activities
included: little to no directions; poorly articulated instructions; separtde@tdirections
that are inconsistent; repetition of assignments and activities alkceatpleted by that
class; insufficient amount of supplies or copies for all to participate; tgtho
explanation for why the teacher is asking students to complete a partgsitamaent;
and teachers asking students to do something outside of their skill set without providing
necessary support to help students accomplish the task.

| witnessed two events in two separate classes that proved to be excellent
examples of disorganized assignments and activities. The first eventdmd/ii a
game that a teacher played with students in order to help them prepare for an upcoming
semester final. The teacher first passed out a study guide for tharfthélen went over
the grading scale for the final. The study guide confused the students. Thgstel

consisted of 30 short response questions, but had no directions about what to do with
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them. The grading scale indicated that the test had three parts, and that thradmal g
would be based on their Scantron, short response, and essay scores. Since the study guide
only included some information about the short response questions, students had many
guestions. The teacher fielded two questions, dismissing each with a samastient
and then tried to move the class to the review game. It was clear thaidihetstuad
never played this or any other game in class before, but the teacher madmpbtatte
establish the rules or parameters of the game. Instead, he divided the room in&ortsvo te
by waving his arm in the air, promised the winners extra credit on their erdrthen
proceeded to randomly ask individual students questions from the text. Students were
asked to find the answer in the text and to read it back to the teacher. If the students coul
not find the answer, the teacher told them the correct page. The rules chamged as t
game progressed, and it soon became evident to both students and me that the teacher
was making up the rules as he went along. When a student asked who was winning the
game, the teacher paused, shrugged, and asked the next student a question. The students
were confused and disengaged. By the end of class the teacher was the only one
participating. When the bell rang, he declared one side the winner and the otbsethe |
but neither side seemed to understand why.

The second example of disorganized assignments and activities took place in a
different classroom, and seemed to be a routine in that particular classliThad®
begin class and few students took notice. The teacher took a couple of minutes trying to
figure out who was absent and who was not, and even longer trying to figure out how to

enter this information into the computer. When the teacher was done doing this, the
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teacher tried three times to get the class’s attention. When the oldbsduieted down,

the teacher told them that he was almost done grading their tests and nemgsd afc
minutes to enter the grades into his grade book. The teacher wanted to finish gpading

he could go over the scores and answers together as a class that day. Students were
instructed to read the next chapter, and to individually answer questions thatintex pr

at the end of the chapter. He told the students that he would be with them in 5 minutes.
One minute into grading, a student approached the teacher and explained that she had not
taken the test yet. The teacher looked surprised, checked his book, and fumbled through
his desk to find a blank test. He instructed the student to go out and take the test. He did
not tell her where to go or how long to be gone, just to go. The student took the test and
left.

A couple of minutes later another student approached the teacher with the same
dilemma. The teacher again looked surprised and found another blank test. This time the
student told the teacher that he was not ready to take the test and requested late¢ake it
The teacher was annoyed, but agreed. The teacher then announced to the whbé class t
he wanted everyone who had not taken the test yet to come to his desk. No one responded
or came over to his desk. Ten more minutes passed before the teacher spokeds the cla
again. This time he named two individual students to approach his desk. When they got
there he informed them that they haven'’t taken the test, grilled them on whyidhsgt
come forward earlier as requested, and then instructed them to go out and take the tes
The first student said he was not ready and the teacher gruffly told himno teehis

desk. The second student insisted that she had already taken the test. The teacher’s
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response indicated that he did not have her Scantron and that she would have to take the
test again. The student returned to her desk in disbelief as other students looked on and
laughed.

It had now been 20 minutes since the teacher told his students that he would be
with them in 5 minutes. It was at this point that the teacher decided that too many
students had failed to take the test to be able to go over it in class that dayiwbhese
separate activities are representative of other disorganized classeemonstrate the
lack of organization commonly found in classes with high levels of reported student
cheating.

Teacher’s Ability to Manage Non-instructional Tasks

Related to a teacher’s ability to organize class assignments andeactsvthe
ability to organize non-instructional tasks. In addition to homework, class workequizz
and tests, high school teachers need to manage numerous other tasks. These other tasks at
this particular school site include: taking daily attendance through a compugearpr
reading school announcements; monitoring which students should be in and out of class
for counselors, doctor’'s appointments, deans, campus ministry, and athletic events;
supervising emergency drills; and escorting classes to and from aesemadlies, and
liturgies.

Not surprisingly, teachers with high cheating rates and poorly organized
assignments and activities also had difficulty organizing many of the noetsnal
tasks mentioned above. In one class, the bell rang without the class paying much

attention. The teacher attempted to do a roll call without getting everydtezisan
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first. Roll was called fast, with one name coming right after the other.eBcler did not

wait for any response or indication from the students. The students for the most part
ignored the teacher’s attempt to start class and take attendance. Tiee fiegshed roll
without writing any names down, even though two were absent, and then tried to begin
class. Later in that same class period, a student was called out to saedetacand

returned 40 minutes later without a countersigned summons. The teacher never followed
up to see that the student was where she was supposed to be.

In another class, | watched one teacher try to take attendance using pfutezom
program for 6 minutes, a task that should take less than 1 minute. | happened to be in
another class on a day when the school was having a liturgy. Notices were put yto ever
teacher’s box in the morning, indicating which students needed to be releasedafem cl
early in order to help prepare for the liturgy or practice for the choir. Whemtaetime
for the students’ release, the teacher seemed surprised to learn thabtharktuvgy
scheduled that day and did not have the notice. The teacher released some students and
denied others, actually ignoring those who were insisting that they needed touge let
Inevitably, some students who were supposed to be released early were not, and others
who were not supposed to be released were. In the next section, the final property of
order and organization, effectiveness of a teacher’s testing procedureussdis
Effectiveness of Testing Procedures

It was easy to distinguish ordered and organized teachers from disordered and
disorganized teachers on test day. Teachers in classrooms with high cheéadiadsca

had ineffective testing procedures. Conversely, the teacher with lownghestes had
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very effective testing procedures. Effective testing procedures, asbeéelsioy the
students, and witnessed during classroom observations included: maintaining a quiet
space; walking around the room during the testing period; being alert and aware;
producing multiple versions of a test; spacing out desks; separating frinadeng that
the desk and surrounding areas contained no unauthorized books or notes; having clear,
concise, and organized instructions; producing tests without typos or other errors;
ensuring minimal distractions; and writing test questions requiring students wots
and sentences to answer correctly, such as essays and short answers asoofgposdd t
response or multiple guess questions.
When | asked one student about effective testing procedures, he described one of
his teachers who, he says, takes away everything.
Well, like in [teacher’'s name] class, she’ll take away the backpack pwe
everything away, you know, pocket notes, whatever. We’'ll still try, but she’ll
spread you out. You really can’t cheat. It's like, “oh I'm screwed,” sa fou
have to study. So you take every option away, it's possible you can still cheat, but
it's too risky.
Another student’s response about his teachers’ different testing procegflaeted the
importance of spacing out students, making sure they do not have access to cheat sheets
and the importance of staying away from forced response exams.
Well, of course, you know, nothing in the backpack and stuff. You know, no
opportunity. Really separating them. Like the way some teachers havedsies,

they’re like right there. It's so hard, you really just have to move your gyas,
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can’t twist your head. | mean, you turn around as soon as they turn around and
you look to the side or just kinda look at the notes. In the past I've cheated and
you just kinda take the paper and you tuck it under your shirt. Or one thing, too,
you always got to change up the test, no matter what. '‘Cause | remenibgr say
“hey, did you have the quiz already?” | remember sophomore, freshman year the
teacher would leave the same thing and it was like, “oh yeah it's A, B, D, C, D.”
Some teachers don't really have those quizzes where like you know it's simple
things to cheat on. To tell you the truth, multiple choice is really, ah, | me&a, 1 li
it of course, but it’s really easy but you cheat out of it more. When it's short
answers, you can't really like go and read every word. So, the short answers are
not better for me, but it's harder for me to cheat. Way harder to cheat. | think it
forces you to study, you know. 'Cause with the multiple choice at least you can
maybe hit one, but that's always a little advantage to us you know? But | would
really take away their backpacks or whatever, and really separatdéduause as
soon as you turn around they’re gonna look you know?

A third student commented on his teacher’s effective test procedure, which includes

passing out multiple versions of the same exam.
[Teacher’'s name] does a really good job. He gives out different tests, A and
B. The test portions are mixed and all the answers are changed. So létatsay
test A had multiple choice first and test B would have the diagram first. Amd eve

through they have the same thing, on Test A the answer magpibe on Test B
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the answer may b€. They're the same answers but they’re mixed, but it's
actually very effective.

Another teacher’s effective testing procedures included behavior as sinydékam)

around the room during the test, and being alert and aware.

We would sit down, he would give us the basic, you know, “you guys know what
you are doing. This is how many, blah, blah, blah.” We have the tests. He’s
walking up and down the aisle making sure no one is cheating.

Another student described the same teacher’s testing procedures in the folleying w
Well, he'll just sit at his desk and his eyes are open wide and he’ll look up. He'll
look at us the whole class. Maybe it's the way his class is set up, | don’t know,
but he can see everything. And sometimes maybe he can't see everything
everything, you know the little things you don’t need to see, but if it's really
happening he’ll see it. | don’t know how, he’s awake. He’s aware of everything
Like he’ll be sitting at his desk and he’ll hear a pen drop and other teachers don't.
These effective testing procedures are starkly contrasted with thadysled

teachers in classes with higher levels of reported cheating. The ineffiasting

procedures present in these classes as described by the students anedvdtimess
classroom observations included: the teacher sitting at a desk working on aeramnput
grading; the teacher lowering his or her head, presumably distracted, dusitiglzete
teacher allowing students to talk during a test, even if the conversations wereabout
instructions or requests to borrow a pencil; the teacher passing out tests aad quizz

before students have put other class materials away; the teachgrt@ai@spond to
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students who are talking to each other during a test, even when it was fairly dhaious
cheating was occurring; the teacher allowing students and their desks tddsein c
proximity to each other; the teacher allowing friends to sit next to each titbeéeacher
distributing tests with a disorganized format; the teacher writing vatgh multiple
errors; and the teacher writing confusing or incomplete test directions.
Every student was asked how their teachers could reduce cheating itegsssc
The first response from all eight students concerned teachers grading antyworki
computers during a test, behaviors that were also witnessed during observations
watched one teacher for 5 minutes during a test, and counted how many times he looked
up and for how long. During that 5 minute period, this teacher only looked up five times,
totaling 26 seconds, predictably in between graded papers. The students all agreed th
their teachers should look up, walk around, and refrain from working on other things
during a test. As one student put it:
First of all, when students are taking tests | don’t think that the teachers should be
sitting at their desks doing other work. Because their head is down like this and
students are doing everything. You know? | think that they should be looking up.
Going through rows and stuff. Just kinda like walking around. | mean they don’t
need to be standing the whole time, but if they look down they need to look up
once in a while.
Another student echoed this sentiment.
| don’t want to say that it's easy to cheat in that class but it is. He sits liatke

and grades papers....He has a big stack of papers and he starts gradirdgse gra
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two papers and then he walks in the back. And then he just sits down and looks at
the computer, grading his stuff, and doesn’t even look, you know. But like it’s

free game in my class. And I'm pretty sure every class. When he goehbeek t

it's free game because he does not look up. Or if he does he doesn't care. People
talk. | hear people like jibber jabbering or whispering. He’s gonna have to do
something, you know, in the next couple years.... If [the teacher] sits in the front,
I'd say if every teacher was right in the front and looked at their students, nobody
would cheat, for sure. Nobody would cheat. I'm not picking on any teachers but
every teacher sits at their desk during a test. Sometimes they'll moaikchand

look, “alright.” And then they’ll go back and sit at their desk, and they won’t pay
attention.

Other students commented on the importance of a teacher’s consistency while

monitoring tests. Some teachers would watch for a while and then go to their desk and

get distracted by other work. One of the most fruitful cheating opportunitieedderbe

the last 10 minutes the test. During this time most teachers put their guard down and

students readily understood that if you needed to cheat then this would be a good time to

do it.

The way that, like when we take quizzes...she pays attention to see if anybody is
cheating but then after a certain point, like, when people start getting up to turn i
their test or something, or somebody’s up there talking to her or something. Then

there’s like that one point in class when like everybody can get the answer.

As another student put it,
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People can play it off very good, but it's very obvious when you just sit there and

nothing’s on the paper for the whole hour, and then the last 10 minutes. That's

when people take advantage of teachers the most, too, the end. 'Cause when
you're just sitting there, you're looking, you're looking, and then once people

start turning in their papers, it gets a little loud again and then right aavay y

know you can go cheat right away.

Some of the more perilous comments from students about their teachers’tfailur
closely monitor tests reveal what students assume about their teatiteades When
teachers sit at their desks, preoccupied with grading or the computer, studemis ass
that their teachers do not care about classroom cheating, in effect beistytents a
green light to go ahead and cheat. One student described it this way:

If the teacher sees cheating and that’s the way people are passiragshencl the

teacher doesn't really do anything about it, then it in part lies with thkegeac

because to not stop them is to encourage. If you know that a student is cheating
and you're not hindering them at all. You're not even watching during the test,
then you’re promoting cheating.

A second student agreed with this description.

| don’t know if he knows what’s going on, but sometimes when a teacher sees that

kids are cheating...l think they do know, it's obvious. You know you're not

looking and you know students are going to cheat. And if you don’t enforce it,
then you are being oblivious to it. “Oh nothing’s happening here,” you know and

they just do their own thing. | guess they just don’t want to see you, you know?
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When | asked one student if her classmates think that her teacher carefeatiog.c
she responded:
Not really. If [the teacher] like passes out a test, and then she goes tokhandles
she starts working, or she goes to her computer and she doing something on her
computer. Then they think, “okay, what the hell, why not just cheat on this quiz?”
And then they’ll turn it in or whatever because it's a grade that | just got away
with.
Another frequent comment from the students regarding ineffective testing
procedures was related to noise. During my observations of tests | oftenhadtedise,
any noise, provided opportunities to cheat. Helicopters and airplanes overhead,
emergency vehicle sirens outside, announcements over the PA system, and even coughs
and sneezes all provided students with enough noise cover to attempt to talk to other
students seated nearby. It was my experience that every noise createdtmof
opportunity that were capitalized upon by some students. To some degree these kinds of
noises are unavoidable.
There are other classroom noises that teachers can control or limit, however, a
do not. For example, students talking during a test, whether in normal tones or
whispering; students making noise when putting items into their backpacks; students
rustling paper; students requesting supplies like pencils and papers; and students
inquiring about the date can all be avoided through order and organization. When

teachers do not reduce or eliminate these kinds of noises, some students will use the
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noises as a cover for their cheating. Most students agreed that teaobels mot insist

on silence during the test have much higher levels of cheating.
She should make sure that the atmosphere is that everybody is completely quiet
and they know that they can’t cheat during the test. Like they know that they can
cheat because there’s a certain level of noise going on. And like somebody goes
to ask her a question so she’s distracted and then she hears people talking, but
she’s still like involved in a conversation with that person in the front of the class
or whatever...Like | remember for a few of the tests, she used to go and she
would like sit in the back of the class, and she’d watch from behind the class
while everybody was taking their tests. And | remember that no one weaikgd
to cheat then because like she was looking at you, you know? But during other
tests, when she would like give a quiz, she’d be up there and she’d write the
guestion on the podium or whatever. Her head’s down and people were like
looking over like whispering or whatever. And she doesn’t stop the talking if she
hears whispering.

Another student described it this way:
During the test, if the kids are all taking the test at the same time fircldgs, |
think they should do everything possible to make sure that it is completely silent.
Kind of create a fear of cheating among the students. Make sure it's cdynplete
silent, and not be doing like other work at their desk while the kids are working.
Because if they think that you're not paying attention during a test, then they

think that they can get away with that.
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Some students, when allowed, even purposefully created these opportunistic
noises during tests, to either help themselves or others cheat. Drumming tk®ir des
humming songs, tapping their pencils, shuffling their feet, and asking the teacher
guestions are all behaviors that successfully created enough noise to providercover f
cheating. Some students would even purposefully and loudly converse during a test about
topics that were obviously not related to test materials. As a result ofrajlols to
happen, the teacher seemed to assume that the students were not cheating; hesever, t
students were providing cover for other students who wanted to cheat. One student
described it this way:

Yeah, like even during a test you can almost just watch the class and you'll see

like every once and a while someone just turn and like say something to their

neighbor. And we’ll talk not even about the test during a test; we’ll just talk.

We'll talk about the Clipper game. Something like that. During a tedtescan’t

really tell.

Another student described the order and organization of his teacher’s testing mecedur
in the following way:

| walk back [to the teacher’s desk] and give high fives to everybody. I'lllgiye

fives to my buddies when | walk back there. It's not like you can go ahead land tel

when it is happening. It’s like you say something to [the teacher] when you're

sitting down, a joke or something, and then when the two of you start talking
another person can talk, you know like, you can totally have a conversation in that

class. And then he’ll say like, “quiet down.” In like a minute or something like
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that. And during that whole time people are cheating. I've seen like early in the
year people talk; it's really easy, you know, if you have a buddy next to you or
somebody across the room like, “hey hey, give me the answers,” you know? And
he’s just jibber jabbering away with somebody else.
Another major finding related to testing procedures and order and organization
concerns the test itself. The lack of organization in the classroom environnsenbtva
only evident in assignments and activities, but also surfaced on the test. Proliestetic
included: instructions that were poorly articulated; instructions that charmegesiwith
typos, mis-numbered questions, and other errors; information that was never covered in
class but appeared on the test; tests with too many questions for the allcgteahtim
tests with a confusing format. Poorly organized tests provide yet anotineplexat how
disorganization can negatively affect the classroom environment. The nigom sec
describes the explicit connections between order and organization in general, and
cheating as observed and described during the course of this study.
Order, Organization, and Cheating
The strongest quantitative result was also found to be significant in the tixelita
analysis. The level of order and organization in the classroom environment can have a
profound impact on the level of cheating in that classroom. One of the teachers at this
school had an excellent understanding of the class content, but needed some significant
classroom management improvement. A test that | observed during one of le= class

provides a strong example of the connection between order, organization, and cheating.
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The bell rang to begin class and the teacher instructed her students to pass thei
homework forward. The teacher then reminded the students that there was & dest, tha
and announced that the test contained 74 Scantron questions and an essay, emphasizing
the need to start promptly. Many of the students audibly sighed upon learning about the
number of test questions, and three engaged her in a debate about the lengthtof the tes
The teacher then looked down at the test and learned that there were not 74 questions but
85, and when she shared this information with the class they were unable to contain their
disbelief and dissatisfaction.

At that point, the television clicked on for the daily viewing of Channel 1.

Channel 1 is a news program specially designed and broadcasted for students. It is up to
each individual teacher to either allow the program to play that day or to turn it off. When
the teacher made a move to turn off the news program the students revolted. They
insisted that they be allowed to watch the program. The teacher acquiescpobgrae

lasted 15 minutes and only four students actually watched the program; theettieers
socialized or frantically studied.

When Channel 1 ended, the teacher instructed students to put their books away
and prepare for the test. While students were putting their supplies awaycties tgave
instructions concerning the completion of the test. Students were instructed/ér ans
part I, questions 1 through 65, on the first Scantron that would be passed out; and part I,
guestions 65 though 85, on the second Scantron. “When you’re done with the first
[Scantron] come up and get the second,” she instructed them. “Why don’t you just give

us both now?” asked a student. To which the teacher responded, “oh, okay that's better.”

69



The teacher also announced that there was no number 33 so they were to skip that
guestion. The students balked at the instructions to use two different Scantrons for 85
guestions, understandable, since each Scantron holds answers for to up to 100 questions.
When students asked the teacher about her use of two Scantrons, she repeated the earlier
asserted directions and told the students that, “this is easy.” To which one student
responded, “then why did you find a way to make it hard?”

The teacher finally passed out the test, but as students began the test the teache
soon discovered that she had left parts of the test downstairs on the copier. So, she asked
a neighboring teacher to watch the students as she ran down to the copier room to retrieve
the copies. When she returned, she asked two students whose desks were touching each
other to separate themselves. They argued with her for a while before evemredinag
to separate. While they were doing this, | was able to notice two sets of students
exchange information with each other. As the test progressed, so did students’ confusion
about what they were supposed to be doing on the exam. Students had many questions
about the format, instructions, and structure of the test. They asked the teachernbut whe
the students did not receive satisfactory answers, they simply asked eacNather
students were working together during the test to better understand ioasubut other
students were using noise and distraction to cover up their cheating. One studstt just
at her desk with her head down, making no attempt to answer the questions on the test. At
one point during the test, the teacher and this student exchanged glances but no words

were spoken.
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The Scantron portion of the exam contained a matching section. The matching
called for a response to be marked with the létb@rthe Scantron, but these Scantrons
did not have a slot fdr When a student brought this to the teacher’s attention she
responded, “okay forget it, | forgot there wasn’t an f, just write on the test. Youwrda
on this one.” Again students conversed with each other, some trying to figure how to
successfully complete the test, others cheating.

The teacher spent most of the test period organizing her desk and grading papers.
She rarely looked up and when she did, either failed to notice students whispering or did
not care they were whispering. | even saw one student pass her entirerStaatrother
student. As some students started to finish, they were instructed to hand in themdtest
then to begin an assignment written on the board. Upon completing the test, several
students commented to the teacher that they did not have the necessary book to do the
assignment. These students were allowed to leave the room to get the book they needed.
At one point, four students who had left individually, and who were gone for more than 5
minutes each, all returned together. Their lockers were just outside the door, and
retrieving their books should not have taken more than a minute.

At this point, more than half of the class was done with their test, and none of
them were working on the assignment, not even the ones who left the room to get their
books. As more students finished the test, the noise level in the room gradually rose.
Towards the end of the test period, the classroom was very loud; students wege talkin
freely, including those who still had tests. The student who was seen eatliéewitead

down on her blank test was now busy frantically consulting her neighbors and filling out
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the Scantron. The teacher asked students to raise their hands if they waitarsjithte

test. Two of the five students still with tests raised their hands, the otherdigneore
altogether. When the last test was finally turned in, the teacher iestistcdents to

begin an extra credit assignment, but as she started to pass out the assignment she
realized she had not made enough for everybody. She then cancelled the assgnment a
the bell rang to end class.

The test | observed during this class period clearly demonstrates the ahpact
disorganization on student cheating. Every poorly organized part of this testing period,
whether it was the ambiguous directions, numbering mistakes, matching erress, or t
parts forgotten on the copier, provided easy cheating opportunities for students. Other
factors that allowed students to cheat included: lack of order during the tésthtsel
teacher being distracted with grading and desk organization, and the higreneisdHe
teacher tolerated during much of the test. | asked both students | intehfrewethis
class about this test. The first one characterized the events described dotoe/sis

She makes the test herself and she thinks they make sense, but then when she

gives them out they don’t always make sense. So that’'s where the like initial

chaos happens because everybody just thinks that they need to freak out just all at

the same time. Instead of having one person ask the question and letting her
clarify about something. Everybody at the same time is just like, “het, wa

there’s like three papers here. What are we supposed to do with this? Why do we

have two Scantrons? Why don’t you just do this now?” and everybody just like

attacks it at the same time. And then she’s just like, “wait, everybody, glease
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think she gets like really overwhelmed when everybody just like starts
bombarding her with questions at the same time and she doesn’'t know how to
handle it like right away. And she needs to calm the class down. And like while
she’s trying to calm the class down, there’s like talking and other stuff goin
and people are like starting to get other answers for their test while rsiregsto
sort it out.
The other student | asked about the disorganized and disorderly test had a similar point t
make.
That kind of helps cheating, too, though. As she’s talking, you can talk more. It
provides you with a cover first of all. Second of all, a lot of kids in the class feel
flabbergasted. They're like, “okay you gotta stop doing this to us, you're killing
me, I’'m just gonna get a couple of answers to make up for your ineptitude of
being able to give us the test straight out, having us sit here and do it, you've
changed things on me.” A lot of kids feel it's unfair. So a lot of kids think they
deserve an extra point or something...so they feel that they can ask someone. That
kind of situation happens a lot with the assignments and with a lot of the tests.
Like, I think if that didn’t happen, cheating would go down a lot in that class.
'Cause you see it and it empowers the student.
This test was not an isolated event. Other classes low in CES and high in cheating
rates had problems with order and organization. Two other students both talked about an
incident involving a test that was stolen right off of a teacher’s desk, duringadidss

the teacher was in the room. | watched another teacher try to fix the oceuoféwo
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number 37s on his test. As before, when this teacher tried to instruct the students on how
to deal with the numbering error; the students helped each other to both understand the
directions better and to cheat. Time and again during observations and interviews, it
became clear that well ordered and organized teachers have less chahgirgclasses
than their colleagues who lack order and who are disorganized. The second major
gualitative finding has to do with student involvement.
Involvement

Another strong quantitative finding also found in the qualitative analysis is the
impact the level of student involvement had on cheating. Trickett and Moos (2002)
defined involvement as, “the extent to which students are attentive and intemedtessi
activities, participate in discussions, and do additional work on their own” (p. 1). Again,
the differences in the level of student involvement between classrooms high ingheati
rates and the classroom low in cheating rates constituted a major finding. [dhenfpl
findings related to involvement focus on the range of student involvement, teacher
behavior that encouraged student involvement, and teacher behavior that discouraged
student involvement. The section ends with a description of the relationship between
involvement and cheating.
Range of Student Involvement

The level of student involvement, as described by students and observed in the
classroom, varied dramatically. Some classes were characterizaditmahievels of
student involvement. Typical events in these classes included: students failaleo

eye contact with the teacher; students sleeping or listening to iPods; stajglying
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make-up and hand lotion; students passing notes and socializing with each other; students
talking or texting on cellular phones; students putting their heads down on their desk or
pulling their hooded sweatshirts over their heads; students having books and work for
other classes out on their desks; and students watching the clock. When | asked one
student what kinds of things students do in her class she responded,
Okay. Other teachers’ homework they usually do in that class. He’s kinda stric
about that, but you can get away with it, you know? Talking, text messaging, |
don’t even know. Sleeping. Like everything that you can imagine are the things
you can do in that class. It's like, we do everything.
Other classes were characterized by partial student involvemetidl Btaident
involvement was characterized by the following events: a small groupdergs
engaged in a conversation with the teacher and the remainder engaged in side
conversations with other students; one student who continually asked the teacher
guestions while the rest were disengaged; and the same group of students who
volunteered to answer questions, who approached the board, and who participated in
activities. One student described the class in the following way: “Usuallyallf the
kids doing something and the other half are just there to relax. Free period, kinda.
Another student described his class similarly.
She’ll assign something and then people will have side conversations, but she’s
having the side conversation with people in the front of the room. With some of

the more quieter studentsll.the good students are in the front and she’ll just
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start talking with them. And then she’s not paying attention so we can ttang ta
with ourselves, and so that kinda leads to chaos
A third student described the partial involvement in her class.
Yeah, she was having a conversation about [a reading assignment], and
everybody else was doing something completely different. She was kikidg ta
to about seven or eight different people, and then around that group was
chaos....There’s maybe eight people in the class that are trying to listeh@ver t
noise of the other people. Like, it's not that the other people in the class age tryi
to go against her. It's just that they're trying to do their own thing. So they're
having their own conversation or doing their own work or something, but they're
loud about it and they’re not necessarily trying to go against her, but they're just
doing their own thing so the people who are trying to work with her are trying to
listen over them to try and listen to her lecture.
The class with lower levels of reported student cheating and higher CESasorkad
higher levels of student involvement. Typical events in this class included: students
moved quickly from one activity to the next, students nodded their heads in response to
points the teacher was making or questions the teacher was asking, studshtbeais
hands in the air when a question was asked, students made eye contact with the teacher
students took notes and participated in discussion, students focused on the class material
and did not have other work out on their desks, and students appeared awake and alert.
Teacher behavior has a large impact on student involvement. The next section will

discuss the teacher behavior that promoted student involvement.
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Teacher Behavior that Encourages Student Involvement
Much of the range of student of student involvement mentioned above can be
attributed to teacher behavior. As evidenced by the subsequent exemplars, it was found
during this study that teacher behavior encouraging student involvement in class
included: the teacher being energetic and excited about learning the sudtjiec; the
teacher demonstrating content knowledge; the teacher’s being sincereensthdents;
the teacher encouraging dialogue in the classroom; the teachigatfagilgroup work
and walking around the room during the group work to check for understanding, ensuring
participation, and pressing the students to take the material to deepeotehelsght;
the teacher leading the class in text-based discussion; the teacher dgnoatidal
thinking from the students; the teacher relating class material to the stunkeqat
experience; the teacher planning for multiple activities during the blodksgard the
teacher personally knowing and being involved with students.
One student described how her teacher effectively kept students involved,
contrasting the description with another teacher who did not.
The way [teacher A] interacts with us, he really gets us into it. Likeealéy
want to know. Like, we really want to know what that crazy guy said or wérate
And with [teacher B] it's like, oh my God, it drives me crazy. | literallyl vaise
my hand to read 'cause | like participating and I'll read this whole tlhikg. this
whole chapter and nothing will come out of it. Nobody will be paying attention
but I'm reading. “Oh wait she’s reading again.” And then like no one will know

what is happening.... | don’t know; it’s just not working. Oh I know, it goes in
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one ear and out the other. Someone reads it, say I'm reading it, and it will go in
one ear and out the other. So questions are being asked and the person next to me
just answers it. Like some of the girls will answer him. None of the geys a
paying attention. Ever. They're all listening to iPods or something. It's
interesting, but if you don’t know how to teach it they’re not going to be
interested. And then [teacher A] makes it interesting. Even though it couldbe thi
boring horrible section. Which we’ll tell him honestly it's boring and he’lt gesy
to bear with him, you know? And then what happens, [teacher A’s] class, we’ll
start thinking about the weirdest things, like how the world can end because of,
like, how did it start in the beginning because of different subjects, so it's
confusing but the teachers are way different. And, again, [teacher B] is taken
advantage of because everyone cheats in his class.
Another student described her teacher’s ability to keep students involved in the following
way:
There’s just so many things that are being thrown at you. Which is a good thing |
think. More things than in other classes. More hard things, you've got to think a
lot.... We read a lot. We've read like eight to nine books in that class and we did
the [text] book, and then after that we would do tests, they're like short answer
tests. And then we do a lot of essays. And then to better understand what we’re
learning we watch movies. We do a lot of things. But then there’s also, we do,

like the side work where like questions come in with the book and then there’s the
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text book. It has questions as well, and then essays. And we have to have
arguments. He really keeps us on our toes.
When | asked this same student what teachers need to do in order to keep their students
involved, she responded:
Be aware of what's going on, obviously. Know how to teach, especially if you're
teaching teenagers who get like, | know it seems hard, but we have thi®atte
deficit disorder that we get really bored really fast. So you need to keep us
interacting and interested because we’ll get really bored.
Bored and disengaged students are usually the result of low levels of student
involvement, which is discussed in the next section.
Teacher Behavior that Discourages Student Involvement
The teacher behavior that encouraged student involvement is starkly contrasted
with teacher behavior that discouraged involvement. Teacher behavior that djsdoura
student involvement in class included: the teacher asking students rote questions, even
when no students were responding; the teacher asking students to take turns reading out
loud from the text book; the teacher failing to help students understand major caficepts
a given lesson; the teacher presenting material divorced from the studends'tihe
teacher only talking to a handful of students; the teacher utilizing the banking model of
education and encouraging meaningless memorization; the teacher allowitagptons
sarcastic comments; and the teacher lacking sincerity or seergoigtythrough the
motions of teaching. When | asked one student to describe his class, he said that it wa

joke.
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[His] class is a joke. We work all the time and we do like nothing fun. He teaches
us like everything we need to know but it's not fun. You know you go to his class
for like an hour and 10 minutes or however long it is and you just stare at the
clock, just hoping it will end. It's just like review stuff, like memory, weustj

like reviewing and the point doesn’t get across. You know?...He’s on task. He

does go by the chapter. He does go by what he is supposed to do. But he doesn’t

teach it well, you know what | am saying? He doesn’t get it out. He just writes i

on the board and expects you to take notes. He explains it a little bit and then

that's it, you know? It's really weird. | don't like it; | don't like the learg

environment in that class because nobody wants to learn. It’s like a joke.

In one class | watched a teacher pass out photocopies to his students. The text
book that was being used in the class had a series of review questions followvang maj
sections of the book. Typically, in class students are asked to read the sectionwleen ans
guestions at the end of the section. The sheets that the teacher passed out torstudents i
this class, however, contained not only the questions, but the answers from theseacher’
manual as well. Class consisted of the teacher reading a question, readingntbe and
occasionally expanding on the answers from the teacher’'s manual. Students were
completely disengaged. They were never asked to read the book or answer one question
for themselves. While the teacher went over the questions and answers froeetsehs
passed out, only two students were engaged in class. At one point | counted six students
sleeping, 10 socializing, four working on another class’ work, two listeningttsiRand

two listening to the teacher. Needless to say, this was an example ofaittidesy

80



levels of involvement. When | asked a student about the lesson that | withessed,that day
she informed me that it was typical of that class.
First he would just assign us chapters and we would do the questions, you know,
the questions that are in the chapter. We’d answer them and stuff. And then he
would go over it in class and it would be so boring; everyone was like dying. But
then after a while he just started writing the questions and the answers on the
board so we didn’t have to find them anymore and then it led to, you know, the
little handbook that comes with the book, or whatever, and it has the answers for
the teacher copy. He would just print that and give us the questions and the
answers.
The level of student involvement in class is included in the CES and in this study because
it is one of the factors in the classroom environment that is within the control of the
teacher. The next section will discuss the qualitative relationship betvwekemst
involvement and cheating.
Involvement and Cheating
As indicated above, teacher behavior can have a profound effect on the level of
student involvement. Quantitative results detailed previously indicate thavéhefe
student involvement is negatively related to the level of student cheating; i.e., as
involvement goes up, cheating goes down. The following section uses qualitative data to
further describe the relationship between the level of student involvement andg:heati
Most students interviewed felt the classes where students were involvedeardted

contained less cheating than classes where students were bored and diségagd
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asked one student about who was to blame for cheating, he responded that it was usually
the students’ fault, except when the teacher fails to teach.
| think that that's the exception where it does go towards the teacher’d fault.
think one reason that it would be the teachers’ fault is if they're not teaaldng a
the students have to cheat; then it's the blame, or a lot of it, lies on the teacher
Another student put it the following way:
When you're bored, you are unaware of what's happening and you’re not going to
know what’s on the test. Which means you’re going to end up cheating because
you don’t want to fail it. And some people don’t even know what to study so they
have to cheat
A third student described how his lack of involvement in some classes leads him to rely
on cheating to pass.
Me, for instance, if | don’t get something, cheating is the easiest wayaut.
know the other choice is that I'm failing. But | do try, but when | don’t getait t
much then I'm forced to look to the side even though | know he’s not looking. It's
tempting, you know? But that's how | see it. In other classes I listen and |
understand, so whatever grade | get in those classes it's my own fault. You know,
| don’t blame it on their teaching. I'm not like, “oh well, he didn’t teach itigl
don’t have that with them. But with [teacher A], yes. You know, I'll complain, I'll
be like “aaahhh, but you don’'t make sense, you know you're saying like four
definitions, you're trying to describe all of them at the same time and it doesn’t

make sense.” So it depends, | think, on the teacher and how they explain their
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things, that's what makes the student cheat or not cheat. Like if we understand
you then there’s no point to cheat you know? And when you don’t understand
nothing you're gonna cheat.So sometimes I'll blame it on the teacher a little bit,
not all the time you know, its not always the teacher’s fault, and I'm thinking
“‘damn, you know, | wish he could have shown me this better, or give me a better
definition.” So I'll struggle and I'm kinda sometimes forced to, you know, “what
are the answers? Do you remember the answers for number 4, 5, and 6?”
Another student echoed this sentiment. “It's not helping me learn at all. And obviously i
people can't learn they're going to have to cheat. You know what | mean.”
According to one student, when class content is divorced from the students’ world, no
matter how interesting the presentation, students will not be involved and rely on
cheating, rather than learning, to pass.
You could have the most entertaining teacher, and the one who knows the most,
but if they’re teaching something that is totally useless or ridiculous to the
students then they are not going to want to learn it, it would be easier to cheat.
Students readily admitted that when teachers created environments to involve
students in class and interest them in learning the material, studemssgpedne to
cheat.
If students were really genuinely interested in the material | don’t thinkhég
would cheat. I think if they genuinely wanted to learn the subject material, they

wouldn’t want to cheat cause they wouldn’t need to in order to get a good grade,
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they’d want to learn it. But | think a lot of classes are not really integesto

they are going to cheat because, “lI don’t want to study for this.”

Student involvement, a finding that was quantitatively significant, also proved to
be an important qualitative factor. The student responses and classroom observdtions bot
indicated that when teachers create classes where students arel emgbigeolved the
students will cheat less often. Similar comments can be made about the tlird maj
qualitative finding, teacher control.

Teacher Control

The final CES subscale also serving as a category in the qualitativeesnaly
included teacher control. Trickett and Moos (2002) defined teacher control as, “lebw str
the teacher is in enforcing the rules, the severity of punishment for ruldimisgand
how much students get into trouble in the class” (p. 1). Again there was a considerable
difference in teacher control between classes with high levels of répbating and
the class low in reported cheating. The following findings related to teach#&ol focus
on the level of teacher strictness, the teacher’s consistency in ruleeznémt, and the
student’s fear of getting into trouble. The section ends with a description of the
relationship between teacher control and cheating.

Level of Teacher Strictness

As was true with both order and organization and student involvement, the level
of teacher strictness varied considerably from class to class.t&agbiers typically
expected and ensured their students followed pre-established school and classroom rules

The following behaviors were consistent in classrooms with strict teadtedents
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responded to the bell by quieting down and sitting in their seats; students followed the
school’s dress code; students who were late to class received tardies; thes stad¢he
teacher followed some kind of procedure for taking turns to talk; students were not
allowed to have distracting materials like iPods, books for other classesarcghiahes,
and make-up out during class; students refrained from socializing and being difsorder
while the teacher was talking; and students responded to their teacheestseq

Classroom environments with high levels of teacher strictness were highly
contrasted in classes where the teacher’s behavior can best be desqudratigsve. In
classrooms with permissive teachers, student activities were noisy and.cBaudents
regularly ignored teachers’ instructions and requests. Students ral@heidlthe dress
code, and students seemed to dictate when class was to begin and end. In these
permissive classrooms, multiple side conversations occurred during tesedemntations
and class discussions. Students regularly attempted to talk the teacher into or out of
certain decisions, often in impolite and offensive ways. Students were out oktisir s
and roamed around the room during the lesson. Permissive teachers allowed students to
use iPods, books for other classes, and cellular phones. Students in permissiventtassr
readily and frequently disrupted class, undermining the teacher’s lesson, and left a
returned to class without the teacher knowing.

A common pattern in classes with poor learning environments and high cheating
rates was a permissive classroom environment lacking teacher controlck bé la

teacher control was also evident to students. Students linked classrooms with poor
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learning environments and high cheating rates to low levels of teacher cOmteol

student described the most recent class she had with her teacher.
The last class we had, we had six people throwing paper airplanes across the
room. And two of them hit her. And then we had people in the back with someone
just lying on the floor in the back of the class and then there was three people
sitting up by her desk, writing on the board. And she was having a conversation
about something.

Another student described the lack of control in his class in the following way:
It was like you could go to that class and people would talk, and then they would
just talk louder. He'd say, “be quiet,” and then by the end of the day he’d get
really mad and say, “you can’t go to lunch early,” and we’d be like, “alright,” and
he would tell us to be quiet for like 5 minutes, and then we’d get out and we’d be
really loud. And then the next day it would be the same thing

This student described how his classmates are able to talk back to the teacher.
And | feel like that he’s like, “I'm just here for my job and I'm a teacher and y
better respect me.” That's it, you know? More like he’s whining and compggini
you know? But he’s a teacher, like ¢c’mon, you know, be more straight. He gets
into students. A couple of times students have cussed at him. Like they really
stressed thE word. And he just laughed at them. Like he relaxes. That's what |
mean and then like other students are all like, “I can do that too,” you know? And

a couple of students have done that, like three in my class.
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Another student discussed how her teacher did not notice when students left the
room, “I can’t believe it but people can like walk out and he doesn’t know.” As this
student explained, some teachers allow students to listen to iPods and othgxayessc
during class.

I've had my iPod in class. Like you just put it in your ear. It makes it go by

quicker, you know what | am saying? If he ever sees it then | just pull ihdut a

then I'll just put it back in and I'll be like, “alright.” I'll look at him and | won't

pay attention. I'll have like no notes. I'll just look at him.

The next section will discuss the impact of consistent rule enforcement ons$r®cta
environment.
Consistency in Rule Enforcement

The teacher’s level of strictness had a significant effect on theadassr
environment. Equally important, however, was the teacher’s consistency in rule
enforcement. Inconsistent rule enforcement included teachers only egfsoone of the
rules or teachers only enforcing the rules some of the time. In one clagsveabthe
teacher ignoring multiple violations of the rules. The noise level of the dasswed to
increase as more students participated in the disruption of class. No longer atdeeo ig
the chaos, the teacher picked one student out of the crowd and wrote her up for talking,
much to the student’s surprise. The reaction from the rest of the students was near
amusement. They quieted down for several minutes before repeating the sameaflatt
over again. As one student described, this kind of inconsistent rule enforcementefiustra

the students.
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Sometimes he just gets people mad because he always takes out the little
infraction thing. “I'm gonna give you an infraction.” And sometimes he gives
people infractions for the dumbest things. | don’t know. | heard he gave one kid
an infraction for just raising his hand. | don’t know if that’s true, but he does just
give out infractions and that gets people mad. But then they just say, “I'm gonna
go talk to [the dean],” and they go outside, rip it up, and then they come back in.
Another student described her teacher’s inconsistent rule enforcement.
Sometimes she’s alright with it and other times she tries to enforce tiidésc
Like other times she says, “okay, I'm giving out infractions right now.” And she
ends up giving out two or three and then everybody settles down. It's kinda 50/50,
like you don’t know what kinda mood she’s gonna be in. Like you know that
there’s some days that if you see that she’s letting some peopleayetvétv it
then it will just go like completely extreme, and other days she just won't be in
the mood for it, it kinda calms down a little bit.
A third student shared his frustrations with his teacher’s inconsistency.
That's probably my problem. There are rules but the consequences change and
how liable you are for breaking those rules changes like from day to day. She’l
write me an infraction and I'll be pissed off because she didn’t write the other
kids an infraction, so I'll shut up and I'll sit there for like a week and maybks that
the week that she’s like lenient, and I'm just like, “oh, God.” Because you can do
something one day and get in a certain amount of trouble but you do something

the next day and its drastically worse or...it's very up in the air.
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Permissive and inconsistent teachers created environments where stgdents
more likely to successfully challenge teachers’ control in the classiboaras in these
environments that students felt emboldened to break established rules of the classroom
The next section deals with students’ fear of getting into trouble.

Students’ Reluctance to Get into Trouble

In the classes referenced above, especially those with poor learnirgneramts,
students rarely hesitated before breaking class and school rulessesald®ere teachers
were permissive and inconsistently enforced rules, students operatedtisifedr of
getting into trouble. The worlgar might be troublesome, and needs some clarification.
Neither the research literature on classroom environment (Trickett & Moos, 2002)
this study advocates teachers conducting their classes with threagmarkeear in this
context simply means that students understand there are real consequencesifgr viola
school and classroom rules and are reluctant to act in ways to bring about these
undesirable consequences. One student described his typical attitude in class and
contrasted that description with his attitude in a class where he does not fegrigiti
trouble.

My philosophy when | go into a class, you know | mean, I'm not gonna mess

around with the teacher cause | know there’s a respect, you know? He’s a, teacher

he’ll kick you out, you know, he has all the right. But with him, | feel like, oh, |

can mess around and I'll get away with it.

Another student described the effect that fear of getting caught cheating hademm s

behavior and consequently, teacher control.
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| think in some classes where the teacher will just say, “okay theressraote
talking.” And they’'ll just stand up in front of the class or behind the students or
something, and they’ll just watch everybody in complete silence just taking the
test. | think they’re less prone to cheat. Because they're scared thabkkg,if |
go over and whisper like a number or something, is he gonna hear me?” It's
completely silent. Or like he’s scanning the room thinking, “okay, well,abk|
over there, like what's the possibility that he’s gonna look over here righias |
that?”
The preceding quote implies that the level of teacher control in the classroom
environment has an impact on student cheating. The next section discusses thegualitati
relationship between teacher control and cheating.
Teacher Control and Cheating
The level of control a teacher has over a particular class is an importaoft har
classroom environment, and as shown in the quantitative results, is signifredaitdg to
student cheating (see Tables 2 & 6). The following section uses the qualitésite da
further describe the relationship between the level of teacher control anatstude
cheating. All eight student interviews insisted that if teachers wanteduoeeheating
in their classes, they needed to be more strict and consistent.
| think they should monitor it a lot harder than they do sometimes at our school. |
know they can’t watch everything; they can’'t make sure that everyone’s not
cheating. | can’t explain it, but like [teacher A], he’s good. He'll lookaat §nd

be like “don’t cheat,” you know? | think that’s really good cause in his class
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you're forced to study or you’re not gonna go anywhere. You know? That's good.

| think that teachers should be more strict on us academically.

In this school, the perceivable effect of a classroom environment is amptified a
easy to discern. The school is small; most students are grouped togetberfiaomd one
class to the next together. The data indicated that when the students’ behzasdyis
different from one class to the next, it was because of different classroomnemsmnts
created by different teachers. According to one student, students who cheatlassne ¢
will not cheat in the next because of different levels of teacher cortsting between
the two classroom environments.

It's not necessarily the people in the class, because most of my ¢labaes

mostly with the same people. And in certain classes we cheat a lot, tla¢yache

lot, and in other classes they won't at all. | think it's the teacher. The nelaseed

the teacher is. The more lenient, | guess you could say, the more the pédople w

take advantage of the teacher.

Another student described his teacher’s lack of control and his corresponding attitude
about cheating in the following way:

| would cheat in his class because it's very easy you know? 'Cause he doesn’t

really enforce anything. You know what I'm trying to say? So even though |

know the stuff maybe I still want to have a backup. You know, the little notes or
whatever. It's so easy; you can’'t make it easy like that. You know, when ytou jus

don’t care, sit around, people are going to cheat.
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The level of teacher control, similar to order, organization, and student
involvement, was demonstrated during both observations and interviews to have an
impact on the level of student cheating. Students were much more likely to cheat in
classes where the teacher was permissive and rule enforcement wast@cbihe
following major finding has to do with how students perceive their teachers.

Students’ Perception of Teachers

This fourth category was not included in the CES subscales and was generated
during the open and focused coding sessions of the qualitative data. Both observations
and interviews strongly indicated that the way a teacher was perceivedibgts
greatly impacted the level of student cheating. While students’ perceptiong of the
teachers were certainly based in some sort of reality about their €aathardes,
dispositions, and behaviors, this category was intentionally nataddnts’ perception of
teacherdo reflect the fact that the methodology employed by this study did not access
teachers’ attitudes or dispositions and only had limited access to teaclhersobe~or
these reasons, the findings related to how teacher attitudes, dispositions, and behaviors
affect cheating are best understood as students’ perception of teachers andssatrihec
the reality of teachers’ attitudes, dispositions, and behaviors. The following nding
related to students’ perception of teachers focus on the level of teacher coressaons
the classroom, the teacher perceived as a friend by the students, and the lepelodf re
that students had for the teacher. The section concludes with a description of the

relationship between students’ perceptions of teachers and cheating.
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Level of Teacher Consciousness

A common theme that surfaced frequently during classroom observations and
student interviews was students’ perception of their teachers’ level of comsseusll
of the teachers in classrooms with high cheating rates and poor learniranerents
were observed or described as disconnected in some way. The term consciousness is used
here to try and capture students’ beliefs that their teachers were oblivieosndisted,
unaware, clueless, apathetic, unwilling to listen, distracted, and absent minded. T
teacher’s low level of awareness was also a common observation in theartassr
visited. In one class, a student asked the teacher if she could get a drink of heter. T
water fountain is right outside the classroom door, and the door was propped open. The
student was gone for 5 minutes and could be seen by the entire class, includifg myse
talking to her boyfriend in the hall the entire time. The teacher did not appearc®. noti

In another class, | watched as students repeatedly asked the teachensjaadt
laughed. It was obvious to all, except the teacher, that the teacher was tfehmitt
jokes. While many of the classroom environment problems mentioned in this study can
be attributed to lack of order and organization, student involvement, and teacher control,
many of them can be attributed to the teacher's complete lack of awatanmasasy of
the classes, | observed as students walked in and out of the classroom withoghtre tea
noticing; talked during tests; used cellular phones and iPods; and slept, somgtitnes r
in front of the teacher. Much of the time these teachers were oblivious to what was

actually going on in their classrooms.
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For instance, say when we're watching a movie and we don't finish it in one
period. On the next period...say there was like 10 minutes left in the movie, and
we all know we only have 10 minutes left in the movie but we want to take the
whole class we say, “no no no we haven’t seen that.” So we keep on going back
until there’s like 45 minutes left in the movie and then we just watch over what
we already saw but we don’t care because we don’t want him to talk or whatever.
The most common student descriptions of teachers in these classrooms with high
cheating rates and poor learning environments were related to studentsqueleee| of
teacher consciousness. One student said this about her teacher and dassmate
If the teachers are not really paying attention to what's happening in ldesr ¢
and some are really oblivious to it, they’ll take advantage.... | feel badlbut...
really hate it but a lot of people take advantage of [Teacher A]. And it's e sa
thing, everyone is like, “oh we don’t have to study for that class 'cause we can
just cheat.” And that’s the way it is. 'Cause they'’re bad. | just want to stop the
you know, but what can you say? 'Cause he’s oblivious you know? He doesn’t
know what’s going on in his classroom. Even though he really wants you to
understand the [subject], you know?
Another student described how the students feel about her teacher.
Like not serious, | guess. He's really funny, he tries to be strict but it doesn’
really work. And not a lot of people take his class seriously. They just go through
whatever and a lot of people take advantage of him, make fun of him and he

doesn’t notice...l feel bad.
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One of the students explained that he even tried, unsuccessfully, to make his teacher
aware of what was going on in the classroom.
| don’t want to make a statement, but I've told him many times “You’re not
teaching, it's hard for people to learn,” like nobody learns. He just doesn'’t care
you know? I try to tell him what the feedback is from students. Nobody, nobody
pays attention, and everyone thinks that he is a joke.
The teachers’ apparent lack of awareness was not the only student perceptnumncpnt
to surface during interviews. The following section discusses how studentbeesc
their teachers as friends.
Teacher as Friend
A second, very common characteristic attributed to teachers in classraitbms w
high cheating rates and poor learning environments by their students wasatifia¢iod.
Teacher as a friend is different than teachers who are friendly. When stuejanted
that their teacher was like a friend, they did not mean to convey that thegrteach
demonstrated care and concern for them. They meant to suggest that the shctient-te
line was thin and often crossed. The biggest problem with teachers actingelidsfri
according to students, was the effect that this friendship had on classrooningiscipl
The number one thing is the friendship thing. When you’re more of a friend with
your students in the classroom instead of outside the classroom. When you're
friends with a student, it's harder to discipline them so discipline comes in as a
factor.

Another student described his class’ relationship with his teacher this way:
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It's one of friendship. My freshman year we had that with [Teacher A] vthen i
was his first year here, and it was really chaotic. And it kinda ressrji@acher
B] because she’s really more like a friend. And not very much does she say, “shut
up,” or “quiet,” or yell at us; not often is she like a big authority figure, just kinda
like another kid teaching us.
A third student explained how his teacher’'s demeanor with students affected the way
students think about the teacher.
| do like him, like I don’t hate him at all as a teacher. He jokes around a lot. So
kids see him as, “oh, cool, he’s like a guy.” You know? “How cool.” They try to
be a cool guy, too, you know? And then they don’t see him as a teacher. Like a
friend thing, you know? You lose respect for a teacher, that’'s what | mean...Now
because he jokes around with the students a lot. He’s like a friend. Oh, maybe
after high school we can kick it you know? Like a friend, 'cause that's how he is
to me. Like he’ll joke around with a funny joke. It could be a dirty joke or
whatever but we can do it back. You don’t see him as a teacher no more, more at
your level, you know?
When teachers cross the student-teacher line, it affects theioolassrand according to
students, teachers are less able to discipline their classes. Thigdast sfuote serves
not only as an example of a student thinking about his teacher as a friend, but as an

introduction to the next property of students’ perception of teachers, respect.
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Level of Respect Students have for the Teacher

When asked about the classroom environment created by teachers, students often
talked about the level of respect students have for teachers. The level of saspets
have for teachers was evident in the following ways: whether the classkeas ta
seriously by students or seen as a joke; whether the teacher was seen askiagdand
passionate about teaching or just doing a job and going through the motions; whether the
teacher was viewed by the students as genuine or insincere; and whethetdhts st
typically worked with or against the teacher.

Taken seriouslyTeachers who were with high cheating rates and poor learning
environments were not well respected by students who were interviewed, and were
commonly referred to as “jokes.” This was also evident during classroom dimmesvaA
common occurrence in two of the classes | observed was for students to joke about
teachers and make fun of them whenever their backs were turned. Even when teachers
were looking at students, the students would exchange knowing glances and roll their
eyes. As one student put it, “They’re mean to him because they think it's funny.” The
teachers in these classes did not seem to notice they were the subjects. O¥/|uke |
asked one student whether she thought that the teacher knew how his students felt about
him, she replied,

My sister, for example, she took [this teacher’s] class and it was a jokid. was

like “yeah?” And so | got in the class and he started to assign a lot of homework

so | was like, “oh, maybe he’s not.” But then | realized that he actuallpwas
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joke. And maybe he does know because people would be joking around with him.
No, | don’t think he knows. | think he thinks he’s a good teacher
When | asked a student about her classmates’ feelings towards her,telaeted this to
say:
It's like he’s a joke, he’s not taken seriously at all. It's like he dodswiv how
to teach. He’s like a teacher that gives a lot of homework out to replace him as
lecturing or something, or me understanding it. Sometimes he knows what he’s
talking about, but it’s like | could think that on my own. Can you tell me
something different? You know what | mean? And then, when you take the test,
he gives us like no tests, where it's like, “oh here’s the paper and here’s what |
learned.” It's a bunch of, it’s literally like five papers with diagsaamd
everything which is understandable, but like how are we going to learn when he
doesn’t do anything at all? No, people don’t respect him.
Another student explained to me that his teacher tried to enforce the rules but was not
able to do so adequately. The students did not take the attempted enforcement seriously
and felt the teacher was going through the motions of teaching, creatingtdartfie
classroom environment.
He gets a little too friendly with his infractions and that makes kids notatespe
him because they feel that...well, he just gives us those so we think that he’s in
control or something, but it doesn’t. | guess that’s what it is, because they don't

respect him sometimes.
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When | asked another student why she and her classmates think of this teagbke as a
she responded:

| don’t know. | guess like when we were freshmen, we would hear from the

sophomores last year—the juniors now—and they used to play all these jokes on

him and stuff and he would just go along with it. So when we go into that
classroom we already know it's going to be a joke, it's not going to be a serious
class.
When | asked this student to describe a serious class, she happened to talk about the
teacher | observed who had a positive learning environment and low cheatinghates. S
said that when going into that class, she knew it would be hard and that the teacher was
challenging, and emphasized the importance of the teacher being takenséefithisk
the more that you are taken seriously then more that your students will waat tehag
you say.”

Work ethic and passiofow the students perceive their teacher’s work ethic and
passion for teaching also impacted the level of respect students had farableart
Teachers who were seen as hard working and passionate about their jobs were more
respected. When | asked one student about how teachers can earn the respect of their
students, she responded:

Just being interested in the subject because you can see that the teacher is so

passionate about it. | think that's another thing. There’s some teachegrsuhat

think are just teaching you as a job and not as like a passion sort of thing. And if

you can see that the teacher likes what they’re doing and is really iateirest
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trying to teach you then | think that adds to the respect for them. Like you can tell
that [Teacher A] is totally into what he teaches. And so, like when you sea him i
the beginning of the year and he tells you like straight off, “okay you’re not gonna
mess around in my class, and I'm not afraid to give you all infractions for
anything that you do wrong.” And then after that you think, “okay maybe we
should see how this guy really is before we start trying to get awaytwithi s
Then you see that he actually has a real passion for teaching and you develop a
least a minor interest. There were people in that class that like Haedlbject].
Even they developed like a small interest in the subject just because of how much
passion the teacher has.
Another student described the effect her teacher’s work ethic had on studernits in tha
class.
I’'m not trying to kiss butt or anything but he works really hard to help us. He’s
really dedicated to them.... Everyone thinks that he works really hard for us.
'Cause he does, he honestly does. And if we don’t understand it, sometimes he
can get frustrated and sometimes he can have bad days, but it's nothing personal.
He works really hard.
GenuinenesRespected teachers, in addition to being taken seriously and being
seen as passionate and working hard, were also described by their students as genuine.
One student felt that his teacher was respected because of his honesty aity] sinder

this respect led to less cheating in the teacher’s classroom.
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But I think if you respect a teacher enough, you’re not going to cheat in tbsit cla
Just because if they're not phony, if you don’t feel that they're phony, if you don't
feel that they are trying to take something away from you or purposefully do
something to you, to hurt you. Or they are being mean or something, then you are
going to cheat because of like payback or something. But if you respecterteach
enough and they are really working to help you, then you are not going to try and
cheat.
The data indicated that conflict was another common finding in classes where
teachers were not respected by their students. Typically, students evknegragainst,
rather than with, teachers they did not respect. During observations, | witmaagsy
arguments between the teacher and students; arguments over assignmentss,caeldate
rules consumed class time. The following were examples of students working agains
their teacher: students interrupting a teacher to ask an unrelated qulestibthe
restroom or window, students waiting for the teacher to make a mistake and &ieg ma
fun of the teacher when it occurs, students manipulating the teacher, and students
constantly trying to talk the teacher out of decisions. In one class, hedass the bell
rang 10 minutes earlier than class was scheduled to end. The students were surprise
stood up, quickly packed their bags, and ran for the door. The teacher, looking surprised,
asked some students and me about the schedule. When he learned that it was a mistake he
called them back to their seats. The student reaction was over-exaggerated

disappointment, complete with a loud, “aaaahhh.”
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A student described the conflict and tension in her class in the following way:
“there’s a lot of tension in the class because every time she wants us to do sgmething
everybody’s really automatically rebellious towards it. They're lsgampletely
against the idea.” Another student explained how her classmates continadlly tri
manipulate the teacher.

They probably feel like they can manipulate her. Like if she gives an assignm

and everybody is arguing against it or everybody says, “Okay, we just won't do

it.” They feel like she’d just cancel it or they’d be able to manipulate ldem't

know why they keep doing it so late in the year because it hasn't really worked.

Teachers who worked hard, were passionate about their jobs, and were genuine
earned the respect and cooperation of students. These students in turn worked harder,
took class seriously, and, as described in the next section, cheated less.

Students’ Perception of Teachers and Cheating

The qualitative analyses of this study suggested there is a strong emmnect
between students’ perception of their teachers and willingness and abditgdt. When
students perceived teachers as competent, aware, engaged, passionatekimgy,dawor
teacher and not a friend, and worthy of respect, they were less prone tGuhdeants
who viewed their teachers are oblivious, apathetic, disconnected, a buddy, a joke, going
through the motions, and undeserving of respect were more likely to cheat. One student
explained how his teacher’s obliviousness allowed him to cheat.

| went up during a test to go ask him a question and he had the answers right in

front of him. It was facing me. Right when | walked up to the front of his desk.
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There was the test, like right there big and wide. And you can just look down and
everything is written on it. And he was looking at it and just looked at my paper
telling me what | was asking and the whole time | was looking at the esewe

his paper.

All of the students interviewed agreed the lack of respect for a teaches cause
students to want to cheat. When | asked one student why he and his classmateghcheat w
some teachers and not with others, his response indicated that it had to do with, “the
amount of respect the students have for the teacher, and how much we think we can get
away with.” A second student echoed this sentiment with, “a lack of respect fehéer
she’s not ready for the class leads to a lot of cheating.” A third studertabed lack of
respect for a teacher was a major reason students cheat.

| think that students cheat with some teachers and not with others for several

reasons. One, availability. If students can cheat more in one classtdlgoiray

to. Another is a respect thing. If you respect a teacher more, they arenwptaoi

cheat in that class. You're not gonna want to cheat.

When | asked a different student why some students cheated for one teacher and not
others, she responded:

Well, | know that less cheating goes on in classrooms were | feetudanss

respect the teacher more. Like, well, that’s how | feel, like during a,diks if a

teacher demands a certain amount of respect and the students feel that they have

to give it to them, | think what kind of ends up happening sometimes is that the

student ends up respecting the teachers. And if the students have that kind of
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respect for the teacher of the class even if they’re not necessailgsietd in the

subject, they try and work in the class and they don’t try and cheat the teacher out

of like their grades and stuff. They're legitimate grades. | think aflpeople in

the [subject] class don’'t have a lot of respect for [Teacher A] as a teache

Like, they like her as a person but since they don’'t agree with her teaching

methods for the class and they feel like she’s unwilling to change her methods

then they don’t have respect for her as a teacher. So, then like during aytest the
don’t feel bad when they cheat on all of her tests. Or when they don’t go home
and do the homework or in the class before when they're just copying whatever is
in the book. And then as opposed to other classes, like [teacher B] he was able to
gain their respect....I think it's for the same reason that while other tsaamieer
lecturing that people pay attention like...I feel bad saying it but | thiak it’

because they have more respect for some other teachers. Like, mayhe[Tea

B]; like when they’re down there and he’s lecturing, they don’t seem to talk. And

when he like gives those quizzes, like they don't try to cheat because kéeel li

they have more respect for him than they do for [Teacher A].

Similar to the constructs of order and organization, involvement, and teacher
control, a student’s perception of a teacher is connected to student cheating. Snedents
more likely to cheat in classes when they feel their teacher is obliviousd/es a
friend, or not respected. These categories do not occur in a vacuum, however. The

classroom environment is complex, with different variables interacting a«in @ther.
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The next section briefly examines the relationship between order and origemizat
involvement, teacher control, and students’ perception of teachers.
Relationship between First Four Qualitative Findings

Before the fifth major finding is presented, it is important to explain the
interrelated nature of the first four findings. Order and organization, invelereacher
control, and students’ perceptions of teachers do not occur in isolation. In the quantitative
results, these factors were significantly correlated with each o#peesenting their
connectivity (see Tables 2 & 6). In the qualitative analyses, these thardfavere often
observed and described in ways that illustrated their interconnectivity, arieencases
it seemed clear that a teacher’s proficiency in one area of theodiasenvironment
alleviated difficulties in other areas. The results of this study indibatehe four
categories discussed above are all important characteristics ofsbeola environment
and all were connected to student cheating. These categories do not, however, operate
independently of each other. One of the difficulties in separating out and analyzing
categories in this kind of qualitative analysis about the classroom environntesreisst
overlap among these categories, and the categories tend to have a dyn&onshgla
with each other.

Environments that appeared to be well ordered—those environments where
students were expected to act orderly and polite—would also typically denehsgta
levels of teacher control. When students were involved in class, they weiikdbstol
act in a disorderly fashion. When students respected a teacher, they weléngptowi

challenge the teacher’s control. Students had a hard time respectingsedohevere
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not organized and who did not establish order in their classrooms. When students viewed
their teachers as oblivious, they did not respect them. Teachers who were obdigious
not know that students were out of control and disorderly. A student’s description of a
typical day in her class provides a good example of the interconnected nahge of t
classroom environment categories.
Okay, the bell rings, so we all go in, right? And we have a new seating
arrangement like recently, the fourth quarter, and so we can sit by all our friends,
but we tricked him into it kinda. And so the bell rings and we sit down. He tells us
to be quiet for like 15 minutes. We finally be quiet and he starts lecturing. And
we’re all so bored out of our minds. Everyone is either doing something else or
just sleeping or just pretending to listen. Then, after a while, we stanggett
restless and start talking to our friends and then the bell rings and we go to our
next class. Everyday. Or we watch a movie, or sometimes we just stratght
talk.
In this example, the teacher’s lack of control allowed students to delay the hggdhni
class. The students’ lack of respect and the teachers’ obliviousness led to studgnts be
able to trick the teacher into a new seating chart. The lack of student involvethamt |
students talking in class, and the teacher losing control. Another student deswibed t
interaction of the classroom environment characteristics as follows:rf'Wa&e doing
things, we get down to business, you know? There is no fooling around. If there’s fooling

around, it will be a couple of words but after that, back to business.”
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In the classroom that | observed with a positive classroom environment and low
cheating rates, the teacher effectively used all four of the classroorareneint
categories. For example, the bell rang and class began promptly; ther tgaickly took
attendance and conducted other class business. He organized students into groups of
three, and then students moved to three different parts of the room. This all happened in
the first 2 minutes of class. Once students moved to their respective parts of thdneoom, t
teacher realized the groups were too big and created a fourth group. Students were
working on term papers, and were instructed to read each others’ introductions. The
teacher clearly and articulately explained how and why he wanted thetsttmeo this
task. While students read each others’ papers and provided feedback, the teacher moved
from group to group. The teacher checked each group to ensure they understood the
directions and joined some of the conversations. This allowed the teacher an opportunity
to redirect a group that was moving in an unintended direction. When one group’s
critique of a paper appeared to be mean spirited, the teacher immediateigriat. In a
very stern voice, he informed them that, “there’s a difference betweeurigiand
making fun.” The group reacted right away, apologized to the student and productively
moved on.

In another group, a student was acting very defensively upon receiving feedback
about her introduction. The teacher gently and effectively encouraged hégnddis
what her group had to say. As the activity progressed, the teacher continuedh t
around the class, answered questions, clarified expectations, and occasionalty stoppe

everyone to address common concerns. This activity lasted 20 minutes and when it was
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over, the teacher was prepared to begin the next activity. The students moved auickly a
quietly back to their seats, and were ready for the next set of directions.

In this example, the teacher’s order and organization not only kept the students
involved, but alleviated any control issues that might have cropped up in other classes.
His awareness and prompt attention to students’ failure to follow directionstkepents
on task and involved. The respect students had for the teacher allowed the teacher to
deliver a quick, reasoned, and effective response to the students who were offensive
rather than critical. The teacher’s successful ability to createraintain one positive
characteristic of the classroom environment helped maintain the others. Order and
organization, involvement, teacher control, and students’ perception of the teadaher wer
all critical aspects of the classroom environment; in this study, all of ttsgegories
proved to be important factors of the classroom environment that impacted student
cheating. The next section discusses qualitative findings that weredayarore
systemic than the classroom environment.

Larger Systemic Issues

Thus far, results discussed in this chapter include factors related to theartass
environment. Classrooms, however, are not isolated from the larger educational
environment. Environments of the classroom are not only affected by teachers and
students in those classrooms, but are influenced by larger institutions in which these
classes exist: institutions such as the school; the district or diocedestats or federal
governments; colleges, universities, and other post secondary institutions; atydisocie

general. External rules, expectations, and norms about education and schooling are
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imposed upon the classroom and can have a significant influence on the classroom
environment. In addition to the classroom effects mentioned above, the analyses of
student interviews and classroom observations resulted in an important findiad telat
larger systemic issues. The following findings related to these largensgsssues
focus on the difference between students’ opportunities to cheat and theiralebeatt
students’ perception of the purpose of schooling, their belief that school is a game, and
the supreme importance that students place on their grades. The first propasyedisc
will be the difference between the opportunity and the desire to cheat.
Difference between Opportunity and Desire to Cheat

While both the quantitative and qualitative analyses indicated that the classroom
environment does indeed impact student cheating, it seems to have its grgzesbn
students’ ability to cheat, not necessarily their desire. | asked everyntsainbet
strategies teachers can use to reduce cheating in classes. Studetibsgggekided
increasing teacher control and improving testing procedures. These kindsgdsshan
however, only impact student’s ability to cheat. Some students even indicated that no
matter how positive the classroom environment is, if students think they can get awa
with cheating they will.

They cheat in [Teacher A’s] class because they can. They don’t cheaaah§fe

B’s] class because they can’t. Does that make sense? It's not becgusat¢he

him or anything; it's just that if they do, it they’ll get caught. ButTiedcher A’s]

class, you won't get caught at all.
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Fear of getting caught seemed to be the biggest deterrence to cheatmg. W
students believed they can cheat without getting caught, they did. As one student put it,
“just the fact that it's so easy, it's there, you have to. Not forced to, but yotakell
advantage of it.” Another student agreed.

They don’t cheat in [Teacher B’s] because | think they're scared to gditcaug

think in [Teacher A’s], they can cheat because they know that they canayet a

with it. If she tells us to read a chapter and they don’t read it, they know it's okay

They don’t think “okay, | have to go home and read that chapter because there’s a

quiz tomorrow.” They just think “okay, well, it will be easy to pass a quiz without

reading because | can just cheat.”
One way to look at the difference between opportunity and desire is to examine student
attitudes about cheating on homework. In the quantitative analyses, cheating on
homework proved to be the most frequent type of cheating. Even positive learning
environments had high cheating on homework scores. What typically separated low
cheating rate classes from high cheating rate classes werthdating factors. The
qualitative analysis concurred with these findings. Students almost uniyetsadit on
homework because they believe they can, do not believe that this constitutes a serious
form of cheating, and feel little to no guilt about cheating on homework. When | asked
one student about student cheating in the class with a positive learning environment, she
responded:

Well, | haven't seen any [cheating]. Well, | don’t cheat because | theak do

[the work]. | think, “why should | depend on someone else when I'm capable?”
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And | haven't heard or seen anything to do with that. Okay, there’s a difference

between, “oh, | forgot to do homework,” and someone copied off of you. There’s

a lot of that because some people just forget.

When | asked a different student about why he thought students cheat, and whether or not
he though it was primarily the students’ fault, he responded:

No, not all. 'Cause another reason students do it is because of how much work

they get. Like they come to school and, “oh, | forgot to do that.” They just pull

out a piece of paper and, “I'll do it real quick.” So, it's also the amount of work

they get, and sometimes if the teacher is not paying attention to the cheating

during tests and stuff. It's partly that, too. Like the students will have an
opportunity.

Quantitative analyses for this study indicated that students raretpggtt for
cheating. The last question on the AIS asked students to indicate how many times the
had been caught cheating by their teacher. Even though 92.4% of the students surveyed
admitted to cheating at least once in class, only 8.3% were caught. Theigaalitat
analysis suggested that while the fear of getting caught keeps many stratants
cheating on tests, they are not afraid of getting caught cheating on homewugl do.t
Often, when students have the opportunity, they will cheat. When | asked students what
teachers can do to eliminate students’ desire and not just the opportunity tohayeat, t
were short on suggestions. One student even admitted that catching students oely chang
their tactics, not their desire. “Okay, for example, the more people get cdngyiote it

stops kinda, but it's not gonna stop. The more people get caught and the way they get
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caught they're like ‘okay I'm not gonna get caught that way again.” orttg factors
mentioned above that seemed to affect students’ desire to cheat were lavdéof st
involvement and the level of respect that students have for a particular teacher.
Everything else discussed thus far only addresses a teacher’s abiliit theating
opportunities.

The ability to affect students’ desire to cheat is a significant issiezltarators.
Addressing the issues surrounding classroom cheating, including studentstalesire
cheat, will necessitate substantial systemic changes, many d¢f arei@ot within the
control of classroom teachers. A student’s desire to cheat is connected to o#micsyst
issues mentioned below. The next section addresses students’ perception of the purpose
of schooling.

Student Perception of the Purpose of Schooling

The second finding related to large systemic issues has to do with the purpose of
schooling. The purpose and goals of education have been debated by educators for
decades. Some posit that the purpose of school is for the cultivation of the libenadlarts a
to give people knowledge and skills they need in order to participate in a democratic
society (Bellah, 2004). Others would suggest that education is the search for new
knowledge and the development of critical thinking skills needed to advance science
(Bellah, 2004). Some would argue that schools are important because theyngre gi
young men and women knowledge and skills necessary to perform in college and the

workplace (Bellah, 2004). One of the primary purposes of education for religious schools
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is to impart the faith onto the next generation while preparing youth to partioyghte
faith community.
One of the most contentious purposes for education is related to college and jobs,
and the function that schools play in capitalist economic systems. In 1976, Bod/les a
Gintis publishedschooling in Capitalist Amerigaheir widely read and controversial
book that argued schools, rather than being the great equalizer, are aepraliiyicing
social- and class-based inequities. Bowles and Gintis (1976) posited that schaoling ha
become a powerful socializing force that teaches students how to fit intoisapital
structures, norms, and values. Schooling provides knowledge on how to enter the
workforce and interact at the workplace. They claimed that skills schocdickes
actually serve to recreate the larger unjust and inequitable systergimsshools exist.
Many students’ responses to questions about the nature of school centered around
their eventual placement in the job market. Students understood it was important to do
well in high school so that they could be admitted to a good college. Good colleges were
important because they led to a good job. Good jobs were viewed as important because
they resulted in higher income. One student even explained this preparatigotal a
job as a right.
It's the students right, especially if you're paying to go to a private schicch
student’s right that if they want to learn, that they should be able to get the good
grades that they want to get so they can go into college and get a good job and |

think that that's almost a right.
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Education and learning were only viewed as valuable insofar as they gudraictréain
placement or rank in post-secondary schools and jobs. School was important, one student
explained, “because you are always told that you have to get the besttheades can

get and that’s going to affect you forever. No matter what. For thefrgeur life they

are going to affect you.” Unless the class content demonstratecokbdirect

connections to college success and job placement, students were not interested. Job

placement and preparation were ultimate goals; nothing else was watitheéh&/hen |

asked one student how teachers could get students to want to learn the material, he

seemed to echo Bowles and Gintis (1976), commenting that school was more about

molding students to society’s expectations of what they ought to be.
| have no idea, because if a student is going to learn something, they are going to
have to want to learn it by themselves. With any class. But | don’t know how you
can get them to want to learn something they don’t find interesting. It is usually
about building people to someone else’s standards, to keep our wheels turning,
and that’s not interesting.

Another student explained the importance of doing well in school in the following way.
To get into college to get a better education so you can set yourself up in life, you
know? 'Cause if you just come straight out of high school and you don’t go into
something like radio or sports or jobs like that, you could end up at McDonald’s.
'Cause now a days you need a good education to get money. 'Cause sometimes
four years in college isn’t even cutting it now.

A third student explained the importance of school similarly.
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It can get you into college, which will impact what jobs you're going to get. So
what you are doing now has a lot to do with what you are going to be doing 20
years from now, 30 years from now. So you have to succeed now.
When education and learning are threatened by the approach to schooling outlined
previously, students lose sight of why learning certain information and attaertagn
skills are critically important. When students perceive the purpose of schoslbofege
preparation and job placement, they readily rely on cheating rather than lgarattajn
those goals. Another common student response related to systemic issues was student
view of school as a game.
School as a Game
During the interviews, students frequently likened school to a game. In this game
there are rules, both explicit and implicit, and winners and losers. The rules ofrtbe ga
are clear to most students, but the rules do not always parallel teachersias’stiles.
The stakes of the game are high. Students who are better at the game scoggddglse
win better awards like scholarships and college acceptances, and are even rstriked be
worst by academic institutions. Common student descriptions of school and class
included references to games and playing; part of the game includes sugcaerdipart
of the game includes beating the teacher.
| can play with a teacher a lot and in the past in her class she wouldn’t do
anything. | can play with them by asking them questions that | know that they
don’t know and | like to toy with teachers, it's my thing but | can never speak out

against a teacher.

115



Another student likened her class to a system.

It's all like a system. Some people that care about that topic will arguret®o

that the rest of the class can start talking and then the next day it might be on

vegetarianism and [someone] will start going off and she’ll be arguing against

someone else and then the rest of the class can start talking again.

The students learn successful game playing strategies early on in tlocaiticathl
careers. Some of these strategies, while having little to do with knowledge ks)chski
usually considered acceptable, including being respectful to the teacheipatany in
class, turning assignments in on time, and even attending expensive testipreparat
classes. Other strategies that students readily rely on to compete amtheuge not
considered acceptable, like cheating
Students talked about cheating as a strategy to do well in the game.

So it’s fair game. I'd say that every student thinks its fair game thatsclileat

likes to cheat, knows how to cheat, I'd say fair game. Because therefarendif

levels of cheating, I'd say. There’s people that know how to cheat, that can get

away with it very easily, like | was talking to you about. People that kndly rea
how to cheat; you know, they don’t look obvious, it's really like slow and its eye
contact, and they give signals, you know? Teachers can’t see that. But there’s
other people who'd be like, “hey, | need the answer.” Then they'll get caught you
know, or some people would. Yeah, | would say it's a different level you know.

There’s good cheaters and bad cheaters. There’s a good way to cheat so that you

won’t get caught almost, and a lot of people know how to do that. So the teacher
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sits in back. Once they sit in back and get on the computer or start grading or

something-fair game. Fair game. I'd say in every class, every class
One student explained to me how fast students will turn on a teacher in order to do well
in this game.

They'll turn on you so quick. Especially junior/senior year they’ll turn on you so

quick. Like if they need to pass a test, they'll cheat for sure. | know kids in my

class that cheated all last year and never got caught. All lasHadathe class
does, you know? It's bad, but that's what they say they gotta to do in order to
pass.
Other students actually enjoy cheating the system. Winning without putting in t
appropriate effort is gratifying for some.

| think they like getting credit for not putting in any work into it. It's theliieg of

like, “okay, | went home last night | didn’t do anything, | was watching TV all

night, I didn’t put any of the work in but | got an A on the quiz.” 'Cause they just
cheated. And they like getting credit for something they didn’t do.

Cheating, however, is common in many of the other games that students both
participate in and witness. Many students play video games. Most current and popular
games include ways of entering sequences of buttons in order to access cheat codes
These cheat codes do a variety of things in these games, including makihgrtdwters
in the game more powerful and unlocking secret levels. The point is that these cheat

codes have become an acceptable means of successfully completing thesse game
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Other obvious examples of commonly accepted cheating come from the worlds of
athletics, politics, and finance. The students now live in a world where it is commonly
understood that many of the world’s top athletes bend the established rules of the sport
win. Whether it is enhancing performance with drugs, bribing players and Isffmia
teaching players how to break the rules of the game without the officialggptic
cheating is a common occurrence in sport. Students have witnessed eledidd b
election rules, receive bribes from lobbyists, and even redefine words to win tieaboli
game; and financial institutions have been caught playing with numbers toheake t
institutions look better, a strategy that typically benefited the exesutivibose
companies to the great detriment of the typical employee. It should be no sumprise f
educators to learn that their students, when seeing school as a game, wyllrebadih
cheating as part of a wining strategy.

Education being viewed as a game detracts from learning, increases the
importance of winning, promotes capitalist values, and threatens justicainas$.
Cheating is often misunderstood by educators as students not caring about school.
Cheating is actually evidence that students do care, but care about the wrongdlthings
always thought that if they really do care then they should study, but if they chde’
then they wouldn’t cheat at all, they would just fail.” Educators have recresédlist
systems in their schools, systems where points and rank have become morentmporta
than skills and knowledge. Until the system changes and school is no longer viewed as a

game, the classroom environment will be adversely affected and studamglagh
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continue to be a problem. The next section will deal with the most common method
teachers use to score the game-grades.
Supreme Importance of Grades
The most common student response related to systemic issues concerned grades.
Most United States educational systems, including the one that is the sulbigest of
study, use five letterg\( B, C, D& F) to communicate to parents, counselors, colleges,
and others about how well a student is doing in a particular class. The lesson has not bee
lost on students. These letter grades have become the single most importanonfotiva
students. When | asked one student how important grades were to students, he responded,
“Very important, very important. Top of the list. Most of the students, probably 99% of
it.” When | asked this same student about learning, he responded, “Learning? I'd sa
everyone just wants the grade. Some of the stuff is interesting to them, but then they
ultimately want the grade.” When | asked the students about grades, the ingoftanc
these letters trumped everything else including ethics, learningesal and feelings for
the teacher. Grades were the most common reason for cheating listeddoysstu
Cheating is a really stupid subject. But like everybody does it like, not bad, but, |
can't explain it because I do it. If | need it done, it's gotta be done. You need the
grade. You won’t graduate if you don’t have the grade.
Another student agreed.
Yes, in all classes | guess people cheat just for the grade. The reasdd | w

cheat | guess is just for the grade, or maybe | guess to help someoneh&rther t
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that, people don’t really cheat for any other reason. It's mostly for the.grad
People don’t usually mean to harm the teacher or do something bad.
Not all classes equally emphasized grades, and teachers do have a liriiyed abi
to counter the systemic emphasis on grades. The classrooms that put more emphasis on
learning and skills and less emphasis on grades actually had less chehtng. a8ked
one student from the classroom with a positive learning environment and low cheating
rates about the grade in her class, she responded:
For me, | don't really know what my grade is; | mean, | know it is a high grade
but we don'’t really pay attention to our grades, but we pay attention to like, “oh,
we did really good on this essay.” You know what | mean? Like, “oh we did
really good on this test.” We don’t really add it up, but after a while it does add up
because it's our report card grade, but we don't really notice it. Well, | gan sa
that | don’t notice it; | didn’t really know if | had an A or a B. | don’t know, every
time | turn in an essay, I've been really nervous to turn it in and then when | get it
back and it's good it’s like, “whew | did it.” You know?
Passing is not the only pressure when it comes to grades. The difference betiveen an
and aB can be enough to cause students to cheat.
Okay, I had a friend and he was a straight A student and he was just complaining.
He was like, “oh, my God, this is hard and | can’t.” He’s not blaming it on the
teacher, he’s not like, “the teacher didn’t teach me,” no, he’s just like “itt§"ha
you know? | don’'t know. He can’t get a B, he needs an A, he needs an A. 'Cause

they’re thinking about college or, the university they want to go to. Soskghat
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everybody has their own little mentality of cheating. If you're the onésthat
always getting the Cs or Ds, you know, you're just kinda whatever. Ifd Qet
I'll pass it. If you get those As and Bs, you're always like, “oh noyElta get an
A.” You know what | mean?
| listened to students explain elaborate cheating techniques, ranging from group
efforts to steal tests to cheat sheets tucked under a skirt where a teaglgenot look.
Students care about how well they do in school; if they did not care, then they would not
go through so much trouble to get good grades. Students insisted that they cheat to pass
and to get good grades. When | asked one student why he thought his peers cheated, he
explained that fear of failure was reason enough.
To get by, you know? And they don’t want to get it wrong, you know, because of
the bad grade. So it’s like, “okay, I'm just gonna take this one,” and then it comes
to another one and then, “oh I'm gonna take that one.” 'Cause they don’'t want to
fail. Students are scared of failing | know there’s some students, they den't ca
about school, but a lot of students, they care. And they're scared to fail. |
personally am one person who is scared to fail.
Another student suggested that cheating can be reduced if the pressure fowvgsades
less.
| think you can stop people from wanting to cheat by making it less pressure; by
making the situation less important, grades wise. Instead of it seeming so

important that you have to cheat in order to make that grade. Make it more about
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how well you're doing and learning. And not about how well you’re doing now is

going to affect you later.

Many of the root causes of cheating lie within educational systems, and these
systems are more difficult for teachers to alter than their own classoanonments.
Somehow, educators have allowed grades to become divorced from learning. One of
these root causes could be the system’s overemphasis on scores and grades. Until school
systems are changed to more accurately acknowledge knowledge and skiligs stuitle
continue to cheat. As long as the system places more importance on letterarthiag,le
students will put their efforts into attaining those desirable letters iatsiest way
possible, which for many of them means academic dishonesty.

Summary of Results

Classroom environment research has demonstrated that environments created by
classroom teachers have a significant impact on education. Positive envitemanee
been linked to higher levels of student performance, motivation, and attitudes (see
chapter 2). Results of this study indicated that the classroom environment aso has
significant effect on levels of student cheating; the more positive the enenmmgthe
less students will cheat. The analysis of the quantitative data suggestegdhaifdbe
subscales included in Trickett and Moos'’s (2002) CES are significantlgadtatevels
of classroom cheating, including: involvement, teacher support, task orientation,
competition, order and organization, rule clarity, and teacher control (see Talde6). T
strongest and most consistent quantitative findings included involvement and order and

organization. As the score on these factors went up for each student and/or eacls teacher
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classroom, the levels of reported cheating for each student and/or eachigeache
classroom went down.

Student interviews and classroom observations also indicated that the classroom
environment impacts student cheating. Analyses of the qualitative datedyfele major
findings (see Table 1). The first three findings correlated with three @H%esubscales:
order and organization, involvement, and teacher control. When teachers create
classroom environments that lack order, environments that are poorly organized,
environments that do not engage or involve students, and environments that the teacher
cannot control, then these teachers also create environments where chd&hgto
occur.

The fourth qualitative finding, students’ perceptions of teachers, indicateti¢hat t
level of student cheating is affected by students’ perception of their tesache
consciousness, whether or not they view their teacher as a friend, and how much they
respect the teacher. The fifth and final qualitative finding dealt with Iggjersic issues.
Changing students’ ability to cheat in class was not the same as chandems desire
to cheat. Additionally, when students view the purpose of school as job placement, view
school as a game, and value grades above all else, they will cheat ifngiven t
opportunity. Until these systemic issues are dealt with, any succes$sfptto decrease
student cheating will only address the symptoms of cheating. Systemgesha the
nature of schooling are necessary if educators are going to addresscaesps behind
students’ desire and willingness to cheat. The next chapter, discussion andia@esiclus

further discusses the implications of the findings detailed above.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This chapter discusses the findings detailed in the previous chapter. Thig chapte
begins by synthesizing the quantitative and qualitative findings, and uses thassytd
answer the three research questions. Next, the chapter discusses the finihisgstudy
and compares them with findings of other studies on cheating and classroom environment
research present in the literature. This chapter then offers recommesdatifuture
research, and recommendations to policy makers and educators. It will conclude wi
discussion of the implications and significance of the findings.
The purpose of this study was to better understand how cheating is affected by the
classroom environment. The three research questions that this studyeaidreses
1. What is the relationship between the classroom environment and student
cheating?
2. In what kinds of environments does cheating flourish, and in what kinds of
environments does academic integrity flourish?
3. What can classroom teachers, and school administrators do to alter classroom
environments in order to focus on learning and integrity, effectively reducing

cheating rates?
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The mixed methods approach included gathering data on classroom environments
and student cheating. Results indicated that the classroom environment had a
considerable impact on student cheating. The quantitative portion included two
guestionnaires, the Classroom Environment Scale (CES) and the Academicyintegrit
Survey (AIS). Quantitative analyses of the data found that teacher supgort, ta
orientation, competition, rule clarity, teacher control, and especially order and
organization, and involvement were significantly related to rates of studextinthésee
Table 6). The qualitative portion included data gathered from classroom olmsenaatd
student interviews. The qualitative analyses of the data generated jorefimdings;
order and organization, involvement, teacher control, students’ perception of teachers
and larger systemic issues all influence student cheating.

Addressing the Research Questions
Research Question 1: What is the Relationship between the Classroom Environment and
Student Cheating?

Data analyses strongly suggested a negative relationship betwetastneam
environment and student cheating (see Tables 2, 6, & 7); positive classroom
environments have less occurrences of student cheating than negative classroom
environments. The quantitative analyses indicated areas of the classroom egrnironm
that having a significant relationship with classroom cheating werdideaapport, task
orientation, competition, order and organization, involvement, rule clarity, and teache
control. The order and organization subscale was consistently the most sigfifidizugt

followed by involvement (see Tables 2, 6, & 7). Teachers who maintained order in their
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classrooms, were organized, and kept students involved in class encountered less student
cheating.

Analyses of the classroom observations and student interviews also indicated a
negative relationship between the classroom environment and student cheating. The
gualitative analyses specifically identified order and organization, studattement,
teacher control, and students’ perception of teachers as classroom envirogtoent fa
related to student cheating.

Research Question 2: In What Kinds of Environments does Cheating Flourish, and in
What Kinds of Environments does Academic Integrity Flourish?

Student cheating flourishes in classroom environments that are disorderly,
disorganized, discourage student involvement, and lack teacher control. Cheating als
flourishes in environments where students feel their teachers are oblivious, where
students think of their teacher as a friend, and where students do not respect éne teach

Conversely, academic integrity flourishes in classroom environments that are
orderly and organized. Cheating is less likely to occur in classes that are platinad w
classes where students are expected to behave in an orderly fashion, in classes whe
students are engaged and involved in course content, and in classes where there are
consistent consequences for breaking school and classroom rules. Academic integrity
also flourishes in classrooms where teachers are alert and awareieachass and not
as friends, and receive the respect of their students. Finally, cheatisg likddy to
occur when teachers focus on students learning content knowledge and skillsheather t

students receiving high grades or scores.
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Research Question 3: What can Classroom Teachers and School Administrators do to
Alter Classroom Environments in Order to Focus on Learning and Integrity, Effectively
Reducing Cheating Rates?

This third research question asked about changes to classroom environments that
focus on learning and integrity in order to reduce student cheating. Accordingiatahe
student cheating rates can be decreased by either limiting studentg’talmhieat or by
diminishing students’ desire to cheat. Findings of this study support the basmpéss
of this third research question; the data report there is a big difference betdeeing
students’ cheating rates and reducing students’ willingness to cheat. Thee tmtvis
guestion will contain three parts; the first part will suggest five changéasssraom
environments to effectively reduce students’ ability to cheat. The seconalilbartggest
five changes to classroom environments that reduce students’ desire to doeating
on learning and integrity. The third part addresses the administratoria relducing
classroom cheating.

Reducing Students’ Ability to Cheat

There are many relatively simple changes that teachers can makie in the
classroom environments to effectively reduce students’ ability to chesttofall,
teachers need to create well ordered classroom environments. Te&shaesed to insist
that their students behave in orderly and polite ways. In orderly classroom envitsnme
students are ready to begin class at the outset, are responsive to theilsteacher

instructions and requests, and talk in turn.
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Second, teachers should improve their organizational skills. Organized teachers
are able to plan, communicate, implement, and assess purposeful, meaningfulsactivitie
and assignments. Organized teachers are also able to adequately manage non
instructional tasks like attendance and student summons without disruption or chaos.

Third, teachers need to vastly improve the order and organization of their tests
and testing procedures; tests need to be error free with clear directiaclseieshould
consider writing multiple versions of tests and writing tests that requidersts to write
words, sentences, and essays, rather than fill in bubbles on a Scantron. During the test
teachers should insist on absolute quiet, spread student desks out as much as possible, and
make sure that students do not have any unauthorized material out during the testing
period. Teachers also need to reduce, as much as possible, any distractrand uaiisg
the testing period. These distractions create opportunities readily izgpitah by
students. Finally, teachers need to be alert and aware during testing perydsothe
not sit at their desks and grade, or work on their computers. Rather, teachers should walk
around the room paying close attention to student behaviors; especially true during the
most fertile cheating time, the last 10 minutes of the test.

Fourth, teachers need to be in control of their classes. Teachers need to
consistently enforce rules that they establish in their classrooms,|a&sweles
established by the school. When teachers are strict, fair, consistent, aralttend t
seemingly little things, like students calling out in class and dress codgoriela
classroom environments encounter less serious problems, like cheating. Conversely

when teachers are permissive and inconsistent in enforcing discipline andtudests
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are less likely to fear getting into trouble and far more likely to parteipedishonest
behaviors like student cheating.

The fifth and final suggestion for part one of this answer has to do with changing
how teachers are perceived by their students. Findings of this study shggesten
teachers are perceived by students as having low levels of consciousness andglare thou
of as more of a friend than a teacher, students cheat. Many teachers needticallam
raise their level of consciousness to correct this problem. For example, secarent be
oblivious to the goings on in their classrooms; when teachers are oblivious, students
know they can get away with cheating. When students think of their teachergeas a f
they are more likely to cheat and less likely to fear consequences of getiying. ca
Teachers can reduce their students’ ability to cheat by raising tedetvel of
awareness and by maintaining a proper student-teacher relationship withsstudent
Reducing Students’ Desire to Cheat

The five changes suggested above include teachers creating more positive
classroom environments through improving order, organization, testing procedegks, le
of control, and the image they present to their students. Changing classroom
environments according to these suggestions can reduce students’ ability to cheat. N
of these suggestions, however, addresses integrity, learning, or studsinéstaleheat.

The second part of this answer to the third research question will focus on changes in the
classroom environment that will reduce students’ desire to cheat through foonsing

learning and integrity.
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Findings of this study indicated the nature of traditional educational systems are
problematic and unintentionally create elements of school and classroom ahiatires
foster student cheating. Systemic elements of school and classroom cultufestéina
student cheating include: schools being viewed as job training and placement, schools
being seen as a game or a competition, and the highest importance on high scores or
grades. When classrooms and schools are dominated by these ideologies, stuffents are
more willing and likely to cheat. It is difficult for teachers and admiaists to mitigate
these systemic problems, but not impossible.

There are five suggested changes teachers can make to their classroom
environments to minimize effects of systemic problems and effectivelgsgidtudents’
desires to cheat. First of all, teachers should get students more involved in class. For
example, when students are involved and interested in class, they learn more; the more
students learn, the less they need to cheat. Teachers can increase stoldentemy
through demonstrating energy and excitement about the subject matter, thematgtycr
opportunities for meaningful dialogue and collaboration in class, through ingdiséing
students think deeply and critically about the material, through differentiastrgction,
and through relating class material to students’ lived experiences.

Second, teachers need to redefine student success in class as being able to
demonstrate learned content and skills and ensure that assigned gradegsratiacll
student learning. This includes teachers creating and using authentic stdradaals
assessments instead of using multiple guess testing formats, and deemgplizesiz

importance of letter grades. Authentic assessments require studenta thdéezontent,
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rather than guess or cheat, in order to pass. The importance placed on letteisgrade
pervasive and can be overwhelming. Emphasis on student letter grades is supported by
post-secondary institutions, parents, and the job market in U.S. culture. The findings of
this study do suggest, however, that teachers can create classroom envs@muent
assessments that redirect student motivation from grades to learning. Whenistare
more about learning than grades, they will cheat less.

Third, teachers need to help students learn strategies for doing well in school tha
are not only effective, but honest. Students cheat because it is an easier means of
attaining high grades than doing work necessary to learn the material. Salderiseat
because they know how to do it. Teachers can reduce cheating by making leasnéng
than cheating, and by improving students’ abilities to complete projects agdnassts.
Teachers may do this by improving and expanding their instructional methodology to
include scaffolding the learning experience and clearly articulatingidinecand
expectations by using tools like rubrics.

Fourth, teachers should cultivate their students’ respect. Many students
interviewed in this study indicated that students are less willing to cheat tivay
respect their teachers. Teachers can earn student respect by takiotsreeriously, by
working hard, by being passionate about the subject, by caring about students, and by
being genuine and honest.

The fifth and final suggestion to teachers seeking to reduce students’ desire to
cheat involves teachers actually talking to students about academic dishbeashers

can counter these systemic barriers to honest classroom environments by tadking a
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The validity of test and project scores and grades, fairness, and justiey afl telate to
student cheating should be topics of classroom conversation. Teachers should dialogue
with students about what is and what is not cheating, about educational goals and how
cheating threatens those goals, and about individual and communal consequences of
cheating.
Administrators’ Role

Administrators also play valuable roles in reducing student cheatincatates
schools. For example, administrators should support and encourage teachers to reduce
students’ ability and desire to cheat. Administrators should seek out and address unjust
systems in their own schools. As long as students feel the system is cheatinthey
will not hesitate to cheat the system. Administrators should look for wayssenl¢he
competitive nature of schooling for students. Administrators should improve their
classroom and program assessment instruments; they also should invest in and develop
instruments that more accurately assess learning, such as authenéicdstdnaded
assessments. Finally, these administrators need to clarify the schasismand create
a school culture that emphasizes learning and integrity while deemphapadss. The
next section of this chapter compares the findings of this study to previous findings
classroom environment and on cheating.

Comparison of the Findings with the Literature

This section contains a comparison of this study’s findings with findings from the

current research on classroom environment and academic dishonesty. Findingssfrom thi

study both agreeing and disagreeing with literature findings is discusskdiing
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cheating rates; demographic, achievement, and co-curricular varidiglesassroom
environment and cheating; and school systemic issues.
Rates

As was discussed in chapter 2, the literature reports a wide range of student
cheating rates. Much of this wide range might be attributed to the differemtides of
student cheating used in the research. Whitley’s (1998) meta-analysdsgé stlidies
found a mean of 70.4% of college students admitted to cheating. High school rates have
been found to be consistently higher (Cizek, 2001). Davis et al. (1992) indicated that
college students reported that 76% had cheated in high school. The Josephson Institute of
Ethics’ studies (2002; 2004; 2006) also reported high levels of high school cheating.
Their survey results indicated 74% of surveyed students admitted to cheatingbim a te
2002, 62% in 2004, and 60% in 2006.

The current study asked students to self-report cheating behaviors for @ne clas
Since most cheating studies ask students to self-report cheating behaadirefftreir
classes, it was expected that the cheating rates for this study wouldeo¢Haw
published rates of other high school studies. Cheating rates in the current studyyhoweve
were actually higher than other high school cheating studies. In the cuannta.4%
of students admitted to cheating on some academic task during the curren¢isentiest
class they were asked about; 78.1% of the students admitted to cheating on aléest; whi
57.8% admitted to active cheating, i.e. test cheating, excluding letting sone® ek

on one’s test.
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The rate of student cheating from this study most comparable to the litesature
the test-cheating rate, 78.1%, because other studies do not typically ask aboug cimeati
homework. There are four possible explanations for the high cheating ratest €msid
be that students at this school actually cheat more than students at other seboat. S
students at this school might be more honest about cheating than students at other
schools. This is conceivable since these students knew the researcher and might have
been motivated and trusting enough to be honest on their surveys. Third, reported
cheating rates may be higher in this study since the students were survdgdatiavhi
were still in high school, as opposed to other studies that asked college students to report
their high school behavior (Davis et al., 1992). Fourth, asking students about a specific
class as opposed to all of their classes might help trigger more spediiceurate
memories.

Demographic, Achievement, and Co-Curricular Variables

As was reported in chapter 2, numerous variables have been considered in the
research literature on student cheating. This study focused on the classvo@mneent,
but other variables common in academic dishonesty literature were alstecedsn this
study, including: gender, age, grade level, ethnicity, GPA, participatioteinsahool
sports, participation in student leadership, enrollment in honors or AP courses,
employment status, and student’s college plans.

One of the most common findings reported in the academic dishonesty literature
relates to gender. Typically, men report cheating more than women (Anfitich&ael,

1983; Dauvis et al., 1992; Genereux & McLeod, 1995; Roig & De Tommaso, 1995). As
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mentioned in chapter 2, this gender difference only exists in studies that nssdfure
reported cheating, not observations of cheating behavior. Whitley (1998) suggested thi
could mean that men actually cheat more and get caught less, or womegnstreessat

much and report the behaviors less often. The current study found no gender difference in
cheating. Gender difference in cheating would not have been surprising accotthieg t
literature, since the cheating measurement in this study was self-tegopossible that

the researcher’s relationship with the students in this study enabled adstgleo

honest answers. If Whitley is correct, this student honesty, in addition to emglhigh

rates of student cheating, might also explain the lack of a gender ghdifftanence.

Two other demographic variables receiving attention in cheating studies ar
employment status and sports participation. Haines et al. (1986) and the follow up to that
study conducted by Diekhoff et al. (1996) both found a positive relationship between
college student employment and cheating. Nowell and Laufer (1997) also found working
college students more likely to report classroom cheating behaviors. That émaangs
were consistent with the literature reporting a connection between sthdating and
working. Students in the current study working after school were slightly kehg tio
cheat (see Table 7). Haines et al. (1986) and Diekhoff et al. (1996) also found a
connection between student participation in college sports programs, intramairal
intercollegiate, and student cheating rates. Results of the present study toose
findings; that is, students participating in school sports programs were slighdy mor

likely to report cheating behaviors (see Table 7).
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Classroom Environment and Cheating

This study found that classroom environments teachers create have a significant
impact on student cheating rates. While there are not many studies spgdifatahg at
cheating with classroom environment measures, some studies found significant
connections between environmental elements and cheating (Anderman et al., 1998;
Jordan 2001). For example, Evans and Craig (1990) found increased levels of cheating in
competitive classrooms, classrooms grading on a curve, and classrooms wéhdegt
of difficult work. The Evans and Craig survey reported that students stronptiidéee
teacher’s behavior and personality have a significant impact on studenhgh&he
current study concurs. Qualitative data in this study revealed that studeens biedir
teachers’ personality and behavior affect student cheating rates.

Quantitative and qualitative findings of this study indicated that student
involvement is an important environmental factor impacting student cheatingrd-ac
affecting student involvement include poor instructional quality and uninteresting
material and are connected in the literature to cheating (Blackburn & Mi886;

Steininger, 1968; Steininger et al., 1964). Steininger et al. (1964) found when students
perceive the course content to be meaningless, they are more likely to cheat.

While both the classroom environment and student cheating are the subjects of
many research studies, there are not many studies attempting to look at botheas i
current study. | was unable to find any high school studies that took a measurement for
the classroom environment and compared it to cheating rates as the currentdstudy di

Only one study did this at the college level (Pulvers & Deikhoff, 1999).
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Overall, the findings of Pulvers and Deikhoff (1999) agreed with the general
finding of the current study: Classroom environments have a significant retapidos
student cheating rates. Specifically, Pulvers and Diekhoff used the College and
University Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCEI) and found that persomatizat
(teacher support in the CES), satisfaction (not included in the CES), and taskionenta
(order and organization in the CES) all related significantly to student mbekitke
Pulvers and Diekhoff, the current study found a significant relationship betwebeitea
support and student cheating at the student level (see Table 6). Both the tutlseahd
Pulvers and Deikhoff also found that organization and articulation of class asaignm
and activities (task orientation in the CUCEI, and order and organization in theh&ES)
a negative relationship to student cheating (see Tables 2, 6, & 7).

The final environmental finding in the current study with some precedent in the
literature is related to testing procedures. The current study found that disarder
disorganized classroom environments, including teachers’ testing procedenetaimd
to classroom cheating. Many studies have been conducted on testing procedures and
college students (Whitley, 1998). Students cheat less when they are closely monitore
(Covey et al., 1989). Students are also less likely to cheat when teacherstiyge mul
versions of tests and pay attention to the spacing and positions of students during the
exam (Houston, 1976; 1983). The findings of the current study concur. For example, the
current study found when teachers pay close attention to their students duimgg test

periods, students cheat less. Students also report less cheating when tpesdgrs s

137



student desks out and issue multiple versions of tests. The next section discusses syst
findings of this study and relates these issues with similar findinge iliteérature.
Systemic Issues

In addition to relationships between the classroom environment and student
cheating, the findings of this study indicated that student cheating ratdeeasidssroom
environment are both affected by larger and harder to control systemic Beoesof
these issues have been noted in other cheating studies. For example, in their study on
college undergraduates, Cooper and Peterson (1980) found that students cheat when
given the opportunity. The current study found that there is a difference between
students’ opportunity to cheat and their desire to cheat. Most students, when given the
opportunity to cheat, will.

The second systemic issue receiving a large amount of attention in the cheating
literature is the relationship of student grades to cheating. Fear oéfigilane of the
most common reasons students list for cheating (Evans & Craig, 1990; Schab, 1991).
Jordan (2001) found that when students cared more about extrinsic outcomes like grades,
they were more likely to cheat than the students who cared more about intrineEspsoc
like learning. The findings of the current study also indicated that gradearmpla
important role in student cheating. Students’ primary school concern is reagividg
grades; they are willing to do just about anything, including cheating, to dsghre
marks. The next section offers recommendations for research and educa#otied @n

cheating and the classroom environment.
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Recommendations
Recommendations for Future Research

While both cheating and the classroom environment have been concentrated areas
of study in the academic literature for decades, there are still numerai®gsi¢hat
need to be asked and others that need further probing. This next section makes
recommendations for future cheating and classroom environment researchngcludi
recommendations about populations, questions, causes, and the environment.

The first recommendation for future research concerns the population tinat is t
subject of research. The vast majority of cheating studies are conductaltege ¢
students. More cheating research is needed at the high school, middle school, and even
elementary school levels. More attention at these levels will help ceseaidetermine
when student cheating behaviors begin and provide a better understanding of the root
causes behind the development of student cheating behaviors.

The second recommendation for future research is related to the kinds of
guestions usually asked and to whom these questions are addressed. Most research on
cheating is quantitative in nature. Additionally, most of the research ask&qgaediout
students; (e.g., students’ demographic information, academic ability, exitraltzaur
participation, and personality characteristics); and rarely asks apeftom students.

Much can be learned about cheating and classroom environments using qualitative and
mixed methodologies, especially those including student voice.

Third, the majority of research on cheating looks at cheating itself. Itvizul

interesting to see what happens when researchers treat cheating asoansgnaplook
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instead to explore root causes of the problem. Future studies need to look at possible
systemic issues related to cheating. These systemic issuéslgantdude the use of

grades to motivate students and schools being seen as a game or job preparation. Perhaps
cheating rates in schools or classes using alternative grading sgstdoh®e compared

with the cheating rates in schools or classes that use traditionagtetes.

Additionally, the cheating rates in schools and classes using authentic stdvedaads
assessments could be compared with cheating rates of schools or classeadisomal
multiple-guess testing formats.

Other systemic issues, like those related to justice and equity, should also be
explored in cheating studies. It could be, for instance, that students cheat i cedestt
unjust social structures. It could also be that students cheat because tiragtegifeel
their teachers or schools have been unfair to students. In these cases, fixiegting c
problem would necessitate much more than fixing testing procedures; it woulat r@quir
complete overhaul of the school system itself.

Further, the nature of society’s understanding of cheating itself carplozezk
There are, for example, many strategies students employ whentyao well on tests
or in school. One strategy involves learning content, but there are also matiyeeffec
strategies not related to learning. Some strategies are unaccepthhle aonsidered
cheating. Other strategies, even though having nothing to do with learning, are
considered acceptable by society. Test preparation classes, for exsignuficantly
improve students’ scores without ever teaching students any content. Tlsese ckn

be quite expensive, and more often that not are only available to students with money.
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When acceptable strategies for improving test scores are only open to cladaes of
society, then cheating becomes a legitimate justice issue.

Fourth, the findings of this study indicate that the classroom environment is a
fruitful area of focus when trying to understand student cheating. There areenpwe
only a handful of studies considering the environmental impact on student cheatimg. Eve
fewer studies compare environment measures to cheating. More studies adetimstede
do what this study and Pulvers and Diekhoff's (1999) study did: examine the relationship
between the classroom environment and student cheating. Future researchokight |
replicate these findings. It would be interesting to see if these findindgsipoh larger
schools, non-Catholic private schools, and public schools. It would also be interesting to
examine the relationship between cheating and the middle school or elensehtaoly
environment.

Additionally, future studies should look to use other classroom environment
measures. This study used the Classroom Environment Scale. Pulvers and Diekhoff
(1999) used the College and University Classroom Environment Inventory (&raser
Treagust, 1986). There are, however, many other scales that could be used in this kind of
research. Other scales include: Learning Environment Scale (Frasersémds
Walberg, 1982), Individualised Classroom Environment Questionnaire (Fraser, 1990),
My Class Inventory (Fraser et al., 1982), Questionnaire on Teacher liae@gubbels
& Brekelmans, 1998), Science Laboratory Environment Survey (Fraser, Gidglings,

McRobbie, 1995), What Is Happening In This Class (Fraser, Fisher, & McRobbie, 1996),
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Constructivist Learning Environment Survey (Taylor & Fraser, 1991), arftbl@at
School Classroom Environment Questionnaire (Dorman, 1999).

In addition to studying the impact of the classroom environment on cheating,
researchers might look to better understand the impact of the school environment on
student cheating. Measures like the Kettering Scale of School Climawea(s, Howell,

& Brainard, 1987), and the CASE School Climate Survey (Howard & Keefe, 1991) can
be used to measure the school environment in order to determine any relationship with
student cheating.

Finally, smaller schools, like the one in the present study, provide researchers
opportunities to do comparison studies. In these smaller schools, students are tracked
together with the same students going together from one class to the nextratiese
classes provide researchers opportunities to compare behaviors of the @amef gr
students in two or more different classes. Here, the effects of the classraoonment
on a whole series of student behaviors, including cheating, can easily be studied.

Recommendations for Policymakers

Findings of this study indicate that at least part of the cause of studeimgh®a
bigger than students and bigger than the classroom. It is very likely thairtbetc
educational system itself is part of the cause and part of the problem. Ssee the
systemic issues lie mostly outside of the jurisdiction of typical educatolisy makers
can play an important role in mitigating the systemic issues related tostidating.

Policy makers need to encourage the experimentation of different kinds of

grading and assessment systems. These alternative systems need to &utherdically
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assessing skills and knowledge in lieu of systems that use traditional fattes ¢o
motivate students. Policy makers also need to help create educational slyateatisw

all students to win. The current system is competitive in nature and the stakéghain
the current system, students compete with each other for a limited number ohspots i
honors courses, on the dean’s list, and at colleges and universities. The winmegs rece
prestigious, lucrative job opportunities and the losers do not.

When students view school as a high stakes game, they will use whatever means
possible to win, even if it means resorting to cheating to get ahead; thaAiméhnean
way. The nature of the American educational system fosters and perpehesesg.

Until the system radically changes, students will continue to want to clesahdrs and
other educators have a limited ability to affect the nature of the systemp@Qicly
makers have the ability to make the deep systemic changes necessary to cat¥ stude
desire to cheat.

Recommendations for Educators

While systemic changes are needed to address the deeper causes of student
cheating, there is much that can be done by educators to address studentanability
desire to cheat. An educator’s ability to reduce cheating rates was dsaus$ise above
answer to the third research question. There were ten suggestions for teachersdooking
reduce cheating rates generated from findings of this study:

1. Teachers need to create a sense of order in their classrooms.

2. Teachers need to get their assignments and activities organized.

3. Teachers need to dramatically improve their testing procedures.
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4. Teachers need to exert a healthy and reasonable control over thesoalassr

5. Teachers need to raise their level of awareness.

6. Teachers need to increase meaningful student involvement.

7. Teachers need to increase their focus on authentically assessinglaachin

mastery of subject matter while decreasing their focus on scoresaates gr

8. Teachers need to teach honest, effective, and viable learning stritages

easier than cheating.

9. Teachers need to engender their students’ respect.

10. Teachers need to frequently engage their students in meaningful dialogue

about issues of academic integrity, fairness, and justice.
Implications and Conclusions

There are serious implications to connecting the classroom environment and
student cheating. The following section discusses implications of this studysavel dr
final conclusions. Rare and unique elements of this study are discussed and the chapter
concludes with a discussion of the two most significant implications of this stbdy: T
relationship of the classroom environment to cheating and the systemic issuesilthat ¢
help explain some of the deeper causes of student cheating.

Some of the elements of this study are either rare or unique to the bodies of
academic dishonesty and classroom environment research. This studyntsaeaee
attempt to link the classroom environment to student cheating using classroom
environment measures. As was mentioned above, only one other study attempted to do

the same (Pulvers & Diekhoff, 1999). The Pulvers and Diekhoff study, however, used a
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different classroom environment measurement on a different population. Thigsstiely
first to link the classroom environment to student cheating using the CES on a high
school population.

As was mentioned in chapter 2, most academic dishonesty research is quantitative
in nature as is most classroom environment research. This study broke from these
traditional approaches to studying cheating and classroom environments wié dka
mixed methodology. This approach also allowed for an intimate access of student voice
and perspective in a way that is not possible using traditional quantitativechesea
methods.

The two most significant implications of this study are that the classroom
environment, well within the control of educators, has a strong relationship to student
cheating, and that larger systemic issues related to the nature wdhiedichooling own
much of the blame for students’ desire to cheat. As was discussed in chapter 2, most
previous research on cheating has attempted to explain cheating by exatahémgss
Student’s demographic information, personalities, and extracurricular istarest
difficult, if not impossible, for educators to address. By looking at the classroom
environment, which educators can address, this study attempted to examine student
cheating from the opposite perspective, and sought to understand the educators’ role in
cheating. Teacher recommendations generated from this study can aetiatey
cheating rates. Teachers can have a significant impact on cheatingngccutineir
classrooms by improving their order and organization, increasing student involyement

improving teacher control, improving the way teachers are perceived by stuehbs/
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developing and using authentic standards-based assessments. If findingstofithare
valid, and teachers do in fact have a significant ability to reduce cheat@sgin their
classrooms, then the fact that teachers are not taking these steps and stategt che
rates are so high is incendiary.

Critical theorists charge that the current educational system recnajatgices
found in the larger society. This study found this systemic recreation of sgasdice
also fosters students’ desire to cheat. The system might be able to improwé stude
involvement, teacher control, and order and organization, but until it addresses these
larger systemic issues, students will still want to cheat, and will do so whejese the

opportunity.
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Appendix A

Sample Items from the Classroom Environment Scale

Students were instructed to read 90 statements about classrooms and indicate wit
anX on an answer sheet which statements they thoughttiueyer mostly true, and

which statements they felt wefla@se or mostly false.

Sample items from the Classroom Environment Scale:
1. Students put a lot of energy into what they do here.
2. Students fool around a lot in this class.
3. Whether or not the students can get away with something depends on how the
teacher is feeling that day.
4. Activities in this class are clearly and carefully planned.

5. Students do the same kind of homework almost every day.

! Copyright © 1974, 1995, 2002 by Edison TricketR&dolf Moos. All Rights Reserved.
Mind Garden, Inc., www.mindgarden.com. Reprintethygermission.
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Appendix B

Academic I ntegrity Survey

Please complete all sections and mark only one answer for each question. Yous answer
will be kept anonymous. If you are uncomfortable answering any questiorgustit
blank and move on to the next question.

Demographic Information:

1. Gender
() Male () Female

2. Age
()13 ()14 ()15 ()16 ()17 ()18 ()19

3. Gradelevd
() Freshman ()Sophomore () Junior ()Senior

4. Ethnicity
()Asian/Pacific Islander ()African American ()Hispanic

()Caucasian ()Other

5. G.PA.

Do you:

6. Play sportsfor the school? () Yes ()No

7. Servein student leadership? () Yes ()No

8. Attend honorg/AP classes? () Yes ()No

9. Havean after school job? () Yes ()No

10. Do you expect to attend college? () Yes ()No () Not Sure

Adapted with permission from Josephson InstitutEtbics (2006) and Jordan (20
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11.How many times have you copied a book, article or inter net
document for a 2" period assignment?

() Never ()OnlyOnce () Twice () Three Times () Four or more Times

12.How many times have you turned in homework that you copied from
someone eseinto your 2" period class?

() Never ()OnlyOnce () Twice () Three Times () Four or more Times

13.How many times have you copied from someone during a 2" period
test?

() Never ()OnlyOnce () Twice () Three Times () Four or more Times

14.How many times have you used unauthorized notes (cheat sheet)
during a 2" period test?

() Never ()OnlyOnce () Twice () Three Times () Four or more Times

15.How many times have you used a phone, calculator, or other
electronic device to cheat on a 2" period test?

() Never ()OnlyOnce () Twice () Three Times () Four or more Times

16.How many times have you given answer s to someone (or allowed
someone to copy your answers) during a 2™ period test?

() Never ()OnlyOnce () Twice () Three Times () Four or more Times

17.How many times have you been caught by your 2™ period teacher
for cheating?

() Never ()OnlyOnce () Twice () Three Times () Four or more Times

Adapted with permission from Josephson InstitutEtbics (2006) and Jordan (z1)
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Appendix C

Protocol for the Presentation of the Study to the Students

On the days of March 1 and March 2, 2006, | spoke to every student in the school during
their Theology class. The following topics were covered:

O

O

As many of you may know, in addition to being a teacher, | am also a student at
Loyola Marymount University.
The degree | am working on is my Doctorate in Education. | am doing this because |
want to make schools (especially Catholic schools) and learning better for
everyone... and | need your help to do so.
In order to improve education and in order to finish my studies | am going to conduct
a study at [this high school] and | really want all of you to be involved. The only
thing you need to do is to answer some questions on two surveys about what is going
on in your classes.

e Detailed explanation of the CES and AIS...
| am asking all students to be involved, patticipation is completely optional. If
you don’t want to, or don’t feel comfortable participating for any reason that is
absolutely okay.

e Detailed explanation of confidentiality.
If you are interested in sharing some of your thoughts and opinions about your classes
and if you want to help me make schools better for everyone | would reall\cippre
it.

e Detailed explanation of the goals of the research (understand cheating and the
classroom environment better).

In order to participate in this research all you have to do is take a lettdreand t
consent forms home to your parents, talk to them about it then sign and return the
forms to your theology teacher. If you don’t want to participate for anpmestsall
(which is perfectly fine) then just write your name on the letter and WMi@'‘at the
top.

e Pass out the letter and two forms.

e Go over every detail of the letter and informed consent forms.
This is a rare opportunity for you, your thoughts, and opinions to be heard, and to be
listened to by lots of people in academia.
| will be observing some of your classes, and a small number of you will be taske
share further in an interview format (again expressing the voluntary natiweirof
participation).
Please get the forms in to your teacher in the next day or two so we can begin (but
please no later than March 15, 2006. | would like to start as soon as possible.
Thanks for your consideration and your help.
Field any questions and inform students how they or their parents can ask any other
guestions from me at a later date.
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Between the days of April 3 and April 12, 2006, | again met with each Theology class.
The students who were not participating were asked to read quietly while the student
who were participating were filling out the surveys. The student particjghote with
signed parent/guardian informed consent forms and signed student informed consent
forms, were reminded about confidentiality, voluntary participation, and the oeed f
honesty. The following topics were covered:

My study is about the classroom environment and academic dishonesty (cheating)
| am mostly interested in classroom effects (not so much individuals).
HONEST & ANONYMOUS
e This is about me and my studies at LMIQT me being a teacher here.
0O You'll be getting two different packets from me.
e One is kind of the answer sheet the other is the CES
e AIS
o Fill out the first two sheets completely
o and honestly (Anonymous)
e CES
0 90 true/false
o0 Be patient, hang in there
o How to fill out...
O If you're uncomfortable, want to stop, or don’t want to answer something...just stop,
turn your paper over and | will collect it later, no big deal.
O Questions?

ooo

151



Appendix D

Informational Letter to Parents and Guardians

. Colby Boysen
I J ‘11' l J ] J_-Li Loyola Marymount University
School of Education

I."'\"Iil 1'-|:|.|"-.|||--'.|r|| .
. ’ cboysen@lion.Imu.edu

] :IH.I!'!'\-”:L

March 22, 2006
Dear Parents/Guardians,

As many of you may know | am currently working anked.D. in Educational Leadership for Social
Justice at Loyola Marymount University. Part of thork that is required to receive this degree is t
conduct research and write a dissertation. Myaresewill be conducted at [the high school] and wil
include most of the students enrolled there. Maiting this letter to you hoping that your childiMbe
interested in participating in this research arad ffou will consent to his/her participation. Atudents
have been invited to participate in this research.

The purpose of my research project is to detertfiaeffect of the classroom environment on academic
integrity. The procedures for this research inelgdestionnaires, interviews, and classroom obsensa
For most students they will simply be asked todilt two questionnaires in one of their classelse T
guestionnaires should take no more than 30 mintatak Additionally some students’ classrooms Vil
observed, and a limited number of students maytesviewed. The interviews will take place aftensol
hours and will be audiotaped. Students who aexted for the interviews will be informed well in
advance.

Please note that participation in this researdompletely voluntary and all responses will be kept
confidential. You and your child may refuse totgdpate, or you and your child may withdraw your
participation at any time. Refusal to participatavithdrawal from participation will not in any wa
negatively affect you or your child. Attached histletter you will find informed consent forms. ybu
consent to your child’s participation in this resgeplease read and fill out the form entirely,\pding
your signature where indicated, and have your dhildut his/her consent form. You may keep tleer
for your future reference, but please send the d¢etegh informed consent forms back to [school] wyittur
child. They have been instructed to return thenftw their Theology teacher.

| thank you for your time and consideration. Wiihthe support of the [the school] community | wbul
not be able to complete my research or my studfesit any time you have questions regarding the
research, or your child’s participation in it pleaio not hesitate to contact me, Colby Boysen (####
###H1], cboysen@lion.Imu.edu If you wish you may also contact Dr. Birute AnYfileisis, Acting Chair,
LMU IRB Committee, University Hall, Suite 3000 (3B38-4599).

Sincerely,

Colby Boysen, Ed.D. (Cand.)
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Appendix E

Student Participant Informed Consent Form

Colby Boysen

I J ‘ql l ]J_."-i Loyola Marymount University

School of Education

]I.--_n--ln Marymouni Cboysen@lion.Imu.edu
miversity

Student Participant Informed Consent Form

o | hereby authorize Colby Boysen Ed.D. (Cand.) tdude me (my child/ward) in the following
research study: Academic Dishonesty and the ClassEnvironment.

o lunderstand that | (my child/ward) have been askeuhrticipate on a research project which is
designed to investigate the relationship betweasstbom environment and academic
dishonesty. For most students the research prajéédie completed in one class period,
however | (my child/ward) also understand that samiassrooms will be observed and select
number of students will be interviewed.

o | (my child/ward) understand that all [school] stuts have been invited to participate in this
research.

o | (my child/ward) understand that if | (my/child/vel will be asked to complete a survey, and
may be observed and/or interviewed.

0 | (my child/ward) understand that if | (my child/w am indeed interviewed that | (my
child/ward) will be audiotaped. | (my child/wardyree that these tapes will be used for research
purposes only and that my (my child/ward’s) idgntifll not be disclosed. | (my child/ward)
agree that these tapes shall be retained for @séaran indefinite time.

0 | (my child/ward) understand that there are nogeeable risks or benefits to my (my
child/ward’s) participation in this research.

o | (my child/ward) understand that Colby Boysen vagian be reached at [address and phone
number] will answer any questions | (my child/wand)y have at any time concerning details of
the procedures performed as part of this study.

o If the study design or the use of the informati®ioi be changed, | (my child/ward) will be so
informed and my consent reobtained.

o | (my child/ward) understand that | (my child/waitve the right to refuse to participate in, or to
withdraw from this research at any time withoutjpdéce.

o lunderstand that circumstances may arise whiclihngiguse the investigator to terminate my
(my child/ward’s) participation before the compdetiof the study.

0 | (my child/ward) understand that | (my child/walt§ve the right to refuse to answer any
question that | (my child/ward) may not wish toaas.

o In signing this consent form, | acknowledge receipa copy of the form.

Student’'s Name (Please Print)

Student’s Signature Date
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Appendix F

Parent/Guardian Informed Consent Form

Colby Boysen

I J ‘ql l ]J_."-i Loyola Marymount University

School of Education

]l.--}--l:l Marymouni Cboysen@lion.Imu.edu
miversity

Parent/Guardian Informed Consent Form

o | hereby authorize Colby Boysen Ed.D. (Cand.) tdude me (my child/ward) in the following
research study: Academic Dishonesty and the Classinvironment.

o lunderstand that | (my child/ward) have been askeuhrticipate on a research project which is
designed to investigate the relationship betweasstbom environment and academic
dishonesty. For most students the research prajédie completed in one class period,
however | (my child/ward) also understand that samiassrooms will be observed and select
number of students will be interviewed.

o | (my child/ward) understand that all [school] stuts have been invited to participate in this
research.

o0 | (my child/ward) understand that if | (my/child/veg will be asked to complete a survey, and
may be observed and/or interviewed.

0 | (my child/ward) understand that if | (my child/w# am indeed interviewed that | (my
child/ward) will be audiotaped. | (my child/wardyree that these tapes will be used for research
purposes only and that my (my child/ward’s) idgntifll not be disclosed. | (my child/ward)
agree that these tapes shall be retained for dsé&aran indefinite time.

o | (my child/ward) understand that there are nodeeable risks or benefits to my (my
child/ward’s) participation in this research.

o | (my child/ward) understand that Colby Boysen vagian be reached at [address and phone
number] will answer any questions | (my child/wandy have at any time concerning details of
the procedures performed as part of this study.

o If the study design or the use of the informati®toi be changed, | (my child/ward) will be so
informed and my consent reobtained.

o | waive my rights to view the collected data.

o | (my child/ward) understand that | (my child/waltve the right to refuse to participate in, or to
withdraw from this research at any time withoutjpdéce.

o | understand that circumstances may arise whiclinngiguse the investigator to terminate my
(my child/ward’s) participation before the compdetiof the study.

o | (my child/ward) understand that | (my child/waitve the right to refuse to answer any
question that | (my child/ward) may not wish toaas.

0 In signing this consent form, | acknowledge receipd copy of the form.

Mother/Father/Guardian’s Name (Please Print)

Mother/Father/Guardian’s Signature Date
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Appendix G

Observation Protocol and Field Notes

Observation Protocol and Field Notes

Course Title

Department

Date

Time Started

Teacher

Room Number

Demographics

o Gender
= Males Females

o Ethnicity
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o Environment
o Sketch of Room

o Decorations

o Teacher Behavior
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Appendix H

Interview Schedule

| nterview Schedule

Name

Date

Start Time

Location

Period 2 Class

Period 2 Teacher

Demographic Information:

1. Gender
() Male () Female

2. Age
()11 ()12 ()13 ()14 ()15 ()16 ()17 ()18 ()19

3. Gradelevd
() Freshman ()Sophomore () Junior ()Senior

4. Ethnicity
How do you define your ethnicity?

5. G.PA.
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Classroom Environment
6. Suppose | just transferred into this school and we shared this class together. What
would you tell me about this class? (homework, tests, type of assignments, dalil
routine)
7. Please describe the relationships in the classroom (teacher and student).
8. Describe ways this teacher supports you as a student? (tutoring, appl®acha
9. How focused is the class? (Off topic often? Workload?)
10.How do students compete in this class?
a. How much do students care about grades?
b. How much do students care about learning the course content?
11.What is the student behavior like in this class?
12.What are the rules of the class like? (Are they followed? Enforced?)

Academic Dishonesty

13.What would you say cheating is...
a. do you think it is wrong? Why?

14.Can you give reasons why students cheat in a class?

15. Some people would put the blame for cheating solely on students, what do you
think about that?

16. Do students cheat more or less with certain kinds of teachers? (Descyibe wh
What can teachers do?)

17.This concludes my interview is there anything else you would like to add?

18.Stop Time
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