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Abstract 

This thesis aims to investigate the impact of the commercialisation of higher education in 

England and Scotland on academic misconduct. Commercialisation has positioned students as 

customers, which has been linked to a rise in student consumerism among them. It has also led 

to widening participation to include more students from non-traditional backgrounds who are 

more likely to struggle academically. In accordance with general strain theory, these students 

may experience strain due to an inability to attain a good grade through legitimate means, 

potentially leading them to turn to illegitimate means such as academic misconduct instead. 

Previous research has found a link between student consumerism and academic entitlement 

and between academic entitlement and academic misconduct. Based on this, the present study 

assessed how well academic entitlement mediated the effects of student consumerism and 

strain on students’ attitudes towards academic misconduct. 

To achieve this, data were collected from undergraduate and taught postgraduate students from 

across England and Scotland using an online questionnaire. Of the 432 responses retained for 

analysis, 421 were used in an SEM model to assess the relationships between the variables of 

concern. The results showed that student consumerism was positively related to academic 

entitlement, that academic entitlement was positively related to lenient attitudes towards 

academic misconduct, and that the relationship between student consumerism and attitudes 

towards academic misconduct was fully mediated by academic entitlement. Strain in the form 

of poor test-taking ability, attention problems, and course disinterest was positively related to 

academic entitlement, and academic entitlement was the strongest mediator of the relationship 

between strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct. Moreover, post-hoc tests revealed 

no significant differences in the student consumerism and academic entitlement of English and 

Scottish students or of students with differing levels of fee responsibility. The thesis therefore 

makes a significant contribution to knowledge by showing how two consequences of 

commercialisation, namely student consumerism and the strain experienced by a greater 

number of students, lead to more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct through 

academic entitlement. 
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The world will never adjust itself 

To suit your whims to the letter, 

Some things must go wrong your whole life long, 

And the sooner you know it the better. 

It is folly to fight with the Infinite, 

And go under at last in the wrestle. 

The wiser man shapes into God's plan, 

As water shapes into a vessel. 

 

Ella Wheeler Wilcox, 

As You Go Through Life
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 Introduction 

Since the early 1960s, the demand for higher education in England and Scotland has 

increased considerably. While only 5% of 18–30-year-olds attended university then (Wyness, 

2010), more than 50% of 17–30-year-olds attend university now (Department of Education, 

2020). Due to the issues associated with funding this increase, tuition fees have become the 

norm at English and Scottish universities, and these universities have become reliant upon them 

(Dolton, 2020). While most Scottish undergraduate students have these fees paid for them by 

their government (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a), so do most English students, who take out student 

loans to pay for them instead (Ehsan & Kingman, 2019). The main differences are the amount 

of fees to pay and the need to pay them back. Regardless, higher education has become a 

commodity to be bought and sold in exchange for money (Wang et al., 2011), with many 

students no longer attending university purely to learn, but rather to obtain a good job (Ng & 

Forbes, 2009). These issues represent facets of the commercialisation of higher education. This 

thesis examines whether the commercialisation of higher education ultimately undermines the 

value of that education by promoting lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct among 

students. 

This chapter presents an overview of the commercialisation of higher education in 

England and Scotland and discusses the aim of the entire thesis, along with how this aim was 

met. This covers the three objectives of the research and the main variables to be included in 

the study. Next, a brief overview of the methodology adopted by the current study is presented, 

along with the primary method that was used to analyse the data. The chapter then concludes 

with an overview of the structure of the thesis and what will be covered in each chapter. 
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1.2 Commercialisation of English and Scottish Higher Education 

1.2.1 Early History of Higher Education in the UK 

According to Altbach (2004) “all of the universities in the world today, with the 

exception of the Al-Azhar in Cairo, stem from the same historical roots– the medieval 

European university” (p. 4). The oldest university in Europe is the University of Bologna, 

which was founded in 1088 (University of Bologna, 2023). This was soon followed by the 

oldest university in England, the University of Oxford, in 1096 (University of Oxford, 2023). 

The University of Cambridge was established a little later in 1209 (Burnes et al., 2014), and 

the oldest university in Scotland, the University of St Andrews, was established a couple of 

hundred years later in 1413 (Robinson & Yorkstone, 2014). These early universities primarily 

focused on teaching, providing students with an education in the liberal arts followed by further 

specialisations in law, medicine, or theology (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2019).  

From this period until the early 19th century, many universities placed a strong emphasis 

on religion, with several being associated with the Catholic church and, after the Reformation, 

with Protestantism. This changed, however, with the establishment of the University of Berlin 

in 1810 by Humboldt. Humboldt placed a strong emphasis on combining both research and 

teaching, and his university, with its secular curriculum and strong focus on experimentation, 

provided a model for others across Europe (R. Anderson, 2010). By the end of the 19th century, 

many other European universities had become more secular and had expanded the number of 

courses that they offered (The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2019). 

During this time, several new universities were established in England and Scotland, 

which came to be known as the redbrick universities due to their notable use of red bricks in 

their buildings (Whyte, 2006). These were primarily in northern English cities, such as 

Sheffield and Manchester, in addition to Dundee in Scotland. These institutions were formed 
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to meet the needs of the growing local populations in these cities and the ongoing industrial 

revolution at the time (Sanderson, 2002). In many ways, they provided a stark contrast to the 

ancient universities of Oxford, Cambridge, and St Andrews. They were strongly influenced by 

the Humboldtian model established in Germany (Castree, 2016; Sanderson, 2002), which 

focused on teaching practical skills to students and preparing them for work in local industries 

(Burnes et al., 2014). Most students lived off campus (R. Anderson, 2010), and the 

management comprised ordinary people from the locality rather than academics (Dearlove, 

1995).  

However, the most notable difference was the lack of religious discrimination in the 

admission process. While many traditional universities, such as Oxford and Cambridge, used 

religious tests as a basis for admission, redbrick universities did not (Sanderson, 2016). This 

may have been due to the close links that such traditional universities had to the Church of 

England. Nonetheless, the UK higher education sector had finally started to become more 

accessible, thus paving the way for future expansion.  

Despite the establishment of the redbrick universities, higher education in England and 

Scotland remained limited to a privileged few. In the absence of loans and grants from the UK 

Government, both traditional and redbrick universities remained elitist institutions attended 

mainly by those who could afford them (Burnes et al., 2014). While the State played a greater 

role in funding higher education from the end of the 19th century through grants and 

scholarships, universities still primarily relied upon endowments and tuition fees for funding 

(R. Anderson, 2016).  

As a result, less than 1% of university-age students went on to study at university by 

1914 (Caine, 1969). This had increased to only 5% by the early 1960s (Wyness, 2010). At this 

time, the UK still had one of the lowest participation rates in the developed world, one which 
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was especially behind both the USA and the Soviet Union (Layard, 2014; Wyness, 2010). The 

ongoing Cold War, and the two preceding World Wars, showed the importance of science and 

technology in the modern era (R. Anderson, 2016). Clearly, something needed to be done to 

increase the level of participation in UK higher education and bring it up to standard with the 

rest of the developed world.  

1.2.2 Robbins Report 

The answer to this dilemma came in the form of the Robbins Report in 1963. The report 

of the Committee on Higher Education chaired by Robbins (1963) confirmed that the provision 

of higher education in many developed countries exceeded that of the UK. It also confirmed 

the class inequalities in UK higher education, as few students from state-funded schools found 

places at traditional universities, such as Oxford and Cambridge. Most importantly, however, 

the report found that, due to the sharp increase in the birth rate after the Second World War, 

the country would need to double the capacity of higher education places by 1980 to meet 

estimated demand. 

This demand came from several places. After primary education was made compulsory, 

the increased participation rates led to an increase in demand for secondary education (Robbins, 

1963). This led to more investment in the sector, after which secondary education was also 

made compulsory, thus giving rise to even greater participation rates in secondary education 

and a greater demand for college. Coupled with the spike in birth rates and the prosperity of 

post-war Britain, this snowballing demand for education necessitated expanding the higher 

education sector. The greater participation of women in education and the increase in educated 

parents across the country also contributed to the increased demand for higher education. The 

report found that many young men and women with good grades were not able to get into 

universities because of a shortage of places, even though they would have been able to in the 
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past. In addition to the loss of potential talent, this was ultimately causing a lot of frustration 

among the public which needed to be relieved. 

Toward this end, the report made several key recommendations. The most monumental 

of these included recommending the conversion of existing institutions into universities and 

the building of new ones (Wyness, 2010). These were to join the existing “plate glass” 

universities, such as the University of York and the University of East Anglia, that had been 

commissioned only a few years earlier (Beloff, 1970; Blyth & Cleminson, 2016). This was 

underpinned by the guiding principle of the report: that “courses of higher education should be 

available for all those who are qualified by ability and attainment to pursue them and who wish 

to do so” (Robbins, 1963, p. 8). As a result, the report also recommended increasing investment 

in other universities to improve their quality and decrease the allure of Oxford and Cambridge 

for prospective students.  

The aim of these recommendations was to more than double the capacity of the higher 

education sector from the 216,000 students at the time to at least 560,000 by the 1980/81 

academic year (Moser, 1988). However, the report was against placing the financial burden of 

this expansion on parents or students, as this could have discouraged them at the very time that 

the nation needed a better educated workforce (Robbins, 1963). The authors of the report were, 

however, open to such changes in the future.  

While many of the recommendations from the report were implemented, there were 

some key exceptions. The most consequential of these was the decision by the incoming Labour 

government in 1964 to expand the higher education sector by establishing new institutions 

called polytechnics instead of more universities (Emms, 2022; Willetts, 2013). These 

institutions were formed through the merger of colleges of art, commerce, and technology and 

offered degree-level education (Finn, 2015; Scott, 2014). This decision was based on a desire 
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to create institutions that would meet the needs of technical education but remain within the 

control of local authorities (Shattock, 2012).  

By 1980, there were 535,000 students in higher education—only 23,000 fewer than the 

target stated in the report (Willetts, 2013). Much of the increase in places was within 

polytechnics, while universities saw a fall in numbers (Moser, 1988). However, the 

participation rate of working-class students in higher education was still very low (Greenaway 

& Haynes, 2003). There were also fewer students studying science and technology subjects 

than estimated by the report, despite the creation of polytechnics (Moser, 1988). Most 

importantly, however, the UK still had a lower higher education participation rate than other 

developed countries (Moser, 1988; Wyness, 2010). One reason for this may have been that the 

Robbins Report only focused on meeting student demand for higher education but could not 

estimate the future demand for graduates in the economy (Moser, 1988). 

1.2.3 Funding 

The funding of higher education has always been a contentious issue. Before the 1960s, 

universities were funded through a mix of endowments, fees, and local and state grants, with 

poorer students being supported through grants and scholarships (R. Anderson, 2016). In 1962, 

the Education Act formalised government support for poorer students by providing them with 

means-tested grants covering living costs and tuition fees. These grants predated the Robbins 

Report and were used to fund the expansion that followed (Willetts, 2013).  

Notably, the Robbins Report itself did not elaborate much on how universities should 

be funded. The committee chaired by Robbins (1963) believed that the increased cost of higher 

education following expansion would be funded through increased productivity, which would 

subsequently result in higher tax revenues for the UK Government. While the committee 

recognised the arguments for some sort of student contribution, mainly in the form of tuition 
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loans, they did not want to discourage people from pursuing higher education at a time when 

the country needed them to do so the most (Willetts, 2013). However, Robbins (1980), himself, 

later came to regret this decision. 

Successive governments continued to fund higher education through grants, but this 

eventually became untenable. In 1976, the Labour government removed the requirement to pay 

tuition fees for all home students, regardless of their family income (W. Wilson, 1997). This 

meant that full-time home students did not have to pay any tuition fees, and the least well off 

were still supported through maintenance grants. However, universities had by now become 

too reliant on government support, making them vulnerable to future spending cuts (R. 

Anderson, 2016).  

This soon came to pass as the new Conservative government of 1979 aimed to reduce 

spending on public services (Deem, 2004). At the same time, the government recognised the 

need to continue growing the higher education sector. As mentioned before, the UK still had 

lower participation rates in higher education at this time than other developed countries (Moser, 

1988; Wyness, 2010). However, continuing to fund universities through student grants was 

considered too costly, especially as the real value of these grants had fallen significantly over 

the past 20 years (Wyness, 2010). Eventually, the UK Government began to see loans as a 

potential solution to this funding problem. 

This led to the creation of the Education (Student Loans) Act 1990, which replaced part 

of the existing maintenance grant with a loan (W. Wilson, 1997). This was a “mortgage-type 

loan”, and repayments were based on how much a student had borrowed, not how much they 

earned (Barr & Crawford, 1998). By 1997, this loan made up 50% of the maintenance support 

given to students (Barr & Crawford, 1998; W. Wilson, 1997). To further streamline funding, 
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the UK Government also introduced the Further and Higher Education Act (1992), which 

granted university status to polytechnics.  

This ended the binary divide in higher education and aimed to unite the funding of 

higher education institutions under one source (Wang et al., 2011). It was also around 1992 

that the UK higher education system developed into what could be considered a mass higher 

education system, with a participation rate of over 20% (J. Daniel, 1993; Mayhew et al., 2004; 

Robertson, 2010; Wyness, 2010). However, this growth was beset by funding problems. The 

end of the binary divide led to vastly different institutions competing for the same source of 

government funding (R. Anderson, 2016; Wang et al., 2011). By 1997, government funding 

per student had reached an all-time low, and many students were struggling to make ends meet 

(Barr & Crawford, 1998; Wyness, 2010). This prompted the UK Government to commission 

the next major review of higher education, the Dearing Report. 

1.2.4 Dearing Report 

The purpose of the Dearing Report was to make recommendations on how the higher 

education sector should develop over the next 20 years (Dearing, 1997). The most important 

of these recommendations was the idea that students should contribute to the cost of higher 

education. This was partly inspired by the Australian system, which had managed to raise more 

money for higher education through tuition fees without deterring students (Dearing, 1997; W. 

Wilson, 1997). The report recommended that students pay 25% of the cost of their tuition, that 

this be covered by an income-contingent loan, and that a discount be given to those paying up 

front (Dearing, 1997).  

Dearing (1997) envisaged that the student experience would improve if government 

funding followed the student. In response to the report, the newly elected Labour government 

decided to introduce tuition fees of £1,000 a year for students whose family income was more 
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than £35,000 a year (W. Wilson, 1997). However, contrary to the recommendations in the 

report, the government did not offer any loans to help students pay these fees and replaced 

maintenance grants with a larger maintenance loan, though this loan would be income 

contingent (W. Wilson, 1997; Wyness, 2010). These changes thus set the scene for higher 

education to be commercialised as it is today. 

1.2.5 England 

In England, tuition fees continued to increase as more of the burden for funding higher 

education was placed on the student. In 2004, the UK Government passed the Higher Education 

Act, which reintroduced maintenance grants for underprivileged students (Wyness, 2010). This 

also allowed universities to charge tuition fees of up to £3,000 a year starting from 2006, though 

these were now covered by an income-contingent loan (Bolton, 2018). The UK Government 

had agreed to review this new system of fees three years after they came into effect (Hubble & 

Bolton, 2018b).  

This soon came to pass with the publication of the Browne Review in 2010. The review 

noted several problems with the existing system. The most significant of these was that the UK 

Government was spending as much on supporting poorer students as students were paying into 

the system (Browne, 2010). The review also took issue with the cap on student places and the 

fact that the funding per student had not improved as much as anticipated. In response, it 

recommended removing the cap on tuition fees and more closely linking higher education 

funding with students’ choices. The authors of the review envisaged that students should pay 

more to get more, and that their choices would “shape the landscape of higher education” (p. 

4). 

In response to the Browne Review, the Conservative government increased the amount 

that universities could charge in tuition fees from £3,000 to £9,000 a year in 2012 (Bunce et 
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al., 2017). While it was envisaged that fees would vary based on the quality of the education 

provided, many universities soon ended up charging the maximum amount, just as they had 

done after the introduction of the cap at £3,000 (Bolton, 2018; Browne, 2010). In 2015, 

maintenance grants were replaced by loans, and in 2017, the cap on fees was increased to 

£9,250 (Bolton, 2018; Hubble & Bolton, 2018a).  

While the Conservative government was intent on increasing this cap by £250 a year in 

line with inflation, their near defeat at the 2017 general election forced them to freeze fees at 

£9,250 (Hubble & Bolton, 2018b). Labour’s manifesto pledge to abolish tuition fees had 

proven popular among students and younger voters (Grierson, 2017; Sloam & Henn, 2019). 

The results of the election also prompted the government to launch another review into the 

funding of higher education, which was published in 2019 (Hubble & Bolton, 2018b). The 

Augar (2019) review recommended, among other things, reducing tuition fees to £7,500 a year. 

However, this recommendation has yet to be implemented. 

1.2.6 Scotland 

In Scotland, tuition fees were scrapped in the 2000/01 academic year (Bolton, 2010). 

This followed the devolution of powers to the Scottish Parliament in 1999 (Keating, 2005). 

Instead, the devolved Scottish Government led by Labour introduced a graduate endowment, 

whereby Scottish and EU students were only required to pay back the cost of their degree after 

they had graduated (Bolton, 2010). This was initially set at a level of £2,000, before being 

raised to £2,289 for the 2006/07 academic year. However, the Scottish Government led by the 

Scottish National Party abolished this graduate endowment in 2008. 

Since then, most Scottish students have not had to pay any tuition fees. Scottish 

universities can charge Scottish students up to £1,820 a year in tuition fees for undergraduate 

courses (Reynolds, 2022). However, most Scottish students can apply to the Student Awards 
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Agency for Scotland (SAAS) to have these fees paid for them by the Scottish Government 

(Hubble & Bolton, 2018a). Nevertheless, this does not cover postgraduate tuition fees, and 

students from England and Wales are required to pay the £9,250 they would have had to pay 

in their home nation (Reynolds, 2022). Moreover, since Brexit, EU students are treated as 

international students and are required to pay substantially higher fees. 

While most Scottish undergraduate students do not pay any tuition fees (Hubble & 

Bolton, 2018a), they are still required to pay for their living costs. Riddell et al. (2015) argue 

that the decision to remove tuition fee responsibility from Scottish students mainly benefits the 

middle class for several reasons. For one, middle-class students are more likely to go to 

university than their working-class counterparts. For another, they can use the money they 

would have used to pay for their tuition fees to pay for their living costs instead, while students 

from poorer backgrounds are more reliant on maintenance loans to pay for their living costs 

and tend to accrue more student debt as a result. This has led to a system where debt is more 

unevenly distributed across the social classes in Scotland compared to England, where students 

from all backgrounds take out student loans (Hunter-Blackburn, 2014). 

1.2.7 Commercialisation and its Potential Impact on Academic Misconduct 

The policies pursued over the last 60 years have all contributed to the commercialisation 

of higher education in England and Scotland. Commercialisation can be defined by two major 

characteristics:  the “shift from academic control towards both the incorporation of the 

universities in the generality of state control, and the introduction of market-based policies” 

(R. Brown & Carasso, 2013, p. 12). Although private finance is not necessary for higher 

education to be treated as a market (G. Williams, 1992), tuition fees have become the norm at 

English, and to a lesser extent, Scottish universities. While most Scottish students do not pay 
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these fees themselves (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a), neither do most English students, who take 

out student loans to pay for them instead (Ehsan & Kingman, 2019). 

There are several reasons why higher education has become commercialised in England 

and Scotland. As for the greater state control of universities, R. Brown and Carasso (2013) 

argue that this became inevitable after World War II when the UK needed more skilled workers 

to compete with the economies of other developed countries. As universities could not 

contribute effectively to such a goal by themselves, successive governments recognised that 

greater state control was needed in order to utilise higher education to meet the needs of the 

future economy. However, to a lesser extent, greater state control may also have been part of 

the other reforms of the public sector during the same time, referred to as New Public 

Management.  

As for the introduction of market-based policies, G. Williams (1992) puts forward three 

related reasons as to why successive UK governments have pursued such policies in relation 

to higher education: 

One is the belief that the private sector can relieve governments of some of the cost 

burden. The second is that many of the benefits of higher education accrue to private 

individuals and they should be prepared to pay for them … and the third premise is that 

both external and internal efficiency improve if government agencies buy services from 

universities rather than make grants to them. More efficient institutions offering better 

value for money flourish while those that are less efficient lose out. Markets put the 

power in the hands of purchasers of higher education services, so the system has to be 

responsive to their demands. Advocates of markets define efficiency as the satisfaction 

of consumer wants at minimum costs. (p. 138) 
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As a result of this market-based approach, degrees have become products to be sold to 

students, who are now seen as the consumers of higher education (Wang et al., 2011). Many 

students no longer attend university purely to learn, but rather to obtain a good job (Ng & 

Forbes, 2009). Indeed, the goal of higher education has changed from the intellectual 

development of students to the production of skilled employees for businesses and the economy 

(Burnes et al., 2014; Tomlinson, 2018). However, the most alarming consequence of the 

positioning of students as customers of higher education seems to be the subsequent increase 

in consumerist attitudes among them (Tomlinson 2017). Student consumerism has been linked 

to academic entitlement (Finney & Finney, 2010), which in turn has been linked to academic 

misconduct (Greenberger et al., 2008; Stiles et al., 2018). 

However, market-based policies may not be the only way in which commercialisation 

has an effect on academic misconduct. The commercialisation of higher education in England 

and Scotland has been accompanied by widening participation, where students from 

disadvantaged backgrounds are more likely to go to university than before (R. Brown & 

Carasso, 2013). This seems to be a natural consequence of the market-based approach to higher 

education as universities strive to recruit more students to generate more income (Ng & Forbes, 

2009). As mentioned in Section 1.2.3, the policies pursued by successive governments since 

the publication of the Robbins Report led to the transformation of the UK higher education 

system into a mass higher education system around 1992, with a participation rate of over 20% 

(J. Daniel, 1993; Mayhew et al., 2004; Robertson, 2010; Wyness, 2010).  

Nevertheless, Trow (1973) recognised that the quality of education that students receive 

in such a system would not be the same, as most of the expansion would be among non-elite 

institutions. This has since come to pass. While the participation of students from 

disadvantaged backgrounds in higher education has increased over the years, most of this 

increase has been in less prestigious universities (R. Brown & Carasso, 2013). According to R. 
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Brown and Carasso (2013), this can be explained by the secondary education that students from 

disadvantaged backgrounds receive. In the UK, the social intake of schools accounts for most 

of the performance differences between them. Therefore, students from disadvantaged 

backgrounds are less likely to perform well at secondary school, which subsequently has an 

effect on the type of universities that they can attend. However, there may be other factors 

behind this. Students from ethnic minorities have been shown to obtain lower grades than their 

White counterparts at university (Universities UK, 2019), even after controlling for their grades 

upon entry (Nadeem, 2021). Regardless, students from disadvantaged backgrounds may be less 

prepared for academia and may be more likely to struggle at university. 

Such students, along with others who struggle academically, may be more likely to 

experience a disconnect between their goal of a good grade and the means they have to achieve 

it, which may in turn make them more susceptible to academic misconduct. According to strain 

theory, the inability to achieve a goal through legitimate means may lead such individuals to 

attempt to achieve that goal through illegitimate means instead (Agnew, 1992). Most students 

receive a first- or upper-second-class degree upon graduation (HESA, 2023c). This has led to 

many students feeling that they need to achieve such a grade themselves rather than just pass 

(Tomlinson, 2014). However, students from more deprived areas are less likely to obtain a 

first- or upper-second-class degree upon graduation (Bolton & Lewis, 2023; OfS, 2022a). 

Because such students may lack the means to achieve high grades legitimately, they may be 

more likely to attempt to achieve those grades illegitimately, thus making them more 

susceptible to committing academic misconduct. 

1.3 Motivation for Study 

The motivation for this study stems from my personal experiences of both studying and 

working within higher education. Because I chose to not take out a student loan to pay for my 
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tuition fees, I needed to work during the third year of my undergraduate course to afford my 

final year tuition. This involved working as an International Student Support Assistant for the 

University of Huddersfield as part of a work placement. It was during this time that I became 

aware of the commercialisation of higher education and the problem of academic misconduct. 

As part of my work placement, I was required to write a report about the history of the 

higher education sector and higher education funding in the UK. The process of writing this 

report was my first exposure to the literature on the commercialisation of higher education 

(e.g., Robbins, 1963; Wyness, 2010). It was also during this time that I heard about instances 

of academic misconduct from my colleagues. Despite being a student at the University, I had 

never noticed any academic misconduct myself. 

These issues gained even more prominence in the final year of my undergraduate 

course. During that year, I was required to write an essay on the ethicality of tuition fees as part 

of a module on ethical leadership. In the process of writing that essay, I learnt about the positive 

and negative consequences of commercialisation. It was also during this time that I became 

more aware of the worth of my degree. Because I had worked for an entire year to be able to 

afford my tuition fees, I valued my degree more. I wanted to achieve the highest grades possible 

in my final year because of the time I had spent to be able to afford it. 

In the process of developing my PhD topic, it occurred to me that the act of paying 

tuition fees may prompt some individuals to value their education more than others, and that 

this in turn may make them more willing to use illegitimate means to achieve the high grades 

that are now seen as the ends of that education. The importance of this rests on the size of the 

higher education sector in England and Scotland. English universities support more than 

815,000 jobs and contribute more than £95 billion to the wider economy (Frontier Economics, 
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2021). Similarly, Scottish universities support around 72,900 jobs and contribute £4.6 billion 

to their local economies (UCU, 2020).  

However, these universities have become more reliant on tuition fees (Dolton, 2020), 

contributing to the commercialisation of English and Scottish higher education. In such an 

environment, education has become a commodity to be bought and sold in exchange for money 

(Wang et al., 2011), with many students no longer attending university purely to learn, but 

rather to obtain a good job (Ng & Forbes, 2009). Therefore, commercialisation may have 

changed the primary goal of higher education from producing learners to earners, where the 

goal of a degree now means more to many students than the means by which it is obtained. 

This increased emphasis on obtaining a degree, along with the transactional nature by which it 

is obtained, may have led to an increase in academic misconduct. 

1.4 Aim and Objectives 

1.4.1 Aim of Research 

Therefore, the aim of the present study is to investigate the impact that the 

commercialisation of higher education in England and Scotland has had on the academic 

misconduct of students.  

1.4.2 Research Objectives 

There are two main ways in which commercialisation could impact academic 

misconduct. For one, research suggests that the commercialisation of higher education has led 

to an increase in student consumerism (Tomlinson, 2017), that student consumerism leads to 

an increase in academic entitlement (Finney & Finney, 2010), and that academic entitlement 

in turn leads to more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct (Elias, 2017) and more 

instances of academic misconduct (Greenberger et al., 2008; Stiles et al., 2018). However, no 

research seems to have investigated the relationship between these variables in a single study, 
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nor does any study seem to have investigated whether academic entitlement mediates the 

relationship between student consumerism and academic misconduct. 

For another, more students are going to university than before and attaining higher 

grades than before; however, some students may be less capable of achieving those grades 

legitimately and may therefore turn to illegitimate means to achieve them instead (Bolton & 

Lewis, 2023; Nadeem, 2021; Universities UK, 2019). In the UK, 42% of working-age people 

have a university degree (ONS, 2017), and 82% of undergraduate students receive a first- or 

upper-second-class degree upon graduation (HESA, 2023c). Consequently, most students hope 

to receive such a degree classification themselves (Tomlinson, 2014). Moreover, the 

commercialisation of higher education has led to an increase in participation rates among those 

who would previously not have attended university, including those from more deprived areas 

(Bolton, 2021). However, such students are less likely to achieve a first- or upper-second-class 

degree (Bolton & Lewis, 2023; OfS, 2022a). This inability to attain a desired goal through 

legitimate means may lead such students, along with others, to experience strain, which they 

could seek to alleviate through illegitimate means. 

This can be better understood from the perspective of Agnew’s (1992) general strain 

theory. Drawing upon the classical strain theory of Merton (1938), Agnew (1992) posits that 

the inability to attain a goal using legitimate means, along with the experience of something 

negative or the loss of something positive, can lead individuals to experience strain. To remove 

this strain, individuals may respond with deviancy. Therefore, students who are struggling 

academically and unable to attain good grades legitimately may turn to academic misconduct 

to achieve those grades instead. However, Agnew (1992) recognises that not everyone who 

experiences strain responds with deviancy. He identifies several conditioning variables that 

condition the relationship between the two. Of all the conditioning variables included in the 

present study, academic entitlement is hypothesised to be the most important. This is due to 
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both the effect of student consumerism on academic entitlement (Finney & Finney, 2010) and 

the importance of entitlement in explaining other types of deviance, such as research 

misconduct (M. S. Davis et al., 2008).  

Therefore, the study has the following three objectives: 

1. To investigate the effect of student consumerism on academic misconduct. 

2. To investigate the effect of strain on academic misconduct. 

3. To investigate the mediating effect of academic entitlement on these relationships. 

1.5 Methodology 

As suggested by these objectives, the current research adheres to a quantitative 

methodology. In particular, it follows the philosophical framework of positivism (Comte, 

1848/1908), which entails a realist ontology (Halfpenny, 2015) and a rationalist epistemology 

(Hjørland, 2005). Moreover, the study follows the sociological paradigm of functionalism 

(Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2009) and has an explanatory purpose. To achieve this purpose, the 

study uses a cross-sectional survey design which involved distributing an online questionnaire 

to a convenience sample of undergraduate and taught postgraduate students at English and 

Scottish higher education institutions. 

In order to analyse the data from this questionnaire, the study uses structural equation 

modelling (SEM). SEM is popular in many fields due to its ability to quantify and test theories 

(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006). These theories are quantified in the form of a model that 

hypothesises the relationships between a set of independent and dependent variables 

(Schumacker & Lomax, 2004; Ullman & Bentler, 2013). These relationships are then 

simultaneously assessed to test how well the proposed model fits the data (Collier, 2020; 

Ullman, 2006). Therefore, SEM allows for the relationships mentioned in the above hypotheses 

to be tested in the form of an SEM model. 
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1.6 Thesis Structure 

The thesis consists of eight chapters. While the current chapter covered the history of 

higher education in England and Scotland and the aim of the research, the next two chapters—

Chapter 2 and 3—are literature review chapters that cover the variables of student 

consumerism, academic entitlement, and academic misconduct. Chapter 2 begins by covering 

the consequences of commercialisation, the most concerning of which seems to be student 

consumerism. The chapter then reviews the literature on student consumerism and discusses 

how student consumerism could lead to academic entitlement. The rest of the chapter reviews 

the literature on academic entitlement and concludes with how academic entitlement could lead 

to academic misconduct. Chapter 3 then reviews the literature on academic misconduct and 

identifies the main variables that have been associated with it. 

The next two chapters discuss the theoretical framework and methodology of the study 

respectively. Chapter 4 discusses strain theory, as both originally envisaged by Merton (1938) 

and the expansion made to it by Agnew (1992) in the form of general strain theory. The chapter 

concludes with a discussion on empirical studies supporting general strain theory and how the 

theory can be used to investigate the aim of the present research through the development of 

five hypotheses. Chapter 5 then discusses the philosophical underpinnings of the research, 

along with the research design. The chapter concludes by looking at the design of the 

questionnaire, the sampling techniques employed, and the way in which the data were 

collected. 

The next two chapters discuss the way in which the data were analysed and present the 

findings of these analyses, and the final chapter discusses these findings. Chapter 6 presents 

the descriptive analyses of the study and discusses the way in which general strain theory was 

used to test the research hypotheses using SEM. Chapter 7 presents the analysis and findings 



38 
 

of the subsequent analyses and consequently provides evidence for the hypotheses. Finally, 

Chapter 8 discusses the findings from the other chapters and ends with a conclusion to the 

entire thesis. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 1 – Student Consumerism and Academic Entitlement 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter discusses how the commercialisation of English and Scottish higher 

education has led to an increase in student consumerism and how this in turn leads to feelings 

of academic entitlement among students. As mentioned in the previous chapter, the increase in 

demand for higher education resulted in the introduction of, and subsequent increases in, tuition 

fees at English and Scottish universities. These fees led to the commercialisation of higher 

education as degrees have become commodities to be bought and sold in exchange for money. 

This chapter shows how these changes have contributed to the positioning of students as 

customers, which has been cited as the main cause of the consumerist attitudes among today’s 

university students. Of all the consequences of these attitudes, the most serious seems to be 

that of academic entitlement. 

The present chapter discusses these issues in sequential order. First, the positive and 

negative consequences of the commercialisation of English and Scottish higher education are 

presented. This leads on to a discussion of one of the main negative consequences of 

commercialisation: student consumerism. The main quantitative and qualitative studies that 

have been conducted on student consumerism are examined, followed by the positive and 

negative consequences of consumerist attitudes among students. The chapter then discusses the 

main negative consequence of student consumerism, namely academic entitlement. This 

discussion covers the studies that have linked the two constructs together and the four main 

questionnaires that have been used to measure academic entitlement. Finally, the chapter 

concludes with a discussion on the consequences of entitled attitudes among students. 
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2.2 Commercialisation 

2.2.1 Positive Consequences of Commercialisation 

There have been several positive consequences of the commercialisation of higher 

education. The most notable of these has been widening participation in higher education to 

include those who did not traditionally attend university. The number of students from the most 

disadvantaged areas has continued to grow and reach record highs (Bolton, 2021). The 

increasing rise in tuition fees and living costs does not seem to have deterred such students 

from entering higher education, though some do have financial concerns (Pollard et al., 2019). 

There are several benefits to this increased participation. For one, graduates from 

disadvantaged backgrounds are more likely to obtain higher paying jobs than their non-

graduate counterparts (OfS, 2022a). For another, better educated individuals tend to have 

higher levels of health (Brennan et al., 2013; Ross & Wu, 1995). Moreover, these effects are 

multigenerational, as “children also benefit from having educated parents” (Vila, 2000, p. 23). 

However, Gibbs (2001) and Tilak (2008) argue that the burden for funding higher 

education expansion should not be placed on such students. They argue that higher education 

is a public good, as it can improve the economic conditions of not only individuals but also 

communities, and it should therefore be publicly funded. Despite these criticisms, Gibbs (2001) 

admits that commercialisation has helped increase participation rates among the general 

population and underrepresented groups in both the UK and the USA. Newman and Jahdi 

(2009) agree: People should not lament the past nature of universities when education was 

limited to a few, elite individuals. 

Commercialisation also benefits students. A greater reliance on tuition fees has 

encouraged universities to focus more on student satisfaction to attract more students (Natale 

& Doran, 2012; Wang et al., 2011). Willetts (2013) agrees that now that the cap on places has 
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been removed, it is in the best interests of universities to treat students as well as possible. The 

benefits for students can also be seen in the USA, where higher education has been 

commercialised for longer. The USA has some of the highest ranked universities in the world 

(Ng & Forbes, 2009). These universities developed with little support from the US federal 

government and out of fierce competition with one another (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). 

In addition to benefiting students, commercialisation also benefits the wider society. In 

terms of earnings, university graduates still make more money on average than non-graduates, 

even though the number of graduates has increased (Department for Education, 2019). Well-

educated individuals also tend to have improved levels of health than those who are less 

educated (Brennan et al., 2013; Ross & Wu, 1995; Vila, 2000). However, while Gibbs (2001) 

and Tilak (2008) acknowledge the benefits that greater participation in higher education can 

have for society, they contend that these need not be linked to commercialisation. In fact, they 

argue that commercialisation can cause irreversible, long-term damage to society. 

2.2.2 Negative Consequences of Commercialisation 

This can already be seen in how commercialisation has lessened the worth of higher 

education. The increase in tuition fees has led to more pressure on staff to respond to student 

enquiries (Bennett, 2021; Reynolds, 2022), leading to higher levels of stress (Abdul Jabbar et 

al., 2018; Newman & Jahdi, 2009). Meanwhile, staff salaries have continued to fall in real 

terms over the years (J. Walker et al., 2010; UCU, 2019): a natural consequence of 

managerialism (Combs & Skill, 2003). As a result, staff are under pressure to produce more 

for less, jeopardising the quality of teaching that students receive (Abdul Jabbar et al., 2018).  

Paradoxically, however, student grades have continued to improve, leading some to 

accuse universities of inflating grades to attain higher rankings in the league tables. As the 

number of students entering higher education has increased (Bolton, 2021), so has the 



42 
 

percentage of students obtaining a first- or upper-second-class degree (HESA, 2023c). The 

Augar (2019) review, itself, concludes that this cannot be due to an increase in academic 

performance alone; rather, it is likely an attempt by universities to improve their reputations. 

These issues, coupled with the oversaturation of degrees in the job market, have lowered the 

positional value of each degree (Tomlinson, 2018). Ironically, this may have made higher 

education worth less at a time when it is worth so much. 

In addition to these organisational issues, commercialisation has also influenced the 

way that students perceive themselves within higher education. As mentioned before, degrees 

have now become commodities to be bought by students in the hopes of obtaining a better job 

(Ng & Forbes, 2009; Wang et al., 2011). The credentials offered by universities have become 

ends to be sought in themselves rather than means to higher learning (Gibbs, 2001). As a result, 

students are focused on regurgitating information, which prevents deep and transformative 

learning from taking place. (Ng & Forbes, 2009).  

Molesworth et al. (2009) aptly describe this situation with an analogy comparing higher 

education to food. They posit that the current arrangements are comparable to making sure that 

the majority of people are well fed, but with fast food. In relation to this, Willetts (2013) claims 

that the average size of a lecture in the 1960s was only 23 students, compared to the more than 

200 students that can be expected today. He also claims that undergraduates now spend on 

average around 5 hours less on independent study per week compared to students in the 1960s. 

However, one could argue that the most harmful effect of commercialisation on students has 

been their socialisation into the role of consumers. 
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2.3 Student Consumerism 

2.3.1 Students as Consumers 

Ng and Forbes (2009) and Tomlinson (2017, 2018) argue that the commercialisation of 

higher education in England and Scotland has contributed to a rise in student consumerism by 

socialising students into the role of customers. Bennett (2021) and Wang et al. (2011) suggest 

that tuition fees may be the main reason behind this rise. Kezar and Bernstein-Sierra (2016) 

feel the same way about student consumerism in the USA. Holdford (2014) defines student 

consumerism as “the perception by students that because they pay for their education, they 

deserve to be treated as customers” (p. 2). The idea that students are customers of higher 

education has been reluctantly embraced by many staff (Lomas, 2007) and students 

(Tomlinson, 2014; 2017) alike. 

Students were first officially identified as customers in the Dearing Report in 1997 

(Bunce et al., 2017). However, Dearing (1997) himself stated that he “[did] not believe that 

students will in the future see themselves simply as customers of higher education but rather 

as members of a learning community” (p. 64). However, this has not come to pass. A poll by 

Savanta ComRes found that nearly half of the undergraduate students surveyed considered 

themselves to be customers of higher education (Universities UK, 2017). Conversely, only 

18% considered themselves to have been customers of secondary education. This is not 

surprising, as university students have constantly been positioned as customers by the UK 

Government. This can be seen with the application of consumer law to the relationship between 

students and universities (Competition and Markets Authority, 2015). Bunce et al. (2017) argue 

that such references to students as customers could lead them to believe that they are merely 

buying a degree and not paying for the opportunity to earn it. 
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Many authors agree that the relationship that students have with their university is far 

too complex to be reduced to a simple label. Tomlinson (2018) argues that enrolling into a 

university cannot be considered a traditional transaction as consumers can choose to participate 

in a service they have paid for, but students have to attend university classes. Moreover, Tight 

(2013, as cited in Budd, 2017) argues that students cannot be considered customers as they 

cannot ascertain the benefits of a degree before they choose to pay for it. Similarly, he argues 

that students cannot be considered consumers as the acquisition of knowledge requires a 

collaboration between a student and a teacher and that knowledge cannot be passively 

consumed.  

Even though students now pay tuition fees, this does not necessarily mean that they are 

customers. Certain issues complicate the supposed customer-provider relationship that students 

are assumed to have with their universities (Budd, 2017). For example, the vast majority of 

students in England take out loans to pay for their tuition fees (Ehsan & Kingman, 2019). 

However, they will only have to pay back these loans once they are earning a certain amount 

of money each year (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a). Furthermore, these loans will be written off 

after a certain period of time, regardless of how much money the students still owe. 

The complexity of the relationship between students and universities is reflected in the 

views of university staff. In a study on administrative staff at an Australian university, Pitman 

(2000) found that most of them felt that it was inappropriate to refer to students as customers 

and only did so in formal settings. While some referred to students as clients, most believed 

that students should continue to be referred to as students. They believed that terms such as 

“client” and “customer” were “the domain of private (particularly retail) businesses and had no 

place in the jargon of a higher education establishment” (p. 170). Nevertheless, most of the 

staff accepted that students were customers of universities, even though they continued to 
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believe that the customer-provider relationship between them was more distinct than that found 

in ordinary retail businesses.  

This largely matches the views of UK academics. Lomas (2007) interviewed lecturers 

across six UK universities and found that they rejected the notion that students were customers. 

They believed that higher education was not like any other service relationship. However, they 

acknowledged that their universities were customer-oriented and recognised the influence that 

students now had on higher education and how this could increase in line with tuition fees. In 

fact, over the years, other UK academics have also expressed the idea that tuition fees have 

transformed the relationship between students and teachers into one between customers and 

providers (Abdul Jabbar et al., 2018; Bennett, 2021; Rolfe, 2002).   

2.3.2 Potential Causes 

Correspondingly, several authors have sought to explain why student consumerism 

occurs. For instance, Plunkett (2014) attributes student consumerism to the attitudes of 

millennial students. However, while it may be true that millennials are more consumerist than 

previous generations, Plunkett (2014) does not question why. He also does not compare the 

attitudes of millennials to those of previous generations to test his premise. On the other hand, 

Delucchi and Smith (1997) attribute student consumerism to postmodernism. While both these 

factors may be correlated with the recent rise in student consumerism, they are unlikely to be 

its causes. The most likely cause appears to be the commercialisation of higher education, 

particularly, the introduction of, and subsequent increases in, tuition fees (Bennett, 2021; 

Natale & Doran, 2012; Ng & Forbes, 2009; Rolfe, 2002; Wang et al., 2011). 

As alluded to before, students have been positioned as customers of universities by the 

UK Government.  The Government has started to view students as customers not only because 

this better reflects the role they now play as tuition-fee payers, but also because it wants to 
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ensure that there are enough highly skilled graduates in the new knowledge economy (Naidoo 

& Jamieson, 2005). The Government believes that this can only be achieved by opening up the 

higher education sector, requiring universities to better consider the demands of students 

through market mechanisms—demands which are shared by industry (Confederation of British 

Industry & Pearson, 2019). 

However, this model assumes that students know what skills they need in order to 

demand them in the first place (Bunce et al., 2017). This is ironic, “for what is there left to 

learn, when you already know it in order to demand it?” (Lesnik-Oberstein et al., 2015, para 

3). If treating students as customers has contributed to student consumerism, then the plans of 

the Government may be hindered by the very means through which they sought to achieve 

them. The student-customers of today may demand to learn things they do not need, and they 

may need to learn things they do not demand, thus leading to a potential skills shortage in the 

economy.  

Regardless, it is not unreasonable to assume that by positioning students as customers 

of higher education, the Government may have encouraged consumerist attitudes among them. 

Ng and Forbes (2009) argue that higher education is a co-operative process that requires the 

input of students and that it is unique because it is the only service where customers are 

assessed. Based on this, they argue that student consumerism and its consequences occur 

because students do not expect to cooperate and only expect to passively consume the 

education experience. Reynolds (2022) and J. Williams (2013), however, suggest that the 

reality is more complex that this and that students have multiple identities. On the one hand, 

students reject the idea that they are buying a degree, but on the other, they accept that they are 

making a financial investment by choosing to study it.  
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Nevertheless, Tomlinson (2018) agrees with Ng and Forbes (2009). Despite the recent 

increase in fees, enrolment into higher education cannot be considered a traditional transaction, 

as consumers can choose to participate in a service they have paid for, but students must attend 

university classes. He further argues that by positioning students as customers, the system 

“actively encourage[s] students to act as rational investors, informed choice-makers and indeed 

consumers, of their education” (Tomlinson, 2018, p. 4).  However, the increase in tuition fees, 

coupled with the oversaturation of degrees in the job market, may have increased the risk of 

this investment (Brynin, 2013). 

While positioning students as customers may have helped create feelings of student 

consumerism, tuition fees may have helped accelerate them. As mentioned before, many UK 

academics feel that tuition fees have been behind the increase in consumerist attitudes over the 

years (Abdul Jabbar et al., 2018; Bennett, 2021; Lomas, 2007; Rolfe, 2002). This view has 

been echoed by others, such as Natale and Doran (2012) and Wang et al. (2011). Wang et al. 

(2011) argue that while “the proliferation of education as a product brought to the fore the 

ideology of student as customer”, “the introduction of tuition fees further compounded the 

effect” (p. 90).  

However, not everyone agrees with the notion. J. Williams (2013) believes that tuition 

fees did not position students as consumers, but rather certain economic, political, and social 

changes led the public to view them that way. Meanwhile, some UK academics have attributed 

student consumerism to widening participation (Abdul Jabbar et al., 2018; Lomas, 2007; Rolfe, 

2002). In her interviews with 70 lecturers across four English universities, Rolfe (2002) found 

a belief among academics that there are now many non-traditional students at universities who 

may be less suited for academia and are only there to improve their career prospects. These 

students may be more susceptible to feelings of student consumerism, as they are not there to 

learn, but rather to earn. A similar finding was made by Abdul Jabbar et al. (2018), who note 
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how one academic believed that consumerist attitudes were higher among non-White students 

than their White counterparts. Again, this may be due to a focus on career prospects. For 

example, research has shown that Asian students “tend to choose higher-return subjects” than 

their White counterparts (Bolton & Lewis, 2023, p. 30). 

Beyond tuition fees, other government policies have also done much to encourage 

student consumerism. A few notable examples are the passing of the Consumer Rights Act in 

2015 and the removal of the cap on student numbers in the same year (Hillman, 2014), both of 

which may have further encouraged students to see themselves as customers of higher 

education (Burnes et al., 2014). Another example would be the introduction of the National 

Student Survey (NSS), which practically serves the function of a customer satisfaction form 

(Sofroniou et al., 2020). The similarity between student satisfaction surveys and customer 

satisfaction forms does not seem to have escaped the attention of students either (Reynolds, 

2022). 

Results from the NSS show that students are now most concerned about gaining 

employability skills, which may be attributable to higher education being treated as a means to 

an end (Burnes et al., 2014). In fact, data from the NSS suggests a relationship between student 

satisfaction and employability prospects: students at more prestigious universities are likely to 

be more satisfied because they have better job opportunities afforded to them by the reputation 

of their university (Lenton, 2015). From this data, Lenton (2015) also found satisfaction scores 

to be higher at Scottish universities, which she attributes to the absence of tuition fees for most 

Scottish students. It would appear, therefore, that students who pay more, expect more. 

However, universities are not completely free of blame when it comes to encouraging 

consumerist attitudes among students. While students may be more concerned about 

employability (Burnes et al., 2014), universities have done little to alleviate this. They do not 
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teach such vocationally minded students to criticise consumerism because that is what leads 

those students to study at their institutions in the first place (Molesworth et al., 2009). Doing 

so would instead create a sense of dissonance in the minds of these students, which would 

threaten the very existence of so many universities. Such students only attend university to buy 

into the “learn to earn” consumer culture, where they seek to purchase a degree for better 

opportunities in the job market.  

Universities also contribute to student consumerism through the ways in which they 

market themselves. Many universities emphasise luxury accommodations and expensive 

buildings in their marketing materials, rather than the high-quality teaching and intellectual 

opportunities available to students (Harrison & Risler, 2015). In fact, Newman and Jahdi 

(2009) argue that universities have now adopted the same approach to marketing that has 

traditionally been used by businesses.  

2.3.3 Potential Solutions 

Ng and Forbes (2009), however, argue that marketing may not be the cause, but the 

solution to student consumerism. They claim that the cause of student consumerism, and 

general dissatisfaction among students, is not marketing itself, but rather bad marketing. Not 

all students want the same thing out of a university education. Nevertheless, many universities 

market themselves to students in the same way to attract as many students as possible. This 

could lead to dissatisfaction among students, who may feel that they have been mis-sold an 

experience that did not meet their expectations.  

Ng and Forbes (2009) instead argue that universities should focus on what they want to 

provide to students and then market themselves accordingly. This would not only prevent 

dissatisfaction, but it would also give students more choice. Those who value employability 

could study at a vocational university, whereas those who value academic rigour could study 



50 
 

at a research university. This would challenge the status quo, where many students attend 

research universities for better employability prospects (Tomlinson, 2014). However, to 

prevent feelings of student consumerism, the most important aspect of marketing would be for 

universities to make clear to students what they are expected to contribute to their own 

education as well as what they can expect from the university in return (Ng & Forbes, 2009). 

However, Molesworth et al. (2009) argue that more marketing theory is not the solution 

to student consumerism. In fact, allowing students’ choices to drive higher education could 

lead them to choose modules and courses that are easier and in which they have better chances 

of getting higher grades (E. Nixon et al., 2010). Tilak (2008) agrees and claims that the 

“marketization of higher education will result in a rapid extinction of some of the important 

disciplines of study that serve as a basic foundation for the development of any humane 

society” and that “only the marketable and revenue generating courses will survive” (p. 460).  

Unfortunately, this may already have occurred. In his research, Lomas (2007) found 

that a greater dependency on tuition fees had prompted universities to adopt “more aggressive 

marketing” and to “[close] departments that did not recruit well” (p. 37). The fear of further 

such actions has not subsided. Of the 1099 UK academics surveyed by Watermeyer et al. 

(2021), 95% believed “that the COVID-19 crisis will be used by universities to legitimise cost-

cutting initiatives such as closing taught programmes and even whole academic departments” 

(p. 660). At the time, Browne (2010) stated that the increase in tuition fees would “shape the 

landscape of higher education" (p. 4). This may have come to pass, but not in the way he 

imagined. If students continue to choose easier subjects, universities may continue to limit the 

range of subjects on offer, thus giving future students fewer choices than those that came before 

them. 
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Nevertheless, Holdford (2014) supports Ng and Forbes’s (2009) proposition that the 

problem of student consumerism can only be solved if universities change the way in which 

they market themselves to students. He argues that “the problem with … student consumerism 

is not the use of marketing strategies in education. Rather, it is that colleges and schools 

misidentify their primary customers and the products they offer” (p. 2). In his field of 

pharmaceutical education, he believes that instead of viewing students as customers, they 

should be seen as the products or means to serve patients. These patients, he argues, should be 

seen as the primary customers of pharmaceutical education.  

According to Holdford (2014), then, the main problem with the marketing of 

universities is communication. If universities communicate to students that they are the 

customers in the education process, then this can lead to student consumerism; however, if they 

communicate to students that patients are the customers and that students should serve them, 

then this can lead to professionalism. He also suggests that this approach leads to a 

collaborative learning process between teachers and students as they work to best serve the 

patient: the teacher by teaching and preparing the student, and the student by learning. This 

approach can also be applied to subjects other than pharmacy. As higher education functions 

to serve society (Tilak, 2008), universities can view society as the primary customer of higher 

education and prepare students to serve it accordingly. 

This echoes the opinion of Sirvanci (1996) that employers are the external customers 

of universities, whereas students are their internal customers. This view was also found among 

the administrative staff interviewed by Pitman (2000). They viewed students as internal 

customers, yet they also recognised the needs of employers as external customers. For example, 

when asked by students to remove poor grades from their records, the staff had to consider the 

interests of not only the students but also their prospective employers. These two distinct 

customers of universities were also recognised by the academics in Lomas’ (2007) study. While 
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recognising students as customers, some of the academics also recognised parents and 

employers as other customers of universities. This supports the view of Holdford (2014) that 

students are the products that are provided to the external customers of universities. Reynolds 

(2022) also found some support for this idea among students themselves. 

2.3.4 Quantitative Studies on Student Consumerism 

According to Marshall et al. (2015) and D. Saunders (2015), few studies have measured 

student consumerism empirically. Moreover, Bunce et al. (2017) suggest that very little 

empirical research has measured student consumerism among English university students. One 

of the earliest empirical studies on the topic was conducted by Delucchi and Korgen (2002). 

They surveyed 195 sociology students at a US university and found that almost half of them 

felt entitled to a degree because of the tuition they had paid. The authors also found that almost 

a third of the students were prepared to take a course which would guarantee them a good grade 

but involved very little learning, and most of the students believed that their teachers were 

responsible for keeping them engaged. 

However, the methods used by Delucchi and Korgen (2002) were quite rudimentary. 

As Budd (2017) points out, the authors used a 3-point Likert scale to measure these attitudes. 

This potentially precluded nuanced responses from being given. D. Saunders (2015) also notes 

that Delucchi and Korgen (2002) used an “unsure” category as a midpoint for their scales. 

According to Dillman et al. (2014), the midpoint of a scale should be a point of neutrality. In 

this instance, the “unsure” category did not measure agreement, but rather knowledge of the 

topic. 

A larger scale study was later conducted by Obermiller et al. (2005), who studied the 

attitudes of staff and students at a small private US university, a large US state university, and 

a French public university. The researchers asked staff and students whether they saw students 
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as the primary customers of universities or as a means to serve the true primary customers of 

universities, namely employers and society at large. Therefore, this study tested the extent to 

which staff and students agreed with Holdford’s (2014) proposed understanding of higher 

education.  

In Obermiller et al.’s study (2005), the students believed that they were not seen as the 

primary customers of their universities as much as they preferred. Meanwhile, the staff believed 

that the students were seen as the primary customers of their universities to a greater extent 

than they liked. Most notably, students at the French university, which had the lowest tuition 

fees, were the least likely to think that they were treated as the primary customers of their 

universities. However, D. Saunders (2015) argues that the two options presented to the 

respondents creates a false dichotomy over what type of relationship students can have with 

their university. Moreover, only the idea that students are the primary customers of their 

university showed any concern for those students, while the idea that they are a means to an 

end did not. This may help explain why so many students preferred the former.  

The first researchers to create a scale to measure student consumerism were Fairchild 

and Crage (2014). They created the “Consumerist Attitudes Toward Undergraduate Education 

scale”, which was subsequently completed by 527 undergraduate students at a US university. 

Fairchild and Crage (2014) found that the students they surveyed did not hold highly 

consumerist attitudes and that there was only a mild perception among them that they were 

customers of their university. The authors also found no correlation between students’ 

consumerist attitudes and the amount of work they were prepared to do. However, students 

with higher consumerist attitudes wanted teachers to be more engaging and for the university 

to concentrate on employability. There also appeared to be no relationship between student 

consumerism and the reversal of power in the student-teacher relationship. 
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Around the same time, D. Saunders (2015) also created a questionnaire to measure 

student consumerism among students at a US university. He found low levels of student 

consumerism among his sample of 2,674 students, contradicting the results of Delucchi and 

Korgen (2002) but supporting those of Fairchild and Crage (2014). However, there were 

several issues with the questions he used. For example, only a few students agreed with the 

sentiment that, while they were at university, they would “try to take the easiest courses 

possible” (p. 17). The phrasing of this statement may have produced socially desirable 

responses. Similarly, few students agreed with the statement “if I could get a well-paying job 

without going to college, I would not be here” (p. 17). Students may not have agreed with this 

question because attending university has now become a rite of passage and there are many 

pressures on students to go to university, not just economic ones (Tomlinson, 2014). Most 

importantly, however, D. Saunders (2015) only studied the attitudes of first-year students 

before they started university. 

To remedy this, D. Saunders and Kolek (2017) conducted a follow-up study a couple 

of years later. In this, the authors surveyed the same students from D. Saunders’ (2015) study 

two years after they had started university to measure how much their attitudes had changed. 

They found that the students continued to reject student consumerism. However, D. Saunders 

and Kolek (2017) also found that the students had become more consumerist over the two-year 

period. Overall, 15 out of the 19 items on the questionnaire indicated a change from the first 

study to the second—all in the direction that indicated an increase in consumerist attitudes. 

Nevertheless, the findings of these two studies may not apply to the UK, where universities 

have not been commercialised for as long as they have in the USA. 

To contribute to the UK perspective, Bunce et al. (2017) adapted D. Saunders’ (2015) 

questionnaire to study the relationship between student consumerism and academic 

performance among 608 home students at 35 English universities. They found that a lower 
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learner identity, a higher grade goal, studying a STEM subject, and paying one's own fees 

(through student loans) were positively associated with consumerist attitudes. Student 

consumerism mediated the relationship between these variables and academic performance, 

and higher levels of student consumerism were related to lower levels of academic 

performance.  

One of the reasons why the payment of tuition fees and the study of STEM subjects 

may be positively related to student consumerism is because students may see STEM subjects 

as an investment. Research has shown that certain degrees, particularly those in STEM fields, 

have higher earning potential (Belfield et al., 2018). However, the lower learning associated 

with student consumerism is both concerning and ironic. Concerning, because STEM subjects 

are important to modern society and commercialisation could harm them, but also ironic, 

because by adapting a consumer perspective, these students are lowering the value of the very 

thing for which they now pay so much. 

However, Bunce et al.’s (2017) study is not without its limitations. Although the authors 

measured fee responsibility, they were not specific enough in their definition of it. Students 

were classed as being responsible for their own fees if they had taken out a student loan and 

were classed as being not responsible if they had received a scholarship. However, this fails to 

consider the other ways in which tuition fees can be paid. In fact, around 10% of students in 

England, particularly those from wealthier backgrounds, pay their tuition fees with their 

personal savings or with the help of their parents (Ehsan & Kingman, 2019). Most importantly, 

however, students who have taken out a student loan may not feel responsible for the payment 

of their fees (Reynolds, 2022). Students only begin to repay this loan if they earn over a certain 

amount; and it will be written off if they have not repaid it after 25 years or 30 years, depending 

on if they started university before or after the 2012/13 academic year (Bolton, 2019). 

Therefore, such students may not feel as if they have paid anything in terms of tuition fees. 
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There are also other limitations to Bunce et al.’s (2017) study. Because the study was 

conducted in the UK, the authors were unable to obtain each student’s grade point average 

(GPA) and instead used their most recent grade. This fails to consider the possibility that some 

high achieving students may have received a bad grade on their most recent assignment. An 

average of students’ grades for their last few assessments would have provided a more accurate 

assessment of their abilities. Furthermore, the study only looked at the attitudes of home 

students. Bunce et al. (2017) suggest that future research should also look at international 

students. This is especially important considering that the number of international students has 

continued to increase and that they pay more in tuition fees than home students (Hubble & 

Bolton, 2021). 

2.3.5 Qualitative Studies on Student Consumerism 

To gain a deeper understanding of the subject, Tomlinson (2014; 2017) conducted the 

first major qualitative study on student consumerism. He interviewed 68 students at seven 

higher education institutions across the UK: four in England and one each in Northern Ireland, 

Scotland, and Wales. He found that while only a quarter of the students actively embraced the 

idea that they were customers of their university, half of them reluctantly embraced it, and a 

quarter of them rejected it. This supports the notion that the relationship that students have with 

their universities cannot simply be reduced to that of a customer and a provider (Lomas, 2007; 

Pitman, 2000; Tight, 2013, as cited in Budd, 2017).  

Tomlinson’s (2014; 2017) findings also support much of what has been discussed 

above. The students who rejected student consumerism did so because they believed that it 

devalued the hard work and effort they must spend to obtain a degree and that it could 

ultimately devalue the worth of the degree itself. Most of the students were concerned about 

how employable they would be after graduating from university. Therefore, they felt the need 
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to differentiate themselves from other students by undertaking work placements and other 

social activities. They believed this to be especially important now that more people are going 

to university. Relatedly, the students saw university as an investment that could help them 

secure a better job in the future.  

However, many students may not benefit from attending university, especially in the 

short term. Research from the ONS (2017) shows that 49% of recent graduates were in non-

graduate jobs five years after graduating from university. Finally, one of the mature students 

in the study believed that the younger students did not understand the value of the money they 

were paying (Tomlinson 2014; 2017). Tomlinson found this to be true of the younger students 

whom he interviewed. Because of the payment arrangements, students had an abstracted view 

of the student loan debt they had accrued. This further proves that Bunce et al.’s (2017) 

categorisation of fee responsibility was oversimplified. 

However, unlike Bunce et al. (2017), Tomlinson (2014; 2017) does not account for the 

effect that tuition fee responsibility may have on the consumerist attitudes of students. For one, 

he does not consider the difference in fees across the four constituent nations of the UK. Bunce 

et al.’s (2017) findings suggest that fee responsibility influences the amount of student 

consumerism that students experience. For another, Tomlinson (2014; 2017) does not focus 

much on the potential differences between those students who started university after the 

increase in tuition fees in 2012 and those who started before. While his study does include both 

types of students, he does not focus on the difference in attitudes between them. Instead, he 

presents the reactions of the students to the increase in fees. However, this may be a 

consequence of the qualitative research method he employed. 

To test whether students are now embracing student consumerism due to the 

commercialisation of higher education, Budd (2017) conducted a qualitative study that 



58 
 

compared a commercialised higher education environment to a supposedly non-

commercialised one. To do this, he interviewed seven English students and six German 

students who were studying at research universities in their respective countries. He found that, 

out of all the English students, only one gave any real deliberation as to whether she should go 

to university, while the others did not give the matter much thought. This indicates that higher 

education in England is now seen as more of an expectation than a choice. This would also 

explain why enrolment numbers have continued to rise despite the concurrent increases in 

tuition fees (Dolton, 2020).  

Budd (2017) also found that the English students were more concerned about the ends 

of higher education, such as employment. This matches the findings of Tomlinson (2014; 

2017). However, Budd (2017) argues that this has less to do with commercialisation than other 

factors, such as culture and the oversaturation of graduates in the job market. Nevertheless, the 

English students were more concerned about the reputation of the university they attended than 

their German counterparts, who were more concerned about its locality. 

Overall, Budd (2017) notes that his findings do not support the fears that people have 

over student consumerism and its impact on student engagement. He found no evidence for 

students adopting a passive approach to learning. He also found that most of the students in the 

study, whether they were German or English, were more interested in going to university to 

learn than to make more money. While this indicates the absence of student consumerism 

among English students, it must be remembered that the study was conducted at two research 

institutions and was based on a very small sample of students. 

Most recently, Reynolds (2022) conducted a mixed-method study on the attitudes of 

British university students and found conflicting attitudes among them as to whether they felt 

that they were customers of their universities. As part of this study, she collected responses to 
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an online questionnaire from 101 university students within the UK and conducted follow-up 

interviews with 10 of them. She found that nearly half of the students she surveyed identified 

with the customer and consumer labels. However, 99% of them also identified as learners. 

Moreover, like Tomlinson (2014; 2017), Reynolds (2022) found a reluctant acceptance among 

students that they were customers of their universities in her interviews with them. In fact, 

several of these students explicitly linked these feelings of consumerism to the tuition fees they 

now have to pay. 

2.3.6 Positive Consequences of Student Consumerism 

Student consumerism has resulted in both positive and negative consequences for 

higher education. In terms of the positive, Budd (2017) found that the English university in his 

study was more student-oriented and provided students with a sense of community and more 

one-to-one contact and open relationships with teachers. The German university, however, was 

more formal, lecture-heavy, and had more distant student-teacher relationships. This can be 

explained by the fact that, in England, university funding follows the student (Morris & 

Atherton, 2013). Therefore, universities are encouraged to treat students well to attract more of 

them. 

The greater focus on students that results from this has also led to improvements in 

teaching (Harrison & Risler, 2015). Student consumerism has led to the establishment of new 

teaching facilities, better academic procedures, and prompt feedback on coursework (Bunce et 

al., 2017; Naidoo & Jamieson, 2005). Its benefits can also be seen in Budd’s (2017) research, 

where all the English students had personal tutors and more access to their lecturers than their 

German counterparts. One of the most recent developments in teaching has been the 

introduction of lecture capture technology, which allows students to rewatch lectures whenever 

they choose. In their study on the lecture capture policies of 133 UK universities, Ibrahim et 
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al. (2021) found that student demand was one of the main reasons why universities introduced 

this technology. 

These improvements have directly followed the introduction and subsequent increases 

in tuition fees. In his report, Willetts (2013) provides an overview of the actions taken by some 

universities to provide immediate benefits to students following the last major increase in fees 

in 2012. This included the building of new facilities, a reduction of class sizes, returning 

coursework to students faster, moving course evaluation and coursework submission online, 

the introduction of virtual teaching technology, and the hiring of new employability advisors. 

However, Reynolds’ (2022) findings suggest that some students may have benefited from the 

greater investments in higher education more than others. In her study, students studying 

science-based subjects seemed to receive more teaching time and access to higher quality 

facilities than those studying other subjects. 

2.3.7 Negative Consequences of Student Consumerism 

Notwithstanding these positive contributions, student consumerism has also led to 

many negative consequences for higher education. It has encouraged an instrumentalist view 

of higher education, where students see higher education as a means to an end (Natale & Doran, 

2012; Rolfe, 2002; D. Saunders, 2015). Students no longer attend university purely to learn, 

but rather to earn. In her interviews with eight lecturers at an English university, Bennett (2021) 

noted such attitudes among her respondents. Some of the lecturers felt that students associated 

employability with value for money. They felt that students only wanted a degree and did not 

care much for the knowledge that it represented. Rolfe (2002) found similar views among her 

sample of lecturers. They felt that students only want to know what they need to know to get 

good grades and that they have no interest in knowledge in itself. Lomas (2007) found similar 

worries among the lecturers that he interviewed. In fact, universities themselves may be guilty 
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of encouraging such instrumentalism among students by focusing too much on employability 

(Reynolds, 2022; Rolfe, 2002). 

This instrumental focus may cause higher education to lose its traditional role within 

society. The more universities focus on content related to employment, the less they focus on 

critical thinking (Natale & Doran, 2012). Molesworth et al. (2009) argue that knowledge is 

now more accessible than ever before due to advances in technology. Therefore, universities 

who focus on merely teaching students work-related content are undermining the worth and 

need of degrees in modern society, namely critical thinking. They argue that facts can easily 

be accessed by anyone, but the social and technological challenges of society can only be met 

by critical thinkers. Harrison and Risler (2015) agree: Most employers are prepared to train 

students once they have started a job, but they want universities to develop students’ more 

transferable intellectual skills, such as problem solving. However, this requires smaller class 

sizes and learning strategies that are discouraged at commercialised universities. 

Because of the fees they pay, students also now demand more from their lecturers. In a 

study involving 22 academics at business schools within three English universities, Abdul 

Jabbar et al. (2018) found that students now feel entitled to a "24/7 service" (p. 88). Bennett 

(2021) found similar views among her sample of academics. Lecturers are now expected to be 

constantly available to students in person or via email, even when on annual leave. From her 

sample, Rolfe (2002) notes that students, particularly those of a lower ability, require more 

support from their teachers than before. However, the students of today have demands that go 

beyond the mere asking of help. They want classes to be entertaining as well as informative 

(Altschuler, 1999; Bennett, 2021; Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Rolfe, 2002). 

The most contradictory consequences of student consumerism, however, are the 

psychological effects that could lessen the worth of the education for which students now pay 
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so much. As mentioned before, Bunce et al. (2017) discovered a negative relationship between 

student consumerism and academic performance. Tomlinson (2018) argues that students with 

more consumerist attitudes are less likely to do well at university because they are extrinsically 

motivated. This extrinsic motivation leads to lower levels of engagement, which in turn leads 

to lower levels of academic performance. However, in their study, Marshall et al. (2015) failed 

to find any relationship between extrinsic motivation and student consumerism. Nevertheless, 

this study was conducted on around 100, mostly female, students who were all in the same year 

of study. This may have precluded the authors from finding any significant relationships 

between the variables. The most disturbing consequence of student consumerism, however, 

seems to be academic entitlement. 

2.4 Academic Entitlement 

2.4.1 Potential Causes 

Cain et al. (2012) define academic entitlement as “a student’s attitude that he or she 

should receive a high grade or preferential treatment without investing [any] significant time 

or effort” (p. 1). By seeing themselves as customers of universities, some students may feel 

entitled to favourable academic outcomes based on the tuition fees they now pay (Delucchi & 

Korgen, 2002; Reynolds, 2022). However, Frey (2015) emphasises the need to differentiate 

between reasonable and unreasonable feelings of entitlement. Few would disagree with a 

student feeling entitled to good teaching and better facilities. It would be unreasonable, 

however, for such a student to feel entitled to better outcomes in aspects of higher education 

that should be solely based on merit, such as grades. While tuition fees are a prerequisite to 

enter university, a student’s abilities should be the main determining factor for how well they 

perform within that environment. 
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Compared to other forms of entitlement, such as narcissism and psychological 

entitlement, academic entitlement has only recently become a subject of interest among 

researchers (Parker, 2017). Narcissism can be defined as “entitled self-importance” (Krizan, 

2018, p. 15), while psychological entitlement can be defined as the "stable and pervasive sense 

that one deserves more and is entitled to more than others’’ (Campbell et al., 2004, p. 31). 

Narcissism has a long history of research and has already been shown to be a separate construct 

from psychological entitlement (Rose & Anastasio, 2014). While narcissism concerns the self, 

psychological entitlement concerns the other.  

Several researchers have linked academic entitlement to both narcissism and 

psychological entitlement (Kurtyilmaz, 2019; Menon & Sharland, 2011; B. K. Miller, 2013). 

However, academic entitlement seems to be a context-specific form of entitlement 

(Greenberger et al., 2008; Reinhardt, 2012). While narcissism and psychological entitlement 

are related to an individual’s psychology, academic entitlement seems to be related to an 

individual’s environment (Parker, 2017). This suggests that a student could feel entitled in an 

academic setting while simultaneously not feeling entitled in other settings (Frey, 2015). 

While academic entitlement has reportedly increased over the years, its causes remain 

unclear. As with student consumerism, several authors see academic entitlement as something 

specific to the millennial generation (Cain et al., 2012, B. K. Miller, 2013; Stiles, et al., 2018; 

Twenge, 2014). In the USA, the self-esteem movement of the 1980s saw parents and teachers 

treat children with “unconditional positive regard” to increase their self-esteem (Storr, 2017, 

para 2). Twenge (2014) argues that this had the inadvertent effect of creating a sense of 

entitlement among the millennial generation. 

However, empirical studies on the subject challenge this notion. Greenberger et al. 

(2008) found an inverse relationship between academic entitlement and self-esteem, suggesting 
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that academic entitlement has nothing to do with the higher self-esteem in millennials caused 

by the self-esteem movement. Although Baer and Cheryomukhin (2011) found a positive 

relationship between academic entitlement and self-esteem in their replication study, their 

sample comprised only female students. Trzesniewski et al. (2008) also found no increase in 

narcissism among university students from the 1980s to the 2000s, further disproving the 

notion that feelings of entitlement are specific to the millennial generation. 

It is important to understand what causes academic entitlement so that universities can 

prevent students from experiencing it in the first place (Parker, 2017). Sessoms et al. (2016) 

believe that there are three facets to academic entitlement. These are: “an external locus of 

control related to academics, a perception of deserved control over academic policies, and an 

attitude that students are customers” (p. 1). While other researchers have also found that 

academic entitlement can be split between beliefs and behaviours (e.g., Achacoso, 2002; 

Wasielski et al., 2014), only Jackson et al. (2011) seem to also consider student consumerism 

to be a part of academic entitlement. Nevertheless, the two constructs seem to be related (Kelso, 

2017; Warren, 2013). In the same way that the payment of fees may lead to feelings of student 

consumerism (Bunce et al., 2017), it may also lead students to feel entitled to a degree or higher 

grades (Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Frey, 2015). 

2.4.2 Link with Student Consumerism 

One of the first studies to look at the relationship between student consumerism and 

academic entitlement was that conducted by Finney and Finney (2010). They conducted an 

empirical study on more than 1,000 students at a university in the south of the USA. More than 

half the students agreed with the statement “as a student, I believe that my role is that of a 

customer of the university” (p. 283). The authors found a positive, but insignificant, 

relationship between fee responsibility and student consumerism. They also found a positive 
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relationship between student consumerism and both academic entitlement and the likelihood 

of students complaining. However, D. Saunders (2015) criticised the study for using a single 

question to measure student consumerism. While they cite the work of Bergkvist and Rossiter 

(2007) to show that single item scales can be used to measure simple constructs, Finney and 

Finney (2010) inadvertently prove that this does not include student consumerism by 

discussing the complexity of the construct in their own literature review. 

Around the same time, Singleton-Jackson et al. (2010) conducted a qualitative study to 

assess the consumerist and entitled attitudes of 52 first-year students at a Canadian university. 

The authors found that the students held very entitled views about higher education, which they 

ascribed to the commercialisation of higher education and student consumerism. However, 

most of the participants were female and all were in their first year of university, limiting the 

generalisability of their findings. Furthermore, to assess student consumerism, Singleton-

Jackson et al. (2010) used the single question “as a student, do you think that you are a customer 

of the university?” (p. 357), thus falling into the same error as Finney and Finney (2010). 

Two of the most recent studies on this topic were conducted by Zhu and Anagondahalli 

(2017). In the first study, they looked at the influence of student consumerism on academic 

entitlement and the influence of both these constructs on conflict management strategies. They 

found that student consumerism was positively related to academic entitlement. In the second 

study, Zhu et al. (2019) assigned students to either an intellectual condition or a transactional 

condition. The intellectual condition involved students reading about a professor with a 

teaching philosophy that saw students as trainees, while the transactional condition involved 

them reading about a professor with a teaching philosophy that saw students as customers.  

This second study had two main findings. For one, Zhu et al. (2019) found that students 

in the transactional condition were more likely to see themselves as customers and less likely 
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to see themselves as trainees, whereas students in the intellectual condition were more likely 

to see themselves as trainees and less likely to see themselves as customers. For another, the 

authors also found a significant relationship between the two conditions and academic 

entitlement. Students in the intellectual condition had lower levels of academic entitlement than 

those in the transactional condition. This suggests that the attitudes of students can be changed 

based on how they are treated. 

2.4.3 Studies on Academic Entitlement 

2.4.3.1 Achacoso (2002). The first researcher to develop a questionnaire to measure 

academic entitlement was Achacoso (2002). The author surveyed 312 university students in a 

quantitative study and interviewed eight of them in an additional qualitative study. She 

developed a new questionnaire to measure academic entitlement and found that it had two 

factors: entitlement beliefs and entitlement actions. Entitlement beliefs refer to a student’s 

belief that they deserve preferential treatment, while entitlement actions represent a student’s 

intention to act on that belief.  

Using this questionnaire, Achacoso (2002) made some major findings. For one, she 

found a negative relationship between entitlement beliefs and measures of self-regulation, 

suggesting that entitled students are worse at managing their own learning. However, she also 

found that entitlement actions were positively related to measures of self-regulation. While this 

may seem contradictory, Achacoso (2002) offers the explanation that students who are willing 

to demand better outcomes may be motivated to study harder to obtain those outcomes than 

students who merely believe that they are entitled to them. While there was no relationship 

between grades and entitlement beliefs, there was a positive relationship between grades and 

entitlement actions. This may be because students who scored higher on the entitlement actions 

subscale had successfully convinced their professors to increase their grades. Achacoso’s 
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(2002) qualitative findings reinforce this assumption. Students knew they could get higher 

grades if they demanded them from their professors. 

However, this study is not without its limitations. Achacoso (2002) herself admits that 

most of the students in her sample were male, thus potentially limiting the generalisability of 

her findings. Moreover, Kopp et al. (2011) find issue with the supposed positive relationship 

between entitlement and self-regulation. Based on the theory, academic entitlement should be 

negatively related to self-regulation. In fact, in the years since Achacoso’s (2002) study, 

researchers have found a negative relationship between academic entitlement and regulatory 

behaviours, such as having a mastery approach to learning and having an internal locus of 

control (Frey, 2015; Jackson et al., 2011; S. K. Jones, 2013). This may be because the 

entitlement actions subscale measures something other than academic entitlement, such as 

assertiveness (Hanna, 2016). 

Nevertheless, several researchers have since used Achacoso’s (2002) questionnaire to 

measure academic entitlement. The first to do so were Ciani et al. (2008), who conducted two 

studies on the topic. In both studies, the authors found that men displayed higher levels of 

entitlement than women in terms of both beliefs and actions. This matches the entitlement 

displayed by men in other fields, such as the distribution of household work (Major, 1993; 

Sanchez, 1994) and pay (Major et al., 1984; O'Brien et al., 2012). While they also found that 

senior students displayed more entitlement actions than junior students, Ciani et al. (2008) 

found no significant relationship between academic entitlement and year of study. 

Achacoso’s (2002) questionnaire was also used by Hartman (2012) and Ifill-Fraser 

(2019). Like Ciani et al. (2008), Hartman (2012) found higher levels of entitlement among 

men, but only in terms of entitlement beliefs. However, she found higher levels of entitlement 

beliefs among junior students, and not seniors. More recently, Ifill-Fraser (2019) used the same 
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questionnaire and found a positive relationship between entitlement beliefs and fee 

responsibility. Students who were fully responsible for paying their own fees displayed higher 

levels of entitlement than those who were either not responsible or partly responsible. This 

lends support to the idea that students may feel entitled to better outcomes based on the fees 

that they pay (Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Frey, 2015). 

2.4.3.2 Chowning and Campbell (2009). The next major questionnaire on academic 

entitlement was developed by Chowning and Campbell (2009). The authors generated a list of 

31 statements to represent entitled behaviour. They then reduced this to 15 items using an 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA). These items loaded onto two factors, which the authors 

named externalised responsibility and entitled expectations. Externalised responsibility 

represents the absence of responsibility on the part of a student, whereas entitled expectations 

represents how entitled that student feels to positive outcomes.  

Like Achacoso (2002), Chowning and Campbell (2009) made some significant findings 

with their newly developed questionnaire. Unlike Hartman (2012) they found that first-year 

students were less entitled than students in later years. They also found that male students 

scored higher on the externalised responsibility scale than female students, reinforcing the 

findings of Ciani et al. (2008) and Hartman (2012) that men display higher levels of academic 

entitlement than women. In terms of other psychological variables, Chowning and Campbell 

(2009) found that entitled expectations were positively related to psychological entitlement and 

negatively related to need for cognition. Meanwhile, externalised responsibility was negatively 

related to need for cognition, personal control, and self-esteem; but it was positively related to 

grandiosity and psychological entitlement. 

However, there are some major limitations to this study. To begin with, only the five 

items in the entitled expectations subscale seem to represent academic entitlement. Most of the 
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10 items in the externalised responsibility subscale seem to represent other concepts. Kopp et 

al. (2011) agree with this sentiment. They argue that one of the items in the externalised 

responsibility subscale represents work avoidance, while another represents perceived quality 

of instruction.  

Kopp et al. (2011) also take issue with the low Cronbach alpha score of the entitled 

expectations scale. The scale achieved an alpha score of .61 in Chowning and Campbell’s 

(2009) study. This falls short of the .7 threshold that indicates acceptable alpha values in the 

social sciences (George & Mallery, 2010). However, this may be due to the low number of 

items in the scale. Researchers have found that the inclusion of more items in a scale can 

increase its alpha score, even if the items are not closely related (Cortina, 1993; Tavakol & 

Dennick, 2011). Nevertheless, these limitations suggest that the questionnaire does not measure 

the two concepts outlined by Chowning and Campbell (2009). This point was later proven by 

Hanna (2016), who found that the questionnaire loaded onto three factors, and not the two 

proposed by Chowning and Campbell (2009). 

Again, this has not stopped other researchers from using the questionnaire to study 

academic entitlement. Blincoe and Garris (2017) used the questionnaire to compare levels of 

academic entitlement among students in Saudi Arabia and the USA. They found that the Saudi 

students had higher levels of academic entitlement than their American counterparts. The 

authors attribute this to the lack of responsibility Saudi students have for the payment of tuition 

fees. However, if the authors are correct in this belief, then it would contradict the findings of 

Ifill-Fraser (2019) that greater fee responsibility leads to feelings of entitlement.  

Blincoe and Garris (2017) also found self-esteem and gender to be related to academic 

entitlement. Like Chowning and Campbell (2009), Blincoe and Garris (2017) found a negative 

relationship between externalised responsibility and self-esteem. However, they surprisingly 
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found that Saudi women had higher levels of academic entitlement than Saudi men. While this 

may be due to the cultural differences between the two countries, it may more likely be because 

the authors collected their female sample in a different way to their male sample in Saudi 

Arabia. Meanwhile, Parker (2017) found no relationship between gender and academic 

entitlement using the same questionnaire. She did, however, find a positive relationship 

between academic entitlement and competition, suggesting that entitled students are more 

competitive than others. 

2.4.3.3 Greenberger et al. (2008). Around the same time as Chowning and Campbell 

(2009), Greenberger et al. (2008) developed a more influential measure of academic 

entitlement. Using this, they found academic entitlement to be positively related to, but distinct 

from, other forms of entitlement, such as psychological entitlement, narcissism, and exploitive 

entitlement, which concerns “a sense of entitlement characterized by the exploitation of others” 

(Lessard et al., 2011, p. 523). This led Greenberger et al. (2008) to conclude that academic 

entitlement is a type of entitlement specific to the academic setting and that it can be measured 

empirically.  

Greenberger et al. (2008) also found academic entitlement to be related to a host of 

other variables. In addition to self-esteem, they found academic entitlement to be negatively 

related to work orientation and social commitment. This suggests that entitled students not only 

have lower self-esteem but also are less likely to work hard and care for others. Academic 

entitlement was also found to be positively related to achievement anxiety and external 

motivation, suggesting that entitled students are anxious to do well and are motivated by 

external factors, such as grades. Greenberger et al. (2008) also found minor associations 

between academic entitlement and certain demographic variables. In addition to men, higher 

levels of entitlement were noted among Asians and students who were born in the USA. While 

higher levels of entitlement among US-born students can be explained by cultural differences, 
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the entitlement noted among Asian students may be due to differences in upbringing. 

Greenberger et al. (2008) found that the higher the expectations that their parents had of them, 

the more they compared them to others, and the more they based rewards on achievement, the 

more likely students were to be entitled. 

However, like the previously discussed measures of academic entitlement, Greenberger 

et al.’s (2008) scale is not without its limitations. While the items in the scale may represent 

aspects of academic entitlement, their specific wording may encourage students to provide 

biased answers. For example, one of the statements in the scale states that “professors have no 

right to be annoyed with me if I tend to come late to class or tend to leave early” (p. 1196). 

This seems to be a double-barrelled statement, asking students whether they should be allowed 

to attend class at their own discretion and whether their professor has a right to be annoyed at 

such behaviour. The problem with such double-barrelled statements is that respondents may 

agree with one aspect of the statement, but not the other (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). Even if a 

student believes that they have a right to leave class early, they may still disagree with the idea 

that their professor has no right to be annoyed. Finally, because no information was given on 

the development of the scale, Kopp et al. (2011) argue that its validity cannot be properly 

assessed. In fact, Jackson et al. (2011) later found that the questionnaire loaded onto two factors 

and that only one of these clearly related to the concept of academic entitlement. 

Nevertheless, several researchers have since used this questionnaire to measure 

academic entitlement. In a longitudinal study, Lemke et al. (2017) used a modified form of the 

questionnaire to survey students at two points in time: 2009 and 2017. They found that students 

in 2017 displayed lower levels of academic entitlement than those in 2009. They also found 

that male students displayed higher levels of academic entitlement and gave less priority to 

academia than female students in 2009 but that these differences had disappeared by 2017. This 

suggests that feelings of entitlement can change over time and that there may be a link between 
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academic entitlement and the amount of concern that students have for academia. The authors 

also found no significant relationship between academic entitlement and GPA.  

Around the same time, Luckett et al. (2017) also used a modified version of 

Greenberger et al.’s (2008) questionnaire to assess the relationship between academic 

entitlement and fee responsibility. Unlike Lemke et al. (2017), they found that entitled students 

were more likely to have lower GPAs. Entitled students were also more likely to be male, 

younger, and not responsible for the payment of their tuition fees and phone bills. Like the 

work of Blincoe and Garris (2017), this suggests that greater fee responsibility leads to less 

entitlement. However, Luckett et al. (2017) did not control for the other variables when 

assessing the relationship between fee responsibility and academic entitlement. Therefore, the 

higher levels of entitlement they noted among financially dependent students may have been 

down to other variables, such as age. Financially dependent students tend to be younger (Finney 

& Finney, 2010), and younger students tend to be more entitled (S. K. Jones, 2013; Huang, 

2017). 

Researchers have also used Greenberger et al.’s (2008) questionnaire to find a 

relationship between academic entitlement and other variables. Vuori (2021) used Jackson et 

al.’s (2011) modified form of the questionnaire to assess the relationship between academic 

entitlement and student engagement. She found that students were more likely to be entitled if 

they were younger, studying full-time, had five years of work experience or less, and if they 

were undergraduates. Again, this suggests that older and more mature students are less entitled 

than others. Fromuth et al. (2019) also used Greenberger et al.’s (2008) questionnaire to assess 

the relationship between academic entitlement and factors believed to help or hinder academic 

performance. They found that entitled students had an external locus of control and that they 

believed good grades were down to luck rather than class attendance. Entitled students were 

also significantly less likely to be academically motivated to do well. Although the authors 
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found a negative relationship between academic entitlement and GPA, this disappeared once 

locus of control was taken into consideration. 

2.4.3.4. Kopp et al. (2011). The most recent and robust measure of academic 

entitlement was developed by Kopp et al. (2011). After identifying weaknesses in the academic 

entitlement questionnaires of Achacoso (2002), Chowning and Campbell (2009), and 

Greenberger et al. (2008), Kopp et al. (2011) developed a new questionnaire grounded in the 

theoretical underpinnings of academic entitlement. They started with 26 items and reduced 

these to eight using a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Like Achacoso (2002), Chowning 

and Campbell (2009), and Greenberger et al. (2008), Kopp et al. (2011) found low levels of 

academic entitlement among their sample. 

Similarly, Kopp et al. (2011) made similar findings as other authors using their newly 

developed questionnaire. They found that academic entitlement was positively related to both 

general entitlement and work avoidance. This matches the findings of Greenberger et al. (2008) 

and suggests that students who are entitled in the academic setting are entitled in other settings 

and that they tend to avoid work. Kopp et al. (2011) also found a positive, but weak, 

relationship between academic entitlement and self-esteem, contradicting the findings of 

Greenberger et al. (2008) but supporting those of Baer and Cherymukhin (2011). Finally, 

academic entitlement was also negatively related to a desire for mastery and effort, matching 

the findings of Fromuth et al. (2019) that entitled students are less motivated to do well. 

Several researchers have since sought to assess the reliability and validity of Kopp et 

al.’s (2011) questionnaire. Sessoms et al. (2016) tested the items in the questionnaire across 

two points in time, while Khojasteh and Keener (2018) tested them across the categories of 

gender and year of study. In both studies, the authors were concerned about the measurement 

invariance of the questionnaire to see if all the items measured the same construct. Both 
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Sessoms et al. (2016) and Khojasteh and Keener (2018) found that items 3, 6, and 7 were 

noninvariant. In terms of construct validity, Kurtyilmaz (2019) also found that three of the 

items had high error variances. Once these were deleted, the remaining items loaded onto a 

single factor and the relationship between the latent construct of academic entitlement and the 

items became significant.  

This suggests that there may be an issue with some of the items. However, Kopp and 

Finney (2013) earlier established the measurement invariance of the questionnaire as a whole 

across two opposing samples of students. They also confirmed that the data fit a one-factor 

model. In terms of concurrent validity, Kurtyilmaz (2019) also found that the scores from the 

questionnaire were related to other variables, such as narcissism and self-efficacy, in the 

expected directions. All of this led her to conclude that the questionnaire is a consistent, 

reliable, and valid measure of academic entitlement. 

As a result, other researchers have used the questionnaire to assess the relationships 

between academic entitlement and other variables. Like Kopp et al. (2011), S. K. Jones (2013) 

found low levels of academic entitlement among her sample and found that entitled students 

were less likely to focus on mastery. She also found academic entitlement to be negatively 

related to age and perseverance for goals. Around the same time, Stafford (2013) found that 

perfectionism, authoritarian parenting, and permissive parenting were positively related to 

academic entitlement. This supports the finding of Greenberger et al. (2008) that entitled 

students tend to have demanding parents. Meanwhile, Hernandez (2015) found academic 

entitlement to be negatively related to ethicality, the perceived importance of work, intrinsic 

work values, and time management. She also found academic entitlement to be positively 

related to job entitlement, leisure time, and extrinsic work values. This suggests that entitled 

students are less likely to work hard and are less ethical than others.  
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The questionnaire has also continued to be used in recent years. Like previous authors, 

Huang (2017) found academic entitlement to be negatively related to age and self-esteem and 

positively related to psychological entitlement. However, she also found academic entitlement 

to be lower among those with high self-efficacy and higher among those who were from 

collectivist cultures. Finally, Keener (2020) found that academic entitlement was predicted by 

narcissism and low levels of self-esteem and gratitude, but only in millennial students. 

Meanwhile, only low self-esteem was a predictor for academic entitlement in non-millennials. 

However, as the millennial students in her study were younger than the non-millennials, these 

differences could be due to age, and not generation. 

2.4.4 Consequences of Academic Entitlement 

As shown from the above discussion, there are negative consequences to academic 

entitlement. To begin with, students who are academically entitled are also entitled in other 

ways. Academically entitled students tend to have higher levels of psychological entitlement 

(Greenberger et al., 2008; Huang, 2017; B. K. Miller, 2013), general entitlement (Kopp et al., 

2011), exploitive entitlement (Chowning & Campbell, 2009), and narcissism (Keener, 2020; 

Kurtyilmaz, 2019). They are also more likely to feel entitled to a job after graduation 

(Hernandez, 2015) and to feel entitled within that job (Boudreaux, 2019). This suggests that 

the consequences of academic entitlement extend far beyond the academic setting. 

Within academia, academic entitlement can also affect the performance of students. 

Entitled students tend to work less hard than others (Greenberger et al., 2008; Kopp et al., 2011) 

and ascribe less importance to work (Hernandez, 2015). They focus less on mastery (Frey, 

2015; Kopp et al., 2011; Jackson et al., 2011; S. K. Jones, 2013) and are motivated by external 

factors (Frey, 2015; Fromuth et al., 2019; Greenberger, et al., 2008). Many are only motivated 

to learn to get high grades (Jackson et al., 2011). This, in turn, can lead to lower levels of 



76 
 

academic performance (Frey, 2015). Unsurprisingly, such students are also likely to be less 

satisfied than others (B. K. Miller, 2013; Reysen et al., 2020; Zhu & Anagondahalli, 2018). 

Academic entitlement can also affect the behaviour of students. Kopp and Finney 

(2013) found a negative relationship between academic entitlement and compliance. They 

found that entitled students were less likely to attend a scheduled class, even though they knew 

they would be reprimanded for not doing so. Such entitled students also tend to be of a lower 

cognitive ability (Frey, 2015). In fact, Laverghetta (2018) found a relationship between 

academic entitlement and anti-intellectualism. He also found a positive relationship between 

academic entitlement and student incivility. This suggests that entitled students are less 

compliant, less civil, and of a lower cognitive ability than others. However, the most harmful 

consequence of academic entitlement may be academic misconduct, which will be discussed 

in the next chapter. 

2.5 Conclusion 

In summary, this chapter showed how the commercialisation of English and Scottish 

higher education led to the rise in consumerist attitudes among students and how this can lead 

to them feeling unreasonably entitled to better academic outcomes. As discussed above, 

commercialisation led to the positioning of students as customers and widening participation 

in higher education to include students from non-traditional backgrounds. This has resulted in 

many students reluctantly embracing student consumerism, despite the complex nature of the 

student-university relationship, where students are simultaneously customers of, but also 

participants in, the education process. These feelings of student consumerism can lead to 

academic entitlement. 

Nevertheless, academic entitlement has causes beyond student consumerism. As 

mentioned above, students with lower academic abilities may feel more academically entitled 
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than others (Frey, 2015; Laverghetta, 2018; Luckett et al., 2017). However, widening 

participation in higher education may have led to an increase in the number of students that are 

likely to underperform at university. For example, students from ethnic minorities have been 

shown to obtain lower grades than their White counterparts at university (Universities UK, 

2019), even after controlling for their grades upon entry (Nadeem, 2021). This possibly relates 

to deprivation, as students from more deprived areas are less likely to obtain a first- or upper-

second-class degree upon graduation (Bolton & Lewis, 2023; OfS, 2022a). The subsequent 

feelings of entitlement that these students experience have many consequences, the most 

concerning of which—academic misconduct—will be discussed in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 3: Literature Review 2 – Academic Misconduct 

3.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter discussed how the commercialisation of English and Scottish 

higher education has led to a rise in student consumerism and how this in turn can lead to an 

increase in academic entitlement among students. Of all the consequences of academic 

entitlement, the one of most relevance to this thesis is academic misconduct. This chapter aims 

to discuss the main variables that have been associated with academic misconduct in the 

literature. It first provides a definition of, and brief background information on, academic 

misconduct. This is followed by a discussion on the history of academic misconduct research. 

The rest of the chapter discusses the main individual traits and situational factors that are 

potentially related to academic misconduct.  

3.2 Overview of Academic Misconduct 

There are many terms used to refer to academic misconduct, such as academic 

dishonesty and cheating. However, they all refer to the same thing: a breach of academic 

integrity (Eaton, 2017). According to Kimber (2018), academic integrity can be defined as a 

“code of practice generally adopted and accepted by higher education institutions, systems and 

stakeholders” (p. 2). Therefore, an academic integrity offence, or academic misconduct, would 

be anything that goes against a higher education institution’s academic integrity policy (Bretag, 

Mahmud, Wallace, et al., 2011). However, because different institutions have different 

academic integrity policies (Tennant et al., 2007; Tennant & Duggan, 2008), there is currently 

no agreed definition of academic misconduct (A. Thomas & Zyl, 2012). Nevertheless, the 

policies of several universities define the term as any action by which a student gains, or 

attempts to gain, an unfair advantage over others (University of Cambridge, 2019; University 
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of Exeter, 2020; University of Huddersfield, 2018). This definition was used for the purposes 

of this study. 

There are several actions which constitute academic misconduct, such as cheating on 

exams, collusion, and the falsification of data (Bretag, Mahmud, East, et al., 2011). However, 

the most common is plagiarism. This occurs when a student “[presents] someone else’s words 

and/or ideas as [their] own without appropriate attribution” (Ellis et al., 2018, p.1). Plagiarism 

has become even easier for students to commit due to the internet (Park, 2003), sparking what 

has been referred to as an “arms race” between students and universities (Kimber, 2018, p. 2). 

While universities were initially successful in preventing simple plagiarism using software like 

Turnitin (Lyon et al., 2006; Stapleton, 2012), students have responded with contract cheating, 

where they commission work from third parties to pass off as their own (Ellis et al., 2018; 

Medway et al., 2018). Over the years, there has been an increase in the providers of such 

bespoke work and a drop in prices (Lancaster, 2020). Although of questionable quality, such 

work can bypass current plagiarism detection software (Medway et al., 2018; M. Walker & 

Townley, 2012).  

Unfortunately, most instances of academic misconduct go unreported. Many go 

unnoticed by staff; and most who do notice them, choose to not take any formal action against 

students (Boyle et al., 2016; Chirikov et al., 2020; Jendrek, 1989; McCabe, 1993; Singhal, 

1982; Wright and Kelly, 1974). Staff seem reluctant to confront students for a host of reasons 

(Keith-Spiegel et al., 1998). For one, they may feel that penalties are too severe and may unduly 

harm students; for another, many cases are often difficult to prove (Coalter et al., 2007; 

Maramark & Maline, 1993). They may also be more lenient on what they perceive to be first-

time offences (Wilkinson, 2009).  
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Moreover, many students are also reluctant to report the misconduct of others (Jendrek, 

1992; Kidwell et al., 2003). While students are more likely to confront friends directly (Kidwell 

et al., 2003), they may be less likely to report cases of academic misconduct to staff due to 

disenchantment (Simon et al., 2004) or a lack of trust in how confidentiality will be maintained 

(Bretag, Mahmud, Wallace, et al., 2011). The lack of reporting of academic misconduct on the 

part of both staff and students may have led to an increase in its frequency. Many cheaters seem 

to be repeat offenders (Hollinger & Lanza-Kaduce, 2009; T. R. Smith et al., 2013), probably 

because they are aware that they are unlikely to be reported to university administrators.  

3.3 History of Research on Academic Misconduct 

Research into academic misconduct has a long history. The first major studies on the 

topic were undertaken by Hartshorne and May (1928) on children. One of the ways they 

measured dishonesty was by giving students tests, secretly marking them, and handing them 

back for the students to mark themselves. If the students gave themselves higher marks than 

they had received, they were considered to have been dishonest, as they were lying to improve 

their marks on the test. In one form or another, this method was subsequently used by 

researchers over the decades to measure academic dishonesty. The amount of cheating detected 

ranged from 15% (Fakouri, 1972) to around 95% (Krueger, 1947; McQueen, 1957). However, 

most studies found that around half the students gave themselves higher marks than they 

deserved (e.g., Atkins & Atkins, 1936; Bronzaft et al., 1973; Finkenbinder, 1933; Shelton & 

Hill, 1969). 

However, there are fundamental issues with this measure of academic misconduct. For 

one, students know how well or badly they have performed before deciding to cheat. Cheating 

here would produce definite results, unlike cheating in other situations. This was particularly a 

problem for researchers when trying to detect cheating among students with high intelligence. 



81 
 

Such students were noted to cheat less using this method because they had less of a need and 

opportunity to cheat, not because they were morally superior (Howells, 1938). This type of 

misconduct also poses less of a problem to universities as students do not self-mark important 

work. Moreover, Wrightsman (1959) argues that researchers who have used this method have 

assumed that dishonesty in self-marking reflects dishonesty in assessments; yet this link has 

not been proven. This method would also no longer be considered ethical, due to a lack of 

informed consent from participants (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Perhaps for these reasons, many 

authors now use self-report questionnaires to measure academic misconduct instead (e.g., 

Perry, 2010; Stiles et al., 2018). 

From the middle of the 20th century, there has always been a large amount of literature 

on academic dishonesty (McCabe, 1993). Throughout this, researchers have found dishonesty 

to be widespread throughout higher education institutions (Diekhoff et al., 1996). While most 

studies have been conducted in North America (Ashworth et al., 1997; Franklyn-Stokes & 

Newstead, 1995), they can still provide lessons for universities around the world. For example, 

researchers have found certain students to be more susceptible to academic misconduct. In 

terms of subject, business students have been found to be more likely to commit academic 

misconduct than others (Baird, 1980; Bowers, 1964; Glenn & Van Loo, 1993; Meade, 1992). 

International students may also be more susceptible due to a lack of understanding of certain 

types of academic misconduct, such as plagiarism (Deckert, 1993), or due to poor academic 

writing skills (Greenwood et al., 2014; Song-Turner, 2008). 

This suggests that certain factors can encourage academic misconduct. Throughout the 

literature, researchers have focused on two types of variables in determining the cause of 

academic misconduct. These are psychological variables, which focus on a student’s individual 

characteristics, and situational variables, which focus on a student’s environment (McCabe, 

1993). Situational variables that have been linked to academic misconduct include fee 
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responsibility (Vandehey et al. 2007), peer behaviour (McCabe & Trevino, 1993), and severity 

of punishment (Peled et al., 2019). Individual variables that have been linked to academic 

misconduct include gender (A. Miller et al., 2011), grades (Burrus et al., 2007), and self-esteem 

(Iyer & Eastman, 2006). Of these individual factors, several researchers have identified 

academic entitlement as an important contributing factor. 

3.4 Individual Variables 

3.4.1 Academic Entitlement 

Entitlement plays a significant part in dishonesty. Entitled people believe they deserve 

more than others, and they are often prepared to use dishonest means to resolve the discrepancy 

between what they have and what they believe they deserve (Vincent & Goncalo, 2014). In 

terms of academia, entitled students feel they deserve better grades than others, and they may 

use academic misconduct to attain them (Sohr-Preston & Boswell, 2015). As noted in the 

previous chapter, these feelings of entitlement may be driven by student consumerism (Finney 

& Finney, 2010), where the payment of tuition fees may have contributed to a sense of 

entitlement among students. Such students may feel entitled to higher grades because of the 

fees they have paid.  

However, if they fail to achieve these grades legitimately, they may resort to deviant 

means to acquire them instead. People who think they have been wronged tend to act in entitled 

and selfish ways (Zitek et al., 2010). Therefore, entitled students who fail to achieve good 

grades legitimately may feel entitled to obtain them illegitimately. As mentioned in the 

previous chapter, academic entitlement has been found to be negatively related to ethicality 

(Hernandez, 2015) and positively related to student incivility (Laverghetta, 2018). This link 

between academic entitlement and academic deviancy can also be seen with other forms of 

entitlement and deviancy. Narcissistic entitlement has been found to be related to unethical 
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decision making (Tamborski et al., 2012), and psychological entitlement has been found to be 

related to research misconduct (M. S. Davis et al., 2008). 

One of the first studies linking academic entitlement to academic misconduct was 

conducted by Greenberger et al. (2008). The authors conducted two studies on academic 

entitlement, the first of which has already been discussed in Section 2.4.3.3. The second study 

focused on the relationship between academic entitlement and academic misconduct. 

Academic entitlement was measured in the same way as the first study, by using a newly 

developed questionnaire. To measure academic misconduct, the authors asked students how 

many times they had committed any one of nine academic integrity offences. This measure was 

based on Bolin’s (2004) adaptation of McCabe and Trevino’s (1997) academic dishonesty 

scale.  

Overall, Greenberger et al. (2008) found low levels of academic entitlement, but high 

levels of academic misconduct among their sample. The most frequently committed offence of 

collaborating on an individually assessed assignment was performed by more than 60% of the 

students. Most importantly, however, the authors found a positive relationship between 

academic entitlement and academic misconduct. Students who scored higher on the academic 

entitlement scale reported having committed more instances of academic misconduct. 

Researchers have also found a positive relationship between academic entitlement and 

students’ tolerance of academic misconduct. Menon and Sharland (2011) found a relationship 

between narcissism and academic entitlement, and they found that both these variables 

predicted Machiavellianism in students. Individuals high in Machiavellianism have an ends-

justify-the-means view of ethics, and they are prepared to manipulate others to achieve those 

ends (Christie & Geis, 1970; D. N. Jones, 2020; Láng, 2020). Neither narcissism nor academic 
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entitlement by themselves were directly related to students’ tolerance of academic misconduct, 

but Machiavellianism was (Menon & Sharland, 2011).  

This suggests that Machiavellianism mediates the relationship between academic 

entitlement and students’ tolerance of academic misconduct. Unfortunately, Menon and 

Sharland (2011) used a 3-point Likert scale to measure the variables in question. Previous 

research has shown that 3-point scales do not give respondents a wide enough range from which 

to answer and are therefore less reliable than those with more points (Lozano et al., 2008; 

Preston & Colman, 2000).  

Notwithstanding this limitation, Elias (2017) found a similar relationship a few years 

later. He discovered a negative relationship between academic entitlement and how likely 

students were to disagree with unethical behaviour. The more entitled students were, the less 

likely they were to see cheating as unethical. Men, younger students, and those with low grades 

were more entitled and less likely to agree with the unethicality of cheating than others. Like 

Greenberger et al. (2008), Elias (2017) also found low levels of entitlement among his sample. 

However, this may be because the study was conducted on first-year students who were in 

receipt of financial aid. Previous research has shown that students who are in receipt of 

scholarships are less likely to feel entitled than those who pay for their own fees (Ifill-Fraser, 

2019). 

Around the same time, Stiles et al. (2018) also investigated the relationship between 

academic entitlement and academic misconduct but controlled for certain variables that have 

been related to either academic entitlement or academic misconduct in the past. Academic 

entitlement was measured using some of the same questions as Greenberger et al.’s (2008) 

academic entitlement scale. Like Greenberger et al. (2008), Stiles et al. (2018) found that nearly 

half the students they surveyed admitted to having cheated at university.  
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Like other researchers before them, Stiles et al. (2018) also found a positive relationship 

between academic entitlement and academic misconduct. However, they also found a positive 

relationship between academic misconduct and neutralisation. This suggests not only that 

academically dishonest students are more entitled than others, but also that they are aware of 

the unethicality of their academically dishonest actions; however, they rationalise such actions 

to remove any guilt they may experience from them. White students, younger students, and 

those in the final year of university were more likely to cheat than others. However, unlike 

Elias (2017), the authors found no relationship between academic misconduct and gender. 

3.4.2 Gender 

Over the decades, researchers have discovered a strong relationship between gender 

and academic misconduct. Female students have been found to cheat less than male students 

in both experimental (Fakouri, 1972; Hetherington & Feldman, 1964; Parr, 1936) and self-

report studies (Aiken, 1991; Calabrese & Cochran, 1990; Caruana et al. 2000; McCabe & 

Trevino, 1997; Nonis & Swift, 2001; C. P. Smith et al., 1971). Female students tend to be more 

concerned about academic misconduct (Roskens & Disney, 1966), feel more responsible for it 

(A. Miller et al., 2011), and disapprove more strongly of it than male students (W. F. Anderson, 

1957; Cole & Smith, 1995; Elias, 2017). Furthermore, when female students do commit 

academic dishonesty, they tend to feel more guilty for doing so (Baird, 1980). 

These differences can be explained by gender socialisation theory, which suggests that 

men and women are taught to respond differently to the same stimuli (Betz et al., 1989; Ward 

& Beck, 1990). The origins of the theory lie in the work of Kohlberg (1966, as cited in 

Blakemore et al., 2009), who suggested that boys and girls desire to act in accordance with 

traditional gender roles. Gilligan (1982) and Lyons (1983) took this further by arguing that 

women are socialised to act in accordance with the values of care. This socialisation of women 
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to care for and put others before themselves may account for why they are less likely to commit 

dishonest acts than men. The socialisation of men to be competitive may predispose them more 

to dishonesty, while the socialisation of women to maintain good relationships may inhibit 

them from the same (Roxas & Stoneback, 2004).  

This difference in socialisation may have resulted in a greater concern for ethics among 

women. Women tend to be more sensitive to ethical issues than men (Conroy & Emerson, 

2004). They are also more concerned about morality (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; 

Tibbetts, 1999). This may help clarify why they are less likely to commit academic dishonesty 

than men, as those who are more concerned about morality are less likely to commit academic 

misconduct than those who are not (Gibson et al., 2008), Finally, men have been noted to have 

lower levels of self-control than women (Gibson et al., 2008). Tibbetts (1999) found that 

students with lower levels of self-control had greater intentions to cheat, suggesting that men 

may be more susceptible to academic misconduct for this reason as well. 

However, there seems to be no consensus on whether women cheat less than men 

(Witmer & Johansson, 2018). While some researchers have found a relationship between 

gender and dishonesty, many have found this to be weak (e.g., Lim & See, 2001; McCabe & 

Trevino, 1997). Meanwhile, other researchers have found no relationship at all (e.g., Haines et 

al., 1986; Millham, 1974; Nowell & Laufer, 1997; Stiles et al., 2018). Furthermore, any 

differences between men and women in terms dishonesty may only be superficial. Many of the 

studies on the topic are based on self-report data, and female students are more likely to deny 

having committed academic misconduct than males (Witmer & Johansson, 2015). There are 

two potential reasons for this. They are more fearful of punishments (Tittle & Rowe, 1973), 

and they are more likely to cheat unintentionally (Awdry & Sarre, 2013). Regarding this second 

point, Anitsal et al. (2009) found that female students are more susceptible to passive acts of 
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academic misconduct, while male students are more susceptible to active acts of academic 

misconduct. 

Most importantly, however, men and women can be socialised in ways not related to 

gender (Betz et al., 1989). For example, men and women within the same occupation are 

socialised to have similar views as each other (Lacy et al., 1983). It follows then that men and 

women at university may respond with similar amounts of academic misconduct. In relation to 

this, McCabe and Trevino (1997, in McCabe et al., 2001) found more difference in the 

academic dishonesty of students studying different subjects than that of male and female 

students studying the same subjects. Female engineering students reported higher levels of 

academic misconduct than female students studying other subjects, but they reported similar 

levels to male engineering students. This effect may have only continued with time. In a study 

comparing cheating behaviours over a 30-year period, McCabe and Bowers (2009) found a 

significant increase in academic dishonesty over the years, mainly due to an increase in women 

self-reporting cheating. These findings suggest that the gap between male and female academic 

dishonesty may now have disappeared. 

3.4.3 Intelligence and Grades 

Using the Hartshorne and May (1928) method, many early studies found grades and 

intelligence to be negatively related to academic dishonesty. Students with higher grades and 

intelligence were noted to cheat less than others (Atkins & Atkins, 1936; Drake, 1941; Hoff, 

1940; Parr, 1936). However, this may have been due to the use of a flawed method of measuring 

academic dishonesty. As mentioned before, the Hartshorne and May (1928) method involved 

giving students tests, secretly marking them, and handing them back for the students to mark 

themselves. If the students had given themselves higher marks than they had received, they 

were considered to have been dishonest. Some of the studies to use this method (e.g., Atkins 
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& Atkins, 1936) included a piece of wax paper on the back of the test form to record students’ 

actual scores. This may have raised suspicion among the more intelligent students, 

discouraging them from changing the scores on their test papers. These students may also have 

had less of a need to change their scores in the first place as they tend to achieve higher grades.  

To test these assumptions, Howells (1938) used both the wax paper method and a more 

secretive method of recording students’ actual scores to measure academic dishonesty. He 

found that more students cheated on the test that used the more secretive measure of cheating. 

This was linked to the intelligence of the students. Students with higher intelligence were more 

likely to cheat on the test that used the more secretive measure of cheating than they were on 

the other. Johnson and Gormly (1972) found a similar result decades later. They found an 

inverse relationship between intelligence and academic dishonesty, but only for the less 

secretive method. Most importantly, however, Howells (1938) found that there was no 

significant relationship between intelligence and cheating once a more difficult test was used. 

In this instance, the more intelligent students had just as much need and opportunity to cheat, 

suggesting that they are just as susceptible to academic misconduct as other students. 

Notwithstanding intelligence, later studies also found a negative relationship between 

grades and academic dishonesty. These studies used self-report measures of academic 

misconduct and found higher levels of cheating among students with lower grades (Haines et 

al., 1986; Hensley et al., 2013; Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967; Pino & Smith, 2003). While 

the validity of self-report measures could be disputed due to students not knowing what 

constitutes cheating, Burrus et al. (2007) found that students with lower grades reported more 

cheating both before and after receiving a definition of academic misconduct. This suggests 

that regardless of the definition, students with lower grades self-report higher levels of 

academic dishonesty. Students with lower grades are also less likely to see cheating as unethical 
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(Elias, 2017) and are less likely to be deterred by the threat of punishment (Tittle & Rowe, 

1973). 

This may be because students with lower grades stand to gain more than they stand to 

lose. Several researchers have found the pressure for good grades to be a strong motivator for 

cheating (e.g., B. S. Brown, 1995; Love & Simmons, 1998; McCabe & Trevino, 2002; 

Michaels & Miethe, 1989). This pressure increases when students are competing against one 

another for good grades (Baird, 1980; Singhal, 1982), especially to secure a place for graduate 

study (McCabe & Trevino, 2002; C. P. Smith et al., 1971). Coupled with a lack of time, a large 

workload, and difficult yet important assessments, students may be under more pressure to 

cheat to get ahead (B. S. Brown, 1995; Love & Simmons, 1998; Maramark & Maline, 1993). 

Because of the strong competition for grades among students, students are more likely to cheat 

when they see others cheating (McCabe & Trevino, 2002). This may be because they feel that 

other students are gaining an unfair advantage by cheating, and they may feel the need to 

respond in kind. For this reason, students find cheating with a high need for grades to be less 

acceptable than cheating with a low need for grades, as students with a low need for grades do 

not benefit much from cheating (Roberts & Rabinowitz, 1992). 

3.4.4 History of Academic Misconduct 

One of the biggest predictors of current cheating intentions seems to be past cheating 

behaviour. Students who have committed academic misconduct in the past are more likely to 

do so again. Uzun and Kilis (2020) found a positive relationship between past plagiarism and 

the intention to plagiarise in the near future among 588 Turkish students. Using the theory of 

planned behaviour, they found that past cheating behaviour was the biggest predictor of the 

students’ intention to cheat, followed by a moral obligation to avoid plagiarism.  
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This suggests that individuals who have a prior history of cheating are more likely to 

cheat in the future. This appears to be the case. Stannard and Bowers (1970) found that students 

who cheated in high school were more likely to cheat at university. Similarly, Nonis and Swift 

(2001) found that students who were dishonest at university were more likely to be dishonest 

at work. However, not every individual with a history of dishonesty will continue to be 

dishonest. Research suggests that more students cheat in high school than university (S. F. 

Davis et al., 1992; S. F. Davis & Ludvigson, 1995). Therefore, not all of those who cheat in 

high school continue to do at university. This means that other factors are also important in 

determining whether students act with deviancy.  

Nevertheless, many students who commit academic misconduct appear to be repeat 

offenders. Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (2009) asked 1,672 students to state how often they 

had committed one of ten acts of academic dishonesty over a single term. They found that 

68.1% of the students had committed at least one act of academic misconduct during the term. 

Of these students, only 40.1% committed an act of misconduct once or twice. Meanwhile, 

59.9% committed an act of academic misconduct 3 or more times during the term. This 

suggests that most of those who were dishonest were serial offenders, with only 23.6% of 

offenders committing an act of academic dishonesty once. 

3.4.5 Self-Esteem 

Researchers have also found low self-esteem to be a predictor of deviancy. Self-esteem 

relates to how people perceive themselves: They can view themselves either positively or 

negatively (J. D. Brown, 1993). While relatively stable over time, self-esteem can increase or 

decrease throughout the life of an individual (Orth & Robins, 2014). In a longitudinal study, 

Trzesniewski et al. (2006) found that adolescents with low self-esteem engaged in more 

criminal behaviour when they grew up than those who had high self-esteem. This relationship 
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was still significant even after controlling for the gender, levels of depression, and socio-

economic status of the participants. 

Individuals with low self-esteem may be predisposed to deviance for several reasons. 

For one, they may spend more time with other deviants to gain the self-esteem that they failed 

to acquire through conventional means (Brezina, 2003). This was confirmed in a longitudinal 

study by DuBois and Silverthorn (2004) who found that deviant peer associations mediated the 

relationship between self-esteem and deviant behaviour. For another, individuals with high 

self-esteem are more likely to persevere when faced with the prospect of failure (McFarlin et 

al., 1984). This would suggest that individuals with low self-esteem may be more likely to 

cheat if they think they are going to fail. Finally, according to self-consistency theory, people 

are unwilling to do anything that contradicts the image they have of themselves (Ferris et al., 

2009). Therefore, individuals with high self-esteem may be less inclined towards deviancy as 

this would create dissonance between their beliefs and behaviours. 

There have been several experimental studies linking self-esteem to academic 

misconduct. One of these was conducted by Williamson and Assadi (2005). They gave a 

sample of undergraduate students pencil-and-paper tests. False feedback on these tests was then 

used to induce varying levels of self-esteem within the students. Students were told they had 

scored well to induce high self-esteem, while other students were told they had scored badly to 

induce low self-esteem. The students were then asked to take a computerised test in which they 

had an opportunity to cheat. Those with low self-esteem cheated more than those with high 

self-esteem. This study replicated the method used by Aronson and Mettee (1968), who also 

found a significant relationship between self-esteem and cheating. 

However, these findings may have little to do with self-esteem. Instead of inducing low 

self-esteem, the researchers may have induced anxiety in the students who were told that they 
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had performed badly on the preliminary test. Research suggests that students with higher levels 

of anxiety are more likely to cheat to avoid failure (C. P. Smith et al., 1971). Such students 

may also have felt that they were more in need of grades. Several researchers have also 

identified competition for grades as a major contributing factor to academic misconduct (e.g., 

Baird, 1980; McCabe & Trevino, 2002; Michaels & Miethe, 1989; Singhal. 1982). 

Nevertheless, using the Hartshorne and May (1928) method, Ward (1986) also found an inverse 

relationship between self-esteem and cheating; though, this relationship was only significant 

for women, not men. 

Using questionnaire-based studies, researchers have found mixed results. For decades, 

the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) has been the most popular and widely 

used scale to measure self-esteem (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1991; R. P. Brown & Zeigler-Hill, 

2004; Donnellan et al., 2015). Using this scale, Iyer and Eastman (2006) found a negative 

relationship between self-esteem and academic misconduct among a sample of more than 300 

students at two US universities. Those with lower levels of self-esteem displayed higher levels 

of academic misconduct. Anzivino (1996) found a similar result a decade earlier, but the 

relationship between the two variables was not significant. However, Brunell et al. (2011) 

found no relationship between self-esteem and academic misconduct using the same scale. 

They did, however, find that students with higher self-esteem perceived less cheating among 

peers. This lack of a relationship has also been noted by others (e.g., Fields, 2002). 

These contradictory findings may stem from a failure to understand the different aspects 

of self-esteem. Self-esteem can be contingent upon an individual’s success or failure within a 

particular field (Ferris et al., 2009). In view of self-consistency theory, students whose self-

esteem depends upon their academic performance may be less likely to cheat, as doing so would 

negatively affect the perception they have of themselves. However, students whose self-esteem 

does not depend upon their academic life may be more likely to cheat, because cheating in this 
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context would not affect their self-esteem. Such a relationship was found by C. P. Smith et al. 

(1971), who found that students who were more deterred by the potential loss of self-esteem 

cheated less than others. 

3.4.6 Understanding and Attitudes 

Students’ understanding of and attitudes towards academic misconduct are also 

important to consider. The more students understand and accept academic integrity policies, 

the less likely they are to cheat (Hughes & McCabe, 2006; McCabe et al., 2008; McCabe & 

Trevino, 1993). This seems reasonable to assume. How can students be expected to avoid 

academic misconduct when they do not know what it entails? Furthermore, how can they be 

expected to avoid something they do not consider to be wrong? Regarding this second point, 

several researchers have found an inverse relationship between students’ disapproval of 

dishonest acts and their likelihood of committing them (e.g., Anitsal et al., 2009; B. S. Brown, 

1995; Caruana et al., 2000; Nonis & Swift, 2001). The more serious students consider an act 

of cheating to be, the less they perform it.  

This would help explain why there are fewer instances of cheating on exams than 

assignments (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Marsden et al., 2005; T. R. Smith et al., 

2013). Students consider exam cheating to be more serious than plagiarism (Lim & See, 2001). 

While this may be due in part to the importance placed on exams at school (Mansell, 2011), it 

may also be due to the effect of group dynamics on morality (Leach et al., 2007). Students may 

evaluate the ethicality of cheating based on whether their actions negatively affect those within 

their peer group (Ashworth et al., 1997). Many students may consider cheating on exams to be 

unethical as they would be wronging the students around them. Meanwhile, they may not 

consider plagiarism to be wrong because it does not appear to have a victim. Yet, it does; it is 

only that the victims of plagiarism are far removed from the lives of these students. This relates 
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back to a lack of understanding. University students may have been taught about the 

unethicality of exam cheating at school, but they may have not yet been taught about the wrongs 

of plagiarism. 

This understanding of the ethicality of cheating may also help explain why students are 

more likely to commit certain types of exam misconduct and assignment misconduct than 

others. For example, in terms of exam misconduct, students not only consider impersonating 

another student on an exam to be wrong, but they also tend to commit this type of academic 

misconduct the least (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Sims, 1995). However, this may 

have changed in recent years, as impersonation on online exams has become harder to detect 

(Gathuri et al., 2014). In terms of assignment misconduct, Newton (2018) looked at 65 studies 

from 1978 to 2018 and found that the average rate of contract cheating reported by students 

was 3.52%. This is in stark contrast to other types of assignment misconduct, such as 

paraphrasing without proper attribution and collaborating on individually assessed 

assignments, which tend to be taken much less seriously and committed more frequently by 

students (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Greenberger et al., 2008; Lim & See, 2001). 

Again, these differences may be due to the attitudes of students. Students consider some 

types of academic misconduct to be more severe than others (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 

1995; Lim & See, 2001; Sims, 1995). Based on the understanding of Ashworth et al. (1997), 

students may commit exam impersonation and contract cheating the least because these types 

of misconduct seem to harm the chances of their fellow students. Meanwhile, they may 

consider other types of assignment misconduct, such as the improper attribution of sources and 

sharing individually assessed assignments with others, to be harmless as they do not appear to 

have a victim.  
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However, there may be other considerations that influence a student’s attitudes towards 

academic misconduct. For example, students may not consider certain types of academic 

misconduct to constitute immoral behaviour. This would be much in the same way as how 

many young people do not consider digital piracy to constitute theft (Yu, 2010). From this 

perspective, students may be more likely to share individually assessed work with others 

because they do not feel that they are doing anything wrong. In fact, they may feel that they 

are helping a fellow student. Meanwhile, exam impersonation and contract cheating involve 

lying and deception, which students may naturally perceive as being wrong (Feldman et al., 

2000). 

If this is the case, it would follow that teaching students about academic integrity can 

help reduce academic misconduct. Indeed, some of the research suggests this (Böhm et al., 

2018; Sefcik et al., 2020). While not specifically focused on academic dishonesty, several 

studies have been conducted on the efficacy of ethics courses in influencing students’ ethical 

attitudes, especially in the field of business. Research suggests that such courses can be used 

to improve the ethicality of students (Lopez et al., 2005; Luthar & Karri, 2005). Many graduates 

working in the world of business agree that ethics should be taught to business students (F. R. 

David et al., 1990). However, some believe that ethics cannot be taught, as most people’s sense 

of morality has already matured before they reach university. This matches the view of some 

researchers who believe that people’s ethical attitudes cannot be changed beyond childhood 

(Perri et al., 2009). In fact, many studies indicate that ethics courses have no influence on 

student attitudes (Cole & Smith, 1995; Conroy & Emerson, 2004; Duizend & McCann, 1998; 

Jewe, 2008). 

Nevertheless, it is clear to see how lecturers play an important role in not only teaching 

ethics but also fostering an environment where academic integrity offences are taken seriously. 

F. R. David et al. (1990) found that most of the graduates they sampled believed that the actions 
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of lecturers are important in promoting ethical behaviour. S. F. Davis et al. (1992) found that 

more than 90% of the students they sampled believed that teachers should care about cheating. 

These sentiments are supported by empirical data. In a study on 2,357 students, Peled et al. 

(2019) found a relationship between teachers’ perceived attitudes towards academic 

misconduct and students’ engagement in it. If the students felt that their teachers took acts of 

academic dishonesty seriously, they were less likely to commit them. 

However, not all staff members deal with issues of academic misconduct in line with 

official academic integrity policies. Many do not report instances of academic misconduct to 

university administrators (Jendrek, 1989; McCabe, 1993; Singhal, 1982; Wright & Kelly, 

1974). Instead, they prefer to deal with cases themselves; however, they are too lenient when 

judging them (McCabe, 1993). This may be for several reasons. For one, they may feel that 

penalties are too severe and may unduly harm students; for another, many cases are often 

difficult to prove (Coalter et al., 2007; Maramark & Maline, 1993). As a result, many students 

report that they have never been caught cheating (Haines et al., 1986; Singhal, 1982; Vandehey 

et al., 2007). This undermines the efficacy of academic integrity policies and leads students to 

believe that academic integrity offences are not serious. 

3.5 Situational Variables 

3.5.1 Fee Responsibility 

Students who are responsible for the payment of their own tuition fees may also be 

more likely to commit academic misconduct. While students now pay more than before, they 

also stand to lose more than before. As mentioned previously, most undergraduate students 

now pay £9,250 a year in tuition fees (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a), with international students 

paying even more (Hubble & Bolton, 2021). At the same time, the number of students entering 

higher education has increased (Bolton, 2021), as has the percentage of students obtaining first- 
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or upper-second-class degrees (HESA, 2023c). As discussed before, several researchers have 

identified competition for grades as a major contributing factor to academic misconduct (e.g., 

Baird, 1980; McCabe & Trevino, 2002; Michaels & Miethe, 1989; Singhal. 1982). Many 

students are also concerned about their employment prospects (Budd, 2017; Tomlinson, 2014). 

Nearly half of recent graduates tend to work in non-graduate roles (ONS, 2020). Taken together 

then, the greater cost of higher education, coupled with an increased competition for grades 

and graduate jobs, may lead to greater sense of anxiety among students, which may make them 

more susceptible to academic misconduct. 

However, researchers have found the opposite of this. Students who are less responsible 

for fee payments are more prone to academic misconduct. Knowlton and Hamerlynck (1967) 

were among the first to make this connection using a self-report measure of cheating. Haines 

et al. (1986) took this further and found that cheaters were less likely to be fully employed and 

more likely to be financially dependent upon their parents for the payment of their tuition fees. 

This result was confirmed in a follow-up study, in which it was found that cheaters were even 

more financially dependent on their parents and were more likely to be in receipt of a 

scholarship than non-cheaters (Diekhoff et al. 1996). The authors argue that students who are 

less responsible for the payment of their fees may value their education less and may be less 

mature as a result (Diekhoff et al., 1996; Haines et al. 1986). On the other hand, students 

responsible for their fees may be more motivated given that they are more financially invested 

in their studies. Research suggests that a stronger intrinsic motivation lowers the likelihood of 

students engaging in academic misconduct (Peled et al., 2019; D. Thomas, 2017). 

Nevertheless, these results are not conclusive. These studies were conducted in the 

USA, and not in the UK where tuition fees are far more recent (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997; 

Hubble & Bolton, 2018a). Furthermore, the students in the studies of Haines et al. (1986) and 

Diekhoff et al. (1996) were on introductory courses in the first two years of university. They 
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were, therefore, not representative of the whole student population. In fact, in another follow-

up study, it was found that while financially dependent students were more likely to cheat than 

financially independent students, the gap in cheating between the two had decreased (Vandehey 

et al., 2007). There was also no significant difference between cheaters and non-cheaters in 

terms of scholarships, grants, or the amount of personal money they had spent on university. 

This suggests that nature of the relationship between fee responsibility and academic 

misconduct may have changed over time. 

3.5.2 Peer Behaviour 

Peer behaviour has also been identified as a significant predictor of academic 

misconduct. Researchers have found a positive relationship between how much cheating 

students perceive among others and how much they themselves cheat (Bunn et al., 1992; 

Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967; C. P. Smith et al., 1971). The more cheating students perceive 

among others, and the more friends they have who cheat, the more likely they are to cheat (Lim 

& See, 2001). While many researchers have used self-report data to reach this conclusion, the 

relationship between peer behaviour and cheating does not depend on a lack of understanding 

of what academic misconduct entails. Burrus et al. (2007) found that students who think that 

others cheat reported more cheating before and after receiving a definition of cheating.  In fact, 

students have a good understanding of how much misconduct takes place on campus (Franklyn-

Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967). They perceive high amounts of 

cheating among others and think that a majority of other students cheat (Baird, 1980; Bunn et 

al., 1992). This matches the amount of academic misconduct noted by researchers (A. Miller 

et al., 2011; S. Williams et al., 2014). 

Some have identified peer behaviour to be the strongest predictor of academic 

dishonesty. McCabe and Trevino (1993) studied the attitudes of students towards cheating and 



99 
 

found that the behaviour of other students was the biggest predictor of academic misconduct. 

The authors reason that this may be because students learn how to cheat by seeing others cheat 

and they may feel disadvantaged if they do not cheat themselves. Of all the variables they 

studied, McCabe and Trevino (1993) found peer behaviour to be the most significant predictor 

of academic misconduct. This was confirmed almost a decade later in a similar study (McCabe 

et al., 2002). 

This relationship remains valid across cultures. Peer behaviour was the biggest 

predictor of academic misconduct in a study comparing the cheating behaviours of American 

and Lebanese students (McCabe et al., 2008). The Lebanese students had observed and self-

reported more cheating than the American students. A similar result was found by Lupton et 

al. (2000) when comparing American students and Polish students. Polish students were more 

likely to know someone who had cheated, to have seen someone who had cheated, to have 

more lenient attitudes towards cheating, and to believe that others cheat than American 

students. They also admitted to more instances of cheating than their American counterparts.  

However, correlation does not equate to causation. Steininger et al. (1964) argue that students 

may overreport how much cheating they perceive among others out of a desire to downplay 

their own cheating behaviours. Therefore, greater deviancy may lead to an increased perception 

that others are deviant rather than the other way around. 

However, it is more likely that students are deterred by the negative attitudes of their 

peers towards academic dishonesty. Researchers have found an inverse relationship between 

peer disapproval and academic misconduct. The more students perceive that others are tolerant 

of academic misconduct, the more likely they are to cheat (Michaels & Miethe, 1989; Stannard 

& Bowers, 1970). Therefore, the high rates of cheating noted by other authors can be explained 

by the lack of disapproval rates on campus (Baird, 1980). McCabe and Trevino (1997) found 

that academic misconduct was positively related to lower levels of peer disapproval and higher 
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levels of perceived cheating among others. McCabe and Bowers (2009) found the same 

relationship more than a decade later. However, they note that cheaters may seek out peers who 

do not disapprove of cheating. In fact, Vandehey et al. (2007) found peer behaviour to only be 

partially effective in reducing cheating. 

It makes sense that students with lenient attitudes towards cheating will seek each other 

out. In the USA, research suggests that students who are members of a fraternity or sorority 

cheat more than those who are not (Baird, 1980; Burrus et al., 2007; Haines et al., 1986; Harp 

& Taietz, 1966; Iyer & Eastman, 2006; Knowlton & Hamerlynck, 1967; McCabe & Trevino, 

1997; Moffatt, 1990; Stannard & Bowers, 1970). This suggests a positive relationship between 

membership of a fraternity or sorority and academic dishonesty. However, while this implies 

that academic misconduct leads to peer cheating behaviour, Stannard and Bowers (1970) found 

that membership of a fraternity tends to reduce the influence of a student’s personal disapproval 

of academic misconduct. Therefore, peer behaviour does seem to contribute towards the 

academic dishonesty of students. 

3.5.3 Severity of Punishment 

It has long been thought that students can be deterred from academic misconduct by 

severe punishments (Ogilvie & Stewart, 2010; Salem & Bowers, 1970). The criminological 

literature suggests that punishments have two kinds of deterrent effects, termed specific and 

general deterrence (Apel & Nagin, 2011). While specific deterrence refers to the potentially 

decreased likelihood of an offender reoffending out of a fear of being punished again, general 

deterrence refers to the potentially decreased likelihood of others offending out of a fear of 

receiving the same punishment as the offender. However, general deterrence relies on 

individuals having a good understanding of objective punishment risks, and any changes to 

them, to be deterred by them (Pickett & Roche, 2016). Therefore, it has been theorised that an 
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increase in objective punishment risks leads to an increase in perceived punishment risks, 

which in turn leads to a reduction in deviant behaviour (Kleck et al., 2005). 

Research on the relationship between objective and perceived punishment risks has 

produced mixed results. Studying the attitudes of middle school students in 1988 and high 

school students in 1990 across the USA, Apel et al. (2009) found a positive relationship 

between the objective strictness of schools and students’ perceived strictness of those schools. 

Furthermore, the 10,737 students who were surveyed at both time points were able to detect a 

difference in the objective strictness of schools as they transitioned from middle school to high 

school. In terms of specific deterrence, Apel et al. (2009) also found that students who had been 

punished had a higher perceived strictness of the school they attended. However, the effect 

sizes for all these relationships were small. Meanwhile, T. S. Nixon and Barnes (2019) studied 

the attitudes of 11,085 students across 44 middle schools and high schools in Ohio and found 

no significant relationship between punishments at schools and students’ perceptions of 

punishments. Even students who had been punished had little knowledge of the true 

punishment risks at the schools they attended. However, this says nothing of the deterrent effect 

that punishments have on cheating. It only suggests that students may not be able to perceive 

a change in the objective punishment risk, especially if these changes are not communicated 

well. 

Regarding the link between perceived punishment risk and deviant behaviour, several 

researchers have found the two to be negatively related (Burrus et al., 2007; McCabe & 

Trevino, 1993; Peled et al., 2019). Some of the first researchers to find this relationship were 

Tittle and Rowe (1973). Using the method developed by Hartshorne and May (1928), they 

found an inverse relationship between the threat of punishment and cheating. Students cheated 

less when they had been warned of a potential punishment. This matches the idea that objective 

punishment risks can lead to a change in perceived punishment risks if they are effectively 
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communicated (T. S. Nixon & Barnes, 2019). However, students with lower grades were less 

influenced by the threat of punishment than those with higher grades, leading Tittle and Rowe 

(1973) to conclude that students who have a greater motivation to cheat are less deterred by 

punishments than others. 

Research also suggests that punishments are a better deterrent of academic misconduct 

than other social measures, such as guilt. Several researchers have found that students are 

deterred by both a fear of punishment and guilt (e.g., Ashworth et al., 1997; Love & Simmons, 

1998; C. P. Smith et al., 1971). However, Diekhoff et al. (1996) found that cheaters are more 

deterred by punishments, while non-cheaters are more deterred by the guilt they may feel after 

cheating. This may be because cheaters have higher levels of neutralisation than non-cheaters 

(L. G. Daniel et al., 1991). Haines et al. (1986) found that students with higher levels of 

neutralisation are more deterred by punishment than guilt, the guilt being removed by 

neutralisation. However, in a follow-up study, Vandehey et al. (2007) found that both cheaters 

and non-cheaters felt that punishments were a more effective deterrent than guilt or other social 

measures. Nevertheless, A. Miller et al. (2011) found that students who were mainly deterred 

by punishments were more likely to cheat and felt less responsible for academic integrity. 

Meanwhile, students who were mainly deterred by values related to learning, personal beliefs, 

or the inherent wrongness of the action were less likely to cheat and felt more responsible for 

academic integrity. 

However, these findings are not conclusive. McCabe et al. (2002) found no relationship 

between the severity of punishments and academic misconduct. Meanwhile, McCabe and 

Trevino (1997) and McCabe et al. (2008) found a positive, instead of a negative, relationship 

between the two. The more students perceived that the penalties for cheating were severe, the 

more likely they were to cheat. However, this does not prove that severe punishments lead to 

more cheating. A more rational explanation would be that the students who felt that 
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punishments were severe were those who had been punished for academic misconduct 

themselves. 

Such nuances must also be considered in studies that have found a negative relationship 

between the severity of punishment and academic misconduct. Using a nationwide sample of 

US universities, Salem and Bowers (1970) found that students studying at institutions with a 

severe punishment for an offence tend to engage in that offence less than students studying at 

institutions with a more lenient punishment for that offence. This relationship was still 

significant even after controlling for the social disapproval of cheating among students. This 

suggests that institutions with stricter punishments have fewer instances of deviant behaviour.  

Though, there are two alternative explanations. For one, stricter punishments may deter 

students from reporting deviant behaviours but not from committing them. For another, the 

stricter punishments may only partly explain the lower rates of misconduct at the stricter 

institutions. In fact, most of the detected deterrence seemed to be at institutions with honour 

codes (Salem & Bowers, 1970). While the teaching staff at honour-code universities are more 

likely to enact stricter punishments for academic misconduct (McCabe, 1993), the students at 

such universities are more aware of the objective punishment risks and are, therefore, more 

influenced by them (Burrus et al., 2007; Canning, 1956; Tatum et al., 2018). 

3.6 Conclusion 

In conclusion, research on academic misconduct has a long history. Throughout this 

history, many variables have been found to be related to cheating behaviours. These can be 

split into two types: individual characteristics and situational factors. The main individual 

characteristics that have been associated with academic misconduct are academic entitlement, 

gender, grades, history of academic misconduct, self-esteem, understanding of academic 

misconduct policies, and attitudes towards academic misconduct. The main situational 
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variables that have been associated with academic misconduct are fee responsibility, peer 

behaviour and severity of punishment. The next chapter aims to provide a theoretical 

framework to understand how these different variables interact with academic misconduct. 
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Chapter 4: Theoretical Framework – Applying Strain Theory to Academic Misconduct 

4.1 Introduction 

In the previous chapter, a set of variables were identified from the literature that have 

been seen as potential causes of academic misconduct. This chapter aims to show how these 

variables do not cause academic misconduct, but rather condition the effect of one of the main 

causes of academic misconduct, namely strain. To achieve this, the chapter first discusses the 

appropriateness of using strain theory as a theoretical framework for the current study. After 

this, it discusses the classic strain theory of Merton (1938), along with its limitations. This leads 

on to a discussion on Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory and the variables he identified that 

condition the effect of strain on deviancy. The chapter then discusses the many studies that 

have tested general strain theory in relation to deviancy in general and academic misconduct 

in particular, and it concludes with a discussion on how general strain theory can be used to 

study the effect of the commercialisation of English and Scottish higher education on academic 

misconduct. This discussion includes the development of the main hypotheses of the thesis. 

4.2 Choice of Theoretical Framework 

While there are many theories through which certain aspects of commercialisation 

could be studied, such as human capital theory, academic misconduct relates to the issue of 

deviancy (N. Walker & Holtfreter, 2015). For this reason, the criminological literature was 

consulted to find a suitable theoretical framework through which the effect of certain aspects 

of commercialisation on academic misconduct could be studied. While there are many theories 

in criminology that are used to explain deviant behaviour, the present study was only concerned 

with those that explain deviancy from a social perspective, rather than an individual one. In 

criminology, the three main theories in this regard are differential association theory, social 

control theory, and strain theory (Barlow & Kauzlarich, 2010). While differential association 
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theory suggests that deviant behaviour is learned from deviant peers, social control theory 

suggests that it results from the weakening of the social bonds that connect an individual to the 

norms of society. These theories were originally formulated by Sutherland (1947) and Hirschi 

(1969) respectively.  

However, neither of these two theories are suitable theoretical frameworks through 

which the effect of commercialisation on academic misconduct can be studied for the purposes 

of this thesis. Instead, strain theory—in particular, general strain theory—offers a perspective 

that can help meet the needs of this study. According to general strain theory, deviancy is a 

response to strain (Burke, 2019). This strain occurs due to an inability to achieve a goal through 

socially acceptable means, the loss of something positive, or the presentation of something 

negative (Agnew, 1992). While differential association and social control may be unable to 

explain how commercialisation has an effect on academic misconduct through student 

consumerism and the effects of widening participation, general strain theory can. As mentioned 

in Section 1.2.7, students from disadvantaged backgrounds are less able to achieve their goal 

of a good grade using legitimate means (Bolton & Lewis, 2023; Nadeem, 2021; OfS, 2022a; 

Universities UK, 2019). Such students may be more likely to experience strain, which they 

may seek to alleviate through the use of deviant means (i.e., academic misconduct). 

Moreover, general strain theory incorporates aspects of other theories, such as 

differential association theory and social control theory. Agnew (1992), who developed general 

strain theory, recognises that not every individual that experiences strain will respond to that 

strain with deviancy. Instead, he posits that certain variables condition the effect that strain has 

on deviant behaviour. This includes variables such as peer behaviour and social control. It also 

can include variables such as academic entitlement, which may mediate the effect between not 

only student consumerism and academic misconduct but also strain and academic misconduct. 

Therefore, general strain theory offers a broader perspective through which the effect of 
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commercialisation on academic misconduct can be studied, whilst also taking into 

consideration other variables that may have an effect on deviancy, such as peer behaviour. 

4.3 Classic Strain Theory 

The ideas underpinning strain theory were first posited in 1938 by Robert Merton in an 

article titled “Social Structure and Anomie”. He later refined these ideas over the second half 

of the 20th century (Merton, 1968, 1995). While mainly focused on developing Émile 

Durkheim’s concept of anomie, Merton’s ideas now form a part of what has been termed “strain 

theory” by academics due to how much they relate to the impact of social strains on deviant 

behaviour (Lilly et al., 2019). While particularly popular in the 1960s, strain theory still forms 

an important part of mainstream criminology today. 

In his original article, Merton (1938) sought to challenge the dominant view of his time 

that deviancy was a result of biological factors. This can best be seen in his response to the 

writings of Hooton (1939), who suggested that some people were more predisposed to crime 

for biological reasons (Merton & Ashley-Montagu, 1940). While Merton (1938) did not deny 

that biological factors have an effect on deviancy, he chose instead to focus on sociological 

factors that he believed were more important in explaining deviant behaviour. 

4.3.1 Goals and Means 

Merton (1938) believed that there are two related parts of the social structure that are 

important in explaining the causes of deviancy. These are “culture goals and institutional 

norms” (p. 673). Culture goals are goals which all members of a society are taught to pursue, 

and institutional norms are the culturally acceptable means by which, they are taught, to pursue 

them. Merton believed that all societies have culturally defined goals and culturally acceptable 

ways of attaining them. However, the acceptable means are not necessarily the most efficient 
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ones. There are very efficient ways of achieving goals, such as financial success, that are 

prohibited in most cultures, such as stealing. 

According to Merton (1938), there are three ways in which culture goals and 

institutional norms may interact. The first is where the goal takes more precedence over the 

means. Here, the means are only limited by what is technically possible, and not what is morally 

acceptable. The second is where the means take more precedence over the goal. Here, the 

means become goals in themselves, performed ritually by those who do not consider the 

reasons behind them. And the third is where there is a balance between the importance of the 

means and the goal. Merton argues that the first type of interaction, where the goal takes more 

precedence over the means, can lead to what many would recognise as deviancy.  

Individuals who give more emphasis to the goals over the means may develop 

alternative, non-socially approved ways of attaining those goals. Merton (1938) argues that 

people gain satisfaction from not only attaining cultural goals but also from adhering to the 

institutionalised means for attaining them. However, once the emphasis on the goals becomes 

too high, people no longer gain any satisfaction from adhering to the means, and the only 

satisfaction to be had comes from attaining the goals. These goals must then be attained by any 

means necessary, leading to the possibility of deviant behaviour.  

While societies have many cultural goals, Merton chose to focus on financial success 

due to the importance of such a goal in American life. He believed that the overemphasis on 

wealth acquisition in the USA, represented by the “American Dream”, had led to a 

corresponding decreased emphasis on the acceptable means of attaining that wealth. He 

believed that a huge emphasis on a goal, to the detriment of an emphasis on the means, can 

lead to people only being concerned with the most technically efficient way of attaining that 

goal, regardless of morality. People become solely focused on the goal and no longer care for 
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the socially accepted means of attaining it. In fact, those means are no longer even socially 

accepted. Society soon comes to accept whatever will allow individuals to achieve the end goal. 

4.3.2 Anomie 

This leads to a state of anomie: “a condition of normlessness where there is little or no 

sense of authority or moral guidance" (Harriford & Thompson, 2008, p. 173). As mentioned 

before, Merton took the inspiration for his ideas from the work of Durkheim. Durkheim 

believed that an overemphasis on economic success leads to anomie, resulting in a lack of 

moral direction and an unchecked desire for success among individuals (Lilly et al., 2019). 

Merton (1968) learned from this that when societies become obsessed with economic goals, it 

“produces a strain toward anomie and deviant behavior” (p. 211). When people are concerned 

with making as much money as possible with little to no regard for morality, deviant behaviour 

becomes more likely. "Anomie and deviance, moreover, are mutually reinforcing" (Lilly et al., 

2019, p. 63). Weakened norms lead to the performance of more deviant acts. When others 

witness these, the norms are weakened further. This, Merton (1968) argues, "enlarges the extent 

of anomie within the system" (p. 234), leading to even more deviancy as a result. 

4.3.3 Typology of Adaptations 

However, Merton (1968) recognised that not everyone responds to anomie with 

deviance. There are various ways in which people can respond to the changing cultural 

environment. To cover these, he developed “a typology of modes of individual adaptation” 

(Merton, 1968, p. 194). Merton believed the most common form of adaptation was conformity, 

where people conformed to both the cultural goal and the institutional norms. He believed that 

this was because the norms of society are based on the behaviour of the majority. That is, the 

behaviour of the majority constitutes the norms of society. However, those who are unable to 
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achieve a cultural goal by adhering to the institutional norms are likely to respond with one of 

the other “four deviant modes of adaptation” (Lilly et al., 2019).  

The first of these, innovation, refers to the acceptance of cultural goals but the rejection 

of the institutionalised means to attain them. Innovators thus use “innovative means to attain 

the goals, such as turning to crime (e.g., robbing a bank)” (White & Haines, 2004, p. 67). On 

the other hand, ritualists initially accept both the cultural goals and the institutionalised means 

for attaining them (White & Haines, 2004). However, they continue to adhere to those means 

even though they are unable to attain the goals through them. This would be considered a form 

of deviance as “the culture demands striving to get ahead, not accepting failure or doing only 

enough to get by” (Lanier & Henry, 2010, p. 267). Meanwhile, individuals who do not have 

access to the legitimate means to attain a goal, and do not wish to use illegitimate means, are 

likely to turn to retreatism instead, where they give up on both the goal and the means (Merton, 

1938). Such individuals are more likely to turn to forms of escapism, such as substance abuse. 

Finally, rebellion refers to those who reject both the cultural goals and the institutionalised 

means and seek to replace them anew (Lanier & Henry, 2010). 

For the purposes of this thesis, the most important deviant adaptation is innovation. 

Innovation occurs when an individual has accepted a cultural goal but has not accepted the 

socially approved means of attaining it (Merton, 1968). They are then likely to use innovative 

means to attain the goal instead, the most common of which are deviant in nature (Lilly et al., 

2019; White & Haines, 2004). According to Lanier and Henry (2010), innovation “accounts 

for the majority of the crime explained by strain theory” (p. 266). Merton (1968) believed that 

innovation becomes more common when society places a greater emphasis on the goals over 

the means. In short, anomie leads to deviancy (Lilly et al., 2019). However, innovation can also 

occur when an individual accepts a cultural goal but cannot attain it through socially approved 

means (White & Haines, 2004). This creates a strain between the goal and the means (Lilly et 
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al., 2019). When individuals have not internalised the institutionalised norms, such a strain can 

cause them to turn to deviant means to attain the cultural goal instead. In terms of financial 

success, this strain seems to be more acute among low-income individuals who cannot achieve 

success through conventional means (Lilly et al., 2019; Merton, 1968). 

4.3.4 Cause of Deviance 

This leads to the main thrust of Merton’s (1938) work. The inability to attain a goal 

through legitimate means does not lead to deviance in of itself, nor does an overemphasis on 

cultural goals such as financial success. Rather, deviance becomes likely when these two 

conditions occur together. Merton believed that deviance occurs when all are encouraged to 

achieve the same goal "virtually above all else" but some are unable to do so due to their 

circumstances (1938, p. 680). He argues that low-income individuals are more susceptible to 

deviancy because of the class structure that limits their opportunities to achieve the American 

dream. These people are taught to aspire towards the same goal as everyone else, but they do 

not have access to the legitimate means, such as a good education and social contacts, which 

would allow them to achieve it lawfully (Lilly et al., 2019). This creates a strain between the 

goal and the means, compelling them to turn to illegitimate means instead. 

4.3.5 Effect of Poverty on Deviancy 

Unemployment offers the best perspective from which to study the effect of the limited 

opportunities afforded by poverty on deviancy, as unemployed individuals are less able to 

achieve economic goals through conventional means. In their analysis of data from the USA, 

not only did Glasser and Rice (1959) find that crime increased when unemployment rates were 

higher, but they also believed that Merton’s (1938) strain theory provided the best explanation 

for their findings. Conversely, in his review of 30 studies on the topic, Tarling (1982) did not 

find unemployment to be a major predictor of crime. However, in a later review of more than 
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200 studies, Pratt and Cullen (2005) found indicators of disadvantage, such as poverty, to be 

strong predictors of criminality. They also found moderate support for strain theory and strong 

support for the idea that economic deprivation leads to deviant behaviour. 

Since then, researchers have found more support for the idea that unemployment 

increases the strain toward deviancy. Carmichael and Ward (2001) found that male 

unemployment predicted most types of crime for both youth and adults. Likewise, Lin (2008) 

found a positive relationship between property crime and unemployment. However, the 

existence of such a relationship does not prove that unemployment causes crime. It may be that 

property crime causes unemployment rather than the other way around. This is the view of 

Detotto and Pulina (2013), who contend that criminal behaviour such as theft can lead to lower 

economic activity, which in turn can lead to higher rates of unemployment. In support of this, 

Lin (2008) failed to find a relationship between unemployment and violent crime.  

However, this relationship may be related to the length of time for which individuals 

are unemployed. Nordin and Almén (2017) discovered a positive relationship between long-

term unemployment and violent crime a few years later. They found that the effect size for this 

relationship was stronger than the effect size for the relationship between total unemployment 

and property crime. Consistent with strain theory, this suggests that individuals who are 

unemployed for a longer period of time are under more strain, which can lead them to turn to 

more violent types of crime to achieve their goals. 

Finally, strain theory can also help explain why certain segments of society, such as 

ethnic minorities, may be more susceptible to crime than others. In the USA, Siwach (2018) 

found that unemployment leads to more criminal acts, especially among those who were more 

inclined to commit them in the first place. He also found that unemployment was linked to a 

return to criminality, as unemployed individuals were more likely to be rearrested, especially 
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for property related offences. These relationships were mostly related to the criminality of men, 

especially black men. This would make sense, as men are more predisposed to crime than 

women (Carrabine et al., 2004), and black individuals tend to generally have fewer economic 

opportunities in the USA than others (Sampson, 1987). In support of this, Short (1997/2018) 

found that violent crime in the USA was more related to poverty than race. 

4.4 Criticisms of Classic Strain Theory 

4.4.1 Overemphasis on Working-Class Deviancy 

Although it introduced a revolutionary perspective on deviant behaviour, strain theory 

is not without criticism. The theory moved beyond the focus on the individual which was a 

defining feature of criminology before the time of Merton (1938). Moreover, it brought 

attention to the influence that society has on deviant behaviour and how such behaviour makes 

sense for those who lack the legitimate means to achieve their goals, such as low-income 

individuals (White & Haines, 2004). However, this leads on to one of the biggest criticisms of 

the theory: It is primarily concerned with the deviancy of the working class and tends to ignore 

“middle-class, corporate, or white-collar crime” (Lanier & Henry, 2010, p. 267). The theory 

uncritically accepts official statistics on crime which show high crime rates among people on 

low incomes (S. Jones, 2021; Newburn, 2017). Because of this, it focuses on poverty as the 

main cause of deviancy and focuses on the crimes of the working class to the detriment of any 

focus on the crimes of those in power (White & Haines, 2004). 

However, over the years, academics have shown that strain theory has broader 

applications than just working-class criminality. In fact, strain theory has become one of the 

most popular perspectives for understanding and explaining corporate deviancy (Yeager & 

Simpson, 2009). Corporations are mainly concerned about profitability and market share. 

However, when they become too concerned with such goals, a state of anomie follows, making 
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corporate deviance more likely (Passas, 1990). Individuals within such organisations can 

experience a pressure to succeed from both internal sources, such as management, and external 

sources, such as a highly competitive market (Yeager & Simpson, 2011). However, this 

pressure alone is not enough for deviancy to occur; such individuals must also have access to 

the opportunity to respond with deviancy (McKendall & Wagner, 1997). 

This goes back to the work of Cloward and Ohlin (1960), who explained the difference 

between working-class and middle-class deviancy by reference to the different opportunities 

available to the two groups. They showed that access to deviancy depends upon the availability 

of deviant means (Lilly et al., 2019). In the case of underprivileged youth, not only are they 

under more strain because of their inability to achieve cultural goals through socially approved 

means, but they also have the opportunity to learn to respond with deviant behaviour on the 

streets. Youth who feel they have been unjustly denied access to the legitimate means to 

achieve a cultural goal, such as financial success, may form gangs in which they gain access to 

the illegitimate means necessary to achieve the cultural goal instead, such as knowledge of how 

to steal (Lanier & Henry, 2010). Individuals within organisations, however, have access to 

more sophisticated methods, such as financial fraud, to achieve the same goal (Lilly et al., 

2019). Therefore, middle-class individuals can respond with white-collar crime because they 

have access to middle-class means. Working-class people do not, so they are left to turn to less 

sophisticated means to achieve the goal of financial success instead. 

4.4.2 Aspirations and Expectations 

However, Merton’s (1938) original account of the theory did not “differentiate between 

aspirations (desired goals) and expectations (probable accomplishments)” (Lanier & Henry, 

2010, p. 267). While it would be assumed that individuals with high aspirations and low 

expectations experience the strain that contributes to deviant behaviour, Hirschi (1969) and 
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Kornhauser (1978) argue that this has not proven to be the case and that deviancy may be better 

explained by low social control. However, later research suggests that individuals with high 

aspirations and low expectations do experience strain and are more likely to respond with 

deviancy. In his response to the criticisms of Hirschi (1969) and Kornhauser (1978), T. J. 

Bernard (1984) found that many of the criticisms of strain theory are contradictory. He 

reviewed empirical studies that suggested a negative relationship between aspirations and 

deviancy and showed that they, in fact, support strain theory.  

Furthermore, Agnew et al. (1996) argue that studies that focus on aspirations and 

expectations can only hope to measure strain indirectly. For a more direct study of strain, they 

argue that researchers must measure respondents’ dissatisfaction of not being able to achieve 

their aspirations. To meet this end, they measured the satisfaction of Cincinnati residents 

regarding the discrepancy between how much money they had and how much they desired. 

The authors found higher levels of dissatisfaction among individuals who had less money and 

desired more but had low expectations of earning it and felt deprived. This shows that 

individuals with the biggest discrepancy between their aspirations and expectations were more 

dissatisfied and, therefore, under more strain. The authors also found a positive relationship 

between dissatisfaction and “both income-generating crime and drug use” (p. 681). This 

matches the innovation and retreatism responses on Merton’s (1968) typology of adaptations. 

Agnew et al. (1996) found the strongest effect among those who had lenient attitudes to crime 

and those who had criminal friends. This confirms that people are more likely to respond to 

strain with deviancy if they are more predisposed to crime in the first place (Siwach, 2018) and 

if they have deviant friends from whom they can learn (Cloward & Ohlin, 1960). 
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4.4.3 Other Criticisms 

However, there are several other criticisms of Merton’s (1938) strain theory. Strain 

theory has assumed that everyone aspires toward a set of universal goals, with the foremost of 

these being financial success; yet this can be disputed (Lanier & Henry, 2010; White & Haines, 

2004). There are various goals towards which people aspire. For example, an artist may want 

to hone their skills, and some of those in poverty only desire financial security, not financial 

success (Newburn, 2017). Relatedly, strain theory does not explain crimes that are unrelated to 

finance, such as crimes of passion (Lanier & Henry, 2010). As mentioned before, strain theory 

does not consider the influence of social control and how social circumstances influence 

deviancy (Newburn, 2017). Finally, strain theory also fails to consider the individual factors 

that determine whether people respond to strain with deviance. While Merton touched upon 

this with his typology of adaptations, he did not consider the personal characteristics that may 

explain why some individuals respond with deviancy and others do not (Lilly et al., 2019). 

4.5 General Strain Theory 

In an attempt to answer these criticisms, Agnew (1992) built upon the ideas of Merton 

(1938) and Cloward and Ohlin (1960) to develop a general strain theory of crime. He laid down 

the foundation for this revised version of the theory in 1985 and provided a more 

comprehensive overview in 2006 (Agnew, 1985, 2006). However, most of his ideas were 

presented in his ground-breaking article, “Foundation for a General Strain Theory of Crime 

and Delinquency” (Agnew, 1992). In this, Agnew covered not only the many types of strain 

that people experience but also the many ways in which they can respond to them. 

4.5.1 Types of Strain 

Agnew (1992) argued that there are three types of strain. These are blocked goals, the 

loss (or anticipated loss) of something positive, and the presentation (or anticipated 
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presentation) of something negative. The first type of strain, blocked goals, represents the same 

type of strain identified by Merton (1938), where an individual cannot attain a desired goal 

through legitimate means. However, Agnew (1992) recognised that such a strain can be caused 

by blocked goals in general and not just blocked economic goals. For example, he argues that 

adolescents are not just concerned about long-term economic goals, like Cloward and Ohlin 

(1960) imagined, but they are also concerned about more immediate non-economic goals, such 

as good grades and popularity. 

As mentioned before, a lot of strain theory research had measured blocked goals as the 

difference between an individual's aspirations and expectations. However, Agnew (1992) 

believed that this was not an accurate measure of strain because aspirations "are ideal goals. 

They have something of the utopian in them, and for that reason, the failure to achieve 

aspirations may not be taken seriously" (p. 52). He believed that researchers should also 

consider two other measures of blocked goals. The first of these is the difference between 

reasonably expected outcomes and actual outcomes. The second is the difference between fair 

outcomes and actual outcomes. For example, a student may not experience any strain from 

obtaining a lower grade than what they ideally wanted. However, they would be more likely to 

feel strain if they obtained a lower grade than what they reasonably expected or thought they 

deserved. 

The other two types of strain are quite similar to each other. The second type of strain, 

the loss of something positive, “encompasses a wide range of undesirable events or 

experiences, such as the theft of valued property, the loss of a romantic relationship, or the 

withdrawal of parental love” (Burke, 2019, p. 152). Meanwhile, the third type of strain, the 

presentation of something negative, involves “undesirable circumstances or … negative 

treatment by others, such as harassment and bullying from peers, negative relations with 

parents and teachers, or criminal victimization” (Burke, 2019, p. 152). However, these two 
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types of strain could be considered the same (Michael, 1975). For example, a low grade on an 

assignment could be considered a loss of something positive (a good grade streak), but it could 

equally be considered the presentation of something negative (a low grade). Either way, such 

a situation would lead to a higher level of dissatisfaction, thus creating a strain to deviance 

(Burke, 2019). 

4.5.2 Coping Responses 

However, Agnew (1992) understood that not everyone responded to strain with 

deviancy. Like Merton (1938), he recognised that there are many ways of coping with strain. 

These coping responses could be cognitive, emotional, or behavioural in nature. For a cognitive 

response, an individual could reason that a blocked goal was not that important or that the loss 

of something positive or presentation of something negative was not that bad. They could also 

reason that they deserve what happened to them. For an emotional response, they could turn to 

drugs, both legal and illegal, or take up exercise or meditation. Finally, for a behavioural 

response, they could try to achieve the goal or prevent the loss of something positive or the 

infliction of something negative through conventional or unconventional means. This relates 

to the innovation aspect of Merton’s (1968) typology. 

4.5.3 Conditioning Variables 

Agnew (1992) also identified several conditioning variables that he thought made 

responding to strain with deviancy less likely. These are the importance of the goal, "individual 

coping resources", “conventional social support”, “constraints to delinquent coping”, and the 

social environment (p. 71). Individual coping resources include the many psychological 

variables that make an individual less likely to respond to strain with deviancy, such as high 

intelligence and self-esteem. This would also include the low social control previously 

identified by control theorists, such as Hirschi (1969). Meanwhile, conventional social support 
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refers to the presence of support that can help an individual cope with strain in the ways 

mentioned above. Finally, constraints to delinquent coping relate to “the costs and benefits of 

engaging in delinquency in a particular situation" (Agnew, 1992, p. 72), such as the severity of 

punishment and the opportunity to respond with deviancy, as mentioned by Cloward and Ohlin 

(1960). 

Agnew (1992) also identified other conditioning variables that made responding to 

strain with deviancy more likely. These are “temperamental variables", history of deviancy, 

and attitudes toward deviancy. Agnew also believed that blaming others for the problems they 

faced would also make individuals more prone to responding to strain with deviancy (Lilly et 

al., 2019). He believed that blaming others leads to anger, which in turn leads to deviancy 

(Agnew, 1992). According to Jang and Rhodes (2012), anger “weakens an individual's mental 

ability to cope with strain in a legitimate manner … and [energises] the individual for action, 

creating a desire for revenge or retribution” (p. 177). 

More recently, Agnew outlined how these conditioning variables moderate or mediate 

the relationship between strain and deviancy. In his article, “When Criminal Coping is Likely: 

An Extension of General Strain Theory”, Agnew (2013) presents a model of the various stages 

of coping with strain. According to this model, individuals first experience a strain; next, they 

evaluate it; then, they feel negative emotions towards it; and finally, they find a way to cope 

with it. Agnew believes that conditioning variables influence the last three of these stages. 

Personal and situational characteristics determine how individuals perceive strains, how they 

feel about them, and how they respond to them (Lilly et al., 2019). For example, a student who 

received a lower grade than expected, but has a higher level of entitlement, may be more likely 

to perceive the strain of the low grade as severe and unjust, more likely to get angry, and, 

therefore, more likely to respond with academic deviance. In summary, Agnew recognises that 
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only “certain individuals experiencing certain types of strain in certain circumstances engage 

in criminal coping” (Agnew, 2013, p. 661, emphasis in original). 

4.6 Studies on General Strain Theory 

4.6.1 Adolescents 

While it has universal applications, Agnew wrote general strain theory with adolescents 

in mind. One of the reasons for this was that a lot of the data available to test the theory at the 

time were collected on adolescents. However, beyond this, adolescents are also more likely to 

respond to strain with deviancy. Unlike adults, adolescents usually cannot leave the places and 

relationships within which they experience strain, such as their school and family (Agnew & 

White, 1992). In fact, if they were to do so, they would be committing a type of deviance in 

the form of truancy or running away from home. Furthermore, fewer coping responses are 

available to adolescents compared to adults. As adolescents are unable to leave the 

environments within which they experience strain, they are less able to cope with strain 

cognitively. Due to their youth, they are also less able to cope with strain emotionally or 

behaviourally without resorting to deviancy. This makes deviant coping in the form of 

delinquency, a type of behavioural coping, and drug use, a type of emotional coping, more 

likely. Commonly thought to last from the age of 10 to 19, Sawyer et al. (2018) argue that 

adolescence now lasts until the age of 24 due to the nature of modern society. 

4.6.2 Strain and Conditioning Variables 

Over the years, several researchers have found empirical support for general strain 

theory. Agnew and White (1992) were the first to test the theory by studying the delinquency 

and drug use of 1,380 adolescents in New Jersey. Delinquency was measured as the number of 

delinquent acts, such as theft and truancy, committed by the respondents over the three years 

before the time of data collection, and drug use was measured as the frequency with which they 
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consumed alcohol and narcotics over the year prior to data collection. The authors found that 

strain had a positive effect on delinquency and drug use. Furthermore, the effect of strain on 

delinquency was conditioned by self-efficacy and peer behaviour. Adolescents with less self-

efficacy and those with deviant friends were more likely to respond to strain with deviancy. 

However, the effect of strain on drug use was conditioned by only peer behaviour. 

The study also supports Agnew’s (2001) views on what makes a strain criminogenic. 

Adolescents who experienced strain in the form of unpopularity with the opposite sex, a fear 

of not getting a desired job, and being unable to afford certain clothes were no more likely to 

resort to delinquency than those who did not experience strain (Agnew & White, 1992). 

However, strains such as negative life events and parental conflict were positively related to 

delinquency and drug use. As noted by Agnew (2001), a strain is more likely to be criminogenic 

if it is perceived to be unjust, if it is large in magnitude, if it occurs in relation to low social 

control, and if it contains a “pressure or incentive to engage in criminal coping” (p. 336). 

Regarding this last factor, negative life events and parental conflict may be more likely to create 

a pressure on adolescents to respond with deviant acts, such as theft to right a wrong or truancy 

to escape from their strain-inducing environment. They may also create a pressure for 

adolescents to use drugs as a means of coping with the strain emotionally. The same, however, 

cannot be said for other forms of strain, such as unpopularity with the opposite sex. 

Since then, other researchers have also found support for general strain theory among 

adolescents. Using a longitudinal sample, Paternoster and Mazerolle (1994) found that “strain 

has both a direct effect on delinquency and indirect effects by weakening the inhibitions of the 

social bond and increasing one's involvement with delinquent peers” (p. 235). Similarly, 

Mazerolle and Maahs (2000) found a positive relationship not only between strain and 

delinquency but also between conditioning variables, such as peer behaviour and attitudes 

towards deviancy, and delinquency. Adolescents with delinquent peers and lenient attitudes 
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toward delinquency were more likely to engage in delinquency themselves. Furthermore, the 

authors found an interaction effect between strain and these conditioning variables whereby 

the conditioning variables magnify the effect of strain on deviancy when they are high but limit 

the effect of strain on deviancy when they are low. These results remained the same when 

looking at current strain and future delinquency. 

4.6.3 Gender 

General strain theory can also be used to explain the deviance of both males and 

females, though there are some differences in the ways in which men and women experience 

and respond to strain. Mazerolle (1998) found a few differences in the types of strain that led 

to delinquency in male and female adolescents; however, these were not significant. 

Furthermore, he found no difference between males and females in terms of property-related 

delinquency. However, male adolescents were more likely to respond to strain with violence 

than females. This may be due to how males and females respond to anger. According to Broidy 

and Agnew (1997), “although both males and females may experience anger in response to 

certain types of strain, the anger of males is more often accompanied by moral outrage, whereas 

that of females is more often accompanied by self-deprecating emotions” (p. 295). However, 

these are only “differences in degree rather than kind” (Broidy & Agnew, 1997, p. 296, 

emphasis in original). Both males and females are liable to respond to strain with deviance. 

However, they are likely to have a gendered experience of strain. In relation to this, Katz (2000) 

used longitudinal data on 807 women from adolescence to adulthood and found that their 

deviance was best explained by “early childhood victimization, adult racial discrimination, 

sexual discrimination, and having been a victim of domestic violence” (p. 633). 
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4.6.4 SEM in Strain Research 

Several researchers have since used SEM to find support for general strain theory. In a 

study on 795 adolescents, Hoffman and Miller (1998) used the technique and found a positive 

relationship between strain and delinquency. Similarly, in a study on university-aged youth, 

Mazerolle and Piquero (1997) found a positive relationship between strain and violent 

delinquency. They also found that this relationship was mediated by anger. These results were 

confirmed by Aseltine et al., (2000), who found a positive relationship between strain and the 

deviance of adolescents. However, like Mazerolle and Piquero (1997), they found that anger 

only mediated the relationship between strain and violent delinquency, and not the relationship 

between strain and other types of delinquency, such as drug use. Nevertheless, using 

longitudinal data, Jang and Rhodes (2012) found that negative emotions, such as anger and 

depression, mediated the relationship between strain and crime in general, including drug use.  

Regarding gender, Hoffman and Su (1997) found few differences between male and female 

adolescents. They found that “stressful life events have a similar, short-term impact on 

delinquency and drug use among females and males” (p. 46). 

More recently, research has been conducted in South Korea showing how the theory 

can be used to study not only delinquency, but also other forms of undesirable behaviour. In a 

test of Agnew’s (2013) coping model, Jang and Song (2015) found that negative emotions and 

an individual’s subjective evaluation of strain fully mediated the relationship between strain 

and delinquency. As theorised by Agnew (1992) anger was positively related to delinquency; 

however, depression was unrelated to drug use and negatively related to delinquency. This may 

be because delinquency was measured as “violent and property offences” (Jang & Song, 2015, 

p. 422), on which depression may have a negative effect. Meanwhile drug use was measured 

as the use of alcohol and cigarettes, which are common in South Korea and likely unrelated to 

depression. Turning to academia, Jun and Choi (2015) used general strain theory to assess the 
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relationship between academic stress and internet addiction. They found that the more 

academic stress that the students were under the more likely they were to be addicted to the 

internet. This relationship was mediated by negative emotions, such as depression and anxiety. 

Therefore, academic stress caused students to feel negative emotions, prompting them to use 

internet addiction as a coping response. 

4.6.5 Academic Misconduct 

This leads on to the main concern of this thesis: academic misconduct. Researchers 

have also used general strain theory to better understand academic misconduct. In relation to 

this, Vowell and Chen (2004) compared general strain theory, differential association theory, 

social bond theory, and self-control theory to see which one better explained academic 

misconduct among 674 university students. They found that a model based on differential 

association explained almost half the variance in the data, suggesting that peer behaviour highly 

influences students. The more deviant peers a student has, the more likely they are to commit 

academic misconduct. However, this may have been due to the fact that academic misconduct 

was measured as the number of times students had copied, or allowed others to copy, an 

examination or a piece of homework: types of behaviour that require deviant peers. None of 

the strain theory variables were significant predictors of academic misconduct, the only 

exception being time constraint. Students who spent more time working at a place of 

employment than studying reported higher levels of misconduct. However, the effect of time 

constraint was reduced when imprudent behaviour was considered. Students “who party often, 

drink often, or miss classes also tend to spend less time studying” (Vowell & Chen, 2004, p. 

241). 

However, this lack of a relationship between strain and academic misconduct may be 

due to Vowell and Chen’s (2004) use of questionable variables to represent strain. Other than 
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time constraint, strain was measured as blocked opportunities, perceptions of unfair treatment, 

lack of confidence, and a “perceived disparity between efforts and outcomes” (p. 233). 

However, most the items used to measure blocked opportunity had little to do with academia, 

such as the item, “laws are passed to keep people like me from succeeding” (p. 246). While 

perceptions of unfair treatment may lead to strain, they are unlikely to be criminogenic 

according to Agnew’s (2001) criteria. Similarly, while Vowell and Chen (2004) assumed that 

a lack of confidence would lead to strain, they provide no reference in the strain theory 

literature to support this assumption. While other researchers have used similar variables such 

as self-efficacy (Agnew & White, 1992) and self-esteem (Brezina, 1996), these were not used 

by Vowell and Chen (2004). Finally, the disparity between effort and outcome was measured 

as the difference between study hours and grades. However, this may have been too simple of 

a measure to fully represent strain. Study hours have little relation to grades, which are instead 

more likely to reflect individual ability, class attendance, and quality of study time (Kember et 

al., 1995; Plant et al., 2005; Schuman et al., 1985). 

In a comparable way to Vowell and Chen (2004), Stogner et al. (2013) tested social 

learning theory, social control theory, and general strain theory to see which one better 

explained academic misconduct among 534 students in a south-eastern US university. Like 

Vowell and Chen (2004), Stogner et al. (2013) found that social learning theory (a theory 

analogous to differential association) best explained academic misconduct, even after 

controlling for strain and low self-control. Students with deviant friends are more likely to be 

deviant themselves. Strain theory received the weakest support of the three theories. While 

only one measure of strain was related to the frequency of cheating, this relationship too was 

reduced to insignificance when social learning variables were included in the model. However, 

the authors used logistic regression to analyse the data, which may not have been the best 

technique to use as it can lead to the overfitting of data (Subramanian & Simon, 2013). 
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Nevertheless, Bichler-Robertson et al. (2003) also found that peer behaviour serves as 

a better predictor of academic misconduct than strain. They also assessed the interaction of 

self-control on the relationship between strain and academic misconduct by using four 

measures of strain: fee responsibility, pressure to finish quickly, perceived unfair grading, and 

peer cheating behaviour. Strain and opportunity to cheat were both positively related to 

academic misconduct. Meanwhile, self-control was negatively related to academic misconduct. 

However, in a model that included all the variables other than self-control, the only strain 

variable that was related to academic misconduct was peer behaviour. The authors also found 

that the opportunity to cheat and peer behaviour were the only predictors of academic 

misconduct among students with low self-control. 

Despite finding that peer behaviour better predicts academic dishonesty than strain, 

none of the authors above have properly tested the ability of general strain theory to explain 

academic misconduct. General strain theory incorporates ideas from other theories, such as 

those on differential association and self-control (Agnew, 1992). While the authors found peer 

behaviour to be a significant predictor of academic misconduct (Bichler-Robertson et al., 2003; 

Stogner et al., 2013; Vowell and Chen, 2004), they fail to acknowledge that peer behaviour 

functions as a conditioning variable between strain and deviancy in general strain theory. 

Instead of assessing strain and peer behaviour separately, they should have assessed how peer 

behaviour may mediate or moderate the relationship between strain and deviancy, as theorised 

by Agnew (1992). None of the authors looked at the mediation or moderating effects of 

conditioning variables on the relationship between strain and deviancy. 

Nevertheless, inadequate research methods are not only the purview of researchers who 

have failed to find support for general strain theory; researchers who have found support for 

the theory have also used methods that are less than ideal. In a study on 6,373 Flemish students, 

Van Houtte and Stevens (2008) found a positive relationship between strain and academic 
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misconduct but failed to find a relationship between self-esteem and academic misconduct. 

However, they only used one measure of strain and did not look at the mediating or moderating 

effects of self-esteem on the relationship between strain and academic misconduct. Similarly, 

Nagy and Groves (2021) also claimed to find some support for general strain theory. However, 

they reused data from Bretag et al.’s (2019) study and reinterpreted scale items to represent 

strain. Yet, they did not provide any evidence for how these items relate to strain, and the items 

were not designed for such a purpose. 

However, not all of those who have found support for general strain theory have used 

inadequate research methods. In a more complete evaluation of general strain theory, 

Freiburger et al. (2017) used SEM to assess the relationship between strain and academic 

misconduct. They gave students questionnaires containing vignettes reflecting varying types 

of strain and varying degrees of other variables, such as the severity of punishment, the chance 

of getting caught, and history of peer dishonesty. The questionnaire also assessed the students’ 

cheating behaviours and how likely they would be to cheat within the situations presented in 

the vignettes. The authors found that strain in the form of having an ill family member and 

studying a difficult course was positively related to academic misconduct. While severity of 

punishment was not related to academic misconduct, chance of getting caught was. Moreover, 

students with a history of cheating were more likely to cheat again, and those with a negative 

view of academic misconduct were less likely to commit it themselves. 

These results have been supported by studies that have used more specific measures of 

strain. For one, T. R. Smith et al. (2013) used two measures to assess each of the three types of 

strain identified by Agnew (1992) among a sample of 461 US university students. Blocked 

goals were measured using the purpose made scales of academic shortcoming and perceived 

injustice, where academic shortcoming measured attention span, attendance, and test-taking 

ability and perceived injustice measured belief in the idea that cheating helps cheaters succeed. 
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The presentation of negative stimuli was measured as having been put on academic probation 

and the perceived meaninglessness of classes, while the removal of positive stimuli was 

measured as the loss, or potential loss, of a scholarship or the eligibility to compete in varsity 

sports. Of all these measures, only academic shortcoming was positively related to academic 

misconduct in terms of both exam cheating and plagiarism. This suggests that students who 

struggle academically (for example, by having a bad attendance record or short attention span) 

may be more likely to commit acts of academic misconduct. In a different study, however, 

Huck et al. (2017) found that the removal of positive stimuli was positively related to academic 

misconduct. This was true in all the models they tested. However, negative emotions such as 

anger received partial support. Like others, they also found that peer behaviour and opportunity 

to commit misconduct were significantly related to misconduct. 

4.7 Strain and Academic Misconduct 

Given the discussion above, a more complete assessment can now be made of how the 

commercialisation of higher education can lead to an increase in academic misconduct. As 

mentioned in Chapter 2, student consumerism has been shown to contribute towards feelings 

of academic entitlement (Finney & Finney, 2010; Zhu et al., 2019; Zhu & Anagondahalli, 

2017); and, as mentioned in Chapter 3, academic entitlement has been shown to contribute 

towards an increase in academic misconduct (Greenberger et al., 2008; Stiles et al., 2018). 

Therefore, student consumerism may have an effect on academic misconduct, but only through 

academic entitlement. Because mediation explains how an independent variable affects a 

dependent variable through a mediator variable (MacKinnon et al., 2012), academic 

entitlement may mediate the relationship between student consumerism and academic 

misconduct. This leads to the formulation of the following three hypotheses: 
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H1 – Student consumerism positively influences academic entitlement (Direct 

relationship) 

H2 – Academic entitlement positively influences academic misconduct (Direct 

relationship) 

H3 – Academic entitlement mediates the relationship between student consumerism and 

academic misconduct (Indirect relationship) 

As noted by Merton (1968), an overemphasis on a goal to the detriment of an emphasis 

on the means can ultimately lead to a state of anomie, where individuals have little to no regard 

for the socially approved means of achieving a goal. In terms of academia, tuition fees have 

reached record highs (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a; 2021); most students receive a first- or upper-

second-class degree upon graduation (HESA, 2023c); and yet nearly half of recent graduates 

tend to work in non-graduate roles (ONS, 2020). A university education costs more than ever 

before but now seems to be worth less than ever before. This has put a tremendous amount of 

pressure on students to achieve good grades in order to attain good employment (Budd, 2017; 

Tomlinson, 2014). This in turn may have created an environment in which students are more 

concerned about achieving good grades than the means by which they achieve them. Indeed, 

the literature suggests that competition for grades is a major contributing factor to academic 

misconduct (Baird, 1980; McCabe & Trevino, 2002; Michaels & Miethe, 1989; Singhal. 1982). 

However, regardless of whether a state of anomie has taken place within the higher 

education sector, some students may be more likely to cheat because they are less able to 

achieve the goal of good grades legitimately. As mentioned in Section 4.5.1, individuals who 

cannot attain a desired goal through legitimate means experience strain in the form of blocked 

goals (Agnew, 1992). They may respond to this strain by using illegitimate means to achieve 

their desired goal instead. In terms of academia, some students, such as those from 



130 
 

disadvantaged backgrounds, may be less able to achieve good grades through conventional 

means. For example, students from ethnic minorities have been shown to obtain lower grades 

than their White counterparts at university (Universities UK, 2019), even after controlling for 

their grades upon entry (Nadeem, 2021). This possibly relates to deprivation, as students from 

more deprived areas are less likely to obtain a first- or upper-second-class degree upon 

graduation (Bolton & Lewis, 2023; OfS, 2022a). Therefore, certain students, such as those 

from disadvantaged backgrounds, may be more likely to experience strain in the form of 

blocked goals, which could lead them to use academically dishonest means to achieve the goal 

of good grades instead. 

The reason why students in this strain-engendered position would resort to deviancy is 

because they lack the means to achieve the desired goal of good grades legitimately. As 

mentioned in Section 4.6.5, grades are a reflection of individual ability, class attendance, and 

the quality of study time (Kember et al., 1995; Plant et al., 2005; Schuman et al., 1985). 

However, research suggests that students with lower grades are more likely to use illegitimate 

means to achieve the goal of good grades instead (Burrus et al., 2007; Haines et al., 1986; 

Hensley et al., 2013; Pino, 2003). While such students clearly have a greater need for grades, 

they would have no need to resort to using academically dishonest means to attain them if they 

did not lack the capacity to achieve them legitimately.  

Such students, therefore, are likely to lack the individual ability or the commitment to 

class attendance and studying that are necessary to achieve good grades. This was confirmed 

by T. R. Smith et al. (2013) who found academic shortcoming to be a strong predictor of 

academic misconduct. Students with weaker abilities, shorter attention spans, and problems 

with attendance and procrastination were more likely to use deviant means to achieve the goal 

of good grades. This was also noted by Song-Turner (2008) in her study on international 
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students where she found that plagiarism was a response to poor academic writing skills and a 

poor understanding of the English language. 

However, as noted by Agnew (1992), strain can also occur in the form of the 

presentation of something negative and the loss of something positive. These two types of strain 

are quite similar to each other and are, therefore, hard to distinguish from one another (Agnew, 

1992; Michael, 1975). For students, studying a course in which they have no interest could be 

seen as the presentation of something negative or the loss of something positive as they are 

using time and energy that could have been used to do something more enjoyable. Several 

researchers have cited a lack of course interest as a potential cause of academic misconduct 

(e.g., Anitha & Sundaram, 2021; Genereux & McLeod, 1995; Schraw et al., 2007). In 

particular, Genereux and McLeod (1995) note how, for students, “cheating in a required course 

with boring and useless material may be perceived as less morally reprehensible than cheating 

in an optional course with interesting and valuable content” (p. 700).  

Nevertheless, not all students who experience strain resort to academic misconduct. As 

part of his theory, Agnew (1992) mentioned several conditioning variables that made 

responding to strain with deviancy more or less likely. The previous chapter on academic 

misconduct provides ample support for this notion. In terms of individual coping resources, 

students with low self-esteem seem to be more likely to cheat than others (Iyer & Eastman, 

2006; Williamson & Assadi, 2005); and, in terms of constraints to delinquent coping, the 

perceived severity of punishments has been shown to have a negative effect on academic 

misconduct (Burrus et al., 2007; McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Peled et al., 2019).  

However, with regard to commercialisation, the most important factor may be the 

temperamental variable of academic entitlement, which could be caused, in part, by strain. 

Previous studies have found academic entitlement to be negatively related to self-regulation 
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(Achacoso, 2002), the perceived importance of work, intrinsic work values, and time 

management (Hernandez, 2015). This suggests that students who are worse at managing their 

own learning and work less hard tend to feel more entitled than others. Therefore, students who 

are under more academic strain, in the form of academic shortcomings and a lack of course 

interest, may be more likely to feel academically entitled than others. 

These entitled attitudes may subsequently mediate the relationship between strain and 

academic misconduct. Research already suggests that academic entitlement leads to more 

lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct (Elias, 2017) and an increase in academic 

misconduct itself (Greenberger et al., 2008; Stiles et al., 2018). Moreover, entitlement has been 

suggested to be a major factor behind other types of deviance, such as violent crime (DeLisi et 

al., 2022; Fisher & Hall, 2011). Taken together, this means that students who are under more 

strain, in terms of academic shortcomings and a lack of course interest, not only may be more 

likely to experience academic entitlement but also may be more likely to commit academic 

misconduct because of this entitlement. This leads to the formulation of the final two 

hypotheses of the thesis: 

H4 – Strain positively influences academic entitlement (Direct relationship) 

H5 – Academic entitlement serves as the strongest mediator of the relationship between 

strain and academic misconduct (Indirect relationship) 

All five hypotheses have been designed to help achieve the three research objectives 

mentioned in Section 1.4.2. In this regard, H1, H2, and H3 relate to the first objective of 

investigating the effect of student consumerism on academic misconduct. H4 and H5 relate to 

the second objective of investigating the effect of strain on academic misconduct. And more 

specifically, H3 and H5 relate to the third objective of investigating the mediating effect of 
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academic entitlement on the relationships that student consumerism and strain have with 

academic misconduct. 

4.8 Conclusion 

In conclusion, a relationship seems to exist between strain and academic misconduct; 

however, this may be conditioned by several variables. According to general strain theory, the 

inability to attain a desired goal through legitimate means and the presentation of something 

negative (also seen as the loss of something positive) engender strain within an individual. In 

the case of academic strain, this would be the academic shortcomings that prevent a student 

from attaining a good grade, and the lack of course interest that presents them with negative 

emotions. However, not everyone who experiences strain responds with deviancy. Many 

variables condition the relationship between strain and deviance, suggesting that these 

variables will also condition the relationship between strain and academic misconduct.  

Based on the literature, the most important conditioning variable may be academic 

entitlement. Entitled attitudes have been cited as one of the most important factors in relation 

to other forms of deviance, and the commercialisation of English and Scottish higher education 

has been linked to a rise in consumerist attitudes among students, which in turn have been 

linked to academic entitlement. To lay the methodological foundations of the study that 

investigated the relationships between all these variables, the next chapter presents the 

philosophical underpinnings and data collection method of the study, along with a discussion 

of how the data were collected. 
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Chapter 5: Methodology 

5.1 Introduction 

As discussed in the previous chapter, strain contributes to academic misconduct, though 

several variables condition the relationship between the two. In order to conduct a study 

assessing the relationships between strain, these conditioning variables, and academic 

misconduct, an account must first be given of the philosophical underpinnings and research 

design of such a study. For this purpose, this chapter first discusses the philosophical 

framework of the present study—positivism, along with the ontological and epistemological 

assumptions made within that framework—realism and rationalism. This is followed by a 

discussion on the sociological paradigm and methodological choice of the study, covering 

functionalism and quantitative research respectively. The explanatory purpose of the research, 

along with the cross-sectional survey design used to meet that purpose, is discussed afterwards. 

Finally, the chapter concludes by discussing the design of the questionnaire, the sampling 

techniques employed, and the way in which the data were collected. 

5.2 Philosophical Framework: Positivism 

According to Quinlan et al. (2015), “every study is underpinned by a philosophical 

framework, which evidences the world view within which the research is situated and which 

can be seen in every step of the research process” (p. 55). This philosophical framework 

encompasses beliefs about reality, knowledge, and the ideal way to conduct research (Bell et 

al., 2019). These beliefs refer, respectively, to the underlying ontological, epistemological, and 

methodological assumptions of any research project. For the reasons mentioned below, this 

thesis follows the philosophical framework of positivism. 

From the perspective of positivism, the purpose of research is to discover objective 

truths (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). These objective truths are considered to be separate from the 
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researcher’s understanding of them (Quinlan et al., 2015). They are to be discovered using 

replicable data collection methods so that other researchers can verify them, and they are used 

to develop generalisable laws to help predict and control aspects of reality (Sekaran & Bougie, 

2016). In the social sciences, positivism holds that social entities behave in a manner similar to 

physical entities (Maylor et al., 2017). Therefore, social scientists who are positivists try to use 

the rules and techniques of the natural sciences to study social phenomena (Bell et al., 2019). 

Positivism was first espoused by Auguste Comte in his book Cours de Philosophie 

Positive (1830–1842), and he presented a more detailed account of it in A General View of 

Positivism (1848/1908). However, Comte did not invent positivism; instead, he merely 

presented a philosophy that had been intuitively followed by the scientists who came before 

him (Mill, 1865/1973). As sociology developed into a distinct academic discipline, positivism 

gained popularity in the field through the work of Durkheim (Halfpenny, 2015). However, 

Durkheim did not accept all of Comte’s ideas on positivism. While he rejected the substance 

of Comte’s work, he accepted his method (Wacquant, 2003/2006). This included the idea of 

seeing the social sciences as a continuation of the natural sciences, whereby social phenomena 

could be treated as physical entities and the methods of the natural sciences could be used to 

understand them. Most importantly, however, Durkheim understood the importance of using 

statistics to study social phenomena (Halfpenny, 2015). 

However, positivism is not without its criticisms. For one, some critics have argued that 

the social sciences are unlike the natural sciences (Wacquant, 2003/2006). They argue that 

while the natural sciences are concerned with discovering objective truths that exist 

independently of our understanding of them, the same cannot be said of the social sciences, 

where the social behaviour under study comprises the understandings of research participants. 

In terms of deviancy, positivism has been criticised for producing timebound knowledge: What 

may explain deviancy in one time or context may not explain it in another (Braithwaite, 1993). 
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Similarly, while many variables have been associated with deviancy, not everyone to whom 

these variables apply acts in a deviant way (N. Walker, 2006). The complex personal histories 

of such individuals may explain their resistance to deviancy instead. 

Nevertheless, despite these criticisms, positivism has several advantages. The theory 

has been popular from the very beginning of the social sciences and remains so today 

(Wacquant, 2003/2006). Furthermore, while positivism has been criticised for the inability of 

researchers to separate themselves from the subjects they study (Cicourel, 1968/2017), Hindess 

(1973) argues that this can be said for research in general and that researchers can still try to 

be as objective as possible, even though they may fall short of the ideal. In terms of deviant 

behaviour, while positivism has been criticised for focusing on short-term solutions by 

highlighting which variables are significantly related to deviancy, Braithwaite (1993) 

understands that variables that have absolutely no effect on deviancy in the short term are 

unlikely to have any effect in the long term. In this sense, positivism plays a valuable role in 

weeding out theories that are of no practical importance to researchers and highlighting 

variables that may be predictors of deviancy in at least some contexts. 

The present study lends itself to the positivist perspective. Positivism allows for the 

derivation of hypotheses from existing theories (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). These 

hypotheses are then tested by gathering factual data and using quantitative data analysis 

techniques to analyse them. The hypotheses for the present study have been derived from the 

literature on student consumerism, academic entitlement, and academic misconduct in light of 

Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory. The objective truth to be discovered are all the variables 

that are to be included in the study, including the amount of academic misconduct among 

students. Statistical analysis of these data can then lead to the development of generalisable 

laws based on the relationship between these variables. These laws can then help explain why 

some students may be more likely to commit academic misconduct than others. 
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5.3 Ontological Assumption: Realism 

To better understand the philosophical framework of positivism, a discussion must be 

had of its underlying ontological, epistemological, and methodological assumptions. 

“Ontology refers to assumptions about the nature of reality” (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019, 

p. 133). These assumptions shape a researcher’s understanding of phenomena and consequently 

influence what they are trying to discover and how they try to do so (Bell et al, 2019). In the 

social sciences, ontology relates to our understanding of social phenomena and whether we 

believe such phenomena to exist independently of our understanding of them. Positivism 

follows the ontological assumption of realism (Denscombe, 2010; Halfpenny, 2015). Realism 

holds that social entities can be treated like physical entities, “in so far as they exist 

independently of how we think of them, label them, or even our awareness of them” (M. N. K. 

Saunders et al., 2019, p. 135). According to realists, everyone experiences the same reality. 

Furthermore, “the social world, like the natural world, is seen as having properties that can be 

measured, and as having structures and relationships that are fairly consistent and stable” 

(Denscombe, 2010, p. 119). 

From the perspective of realism, the interpretation of social phenomena has no 

influence on the phenomena themselves (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). However, this could 

be considered to be a shallow and naïve view of reality. There are certain things that are known 

about the world which are based upon our understanding of it and are therefore subject to 

change (Sayer, 2000). This would explain why there are so many theories seeking to explain 

the same thing, such as crime. How we define crime determines how we understand its causes. 

This goes back to the work of Durkheim. Durkheim (1895/1965) argues that crime is a natural 

part of society. He posits that it will always exist because there will always be people who 

deviate from societal norms. Even in a society with no crime as we understand it, crime would 

still exist because that society would define crime as deviance from what they consider to be 
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acceptable. In a society of saints, Durkheim (1895/1965) argues, unsaintly behaviour would be 

considered a form of deviance. 

This problem of defining deviance can be seen in relation to not only crime but also 

academic misconduct. Certain actions may be a crime in some countries, but not in others. For 

example, the possession of cannabis for personal consumption is a criminal offence in the UK 

(Government of the United Kingdom, 2015), but not in Canada (Government of Canada, 2021). 

In terms of academic misconduct, some international students see plagiarism as an act of 

respect towards a figure of authority, not deviancy (Song-Turner, 2008). Even official 

definitions differ. For example, some authors and universities specifically mention the 

misplacement of library books as a form of academic deviance (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 

1995; Royal Agricultural University, 2018), while others do not (Haines et al., 1986; McCabe 

& Trevino, 1997; University of Leeds, 2022). These differences in the definition of deviancy 

could be said to influence our understanding of its causes. 

However, while the definitions of deviancy may change, that does not mean that its 

underlying causes are subject to change as well. Deviance can be considered a type of 

divergence from social norms (Simpson & Weiner, 1989/2004). Regardless of what these 

norms are, there are underlying reasons for why people transgress them. One of the strongest 

arguments in favour of realism is that “it is the only philosophy that doesn't make the success 

of science a miracle” (Putnam, 1975, p. 73). As mentioned in the previous chapter, there are 

several theories that have been able to explain deviant behaviour, including academic 

misconduct. These explanations focus on variables such as a lack of social control (Hirschi, 

1969), strain (Merton, 1938), and an association with deviant others (Sutherland, 1947). These 

variables can still help explain why a student may be willing to misplace library books or 

commit plagiarism, regardless of whether such actions are seen as academic misconduct. This 
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suggests that while the definitions of deviant behaviour are subject to change, the reasons for 

why individuals engage in deviant behaviour, regardless of how it is defined, are not. 

Furthermore, the presence of multiple theories does not necessarily disprove the 

existence of a single reality. Bhaskar (1978) differentiates between the underlying causes of 

phenomena and our understanding of them by labelling the first as intransitive knowledge and 

the second as transitive knowledge. While the many theories on deviance may be transitive and 

liable to change (such as general strain theory), the underlying concern of those theories are 

intransitive and the same (i.e., the true causes of crime). A change in our understanding of a 

phenomenon does not necessarily indicate a change in the phenomenon itself. In relation to 

this, Sayer (2000) gives the example of how “the shift from a flat earth theory to a round earth 

theory was [not] accompanied by a change in the shape of the earth itself” (p. 11). Therefore, 

while there are several theories regarding the causes of deviancy that may themselves be 

subject to change, we can assume that there really are true causes of deviancy that these theories 

are trying to discover. 

The present study aims to discover some of these causes from the perspective of general 

strain theory. The objective truth to be discovered are all the variables that are to be included 

in the study, including the amount of academic misconduct among students. These can be 

considered to be separate from our understanding of them (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). 

Furthermore, these variables can be measured, and they have relationships that are discoverable 

and stable (Denscombe, 2010). While relating to social phenomena, these variables can be 

treated as if they related to physical phenomena, and the methods of the natural sciences can 

be used to discover the relationships between them. Therefore, the relationship between the 

commercialisation of higher education and academic misconduct can be considered to be a real 

phenomenon, once both concepts have been sufficiently defined. 
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5.4 Epistemological Assumption: Rationalism 

The matter of gaining knowledge on phenomena relates to epistemology. 

“Epistemology refers to assumptions about knowledge, what constitutes acceptable, valid and 

legitimate knowledge, and how we can communicate knowledge to others” (M. N. K. Saunders 

et al., 2019, p. 133). Ontology and epistemology are related to each other. “A given ontological 

position—a particular understanding of what reality is—will imply a particular epistemological 

position—a particular understanding of how we can gain knowledge of that reality” (Bell et 

al., 2019, p. 29). The ontological position of realism implies an epistemological position of 

rationalism (Hjørland, 2005), though others would disagree. Cooper and Schindler (2011) and 

M. David and Sutton (2011/2012) believe that realism lends itself more to empiricism, which 

Bell et al. (2019) and Quinlan et al. (2015) just refer to as positivism, even though this term is 

also used to refer to the broader philosophical framework that incorporates both ontological 

and epistemological assumptions. In short, philosophical concepts are hard to define (Quinlan 

et al., 2015), and most researchers hold views that are both rationalist and empiricist in nature 

(H. R. Bernard, 2013; Huenemann, 2006/2014). Furthermore, researchers can adopt different 

epistemological positions depending on the aim of their study and the means of data collection 

they wish to use (Quinlan et al., 2015). 

The debate on empiricism and rationalism dates all the way back to ancient Greece and 

still continues to this day (H. R. Bernard, 2013). Empiricism and rationalism differ on two main 

beliefs: the belief in intuition/deduction and the belief in innate knowledge (Markie & Folescu, 

2021). Intuition is the ability to perceive things as being inherently true, and deduction is the 

process of using these intuitions to construct arguments whereby the conclusions are true if the 

premises are true. Innate knowledge refers to the idea that certain things are innately known to 

us as they are a part of our nature. While rationalists accept both these beliefs, empiricists only 

accept intuition/deduction with regard to matters of the mind. They reject the innateness of 
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knowledge and rely on observations of the world to gain knowledge instead (H. R. Bernard, 

2013). 

Therefore, rationalism holds that certain truths are innately known, a priori, and that 

these can be used to construct arguments to prove other things to be just as true (Huenemann, 

2006/2014, Markie & Folescu, 2021). For example, we innately know that something cannot 

exist and not exist at the same time, even though we have never experienced nonexistence. We 

can therefore deduce from this that if something exists it cannot not exist at the same time. 

However, empiricism holds that there are no a priori truths about the external world and that 

everything that can be known about the world can only be known through experience (Meyers, 

2006/2014). In this sense, however, Meyers (2006/2014) admits that empiricism makes a 

bolder claim than rationalism, for rationalists believe that only some truths about the world are 

a priori, while empiricists believe that none are. Therefore, a rationalist would only have to 

prove one instance of an a priori truth to prove rationalism to be true. Regardless, the adoption 

of either of these epistemological positions has a consequence for how we gain knowledge 

about reality. Empiricism favours induction, whereby data are gathered and used to develop 

theories; meanwhile, rationalism favours deduction, whereby hypotheses are deduced through 

theorising about the world and then tested with empirical data (Hjørland, 2005). 

Although Meyers (2006/2014) argues that the two contradict each other, Huenemann 

(2006/2014) believes that empiricism and rationalism are more alike than many suspect. 

Rationalist thought and empirical evidence are important to both empiricists and rationalists 

alike. However, the only difference is in degree. While some philosophers, such as Leibniz, 

are labelled as rationalists and others, such as Locke, are labelled as empiricists (H. R. Bernard, 

2013), they share much in common with one another (Huenemann, 2006/2014). Similarly, 

while some think that rationalists reject empirical evidence and rely solely on reason to tell 

them everything they need to know, Huenemann (2006/2014) disagrees: 
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It is not as if the rationalists have no interest in what can be learned through experience 

and experiments. But when it comes to discerning and describing the deepest fixtures 

of reality – how the world must be – rationalists have the strongest confidence in the 

power of logical demonstration. (p. 6)  

This would help explain why some authors, like Cooper and Schindler (2011), believe 

that realism lends itself more to empiricism, even though the scientific method relies on 

deduction. While L. Cohen et al. (2011) argue that the scientific process relies on empiricism 

to test hypotheses, they fail to understand that such hypotheses can only be derived from the 

perspective of rationalism (Black, 1993/1996). In fact, Turner (1993) argues that Comte would 

be against empiricism, as positivism relies on testing hypotheses that are rationally deduced 

from theories. According to Comte, research studies not based on theories are unscientific. Of 

course, reason alone can only take science so far, as empirical data must be collected to test 

these hypotheses (Black, 1993/1996). In short, both rational thought and empirical data are 

necessary to the scientific process (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 1996). 

The present study lends itself to the epistemological position of rationalism. The 

hypotheses for the present study have been derived from the literature on student consumerism, 

academic entitlement, and academic misconduct in light of Agnew’s (1992) general strain 

theory through the process of deduction. This matches the rationalist view of deriving 

hypotheses from an existing theory (Black, 1993/1996; Turner, 1993). This theory itself rests 

upon a priori arguments, where conclusions about human behaviour are deduced from intuited 

premises. However, as mentioned above, empirical data are needed to test the hypotheses 

derived from such theories (Black, 1993/1996; Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 1996; 

Huenemann, 2006/2014). This can be done by gathering factual data and using quantitative 

data analysis techniques to analyse them (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). 
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5.5 Sociological Paradigm: Functionalism 

Coupled with beliefs on human nature, the ontological, epistemological, and 

methodological beliefs of a researcher are encapsulated within a paradigm (Burrell & Morgan, 

1979/2009). Burrell and Morgan (1979/2009) identified four paradigms into which any given 

research can fall. These paradigms are based on two dimensions: the first deals with the 

philosophical beliefs of researchers, known as the objective-subjective dimension, while the 

second deals with the political beliefs of researchers, known as the regulation-radical change 

dimension. A paradigm, therefore, covers beliefs about not only the nature of research (the 

objective-subjective dimension), but also the purpose of research (the regulation-radical 

change dimension) (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). While objectivists believe that social 

phenomena have an external reality, independent from the researcher, subjectivists believe that 

such phenomena are socially constructed and dependent on our understanding of them (Bell et 

al., 2019). Similarly, while researchers who call for regulation seek to explain social 

phenomena, those who call for radical change are less concerned with what these phenomena 

are, and more concerned with what they should be (Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2009). 

These two dimensions intersect to form the four paradigms shown in Figure 5.1. Most 

organisational research is conducted from within the functionalist paradigm (Bell et al., 2019; 

Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2009; M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). Because of its regulatory 

nature, this paradigm relies on seeking rational explanations of social phenomena, which can 

then be used to make recommendations for how things can be improved. Therefore, “it is … 

highly pragmatic in orientation, concerned to understand society in a way which generates 

knowledge which can be put to use. It is often problem-oriented in approach, concerned to 

provide practical solutions to practical problems” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2009, p. 26). As a 

result of this practical orientation, functionalist research tends to be conducted within the 

philosophical framework of positivism, where social behaviour is considered to be based on 
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rules that can be discovered using the methods of the natural sciences (Black, 1993/1996; M. 

N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). This relates to its objectivist nature, which leads functionalists to 

adhere to an ontological position of realism and subscribe to a nomothetic/quantitative 

methodology (Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2009). Functionalists also have a deterministic view of 

human nature, as they believe human behaviour is a product of one’s environment. 

 

Figure 5.1 

Four Paradigms of Social Theory 

 

 

 

Note. Adapted from Sociological Paradigms and Organisational Analysis: Elements of the 

Sociology of Corporate Life by Burrell and Morgan, 1979/2009, p. 22. 
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The current research project was conducted from within the functionalist paradigm. The 

study lends itself to the objectivist perspective because it adheres to the philosophical 

framework of positivism and the ontological assumption of realism. Furthermore, the study 

aims to provide a rational explanation for academic misconduct that can then be used to make 

recommendations for how universities can reduce the amount of academic misconduct among 

students. As a result, it takes a regulatory approach to the purpose of research. However, as 

noted above, functionalism incorporates a deterministic understanding of human nature 

(Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2009). While the present study is concerned with the effect that 

commercialisation has on the behaviour of students, it is understood that these students have 

free will and that their behaviour is not completely determined by their environment (Garnsey, 

1994). However, Burrell and Morgan (1979/2009) acknowledge that beliefs on human nature 

exist on a spectrum and that a study need only incline towards one end of that spectrum, if at 

all. 

5.6 Methodological Choice: Quantitative 

As mentioned above, a functionalist paradigm encompasses a nomothetic, or 

quantitative, methodology. While quantitative research may be defined as research that 

involves the collection and analysis of numerical data, M. N. K. Saunders et al. (2019) contend 

that such a definition is oversimplistic. Quantitative research may involve the collection of non-

numerical data, such as through the use of open-ended questions on an otherwise multiple-

choice questionnaire. They therefore argue that quantitative and qualitative research may be 

better thought of as being part of a continuum. On which part of this continuum a researcher 

lands can be determined by their philosophical leanings (Bell et al., 2019). Quantitative 

research uses techniques from the natural sciences and is therefore usually conducted through 

the philosophical framework of positivism. This entails a realist ontology, where there is 

believed to be an external reality to be studied, and a rationalist epistemology, which uses 
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deduction to derive hypotheses on that reality from existing theory. Quantitative researchers 

then aim to test those hypotheses through the collection and analysis of quantifiable data 

(Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2009). 

This relates to the hypothetico-deductive method proposed by Karl Popper. Popper 

argued that induction, the process of developing a theory from observations, could never be 

used to prove something to be true, because there could always exist something that had not 

yet been observed that could disprove that theory (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). For example, the 

observation of several white swans may lead a researcher to conclude that all swans are white; 

however, the possibility remains that a black swan may exist but that it merely has not yet been 

observed. Therefore, Popper believed that science should use the process of theory falsification 

to arrive at the truth (M. David & Sutton, 2011/2012). Under this framework, scientists would 

develop hypotheses to disprove a theory. If the hypothesis was not supported, then the theory 

would stand, not as the truth, but a close approximation of it. In the example of the swans, this 

would involve developing a hypothesis that states that black swans exist. If a researcher is 

unable to observe a black swan and support this hypothesis, the theory that all swans are white 

would be upheld, unless and until a black swan is observed. In this way, a deductive approach 

does not prove a theory to be true; rather it lends support to that theory because it has not been 

proven to be untrue. 

However, this view of deduction and induction could be considered naïve. While the 

two approaches are usually considered to be in opposition to each other, Sekaran and Bougie 

(2016) argue that they both play an important part in the research process. Induction involves 

generating theories from observations. These theories are then tested through the process of 

deduction and hypothesis testing. Based on this, they note how “many researchers have argued 

that theory generation (induction) and theory testing (deduction) are essential parts of the 

research process” (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016, p. 26, emphasis in original). Nevertheless, 
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quantitative research occupies the theory testing side of this process and tends to use the 

hypothetico-deductive method originally developed by Popper (M. David & Sutton, 

2011/2012). Popper himself “recognized that a perfect falsification was only ever an ideal, and 

that all real-world research is less certain” (M. David & Sutton, 2011/2012, p. 85). 

Nevertheless, quantitative research is not without criticism. One of the main criticisms 

of quantitative research in the social sciences is that it involves the quantification of what could 

otherwise be considered qualitative data (Bell et al., 2019). Oftentimes, variables in a 

quantitative research project are assumed to measure a latent construct; however, these 

variables may not be accurate representations of those constructs. Indeed, such concerns have 

already been discussed in Section 2.4.3.4 regarding the construct validity of Kopp et al.’s 

(2011) academic entitlement questionnaire. This relates to another point of contention with 

quantitative research: Not all respondents will interpret the questions in a questionnaire in the 

same way (Cicourel, 1964). While qualitative data collection methods, such as interviews, 

allow for the explanation of questions to respondents, many quantitative data collection 

methods, such as online questionnaires, do not (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016).   

However, there are also many advantages to the use of quantitative research methods. 

Quantitative research tends to be more objective, transparent, replicable, and generalisable than 

qualitative research (Bell et al., 2019). It relies less on the researcher conducting the study, and 

more on the data, which are considered to be independent of the researcher who collected them. 

While quantitative researchers try to be as objective as possible in the collection and analysis 

of data, qualitative researchers involve much more of themselves in the research process 

(Maylor et al., 2017). This makes quantitative studies more replicable as other researchers can 

follow the same steps of deriving hypotheses from the same theory and testing them in the 

same way as the study describes (Bell et al., 2019). It also makes quantitative research more 
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generalisable, especially as it usually involves more participants from more diverse 

backgrounds than qualitative research. 

As a result, the present study is a mono method quantitative study. This involves the 

use of a single data collection method (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). The study aims to use 

the hypothetico-deductive approach to test Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory in the context 

of the commercialisation of higher education and academic misconduct. This matches the 

purpose of a lot of quantitative research (Burrell & Morgan, 1979/2009). Furthermore, 

quantitative data analysis involves collecting numerical data, analysing these data using 

statistics, and then using the results from these analyses to look for relationships between the 

variables under question. The current study aimed to use a questionnaire to collect numerical 

data from respondents. These data were then to be analysed using SEM to identify relationships 

between the variables under study, including the main relationship between commercialisation 

and academic misconduct. 

5.7 Purpose of Research: Explanatory 

A research project can have one of four purposes. It can be exploratory, descriptive, 

explanatory, or evaluative in nature (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). Exploratory research 

focuses on finding out more about a particular topic, especially if little is known about it in the 

first place (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Descriptive research involves describing phenomena, 

while explanatory research seeks to discover the relationships between them (M. N. K. 

Saunders et al., 2019). Finally, evaluative research aims to assess the effectiveness of 

something, such as a product or process. According to M. N. K. Saunders et al. (2019), a 

research project can have more than one purpose. This can be realised through the use of 

multiple methods, or one method, but used for multiple purposes. 
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In this sense, the purpose of the present study is to explain the relationship between the 

commercialisation of higher education and academic misconduct. Therefore, it could be 

considered to be explanatory in nature. However, as part of this endeavour, the study also 

describes the phenomena under study, such as the amount of academic misconduct among 

students. This exposes the interdependence of the four purposes of research. For example, 

exploratory research is often needed to discover enough about a topic so that it can be described 

in descriptive research (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). These descriptions in turn lay the 

groundwork for explanatory research, as something cannot be explained if it has not first been 

described (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). This relates back to the discussion on theory 

building and theory testing. Exploratory research is concerned with discovering more about a 

phenomenon in order to construct a preliminary theory on it through the process of induction 

(Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Meanwhile, explanatory research is concerned with testing this 

theory through the process of deduction. 

5.8 Research Strategy: Survey 

In order to describe and explain phenomena, the present study uses a survey research 

strategy. Survey research allows for the collection of data from respondents that can then be 

used to describe and explain their attitudes and behaviour (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). “A survey 

enables a researcher to collect comparable data from multiple respondents by asking them 

questions, eliciting anything from specific facts … to the survey respondents’ attitudes, 

opinions or behaviours” (Maylor et al., 2017, p. 136). Surveys are mainly quantitative, but they 

can also be used to collect qualitative data (Quinlan et al, 2015). This versatility has made them 

popular among business researchers (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). As well as mainly generating 

quantitative data, survey research operates within the philosophical framework of positivism 

and uses the process of deduction to help answer research questions (Quinlan et al., 2015). This 

matches the philosophical underpinnings of the current study. 
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While there are many types of survey research, they all have shared advantages. In 

addition to being versatile, surveys are popular because they are a familiar, quick, and cost-

effective way of gathering data (Maylor et al., 2017). Furthermore, while it is difficult to study 

the views of a large population in depth, surveys are good because they allow for the collection 

of data on a large group of individuals (Quinlan et al., 2015). These individuals constitute a 

sample that represents a larger population under study. Therefore, a survey is “a method of 

collecting primary data based on communication with a representative sample of individuals” 

(Quinlan et al., 2015, p. 268). These individuals can be in geographically diverse places. While 

survey research can be conducted through many means, such as by post or telephone, the 

majority is conducted online. Most surveys are single-completion ones, unlike ongoing surveys 

that are used to collect data on respondents over a period of time (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). 

There are three types of surveys. These are structured interviews, structured 

observations, and questionnaires (Maylor et al., 2017). Structured interviews involve asking 

predetermined questions to respondents; structured observations involve making a record of 

the behaviour of participants; and questionnaires involve giving participants a form with 

questions to be answered either in the presence of the researcher or in private. According to 

Quinlan et al. (2015), questionnaires are a precise and structured method of collecting data, and 

“they are widely used in survey research” (p. 272). In fact, surveys are usually in the form of 

self-administered questionnaires (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). These are distributed online or in 

person and require the respondent to complete a set of questions by themselves. While they 

were once quite common, postal questionnaires and, to a lesser extent, in person questionnaires 

have largely been replaced by online questionnaires with the advent of the internet.  

There are several advantages to online questionnaires. For one, they can reach a wide 

range of people, meaning that people from different backgrounds and geographic locations can 

be more easily surveyed online (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Like other survey methods, online 
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questionnaires are cheap, easy, and quick for researchers to send out and for respondents to 

complete. Similarly, like postal questionnaires, respondents can complete online questionnaires 

in private and in their own time. However, online questionnaires are also more accessible than 

postal questionnaires. They are easier for respondents to return to the researcher, and they give 

the researcher access to virtual communities of participants who would be hard to contact 

otherwise. Finally, a unique advantage to online questionnaires is that the answers of 

respondents are processed automatically, thus making data analysis easier.  

However, there are also many disadvantages to online questionnaires. This includes the 

fact that they tend to suffer from low response rates and self-selection (Sekaran & Bougie, 

2016). This could lead to sampling problems as only certain types of people may end up 

completing the questionnaire. This in turn could affect the generalisability of the findings, as 

those who chose to complete the questionnaire may not be representative of the population 

under study. There are also problems relating to the online nature of online questionnaires. 

People may feel as if they are being harassed by the researcher by constantly being asked to 

complete the questionnaire by email or on social media sites. Furthermore, if a respondent has 

any questions about the study, these cannot be answered in person. Finally, while online 

questionnaires are cheap, easy, and quick for participants to complete, the participants must be 

computer literate.  

Nevertheless, all these issues were addressed in the current research study. While online 

questionnaires may suffer from low response rates (Quinlan et al., 2015), this can be said for 

questionnaires in general (Maylor et al., 2017). Many people do not want to fill out 

questionnaires. Therefore, lack of participation may be one of the biggest barriers to collecting 

data in this way. However, according to Maylor et al. (2017), students may be more likely to 

complete such questionnaires for other students out of a shared ambition in the pursuit of 

knowledge or a perceived obligation to another student. In terms of harassment, care was taken 



152 
 

to send a limited number of emails to students and to post a limited number of posts on social 

media sites. Participants were also given an email address at which they could contact the 

researcher if they had any questions about the study. Finally, most of the target population of 

university students are computer literate (ONS, 2019). 

Therefore, this study aimed to use the survey research strategy. Of the many types of 

survey research, the present study used a questionnaire. While this can be distributed in many 

ways, the questionnaire in this study was distributed online to collect data on the attitudes and 

behaviours of university students. Other researchers have used questionnaires to collect data 

on student consumerism (Fairchild & Crage, 2014; D. Saunders, 2015), academic entitlement 

(Greenberger et al., 2008; Kopp et al., 2011), and academic misconduct (Haines et al., 1986; 

McCabe & Trevino, 1997). Similarly, other researchers have used questionnaires to test general 

strain theory in relation to academic misconduct (Freiburger et al., 2017; T. R. Smith et al., 

2013). Therefore, the present method is congruent with the standards of existing research on 

the topic. The survey strategy in general, and the method of the questionnaire in particular, also 

match the philosophical underpinnings of the research, as mentioned above. 

5.9 Time Horizon: Cross-Sectional 

The survey research strategy lends itself to a cross-sectional time horizon. A cross-

sectional study involves collecting quantitative data on multiple variables for one or more cases 

at one point in time (Bell et al., 2019). This allows researchers to assess the relationships 

between these variables based on the time at which the study was conducted. Therefore, a cross-

sectional study provides a snapshot that describes or explains a particular topic at a particular 

moment in time (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). Many cross-sectional studies use the survey 

research strategy in general (Quinlan et al., 2015; M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019) and 

questionnaires in particular (Bell et al., 2019). They stand in opposition to longitudinal studies, 
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which have several phases of data collection to analyse changes in responses over time 

(Quinlan et al., 2015). 

However, it is harder to prove a causal relationship between the variables in a cross-

sectional study. This is because they are not ordered by time, unlike in longitudinal studies 

where one variable precedes another (Bell et al., 2019). Nevertheless, Bell et al. (2019) argue 

that many researchers use reasoning to infer causal relationships between variables in cross-

sectional studies. While these are only inferences, they are highly likely explanations if 

supported by strong reasoning. For example, in the negative relationship between age and 

academic entitlement discovered by S. K. Jones (2013) and Huang (2017), it is impossible that 

academic entitlement influences age. Therefore, the only logical explanation is that age 

influences feelings of academic entitlement. 

For these reasons, the present study is a cross-sectional study. As with the use of 

questionnaires, this matches the method used by other researchers to study student 

consumerism (Fairchild & Crage, 2014; D. Saunders, 2015), academic entitlement 

(Greenberger et al., 2008; Kopp et al., 2011), and academic misconduct (Haines et al., 1986; 

McCabe & Trevino, 1997). Similarly, other researchers have used a cross-sectional design to 

test general strain theory in relation to academic misconduct (Freiburger et al., 2017; T. R. 

Smith et al., 2013). Cross-sectional studies are also quicker to conduct than longitudinal studies 

as they only involve one round of data collection (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). As this study 

forms part of a PhD programme, only a limited amount of time was available to collect data, 

so a cross-sectional study made more sense than a longitudinal one. 
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5.10 Questionnaire 

5.10.1 Accuracy 

While popular among researchers, the self-report questionnaire is also the most reliable 

way of measuring academic misconduct. There are several levels at which academic 

misconduct can be measured. These are presented in Figure 5.2. Official university records 

may be the most accurate of these; however, they represent a small fraction of the actual amount 

of misconduct committed by students (QAA, 2016). While staff notice and report more 

instances of misconduct than those that are officially recorded by universities, this too does not 

capture the true amount of misconduct committed on university campuses. Many instances of 

misconduct go unnoticed by staff; and most who do notice them, choose not to report them 

(Jendrek, 1989; McCabe, 1993; Wright & Kelly, 1974). This has led to low detection rates, 

with the vast majority of academic misconduct going undetected (Diekhoff et al., 1999; Haines 

et al., 1986; Singhal, 1982; Vandehey et al., 2007). 

Self-report measures can capture more of the actual misconduct committed by students; 

however, they are not without criticism (Park, 2003). Some students may not report instances 

of misconduct out of forgetfulness or fear (Staats et al., 2009) or ignorance of what it constitutes 

(Burrus et al., 2007). They may also want to give socially desirable responses to the researcher, 

which may lead them to underreport the true amount of misconduct they have committed 

(Cronan et al., 2018). Such concerns may also apply to the other variables measured by the 

questionnaire. Students may provide inaccurate responses with regard to variables such as 

academic entitlement due to reasons such as social desirability bias or self-deception (Paulhus 

& Vazire, 2007). However, self-report measures are needed as they are sometimes the only 

way of determining certain things about an individual (Garcia & Gustavson, 1997). Moreover, 

the problems with self-report studies can be minimised with the use of established scales, 
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multiple variables, and the establishment of convergent and discriminant validity (Paulhus & 

Vazire, 2007). These were also the precautions taken in the current study. 

 

Figure 5.2 

Theorised Amounts of Academic Misconduct at Educational Institutions 

 

Note. Author’s own theoretical framework. 
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Precautions were also taken regarding the measurement of academic misconduct in 

particular. To combat the potential ignorance of respondents regarding academic misconduct, 

the current study provided respondents with a list of academically dishonest behaviours and 

asked them to state how many times they had committed each one. While their fear of 

disclosing sensitive information may not have been fully alleviated, participants were assured 

that they would remain anonymous and that any information collected on them would be 

processed securely. They may also have felt more comfortable sharing such information with 

another student rather than a member of staff (Bichler-Robertson et al., 2003). While there may 

have been some underreporting of academic misconduct, this method offered the best way to 

uncover the most amount of actual misconduct. In fact, modern self-report measures have 

discovered similar, if not higher, amounts of misconduct to the experiments of the past (Tables 

5.1 & 5.2). 
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Table 5.1 

Amount of Academic Misconduct Uncovered by Experiments 

Study % of misconduct 

Finkenbinder (1933) 50 

Parr (1936) 42 

Canning (1956)  

    Before implementation of honour code 81 

    During implementation of honour code 41 

    After implementation of honour code 30 

Hetherington & Feldman (1964) 59 

Harp & Taietz (1966) 50 

Shelton & Hill (1969) 53 

Fakouri (1972) 15.6 

Bronzaft et al. (1973) 56 

Average 47.8 
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Table 5.2 

Amount of Academic Misconduct Uncovered by Self-Report Measures 

Study % of misconduct 

C. P. Smith et al. (1971)  

    Male 91 

    Female 97 

Baird (1980) 75.5 

Marsden et al. (2005)  

    Cheating  41 

    Plagiarism 81 

    Falsifying records 25 

McCabe et al. (2008)  

    Lebanon 80 

    USA 54 

Perry (2010)  

    Undergraduates 6 

    Postgraduates 4 

A. Miller et al. (2011) 59.3 

Stiles et al. (2018) 46.8 

Average 55.1 
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5.10.2 Questionnaire Design 

A copy of the questionnaire has been included in Appendix A. This was designed and 

hosted on Microsoft Forms for participants to complete. A separate identical form on the site 

was used for each place at which the study was conducted. There was also an extra form for 

both the English and Scottish universities that participated in the study and two extra forms for 

Reddit. Instead of using a single form, this method was used because Microsoft Forms only 

allowed for a maximum of 200 participants per form at the time of data collection.  

Instead of creating new measures, many of the scales in the questionnaire were adapted 

from previous research (as noted below). This ensured the use of scales that were pre-tested 

and shown to be effective in measuring the variables under study (Maylor et al., 2017). 

Permission to use these measures was obtained from the authors of the original studies from 

which they were taken (Appendix B). While many of these measures used 4-point Likert scales, 

these were changed to 5-point Likert scales for the purposes of the current study. This was done 

by introducing a midpoint, allowing respondents to adopt a position of neutrality on statements. 

This ensured that the data from what are technically ordinal scales could be treated as interval 

data (Chyung et al., 2017). Higher scores on the scales indicated greater agreement with the 

statements. Finally, the questionnaire primarily used closed-ended questions, which “are best 

for asking a large number of questions about a large number of respondents” (Maylor et al., 

2017, p. 140). The measures included in the questionnaire are detailed below. 

5.10.3 Measures 

5.10.3.1 Demographic Items. At the start of the questionnaire, respondents were asked 

to answer some basic questions about themselves. These were designed to collect demographic 

information about the participants. This included information about their gender, study status, 
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age, level of study, year of study, school, course, nationality, and ethnicity. Answers were 

elicited using the multiple-choice or short-answer format. 

5.10.3.2 Fee Responsibility. To measure fee responsibility, respondents were asked to 

state all the ways in which their tuition fees had been paid. This included options such as 

“embassy sponsorship”, “government loan”, and “personal savings”. Each of these options was 

coded as either “responsible” or “not responsible” after the data collection phase. If a 

respondent chose both a “responsible” and “not responsible” option, they were categorised as 

being “partly responsible” for the payment of their fees. 

5.10.3.3 Attendance. This was measured using the short-answer format by asking 

respondents to state their current class attendance score as a percentage. Most, if not all, UK 

universities use electronic attendance monitoring, so the respondents should have been aware 

of what this score was. 

5.10.3.4 Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale. The Personal Academic 

Shortcoming Scale was developed by T. R. Smith et al. (2013) to indirectly measure the strain 

caused by the blocked goal of academic success. The scale contains five statements used to 

measure attendance, attention span, and test-taking ability. This includes items such as “I am a 

poor test-taker” and “I have a problem paying attention to lectures in class”. The respondents 

were asked to rate how strongly they agreed with these statements using a 5-point Likert scale 

(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). 

5.10.3.5 Course Disinterest. This scale consisted of a single item devised by the 

researcher to capture students’ lack of interest in their course, much like the item used by T. R. 

Smith et al. (2013) to measure students’ lack of interest in their classes. It consisted of the 

single question, “How interested are you in your course?”. The responses ranged from 1 (very 
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disinterested) to 5 (very interested). These responses were then reverse scored so that higher 

scores on the item indicated higher levels of disinterest. 

5.10.3.6 The Consumerist Attitudes toward Undergraduate Education Scale. This 

scale aims to measure the extent to which students see themselves as customers of higher 

education (Fairchild & Crage, 2014). It consists of five statements, including items such as “I 

think of my education as a product I’m buying” and “I believe most students think of their 

education as a product they are buying”. Slight grammatical modifications were made to two 

of the items in the scale, and the responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree). The scale has been shown to have a high level of internal consistency in other studies, 

achieving a Cronbach’s alpha of .80 (Fairchild & Crage, 2014) and .83 (Kelso, 2017). 

5.10.3.7 Academic Entitlement Questionnaire (AEQ). This was designed by Kopp 

et al. (2011) to measure five identified facets of academic entitlement. These largely align with 

the two facets identified by Chowning and Campbell (2009): externalised responsibility and 

entitled expectations. The first covers the idea that lecturers are entirely responsible for the 

education process, with little to no effort required from a student. Therefore, a low grade would 

be considered the fault of the lecturer. The second covers the idea that a student should have 

control of the education process and deserves positive outcomes merely because of the tuition 

they have paid. The scale contains eight statements. These include items such as “I should be 

given the opportunity to make up a test, regardless of the reason for the absence” and “Because 

I pay tuition, I deserve passing grades”. In addition to a slight grammatical change to one of 

the items in the scale, the term “professor” was changed to “lecturer” across five of the items. 

This was done because the term “lecturer” is used to refer to academic teaching staff in UK 

universities. Although the original scale used a 7-point Likert scale, this was changed to a 5-

point scale for the current study to be consistent with the other measures used throughout the 

questionnaire. Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
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As discussed in Chapter 2, the AEQ has good psychometric properties. Although there 

may be an issue with some of the items (Khojasteh and Keener, 2018; Kurtyilmaz, 2019), the 

scale offers the best way to measure academic entitlement. The other popular scales used to 

measure the construct, such as those of Achacoso (2002), Chowning and Campbell (2009), and 

Greenberger et al. (2008), seem to measure something more than just academic entitlement. 

Meanwhile, the AEQ has been shown to have a one-factor structure (Kopp & Finney, 2013) 

and face validity (Kopp et al., 2011). In terms of construct validity, the scale has achieved 

divergent validity with self-efficacy and convergent validity with narcissism (Kurtyilmaz, 

2019). Finally, the scale has been shown to have a high level of internal consistency in recent 

studies, achieving a Cronbach’s alpha of .86 (Keener, 2020) and .88 (Zhu et al., 2019). 

5.10.3.8 Grade Importance. This scale comprised two newly devised questions 

regarding the grade the respondents wished to achieve at the end of the academic year. The 

first question asked respondents how important their desired grade was in terms of helping 

them to get their desired job after graduation. Meanwhile, the second question asked them how 

important their desired grade was in terms of their plans for further study. The responses were 

measured using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all important to 5 = very important).  

5.10.3.9 Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES). Self-esteem relates to how people 

perceive themselves; they can view themselves either positively or negatively (J. D. Brown, 

1993). While relatively stable over time, self-esteem can increase or decrease throughout the 

life of an individual (Orth & Robins, 2014). For decades, the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

(Rosenberg, 1965) has been the most popular and widely used scale to measure self-esteem 

(Blascovich & Tomaka, 1991; R. P. Brown & Zeigler-Hill, 2004; Donnellan et al., 2015). The 

scale consists of five statements reflecting low self-esteem and another five reflecting high self-

esteem. These include items such as “I wish I could have more respect for myself” and “I take 

a positive attitude toward myself” respectively. The original scale uses a 4-point Likert scale; 
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however, this was changed to a 5-point scale for the current study to match the other measures 

used throughout the questionnaire (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The negatively 

worded statements were reverse scored, such that higher scores on the scale indicated higher 

levels of self-esteem. 

The scale has been proven to be both valid and reliable. It has been shown to have a 

one-factor structure in both English (Greenberger et al., 2003) and Spanish (Martín-Albo et al., 

2007). And it has achieved face validity (Rosenberg, 1965), construct validity (Bagley et al., 

1997; Bagley & Mallick, 2001), and concurrent validity with other self-esteem measures 

(Hagborg, 1993; Robins et al., 2001). The original scale has also been shown to have a high 

level of internal consistency among university students, achieving a Cronbach’s alpha score of 

between .85 and .89 in similar studies (Baer & Cheryomukhin, 2011; Keener, 2020; Kopp et 

al., 2011). A version of the scale with a 5-point Likert scale has also achieved similar alpha 

scores (Chowning & Campbell, 2009). Finally, the scale has also been shown to have a good 

level of test-retest reliability (Hojat & Lyons, 1998; Salyers et al., 2001). 

5.10.3.10 Understanding of Academic Integrity Policy Scale. This scale was adapted 

from McCabe and Trevino’s (1993) study to indirectly measure students’ understanding of the 

academic misconduct policies at their university. Instead of asking students directly how they 

viewed their universities academic misconduct policies, the 4-item scale instead asked students 

to rate the average student’s understanding of these policies, the faculty’s understanding and 

support for these policies, and the perceived effectiveness of these policies at preventing 

academic misconduct. Like with previous scales, some of the item wording was changed to aid 

understanding. This included shortening the first item and changing the term “faculty” to 

“lecturer” for items two and three. Responses to the scale were measured on a 5-point Likert 

scale and ranged from 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good).   
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5.10.3.11 Severity of Punishment Scale. This scale was developed by Cochran (2017) 

to measure how problematic it would be for students if they “were caught and formally 

punished by school officials” in relation to five situations of academic misconduct (p. 1298). 

These situations ranged from more serious offences, such as impersonation during an exam, to 

less serious offences, such as fabricating information for an assignment. A few minor 

alterations were made to three of the items in the scale to aid understanding and to adapt the 

scale for use in England and Scotland. This included changing the phrase “term paper” to the 

term “assignment”, changing “lied to a professor about missing an assignment” to “lied to get 

an extension for an assignment”, and—for the question on falsifying information—changing 

the term “research paper” to “assignment” and giving examples of falsification. In terms of the 

question itself, the term “school officials” was changed to “university officials” to aid 

understanding among respondents. This resulted in a 5-item scale with responses ranging from 

1 (no problem at all) to 5 (a very big problem). 

5.10.3.12 Attitudes Toward Academic Dishonesty Scale. This was an adaptation of 

Cochran’s (2017) 6-item scale. The original scale aimed to measure how strongly individuals 

disagreed with academic misconduct, how willing they were to commit academic misconduct, 

and how willing they were to report a fellow student for committing academic misconduct. 

Some of the items were reverse coded. For example, the first two items on the scale are the 

statements, “I feel that it would be wrong for me to cheat on an exam for any reason” and “I 

feel it would be okay for me to cheat on an exam that I didn’t have time to study for”. The first 

item was reverse coded to ensure that higher scores on the scale indicated higher levels of 

agreement with academic misconduct. Because they pertain to cheating on exams, these two 

items were replicated to measure levels of agreement regarding academic misconduct on 

assignments. This resulted in an 8-item scale, where three of the eight items were reverse coded. 

Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher responses indicated 
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higher levels of agreement with academic misconduct. The scale was shown to have a one-

factor structure in Cochran’s (2017) study. 

5.10.3.13 Average Grade. Due to the absence of a GPA at UK universities, 

respondents were asked to state the grades they had received for their last three assessments. 

This included exams and assignments. The responses were measured on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (39 or below) to 5 (70+). The scale had a minimum score of 3 and a maximum 

score of 15. The total score for each respondent was then divided by three, resulting in a scale 

ranging from 1 to 5. Higher scores indicated a higher grade. 

5.10.3.14 Peer Behaviour Scale. This was an adaptation of McCabe and Trevino’s 

(1993) scale. The scale was designed to measure students’ perceptions of peer cheating 

behaviour and consisted of three questions. The first two asked the respondent how often they 

believed either plagiarism or exam cheating occurred at their university. The third asked 

students how often they had personally witnessed another student cheat on an exam. Responses 

to the first two questions were measured on a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (very often). Meanwhile, 

responses to the third question were measured on a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (5+ times). The 

scores for all three items were tallied together, and higher scores on the scale indicated higher 

levels of perceived peer dishonesty. However, only the third item was used in the final analysis. 

5.10.3.15 Academic Misconduct Scale. This was based on a 22-item scale used by 

Franklyn-Stokes and Newstead (1995) to measure the academic misconduct of university 

students. However, for the purpose of the present study, the original scale of Franklyn-Stokes 

and Newstead (1995) was simplified and significantly changed to better represent the nature of 

modern academic misconduct. This involved removing certain statements that would not be 

considered academic misconduct at most institutions, such as not contributing a fair amount to 

group work and misplacing library books. Beyond this, similar items were joined together, and 
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the remaining items were categorised based on the type of academic misconduct they 

represented and significantly reworded to better represent the underlying concept. While the 

changes are too extensive and detailed to discuss here, the resulting items can be seen in 

Appendix C. The final scale consisted of a 6-item subscale representing cheating on exams and 

a 13-item subscale representing cheating on assignments. Students were asked to state how 

many times they had committed any one of the offences mentioned in the scale during the 

2020/21 academic year. Responses ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (5+ times). 

5.10.3.16 History of Academic Misconduct. This consisted of two items. The first 

item asked students if they had committed any of the acts mentioned in the Academic 

Misconduct Scale before attending university. The responses to this item were measured using 

a dichotomous (yes or no) scale. The second item asked students if they had committed any of 

the acts mentioned in the Academic Misconduct Scale in previous years of university. In 

addition to the usual yes and no options, a third option was included that allowed students to 

indicate that they were in the first year of their studies and could, therefore, not have had the 

opportunity to commit academic misconduct at the university level in the past. 

5.10.3.17 History of Getting Caught. If a respondent answered “yes” to any of the 

previous two items, they were asked to indicate if their academic misconduct was noticed by a 

member of staff. There were two items. The first concerned committing academic misconduct 

before attending university and the other concerned committing academic misconduct in 

previous years of university. The responses were recorded using a dichotomous scale with the 

simple choice of a “yes” or “no” answer. 

5.10.3.18 History of Punishment. If a respondent answered “yes” to any of the 

previous two items, they were asked to indicate if they were penalised by a member of staff. 

Again, there were two items, with the first concerning instances of academic misconduct before 
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attending university and the other concerning instances of academic misconduct in previous 

years of university. Responses were recorded using a dichotomous scale with the choice of a 

“yes” or “no” answer. 

5.10.3.19 Other. In addition to the abovementioned measures, a few more were 

included in the questionnaire but were not used as part of the final analysis as the final sample 

size did not allow for more constructs to be included as part of the SEM model (see Section 

7.4.3). These include the General Self-Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer and Jerusalem, 1995), the 

Fear of Failure Subscale of the Revised Achievement Motives Scale (Lang and Fries, 2006), 

the Perceived Injustice Scale (T. R. Smith et al., 2013), and the Chance of Getting Caught Scale 

(Cochran, 2017). Furthermore, students were asked questions about the grade they wished to 

achieve at the end of the academic year and about their English language abilities; however, 

these were also not used in the final analyses. 

5.11 Sampling 

5.11.1 Population 

The population to be studied in the present study was undergraduate and postgraduate 

taught students in England and Scotland. In the 2020/21 academic year, there were 1,648,120 

undergraduate students and 515,535 postgraduate taught students at English higher education 

providers; meanwhile, there were 200,960 undergraduate students and 68,375 postgraduate 

taught students studying with Scottish higher education providers (HESA, 2023b). This results 

in a total population of 2,432,990 students.  

This population purposely excludes research students, such as those pursuing MScs and 

PhDs. The reason for this exclusion was the way in which academic misconduct was measured. 

This involved asking students how often they had committed academic misconduct in relation 

to exams and assignments during the 2020/21 academic year. Because research students are 
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mainly or solely assessed on a single piece of research, they would have had fewer to no 

opportunities to commit academic misconduct as defined in this way. While they may have had 

more chances to commit research misconduct, this did not relate to the purpose of the current 

study. Because the purpose of the study was to investigate the impact that the 

commercialisation of English and Scottish higher education may have had on academic 

misconduct, only data from students studying at English and Scottish higher education 

providers were retained. 

5.11.2 Sampling Techniques 

In most cases, it is unfeasible to collect data on all the members of a population because 

of how expensive and time-consuming it would be (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). In such 

cases a sample must be chosen. This sample must be representative of the wider population in 

order to generalise the findings of the study to that population (Bell et al., 2019). If a sample 

does not represent the population from which it was derived, then it would be considered 

biased. However, according to Bell et al. (2019), it is very difficult to have a completely 

unbiased sample. Instead, as much bias must be removed as possible to ensure that the chosen 

sample is as representative of the population as possible. 

There are two main types of sampling techniques. These are probability and non-

probability sampling techniques. In probability sampling techniques, every member of the 

population has a known chance of being selected to be in the sample (Bell et al., 2019; Sekaran 

& Bougie, 2016). This chance is usually equal (Quinlan, 2011; M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). 

However, these techniques require a sampling frame: a list of every member of the population 

from which a sample can be randomly selected. In the absence of such a list, non-probability 

sampling methods are used instead. In non-probability sampling techniques, the probability 

with which any member of the population can be selected to be in a sample is not known. 
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Therefore, some members of the population may have a lower or higher chance of being 

selected to be in the sample (Maylor et al., 2017). This can lead to problems with being able to 

generalise the findings of the study to the wider population (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). 

Because of the lack of a sampling frame, the present study used convenience sampling 

and volunteer sampling. To use a probability sampling technique, a list would have been 

needed of all the students currently enrolled in taught courses at all the higher education 

institutions in England and Scotland. In the absence of such a list, it was decided to use non-

probability sampling methods instead. The questionnaire was posted on several websites and 

emailed to a select number of students. This would be considered a specific type of volunteer 

sampling known as self-selection sampling, as the respondents volunteered themselves to be 

included in the study (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). Another type of volunteer sampling, 

known as snowball sampling, was also used. This involved asking potential respondents on one 

of the websites, namely Reddit, to forward the questionnaire to other students who may be 

interested in participating in the study. Finally, flyers with an invitation link to the online 

questionnaire were distributed in the library of the institution where this research was 

conducted. This would be considered a form of convenience sampling, as those who were 

conveniently available to the researcher were asked to participate in the study (Sekaran & 

Bougie, 2016). 

While there are problems associated with the use of non-probability sampling 

techniques, they were the only means available to collect primary data given the limitations 

faced during the course of the study. Non-probability sampling methods involve human 

judgement in selecting which members of the population will be included in the sample (Bell 

et al., 2019). This can be on the part of the researcher, such as with convenience sampling, or 

the respondent, such as with volunteer sampling. Online questionnaires are particularly prone 

to self-selection bias, where some members of the population may be more likely to volunteer 
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themselves for participation (Quinlan et al., 2015). This could lead to the underrepresentation 

of some members of the population in the sample, and an overrepresentation of others. This 

may make the sample unrepresentative of the population and may influence the generalisability 

of the findings. 

However, many researchers have also used non-probability samples in similar studies. 

Convenience sampling and volunteer sampling have been used by researchers to study student 

consumerism (Bunce et al., 2017; Marshall et al., 2015), academic entitlement (Fromuth et al., 

2019; Wasieleski et al., 2014), and academic misconduct (Cochran, 2017; Greenberger et al., 

2008). Moreover, volunteer sampling has been used by many researchers studying academic 

entitlement at the doctoral level (Achacoso, 2002; Ifill-Fraser, 2019; Parker, 2017; Stafford, 

2013). Finally, to study academic misconduct from the perspective of general strain theory, 

Hendy et al. (2021) used convenience sampling, while Huck et al. (2017) used volunteer 

sampling. Therefore, the use of non-probability sampling methods in this thesis conforms with 

the way in which much of the research has been conducted on these topics. In fact, Bell et al. 

(2019) note that “in the field of business and management, convenience samples are certainly 

very common and in some areas … they have become the norm” (p. 198). 

5.11.3 COVID-19 Limitations 

However, the main reason for using non-probability sampling techniques relates to the 

limitations imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic on the current research project. The original 

plan for this study involved collecting data from the business schools of a post-92 university in 

England and a post-92 university in Scotland. The English university was chosen to represent 

a potentially more commercialised environment due to the fact that most English 

undergraduates are responsible for paying their own tuition fees (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a), 

while the Scottish university was chosen to represent a potentially less commercialised 
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environment because most Scottish undergraduates are not responsible for the payment of their 

fees (Reynolds, 2022). The selection of these universities would be considered a type of non-

probability sampling known as purposive sampling. This involves selecting cases on the basis 

that they can help answer a research question (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019). However, data 

were to be collected from the students within these universities using probability sampling 

techniques.  

Nevertheless, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, this plan become unfeasible. The data 

collection for this study was planned for the end of May 2021. This would have coincided with 

the end of the 2020/21 academic year. The data needed to be collected at the end of the 

academic year because the study involved asking students how many acts of academic 

misconduct they had committed during that academic year. The first lockdown in the UK 

started on the 23rd of March 2020, with two further lockdowns in England starting on the 5th 

of November 2020 and the 6th of January 2021 (Institute for Government, 2021). During this 

time, university classes moved online, with many universities planning to keep online classes 

in some form going into the next academic year (Coughlan, 2021). While there was some return 

to face-to-face teaching, there was still an uncertainty of further lockdowns, especially during 

the planning stages of this study. Coupled with the social distancing rules at the time, this made 

the plan of distributing physical questionnaires at the two university campuses unworkable. 

Therefore, an online version of the questionnaire was developed instead, and this was 

distributed using non-probability methods due to the difficulty of recruiting students using 

probability methods. 
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5.12 Data Collection 

5.12.1 Ethical Approval 

Ethical approval for the study was obtained in April 2021. In addition to the 

questionnaire and the permissions from the original authors to use their scales within it, the 

University of Huddersfield’s Business School Research Ethics Committee was provided with 

an ethics form laying out all the potential ethical issues arising from this research and how they 

would be addressed. This included the aim and objectives of the study, along with how the data 

would be collected. This was slightly amended later due to changes regarding where and how 

the data would be collected.  

In order to obtain informed consent, the participants of the study were provided with a 

participant information sheet at the start of the online questionnaire. A copy of this can be 

found at the start of Appendix A. This informed potential participants of the aim of the study 

and what they would be required to do as part of the questionnaire. It also reminded potential 

participants about the voluntary nature of the study and how confidentiality would be 

maintained. Finally, the participant information sheet contained details of a prize draw and how 

the participants could contact the researcher if they had any questions about the research.  

After reading the participant information sheet, participants were asked to complete a 

consent form. This required them to click circles next to statements to indicate their agreement 

with those statements. These statements indicated that the participants had read the participant 

information sheet and that they agreed to take part in the study, as well as allowing the data 

from the study to be used in any further research. A copy of this consent form can be found 

after the participant information sheet in Appendix A. 
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5.12.2 Prize Draw 

In order to encourage participation in the study, a prize draw was included as part of 

the survey. On completion of the questionnaire, participants were given a link to enter a prize 

draw. This gave them the chance to win either a £100, £50, or £25 gift voucher. The three 

winners of the prize draw were able to choose whether they wanted their prize in the form of 

an Amazon, Google Play, or Apple App Store & iTunes gift voucher. The form for the prize 

draw was a separate form, unconnected to the questionnaire, and it required the respondents to 

enter an email address at which they could be contacted should they have won. Participants 

were also reminded that entering the prize draw was completely optional and not necessary to 

participate in the study. 

While not without criticism, other researchers have also used incentives to encourage 

participation in similar studies. Many researchers have offered participants extra credit to 

encourage participation (Greenberger et al., 2008; Stiles et al., 2018; Zhu et al., 2019; Zhu & 

Anagondahalli, 2017), while others have offered financial incentives (Achacoso, 2002; 

Fairchild and Crage, 2014; Parker, 2017). Because of the nature of data collection, and the fact 

that the research was conducted in England and Scotland, it was not possible to offer students 

the opportunity to gain extra credit for participation. Due to financial restraints and a failure to 

obtain funding for the study, paying each participant for participation in the study was also 

unfeasible. For this reason, a prize draw was chosen to encourage participation. This method 

has also been used by several researchers in the field (e.g., Bonaccio et al., 2016; Huang, 2017; 

A. Miller et al., 2011; Stafford, 2013). 

5.12.3 Recruitment 

Due to the fact that the questionnaire was online, participants were recruited from 

across England and Scotland. The was done because of the COVID-19 limitations mentioned 
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above and in an attempt to collect data from as many students and across as many English and 

Scottish universities as possible. These data were collected through the local students’ union, 

survey groups on Facebook and LinkedIn, online websites, and emails sent to students in 

different departments at the university at which this study was conducted. Emails were also 

sent to students at the business school of the post-92 Scottish university that was originally 

planned to be a part of the study. The online websites through which the data were collected 

included Reddit, SurveyCircle, SurveyTandem, and The Student Room (TSR).  

Because of the COVID-19 limitations mentioned above, the decision was made to first 

try to distribute the questionnaire through a national organisation. For this purpose, the National 

Union of Students was contacted. However, they were unable to help distribute the 

questionnaire. The decision was then made to contact the students’ unions of a few local 

universities directly to ask them if they were willing to help distribute the questionnaire to their 

members. However, this plan also became unworkable, as permission was obtained from only 

one students’ union. This too only extended to distributing the questionnaire on their social 

media channels. 

Therefore, to gain participants from across England and Scotland, the decision was 

made to distribute the questionnaire on survey exchange pages on websites such as Facebook, 

LinkedIn, Reddit, and TSR. This involved joining survey exchange groups and creating posts 

within them. These posts contained details of the study and a link to the online questionnaire. 

In addition to completing the surveys of other users, reminders were posted to encourage more 

people to participate in the study. During this time, the survey was also posted on SurveyCircle 

and SurveyTandem. 

Data from the survey groups on Facebook, LinkedIn, and TSR were collected on a quid 

pro quo basis. This involved completing other surveys in exchange for the owners of those 
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surveys participating in the current study. A similar system was used on SurveyCircle and 

SurveyTandem. However, these websites used a more formal system to separate survey owners 

and participants. Users of these sites gain points for completing surveys—points which they 

can then use to recruit participants for their own surveys. While points are an incentive on 

SurveyCircle, they are necessary to recruit participants on SurveyTandem. In addition to 

completing other users’ surveys, points were purchased from SurveyTandem to recruit more 

participants. 

To gain more participants from the English university that was originally planned as 

being a part of the study, academic staff were asked to send out emails to students in a few of 

the schools of the university. Permission was also received to post the questionnaire on the 

Facebook group of another school at the university. In addition to this, the questionnaire was 

posted on other Facebook groups of which the students at the university may have been a part. 

This included a group for new students and a COVID-19 support group. Furthermore, flyers 

were handed out in the library of the university encouraging students to participate in the study. 

These flyers contained a shortened link to the online questionnaire. 

Data collection started at the end of May 2021. As mentioned before, the data collection 

was planned to coincide with the end of the 2020/21 academic year. All of the data were 

collected over the summer of 2021. However, data from the Scottish university were collected 

later, at the start of the 2021/22 academic year, due to issues with distributing the questionnaire 

there. This required some of the questions on the questionnaire to be slightly modified. Instead 

of referring to the current year, the questions (or possible answers to the questions) were 

changed to specifically mention the academic year of 2020/21 for the few questions that were 

time specific. These included the questions on desired grade classification, attendance, and 

history of academic misconduct. The question for the Academic Misconduct Scale was 

unchanged to avoid confusing respondents. Instead, all respondents were asked to state how 
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often they had engaged in any of the listed academically dishonest behaviours from September 

2020 until the day on which they completed the questionnaire. 

After gaining the permission to conduct the study there, emails were sent to students at 

the business school of the Scottish university. This included an initial email describing the 

study with a link to the online questionnaire, as well as a reminder email informing those who 

had not yet participated in the study that there was still time to participate. Because a lot of the 

data had been collected at this point of the study, the £50 and £25 gift vouchers had already 

been claimed. However, while a couple of students had been chosen to win the £100 voucher, 

neither of them responded. For this reason, students at the Scottish university were given the 

opportunity to enter a separate prize draw for a chance to win the remaining £100 voucher. 

5.13 Data Analysis 

5.13.1 SEM 

Among other methods, the data were analysed using SEM. The particular SEM 

approach used was covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM), as opposed to partial least squares SEM 

(PLS-SEM) (Hair et al., 2018). However, in the interest of simplicity, CB-SEM will be referred 

to as SEM, unless a distinction needs to be made with PLS-SEM. SEM encompasses a family 

of techniques that combine elements of both factor analysis and multiple regression analysis 

(Collier, 2020; Hair et al., 2018; Ullman, 2006). It is popular in many fields due to its ability 

to quantify and test theories (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006). These theories are quantified in 

the form of a model that hypothesises the relationships between a set of independent and 

dependent variables (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004; Ullman & Bentler, 2013). These 

relationships are then simultaneously assessed to test how well the proposed model fits the data 

(Collier, 2020; Ullman, 2006). While the relationships between variables are assessed using 



177 
 

equations (Hair et al., 2018), these equations are represented in the form of a diagram in an 

SEM analysis (Ullman, 2006). 

An SEM model functions as both a path model and a confirmatory factor model 

(Schumaker & Lomax, 2004). A path model involves using observed independent variables to 

predict observed dependent variables, while a confirmatory factor model uses observed 

variables, known as indicators, to measure and represent latent variables. Unlike observed 

variables, latent variables cannot be measured directly (Ullman, 2006). Instead, they are 

measured indirectly through the use of indicators. In a questionnaire, these indicators would be 

the items that make up a scale. Instead of summing the scores of the individual items of a scale, 

these items are included as part of the measurement model in an SEM analysis. The 

measurement model assesses how well these items measure the underlying latent construct. 

Meanwhile, the relationships between the latent constructs themselves form the structural 

model. 

There are several advantages and disadvantages to an SEM analysis. Like path analysis, 

SEM allows for the exploration of relationships between multiple independent variables and 

multiple dependent variables (Collier, 2020; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). This improves 

upon other techniques, such as multiple regression, which are limited to only one dependent 

variable. Similarly, because of the shared foundations of the technique with confirmatory factor 

analysis, SEM accounts for the measurement error present in latent variables (Raykov & 

Marcoulides, 2006)—except in the case of formative latent constructs (Diamantopoulos et al., 

2008). Most importantly, however, SEM allows variables to be both outcome variables and 

predictor variables (Collier, 2020). This allows researchers to test mediation relationships 

where one variable mediates the relationship between two others. However, SEM requires 

larger samples than most other statistical techniques, with even larger samples becoming 

necessary for larger models (Hair et al., 2018). The technique can also be abused by modifying 
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the model to fit the data rather than the theory. Substantial modifications can affect model fit 

statistics, which can change an otherwise confirmatory technique into an exploratory one 

(Ullman, 2006). 

Nevertheless, the technique met the needs of the current study, and the abovementioned 

disadvantages were accounted for. The current study involved testing the relationships between 

student consumerism, academic entitlement, and academic misconduct from the perspective of 

general strain theory. The hypothesised relationships between these variables, including those 

pertaining to general strain theory, were represented in the form of a model. This model was 

tested to determine how well these theorised relationships matched the data. SEM also seemed 

to be the most appropriate technique to use due to the fact that most of the variables that were 

included in the analysis were latent variables. As mentioned above, SEM accounts for 

measurement error in the case of reflective latent variables. SEM also allows for the 

investigation of the indirect effects of one variable on another through a mediator variable 

(Ullman & Bentler, 2013). This allowed for the testing of H3 and H5, which relate to the 

mediating effects of academic entitlement in the relationship between student consumerism 

and academic misconduct and in the relationship between strain and academic misconduct 

respectively.  

Finally, to avoid the potential disadvantages of SEM, care was taken to ensure that any 

changes made to the model were justified by the theory discussed in the previous chapters of 

this thesis. This meets the advice of Hair et al. (2018). Furthermore, care was also taken to 

ensure that the sample size remained sufficient to test the theorised model (see Section 7.4.3). 

As mentioned above, the sample size in an SEM analysis depends on the size of the 

hypothesised model. Including too many variables in the model would have rendered the 

collected sample of data insufficient. Therefore, a more simplified model was used that took 

into account the number of cases available (see Section 6.4.8). 
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5.13.2 Units of Analysis 

There were several units of analysis in the current study. According to Sedgwick 

(2014), a unit of analysis is “the ‘who’ or ‘what’ for which information is analysed and 

conclusions are made” (p. 1). For the main SEM analysis of this study, the unit of analysis was 

the individual participant on which data were collected. This was because the study sought to 

make generalisations about academic misconduct of individuals. However, in the post-hoc tests 

shown in Section 7.6, there were two different units of analysis. When comparing English and 

Scottish students, the unit of analysis was the group of students from each nation; and when 

comparing students based on fee responsibility, the unit of analysis was the group of students 

of each type of fee responsibility. 

5.14 Conclusion 

In summary, the philosophical framework of positivism underpins the current research 

study. This framework entails a realist ontology and a rationalist epistemology. Moreover, the 

study follows the sociological paradigm of functionalism and has an explanatory purpose. To 

achieve this purpose, the study uses a cross-sectional survey design which involved distributing 

an online questionnaire to a convenience sample of students at English and Scottish 

universities. This questionnaire contained mostly pre-tested scales that aimed to capture the 

variables pertinent to general strain theory. The following chapter will present the preliminary 

findings of the thesis, along with how these variables were used in the form of an SEM model 

to test the hypotheses of the current study. 
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Chapter 6: Preliminary Data Analysis and Findings 

6.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter looked at the philosophical underpinnings and research design of 

the current study, in addition to how the data were collected. This chapter aims to present the 

preliminary data analysis and findings of these data. This involves first presenting the way in 

which these data were cleaned, along with the demographic characteristics of the sample. This 

is followed by an analysis of the amounts of academic misconduct committed by the 

respondents within the 2020/21 academic year as well as both in their previous years of 

university and before they entered university. The chapter then discusses how the variables 

associated with academic misconduct in Chapter 3 relate to general strain theory and how the 

relationships between these variables were to be analysed using SEM. The chapter concludes 

with the revised hypotheses of the thesis, along with the model fit indices that are used in 

Chapter 7. 

6.2 Data Screening 

After the data collection phase, the data were downloaded from Microsoft Forms as 

Microsoft Excel files. They were then screened and cleaned as discussed below. All the data 

from the separate files were then copied into a single file, which was then imported into IBM 

SPSS Statistics 28 for further analysis. The data were coded with the use of a codebook, as per 

the advice of Pallant (2020). The variable names in SPSS assigned to each item used in the 

analysis are included in Table D1 in Appendix D. 

6.2.1 Removed Cases 

As can be seen in Table 6.1, 909 responses to the questionnaire were received in total. 

More than half were obtained from Reddit (51.8%). Meanwhile, more than a quarter were 

obtained from the English and Scottish universities from which the data were collected directly 
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(26.6%). Therefore, less than a quarter of the responses were obtained from the remaining 

sources (21.6%). The largest of these was SurveyTandem, from which 14% of the responses 

were received. However, not all the responses were usable. A total of 477 were removed from 

the final dataset. Therefore, of the 909 received responses, 432 (47.5%) were retained for 

analysis. The number of responses removed from each source can be seen in Table 6.2 

categorised by the reason for their removal. 

 

Table 6.1 

Number of Responses Received From Each Source 

Source Responses Received 

 n % 

General 10 1.1 

Reddit 471 51.8 

SurveyCircle 46 5.1 

SurveyTandem 127 14 

TSR 13 1.4 

University (English) 68 7.5 

University (Scottish) 174 19.1 

Total 909 100 
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Table 6.2 

Number of Responses Removed by Source 

Source Duplicates Falsified 

Outside of 

England and 

Scotland 

Foundation and 

research 

students 

Unengaged Total 

      n % 

General     1 1 0.2 

Reddit 1 348 14 1 1 365 76.5 

SurveyCircle 1  8 4 2 15 3.1 

SurveyTandem 4  27  4 35 7.3 

TSR 1  2   3 0.6 

University (England)  24  9  33 6.9 

University (Scotland) 2   15 8 25 5.2 

Total 9 372 51 29 16 477 100 

Note. Percentages do not add up to exactly 100% due to rounding. 
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Most were removed because they were deemed to be falsified. This assessment was 

based on the lack of coherency within and across the responses. For example, many of them 

reported an age that was above the normal age at which students attend university; they had a 

single generic word under course of study; the nationality was listed as the name of a country 

rather than the demonym of that country (e.g., England instead of English); and they contained 

information that had been repeated over several responses within a specific time frame and 

from the same source. The source from which most of these fabricated responses originated 

was Reddit. Based on the pattern of responses, they were most likely submitted by one 

individual as an attempt to increase their chance of winning the prize draw. This may also be 

why nine other students submitted duplicate responses. These nine responses were considered 

duplicates based on their similarity with previously submitted responses and the fact that they 

were completed in a similar timeframe and through the same source as those previously 

submitted responses.  

Of the other responses, 51 were removed because they were completed by students at 

universities outside of England and Scotland or because the respondent did not list the 

university at which they were studying. In particular, one response was from a Northern Irish 

university and 12 were from Welsh universities. While part of the UK, the responses from these 

universities were removed because the present study focuses on English and Scottish higher 

education. For a similar reason, 29 responses were removed because the respondents were 

either postgraduate researchers or foundation students. As mentioned in Section 5.11.1, the 

population under study comprises undergraduate and postgraduate taught students studying at 

English and Scottish universities. 

Finally, 16 responses were removed because they were deemed to be unengaged. This 

was based on the advice of Collier (2020), who suggests that responses completed in an 

unusually short amount of time and those with little to no variation in the scale scores are signs 
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of respondent misconduct. For this reason, any response completed under four and a half 

minutes or with the same response to all the items across multiple scales was deleted. In relation 

to this, two of the unengaged responses were removed due to them containing unusually high 

scores on the Academic Misconduct Scale while also containing contradictory answers on the 

Attitudes Toward Academic Dishonesty Scale. 

Therefore, the responses retained in the final dataset were deemed to be engaged. 

Collier (2020) cites a standard deviation of below 0.25 across the questionnaire to be indicative 

of an unengaged response. For this reason, the standard deviation across all the scale items was 

calculated for all the responses. None of the standard deviations were below the threshold of 

0.25 recommended by Collier (2020). Furthermore, all the students whose responses were 

retained in the final dataset had taken an adequate amount of time in completing the 

questionnaire. There were no outliers for completing the questionnaire earlier than other 

respondents. In fact, the distribution for the time taken to complete the questionnaire was 

positively skewed. 

After accounting for the removed responses, a total of 432 responses were retained in 

the final dataset. As shown in Table 6.3, the responses from Reddit only comprised 24.5% of 

the retained responses, as opposed to the 51.8% of all the received responses. This makes sense, 

as 76.5% of the responses removed from the dataset were from Reddit. Meanwhile, the 

responses from the English and Scottish universities comprised a total of 42.6% of the retained 

responses, as opposed to 26.6% of all the received responses. This means that 32.9% of the 

responses in the final dataset originated from the other sources. Like before, the largest of these 

was SurveyTandem, which made up 21.3% of the responses in the final dataset. 
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Table 6.3 

Number of Responses Retained by Source 

Source Responses retained 

 n % 

General 9 2.1 

Reddit 106 24.5 

SurveyCircle 31 7.2 

SurveyTandem 92 21.3 

TSR 10 2.3 

University (English) 35 8.1 

University (Scottish) 149 34.5 

Total 432 100 

 

 

6.2.2 Impermissible Values and Missing Data 

After checking for impermissible values as per the advice of Collier (2020) and Pallant 

(2020), none of the values in the dataset were deemed to be out of the range defined in the 

codebook. This was because almost all the questions required respondents to choose from a 

predetermined range of options. While four questions did allow for text input (i.e., age, course, 

nationality, and attendance), the responses to two of these were restricted. Responses to the 

question regarding attendance percentage were restricted to a number between 1 and 100, while 

the responses to the question regarding age were restricted to numerical responses. The age of 

respondents in the final dataset ranged between 18 and 60. Therefore, none of the ages were 

outside of the range of acceptable responses. 
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As for missing data, there were only two cases with missing values for the academic 

school variable. This variable was calculated by taking the course that respondents were 

studying and matching it to the most appropriate school at the University of Huddersfield, 

which was the university at which this study was conducted. This was done to make up for the 

variability in academic schools across universities. However, two students did not enter their 

actual course of study. They were master’s students who had only put down the term “master’s” 

as their course of study. Nevertheless, this variable was not used in the SEM analysis. Finally, 

there was no respondent abandonment, as all the questions in the questionnaire were marked 

as compulsory. Therefore, all the respondents responded to all the questions. 

6.3 Descriptive Analyses 

6.3.1 Demographic Characteristics 

A breakdown of the demographic characteristics of the sample can be seen in Table 6.4. 

Although female students were overrepresented in the sample, the characteristics of the sample 

are similar to those of the population with regard to gender. According to the OfS (2022b), 

56.4% of students at English higher education institutions during the 2020/21 year were female, 

43.4% were male, and 0.2% were other. While the OfS data concerns biological sex, they also 

show that 98.9% of students identify as the gender that they were assigned at birth. Moreover, 

while the OfS data only cover England, they closely match the figures from the HESA (2023a), 

which cover all of the UK.  
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Table 6.4 

Demographic Characteristics of Sample 

Characteristic n % 

Gender   

Male 146 33.8 

Female 275 63.7 

Other 4 0.9 

Prefer not to say 7 1.6 

Age   

Under 21 90 20.8 

21–25 187 43.3 

26+ 155 35.9 

Mode of study   

Full-time 389 90.0 

Part-time 43 10.0 

Level of study   

First 53 12.3 

Second 74 17.1 

Third 80 18.5 

Fourth/Final 33 7.6 

Postgraduate 192 44.4 

School of study a   

Applied Sciences 35 8.1 
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Characteristic n % 

Arts and Humanities 79 18.3 

Business (including Law) 208 48.1 

Computing and Engineering 37 8.6 

Education and Professional Development 7 1.6 

Human and Health Sciences 64 14.8 

Unclassified 2 0.5 

Ethnicity   

White 282 65.3 

Mixed or Multiple ethnic groups 21 4.9 

Asian or Asian British 94 21.8 

Black, African, Caribbean or Black British 25 5.8 

Other ethnic group (including Arab) 10 2.3 

Nationality   

Home 252 58.3 

EU 73 16.9 

International 107 24.8 

Fee responsibility   

Not responsible 137 31.7 

Partly responsible 54 12.5 

Fully responsible 241 55.8 

University location   

England 270 62.5 

Scotland 162 37.5 
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Characteristic n % 

University history b   

Post-92 260 60.2 

Pre-92 169 39.1 

Other higher education provider 3 0.7 

University status   

Russell Group 106 24.5 

Non-Russell Group 326 75.5 

Note. The percentages of the level of study and ethnicity categories do not add up to exactly 

100% due to rounding. 

a School of study was calculated for each respondent based on the course they were studying. 

This course was matched to one of the six schools at the University of Huddersfield that best 

represented it. b Each university was categorised as either post-92 or pre-92 based on whether 

they achieved university status before or after 1992. Wales Trinity Saint David was classed as 

a Pre-92 university, and other providers of higher education (e.g., colleges) were classed in a 

separate category. 

 

The data from the OfS (2022b) also suggest that the sample was slightly older than the 

wider population. The respondents ranged from 18 to 60 years old, while the median age was 

23. Therefore, most of the respondents in the sample were young (M = 25.91, SD = 7.72). To 

compare the age of the sample to that of the wider student population, the age category was 

split into three groups (as shown in Table 6.4). The OfS (2022b) data shows that 45.8% of all 

the students in English higher education in the 2020/21 academic year were under the age of 

21, while 25.6% were between the ages of 21 and 25, and 28.6% were 26 and over. Therefore, 
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based on this, students under the age of 21 were underrepresented, while those between the 

ages of 21 and 25 were overrepresented in the sample. 

  However, the data from the HESA (2023a) show that the characteristics of the sample 

closely match those of the population with regard to ethnicity. According to the data, 72.4% of 

the UK domiciled students that enrolled at UK universities in the 2020/21 academic year were 

White, 11.7% were Asian, 7.8% were Black, 4.3% were Mixed, and 3.8% belonged to another 

ethnic group. These figures largely match those of the OfS (2022b) which cover all the students 

studying with English higher education providers. While these percentages largely match those 

of the sample data, Asian students were slightly overrepresented, while White students were 

slightly underrepresented in the current sample compared to the population. 

Students were also under or overrepresented based on mode of study, level of study, 

and nationality compared to the wider student population. Part-time students were slightly 

underrepresented as they made up only 10% of the sample, despite making up 21% of the total 

student population (Hubble & Bolton, 2022). Meanwhile, taught postgraduate students were 

overrepresented as they made up 44.4% of the sample, despite making up only 27% of those 

studying with UK higher education providers (HESA, 2023a). Similarly, both EU and 

international students were overrepresented in the sample. Together, they made up 41.7% of 

the sample, despite making up only 22% of the students studying at UK universities (Bolton & 

Lewis, 2022). 

The sample included students who were studying a diverse range of subjects and those 

with varying levels of fee responsibility. There was a good representation of most subjects, as 

shown by the school of study category. However, business and law students were 

overrepresented compared to students from the other schools, as they made up almost half the 

sample by themselves. Meanwhile, educational and professional development students were 
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underrepresented, making up only 1.6% of those in the sample. In terms of fee responsibility, 

there was a good balance of students who were not responsible, partly responsible, and fully 

responsible for the payment of their tuition fees. 

Finally, the sample also contained students from a diverse range of universities. 

According to the data from the HESA (2023a), out of all the students who enrolled into higher 

education in England and Scotland in the 2020/21 academic year, 11.1% enrolled into a 

Scottish university, while 88.9% enrolled into an English one. Based on these figures, it may 

seem that students at Scottish universities have been overrepresented in the sample. However, 

as the present study focuses on both English and Scottish higher education, the large number 

of Scottish students is useful as it can help determine if there are any differences between the 

two groups (see Section 7.6). Similarly, there was a decent number of students from both post-

92 and pre-92 universities in the sample. However, this distinction may have less relevance 

now considering how more than 30 years have passed since the end of the binary divide (Wang 

et al., 2011). Lastly, the percentage of students from Russell Group universities closely 

reflected that of the population. According to the HESA (2023a) data, 26.1% of all the students 

who enrolled into English and Scottish higher education in the 2020/21 academic year enrolled 

into a Russell Group university. 

6.3.2 Amounts of Academic Misconduct 

The number of respondents who committed some type of academic misconduct at least 

once can be seen in Table 6.5. Only a minority of students (22%) admitted to committing one 

or more of the exam misconduct items in the Academic Misconduct Scale at least once. 

However, the majority of the students (57.6%) committed some type of academic misconduct 

on assignments. Based on these findings, most of the students (59.5%) seem to have committed 

some type of academic misconduct during the 2020/21 academic year. 
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Table 6.5 

Academic Misconduct per Student 

Type of Academic Misconduct n % 

Academic misconduct on exams 95 22 

Academic misconduct on assignments 249 57.6 

Academic misconduct on either exams or assignments 257 59.5 

 

 

A detailed breakdown of how many students committed each type of academic 

misconduct at least once can be seen in Table 6.6. The type of exam misconduct committed the 

most was item 4 on the exam section of the Academic Misconduct Scale, with 15.7% of 

students admitting that they had communicated with another student during an examination. 

Meanwhile, the least committed type of exam misconduct was the one represented by item 1 

on the exam section of the Academic Misconduct Scale. Only 1.9% of students admitted to 

impersonating someone in an exam or letting someone else impersonate them. 

However, as noted above, more students admitted to having cheated on assignments 

than on exams. The type of assignment misconduct that was committed the most was poorly 

paraphrasing another source but with a correct citation. This was committed by 36.6% of the 

respondents. The second most committed offence was paraphrasing or copying material 

without referencing the original source, which was committed by 19.4% of the sample. In terms 

of the least committed offences, 3.7% submitted an assignment which was purchased or 

otherwise acquired from another source, and 4.6% illicitly gained advance information about 

the contents of an assignment.
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Table 6.6 

Academic Misconduct per Item 

Academic misconduct item n % 

Exams   

1. Took an examination for someone else or had someone else take an examination for you. 8 1.9 

2. Had access to unauthorised material while sitting an examination. 24 5.6 

3. Illicitly gained advance information about the contents of an examination. 16 3.7 

4. Communicated with another student during an examination (whether answers were exchanged or 

not). 
68 15.7 

5. Copied from a student during an examination without them realising. 16 3.7 

6. Lied about medical or other circumstances to get special consideration for an examination. 22 5.1 

Assignments   

1. Illicitly gained advance information about the contents of an assignment. 20 4.6 

2. Resubmitted in whole or in part work that was previously submitted for another assignment without 

the lecturer's permission. 
22 5.1 
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Academic misconduct item n % 

3. Poorly paraphrased another source but with a correct citation (e.g., by changing only a few words 

or phrases). 
158 36.6 

4. Invented or altered data. 55 12.7 

5. Paraphrased or copied material without referencing the original source. 84 19.4 

6. Did another student's assignment for them, in part or in whole. 30 6.9 

7. Submitted an individual piece of work that was done in unauthorised partnership with someone 

else. 
25 5.8 

8. Made your work for an individually assessed assignment available to another student. 82 19.0 

9. Copied another student's assignment. 27 6.3 

10. Submitted an assignment which was purchased or otherwise acquired from another source. 16 3.7 

11. Lied about medical or other circumstances to get an extension for an assignment. 35 8.1 

12. Shared assignment briefs or other instructional documents with those outside of your course of 

study. 
61 14.1 

13. Fabricated references or a bibliography. 38 8.8 
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 A more detailed version of Table 6.6 can be found in Appendix E in the form of Table 

E1, which shows how often respondents committed each act of academic misconduct. Table 

6.7 summarises these results. It shows that 154 admissions of exam misconduct were made by 

the respondents across the exam misconduct items of the Academic Misconduct Scale. Of these 

admissions of guilt, 64.9% related to committing an act of academic misconduct once. For 

assignment misconduct, 653 admissions of having committed one of the items on the 

assignment section of the Academic Misconduct Scale were made. Of these admissions, 57.9% 

were admissions to committing an act of assignment misconduct once. Therefore, of all the 

admissions of guilt (807), most of them (59.2%) were admissions to having committed an act 

of academic misconduct once.  

While Tables 6.6 and 6.7 relate to how often acts of academic misconduct were 

committed, Tables E2, E3, and E4 in Appendix E relate to how many acts of academic 

misconduct were committed by students. As mentioned before, 22% admitted to some form of 

academic misconduct on exams, while 78% did not. However, more than half of those who 

admitted to academic misconduct on exams (13.2% of all students) admitted to committing 

only one of the exam misconduct items. Similarly, while 42.4% of students did not admit to 

any type of academic misconduct on assignments, more than half of the 57.6% who did only 

committed one or two (19.4% of the sample admitted to committing one type of assignment 

misconduct and 15.0% admitted to committing two). This suggests that most of the students 

who committed academic misconduct during the academic year only committed one or two 

types. 
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Table 6.7 

Frequency of Academic Misconduct 

Frequency n % 

Exam   

Once 100 64.9 

Twice 31 20.1 

3–4 times 13 8.4 

5+ times 10 6.5 

   

Assignment   

Once 378 57.9 

Twice 156 23.9 

3–4 times 82 12.6 

5+ times 37 5.7 

   

Overall   

Once 478 59.2 

Twice 187 23.2 

3–4 times 95 11.8 

5+ times 47 5.8 
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6.3.3 History of Academic Misconduct 

In terms of history of academic misconduct, most students who committed academic 

misconduct before university or in previous years of university reported not being caught or 

penalised after doing so. Ninety-seven students reported that they had committed one of the 

items on the Academic Misconduct Scale before attending university. This equated to 22.5% 

of the sample. However, only 9.3% of these students reported that they were caught committing 

academic misconduct. Of these students who were caught, 55.6% reported that they were 

penalised by the institution. Similarly, 59 students, making up 13.7% of the sample, admitted 

that they had committed an act of academic misconduct represented by one of the items in the 

Academic Misconduct Scale in previous years of university. Of this 13.7%, only 8.5% were 

caught. Of those who were caught, only 40% were penalised. The number of students that 

committed academic misconduct both before attending university and in previous years of 

university can be found in Table 6.8, along with the number of students who were caught and 

penalised for doing so. In total, 27.3% of the sample committed some form of academic 

misconduct either before attending university or in previous years of university. 
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Table 6.8 

History of Academic Misconduct 

Category n % 

Academic misconduct before university   

Committed 97 22.5 

Caught 9 2.1 

Penalised 5 1.2 

Academic misconduct in previous years of university   

Committed 59 13.7 

Caught 5 1.2 

Penalised 2 0.5 

Note. The percentages represent the number of students as percentages of the sample. 

 

6.4 SEM Model 

6.4.1 Variables of Interest 

The variables to be included in the final SEM model can be seen in Table 6.9 along 

with what aspect of general strain theory they have been chosen to represent. There are two 

main independent variables to be included in the model. These are strain, represented by the 

items in the Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale (T. R. Smith et al., 2013) and the item of 

Course Disinterest, and student consumerism, represented by the items in the Consumerist 

Attitudes toward Undergraduate Education Scale (Fairchild & Craig, 2014). The six mediators 

in the model include academic entitlement, grade importance, self-esteem, understanding of 

academic misconduct policies, severity of punishment, and attitudes towards academic 
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misconduct. These consist of the items in the AEQ (Kopp et al., 2011), Grade Importance scale, 

the RSES (Rosenberg, 1965), the Understanding of Academic Integrity Policy Scale (McCabe 

& Trevino, 1993), the Severity of Punishment Scale (Cochran, 2017), and the Attitudes Toward 

Academic Dishonesty scale (Cochran, 2017) respectively. There are five control variables. 

These are age, gender, average grade, peer behaviour, and history of academic misconduct 

before university, with peer behaviour consisting of the third item on McCabe and Trevino’s 

(1993) Peer Behaviour Scale. Finally, the dependent variable, academic misconduct, comprises 

the items in the newly developed Academic Misconduct Scale. 

 

Table 6.9 

Variables Chosen to Represent General Strain Theory 

Relation to general strain 

theory 
Variable Items 

Independent variables 
  

Strain of inability to 

attain goal and strain 

of positive loss or 

negative gain 

Strain Personal Academic 

Shortcoming Scale (T. R. 

Smith et al., 2013) 

 

Course Disinterest 

   

— Student consumerism Consumerist Attitudes 

toward Undergraduate 

Education Scale (Fairchild 

& Craig, 2014) 

   

Mediators 
  

Temperament Academic entitlement AEQ (Kopp et al., 2011) 

Importance of goal Grade importance Grade Importance 

Individual coping 

resources 

Self-esteem RSES (Rosenberg, 1965) 
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Relation to general strain 

theory 
Variable Items 

Social environment Understanding of academic 

misconduct policies 

Understanding of Academic 

Integrity Policy Scale 

(McCabe & Trevino, 1993) 

   

Constraints to 

delinquent coping 

Severity of punishment Severity of Punishment 

Scale (Cochran, 2017) 

   

Attitudes towards 

deviancy 

Attitudes towards academic 

misconduct 

Attitudes Toward Academic 

Dishonesty Scale (Cochran, 

2017) 

Controls 
  

— Age Age 

— Gender Gender 

— Average grade Average Grade 

   

Social environment Peer behaviour Item 3 of the Peer Behaviour 

Scale (McCabe & Trevino, 

1993) 

   

History of deviancy History of misconduct 

before university 

History of Academic 

Misconduct (before 

university) 

Dependent variable 
  

Deviancy Academic misconduct Academic Misconduct Scale 

 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, Agnew (1992) identified three major types of strain. The 

first of these matches the classic strain proposed by Merton (1938), namely the inability to 

attain a goal through socially approved means. Meanwhile, the second and third relate to the 

loss of something positive and the presentation of something negative respectively. As 

mentioned before, these last two types of strain can be considered the same (Michael, 1975). 

T. R. Smith et al. (2013) used the Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale to represent the first 

type of strain and disinterest in one’s classes to represent the second. In their study, they found 
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a positive relationship between both types of strain and cheating behaviour. For this reason, the 

items in the Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale, along with the item of Course Disinterest, 

will represent the academic strain experienced by students at university. 

However, not everyone who experiences strain responds with deviant behaviour. 

Agnew (1992) identified several conditioning variables that condition the relationship between 

strain and deviancy. As mentioned in Section 4.5.3, these include “temperamental variables", 

the importance of the goal, "individual coping resources", the social environment, “constraints 

to delinquent coping”, attitudes toward deviancy, and history of deviancy (Agnew, 1992, p. 

71). Therefore, in the present model, academic entitlement will represent the individual’s 

temperament, grade importance will represent the importance of their goal, self-esteem will 

represent their coping resources, understanding of academic misconduct policies and peer 

behaviour will represent the social environment, severity of punishment will represent a 

constraint to delinquent coping, attitudes towards academic misconduct will represent attitudes 

toward deviancy, and the individual’s history of academic misconduct before university will 

represent history of deviancy. These variables are thought to influence deviancy, represented 

in the current model by academic misconduct. 

Previous research has found a relationship between these variables and academic 

misconduct. As mentioned in Section 3.4.1, academic entitlement has been linked to lenient 

attitudes towards academic misconduct (Elias, 2017) and more academic misconduct itself 

(Greenberger et al., 2008; Stiles et al., 2018). Meanwhile, grade importance has been linked to 

academic misconduct in terms of competition for grades (Baird, 1980; McCabe & Trevino, 

2002; Michaels & Miethe, 1989; Singhal. 1982). Previous research has also shown that 

academic misconduct can be the result of low self-esteem (Iyer & Eastman, 2006), a poor 

understanding of academic misconduct policies (McCabe et al., 2008; McCabe & Trevino, 

1993), low perceived severity of punishment (Apel et al., 2009), lenient attitudes towards 
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academic misconduct (Anitsal et al., 2009), peer cheating behaviour (Burrus et al., 2007; Lim 

& See, 2001), and a prior history of misconduct (Freiburger et al., 2017).  

6.4.2 Mediation or Moderation 

However, the question still remained as to whether to include these conditioning 

variables as mediators of the relationship between strain and academic misconduct, or as 

moderators. Many authors who have conducted research on general strain theory have used 

conditioning variables as moderators of the relationship between strain and deviancy (e.g., 

Agnew & White, 1992; Mazerolle & Maahs, 2000). However, a few have used them as 

mediators (e.g., Freiburger et al., 2017; Jang & Rhodes, 2012). This difference relates to the 

way in which strain is defined, as well as the choice of conditioning variables. For example, 

Jang and Rhodes (2012) defined strain as child maltreatment and criminal victimisation. 

Therefore, they found that depression and self-control mediated the effects of strain on 

deviancy. Meanwhile, Agnew and White (1992) measured strain as negative experiences in 

various aspects of life. As a result, they found that peer behaviour moderated the effect of strain 

on deviancy. 

This relates to the differences between mediation and moderation. In mediation, the 

independent variable causes a change in the mediator, which in turn causes a change in the 

dependent variable (MacKinnon et al., 2012). In moderation, however, the independent 

variable does not cause a change in the moderator. Instead, the moderator either strengthens or 

weakens the relationship from the independent variable to the dependent variable 

(Sardeshmukh & Vandenberg, 2017). In most cases, mediation explains how the independent 

variable affects the dependent variable, whereas moderation explains the circumstances under 

which the independent variable affects the dependent variable (MacKinnon et al., 2012). While 

in partial mediation a direct relationship still exists between the independent and dependent 
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variables, in full mediation, the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable 

flows entirely through the mediator (Sardeshmukh & Vandenberg, 2017). 

Therefore, a direct relationship between strain and the conditioning variables would 

suggest that the conditioning variables mediate the relationship between strain and academic 

misconduct. Meanwhile, the lack of such a direct relationship would suggest that the 

conditioning variables are moderators. In the case of Jang and Rhodes (2012), it stands to 

reason that child maltreatment and criminal victimisation have a direct effect on depression, 

which itself has a direct effect on deviancy. Therefore, the choice to use depression as a 

mediating variable was the right one. Similarly, in the case of Agnew and White (1992), 

negative life experiences have no direct relationship with witnessing deviancy among others. 

Therefore, in that instance, the authors were right to use peer behaviour as a moderating 

variable. In fact, Jang and Rhodes (2012) tested peer behaviour as both a moderator and 

mediator and found that there was no support for mediation, but some support for moderation. 

Based on all this, the current study uses the conditioning variables of academic 

entitlement, grade importance, self-esteem, understanding of academic misconduct policies, 

severity of punishment, and attitudes towards academic misconduct as mediators of academic 

misconduct. In the present study, strain has been defined as the personal academic 

shortcomings of students and their lack of course interest. Therefore, academic entitlement can 

be hypothesised to mediate the relationship between strain and academic misconduct because 

of the effect of low grades (Fromuth et al., 2019; Luckett et al., 2017) and poor academic effort 

(Lemke et al., 2017) on academic entitlement. Furthermore, it stands to reason that a student’s 

lack of interest in their course will be negatively related to the importance they give their 

grades, especially as T. R. Smith et al. (2013) found a negative relationship between disinterest 

in one’s classes and grades. Similarly, it stands to reason that personal academic shortcomings 

will have a negative effect on self-esteem given that Trautwein et al. (2006) found a positive 
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relationship between a student’s belief in their academic abilities and self-esteem. Finally, 

students struggling academically and having less interest in their course are theorised to have 

a poorer understanding of academic misconduct policies. 

As for the control variables, the lack of a relationship between them and strain suggests 

that they are not mediators. Age, gender, and observed peer cheating are not caused by strain. 

While a student’s average grade and history of academic misconduct could be caused by 

academic shortcomings and course disinterest, they relate to past behaviour, which cannot be 

caused by present strain. Furthermore, while these variables could have moderating effects on 

the main variables mentioned above, the present study focuses on direct effects and mediation. 

For this reason, the control variables are included in the final structural model only to control 

for their influence on all the endogenous variables in the SEM model. Finally, because of their 

disparate effects on the other variables in the model, the effects of these control variables will 

be controlled for on all the endogenous variables in the model.  

6.4.3 Theorised Model 

This leads on to the theorised model to be tested in the present study. This is shown in 

Figure 6.1. As mentioned above, the relationship between strain and attitudes towards academic 

misconduct is expected to be mediated by academic entitlement, grade importance, self-esteem, 

understanding of academic misconduct, and severity of punishment. However, severity of 

punishment is theorised to act as a mediator in the relationship between understanding of 

academic misconduct policies and attitudes towards academic misconduct. This is because 

students must have a good understanding of academic misconduct policies to be deterred by 

the punishments mentioned within them (Pickett & Roche, 2016). Therefore, students with a 

low understanding of academic misconduct policies will be more likely to feel that the 

punishments for academic misconduct are less severe. 
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Figure 6.1 

Hypothesised Model 
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This leaves the relationships from student consumerism to academic entitlement and 

from attitudes towards academic misconduct to academic misconduct. As mentioned before, 

student consumerism contributes to feelings of academic entitlement (Finney & Finney, 2010; 

Zhu et al., 2019; Zhu & Anagondahalli, 2017), which in turn leads to more lenient attitudes 

towards academic misconduct (Elias, 2017; Menon & Sharland, 2011). Finally, attitudes 

towards academic misconduct are theorised to have a direct relationship with academic 

misconduct. This would only seem logical as the Attitudes Toward Academic Dishonesty Scale 

contains statements regarding not only agreement with academic misconduct but also the 

willingness to commit academic misconduct. Also, several researchers have found an inverse 

relationship between students’ disapproval of dishonest acts and their likelihood of committing 

them (e.g., Anitsal et al., 2009; B. S. Brown, 1995; Caruana et al., 2000; Nonis & Swift, 2001). 

In short, the more that students disapprove of an act of cheating, the less likely they are to 

perform it. 

6.4.4 Reflective and Formative Constructs 

A further issue that must be addressed is whether the latent variables in the theorised 

model are reflective or formative. Latent variables are normally reflective (Hair et al., 2018). 

For reflective latent variables, the latent construct causes the indicators. In the current study, 

these are the responses to the items in the questionnaire. Any variance unexplained by the latent 

construct is captured by an error term on each indicator. Meanwhile, in formative latent 

variables, the indicators cause the latent construct, and any variance unexplained by the 

indicators are captured by an error term on the construct itself (Collier, 2020).  

These differences in the directions of causality and the placement of error terms leads 

to differences in the treatment of reflective and formative constructs. Because reflective 

indicators are thought to be caused by and reflective of the reflective construct, they are 
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considered interchangeable (Collier, 2020). For this reason, reflective indicators with low 

factor loadings can be removed, and traditional methods of assessing construct validity, 

divergent validity, and reliability can be employed. However, in the case of formative 

indicators, these traditional methods of assessing validity and reliability are not useful (Collier 

& Bienstock, 2006). This is because the indicators define the construct like an index and they 

need not be related to one another (Hair et al., 2018).  

It is important to correctly distinguish between formative and reflective constructs due 

to the biased parameter estimates that could result from a wrongly specified model. Jarvis et 

al. (2003) found that wrongly modelling a formative construct as a reflective one leads to the 

overestimation of outgoing parameters and the underestimation of incoming parameters. 

Furthermore, because the indicators in a formative construct make up the construct, dropping 

items from a formative construct using the rules for reflective measures can lead to a change 

in the construct itself (Diamantopoulos et al., 2008). Finally, because the most commonly used 

model fit statistics are not able to detect this type of model misspecification (Diamantopoulos 

et al., 2008; Jarvis et al., 2003), it is even more important to correctly specify each construct as 

either reflective or formative. 

For this purpose, Jarvis et al. (2003) offer four criteria to help determine if a construct 

is reflective or formative. These are “the direction of causality from construct to measure”, “the 

interchangeability of the indicators”, “covariation among the indicators”, and whether the 

indicators share “the same antecedents and consequences” (Jarvis et al., 2003, p. 203). As 

mentioned above, the direction of causality should flow from the construct to the indicators for 

a reflective construct, whereas for a formative construct, the direction of causality flows from 

the indicators to the construct. Similarly, in a reflective construct, the indicators are 

interchangeable, whereas in a formative construct, they are not. For this reason, the indicators 

are expected to covary with one another in a reflective construct, whereas this need not be the 
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case in a formative construct. However, while Jarvis et al., (2003) argue that formative 

indicators do not need to share the same antecedents and consequences, Franke et al. (2008) 

have since shown that they must share the formative construct as a common consequence.  

Based on this advice, the variables of strain and academic misconduct have been 

identified as formative constructs, while all the other latent constructs in the model have been 

identified as reflective. The academic shortcoming items and the course disinterest item make 

up an index of strain-inducing circumstances for students. Therefore, the items form the 

construct. Furthermore, while these items may or may not covary with one another, they are 

not interchangeable. For example, one of the academic shortcoming items relates to test-taking 

ability, while another relates to attendance. Similarly, in the academic misconduct scale, the 

items relate to separate acts of academic misconduct which form an index of cheating 

behaviours. Again, while they may covary with one another, the items are not interchangeable 

as they refer to distinct and separate acts of misconduct. For all the other constructs, however, 

the items reflect their respective constructs and are interchangeable. This is because they 

measure attitudes, which are reflective. 

6.4.5 CB-SEM vs. PLS-SEM 

This leads on to a discussion on the two main types of SEM analysis: CB-SEM and 

PLS-SEM. Although CB-SEM is more popular among researchers, there are advantages to 

using PLS-SEM (Astrachan et al., 2014). The two main ones relate to handling low sample 

sizes and formative constructs. PLS-SEM can work with smaller sample sizes in cases where 

the same model in a CB-SEM analysis would fail to converge (Henseler et al., 2014). Due to 

the composite-based nature of PLS-SEM (Hair & Sarstedt, 2019), the technique has also been 

recommended for use with formative indicators (Dash & Paul, 2021), especially due to the ease 

of model identification (Hair et al., 2018). 
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However, despite this recommendation of using PLS-SEM with formative constructs, 

the present study uses CB-SEM for the following reasons. For one, PLS-SEM is mainly used 

for theory development, while CB-SEM is used for theory testing (Dash & Paul, 2021). Due to 

the fact that the current study involves testing the relationships between variables from the 

perspective of general strain theory, CB-SEM seems to be more appropriate. Relatedly, CB-

SEM has well-established model fit statistics, while the same cannot be said for PLS-SEM 

(Henseler et al., 2009). For another, CB-SEM also seems better suited for testing formative 

constructs, despite Dash and Paul’s (2021) recommendation of using PLS-SEM for this 

purpose. Unlike PLS-SEM, CB-SEM allows researchers to include an error term on the 

formative construct, allowing them to assess how well the indicators explain the construct 

(Diamantopoulos, 2011). Moreover, the model with the error term can be compared to a model 

with the error term constrained to 0 to determine if excluding the error term can be justified. 

Finally, CB-SEM allows for the calculation of modification indices, which are important in 

assessing whether proportionality constraints hold. 

6.4.6 Normality 

The final stage in the data screening process involves checking the normality of the 

items to be included in the SEM model. For samples larger than 300 cases, this can be done by 

checking the skewness and kurtosis values of the variables in question (Kim, 2013). While 

skewness refers to the symmetry of the distribution of values on a histogram, kurtosis refers to 

the spread of the same (Hair et al., 2018). According to Kim (2013), “either an absolute skew 

value larger than 2 or an absolute kurtosis (proper) larger than 7 may be used as reference 

values for determining substantial non-normality” (p. 53). 

According to these criteria, the only two variables that had normality issues were 

severity of punishment and academic misconduct. Item 1 on the severity of punishment scale 
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was slightly skewed, with a value of −2.04. Meanwhile, item 3 was both skewed and kurtote, 

with a skewness value of −2.96 and a kurtosis value of 9.88. These two items refer to the 

perceived severity of punishment relating to exam cheating and exam impersonation 

respectively. Many students felt that the punishment for cheating on exams would be severe, 

but even more students felt that the punishment for exam impersonation would be even more 

severe. 

However, the main issue of non-normality relates to the items on the Academic 

Misconduct Scale. Eighteen out of the 19 items were extremely skewed and kurtote. This 

makes sense, as most students did not report any academic misconduct, and those who did, 

only committed a few of the offences on the scale. The only item that was neither skewed nor 

kurtote was the third item on the assignments section of the scale, which referred to poorly 

paraphrasing a source, but with a correct citation. As mentioned in Section 6.3.2, this was the 

most committed type of academic misconduct, with many students committing this offence a 

range of times. This would explain the lack of normality issues with this item. Table 6.10 

contains the mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis values for each item to be 

included as an indicator in the theorised model. For the sake of simplicity, the code names 

found in Table D1 in Appendix D are used to refer to the variables. 
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Table 6.10 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Normality of Indicators 

 M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Independent variables     

    Strain     

        ash1 2.6 1.1 0.48 −0.59 

        ash2 3.7 1.2 −0.62 −0.59 

        ash3 2.0 1.1 1.07 0.33 

        ash4 2.8 1.2 0.14 −1.03 

        ash5 2.9 1.3 0.12 −1.14 

        disinterest 1.5 0.8 1.99 4.46 

    Student consumerism     

        con1 3.0 1.2 0.06 −1.12 

        con2 2.9 1.2 0.11 −1.00 

        con3 3.0 1.1 −0.15 −0.92 

        con4 3.1 1.2 −0.12 −0.95 

        con5 2.8 1.2 0.06 −1.02 

Mediators     

    Academic entitlement     

        aent1 2.1 0.9 0.61 −0.15 

        aent2 2.4 1.1 0.53 −0.63 

        aent3 3.4 1.1 −0.50 −0.55 

        aent4 2.5 1.1 0.27 −0.89 
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 M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

        aent5 2.2 1.0 0.52 −0.41 

        aent6 2.0 0.9 0.93 0.98 

        aent7 2.8 1.2 −0.03 −1.09 

        aent8 1.9 1.0 1.14 0.87 

    Grade importance     

        gradeimp1 3.6 1.3 −0.53 −0.83 

        gradeimp2 3.4 1.4 −0.46 −1.14 

    Self-esteem     

        est1 3.6 1.0 −0.75 −0.25 

        Rest2 2.7 1.2 0.51 −0.80 

        est3 4.0 0.8 −1.02 1.54 

        est4 3.9 0.9 −0.76 0.43 

        Rest5 3.5 1.1 −0.54 −0.64 

        Rest6 2.8 1.2 0.34 −1.04 

        est7 3.8 0.9 −0.89 0.66 

        Rest8 2.6 1.2 0.51 −0.77 

        Rest9 3.7 1.1 −0.70 −0.40 

        est10 3.6 1.1 −0.55 −0.35 

    Understanding of misconduct policies     

        und1 3.5 1.0 −0.49 −0.12 

        und2 4.2 0.8 −0.94 0.95 

        und3 4.0 0.9 −0.69 0.23 

        und4 3.6 1.0 −0.56 0.13 
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 M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

    Severity of punishment     

        sev1 4.5 0.8 −2.04 4.90 

        sev2 4.5 0.8 −1.86 3.55 

        sev3 4.7 0.7 −2.96 9.88 

        sev4 3.8 1.2 −0.61 −0.75 

        sev5 4.2 1.0 −1.05 0.19 

    Attitudes towards misconduct     

        Ramatt1 1.7 0.9 1.55 1.86 

        amatt2 1.7 1.0 1.32 1.12 

        Ramatt3 1.9 1.1 1.17 0.37 

        amatt4 1.8 1.0 1.18 0.59 

        amatt5 2.3 1.2 0.60 −0.71 

        Ramatt6 3.4 1.1 −0.34 −0.59 

        amatt7 2.0 1.1 0.80 −0.40 

        amatt8 3.4 1.1 −0.49 −0.33 

Controls     

        age 25.91 7.72 1.99 4.16 

        avegrade 4.24 0.71 −1.18 1.95 

        peer3 1.8 1.3 1.41 0.68 

Dependent variable     

    Academic Misconduct     

        amexam1 1.0 0.2 12.17 175.74 

        amexam2 1.1 0.4 5.82 38.32 
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 M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

        amexam3 1.1 0.3 7.98 73.79 

        amexam4 1.3 0.7 3.27 11.06 

        amexam5 1.1 0.3 6.54 48.10 

        amexam6 1.1 0.3 5.00 26.28 

        amass1 1.1 0.4 6.81 55.93 

        amass2 1.1 0.3 4.96 25.26 

        amass3 1.7 1.1 1.51 1.22 

        amass4 1.2 0.6 3.60 14.07 

        amass5 1.3 0.8 2.80 7.92 

        amass6 1.1 0.4 4.94 26.91 

        amass7 1.1 0.5 5.67 35.75 

        amass8 1.3 0.8 2.78 7.87 

        amass9 1.1 0.4 5.49 35.51 

        amass10 1.1 0.3 5.85 35.27 

        amass11 1.1 0.4 5.04 31.29 

        amass12 1.3 0.7 3.34 11.57 

        amass13 1.1 0.5 4.51 22.28 

Note. Absolute skewness values over 2 and absolute kurtosis values over 7 are highlighted in 

bold. 
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6.4.7 Removal of Academic Misconduct From Theorised Model 

Based on the extreme non-normality of the items in the Academic Misconduct Scale, 

along with a few other considerations, the decision was made to remove academic misconduct 

as a variable from the theorised SEM model. While slight violations of normality can be 

tolerated, some of the skewness and kurtosis values for the academic misconduct items were 

too high to consider keeping the variable in the model. For example, the first item on the exams 

section of the scale had a skewness value of 12.17 and a kurtosis value of 175.74. In addition 

to these normality concerns, there are issues with using formative constructs as dependent 

variables. This relates to the interpretation of the error term on the construct, which in the case 

of a dependent formative construct, would be capturing the variance unexplained by not only 

the formative indicators but also the incoming structural relationships. Moreover, because 

incoming relationships define a formative construct, the inclusion of structural relationships 

from other variables, in addition to the relationships from the formative indicators and error 

term, would be questionable (Diamantopoulos et al., 2008). 

There are two further concerns to using the Academic Misconduct Scale as the 

dependent variable of the model. The first relates to the period of time which the scale covers. 

All the other main constructs in the model relate to the time at which the data were collected. 

Meanwhile, the Academic Misconduct Scale relates to a period of time leading up to the time 

of data collection. While students’ beliefs may remain stable over a short period of time, the 

Academic Misconduct Scale ultimately concerns past cheating behaviour, while the other 

major scales in the model concern present attitudes. Therefore, it would be hard to justify a 

model wherein present attitudes are causing past behaviour. While this could be remedied 

through a longitudinal study consisting of past attitudes and present behaviours, this was not 

the nature of the current study. The second concern relates to the size of the sample. Using the 
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commonly cited rule of 10 cases for each indicator (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994, as cited in 

Collier, 2020), the model would contain too many indicators if the academic misconduct items 

were included. 

6.4.8 Revised Model 

This leads on to the revised SEM model presented in Figure 6.2. In this model, the new 

dependent variable was attitudes towards academic misconduct. According to the theory of 

reasoned action, attitudes can help predict intentions, which in turn can help predict behaviours 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Because the Attitudes Toward Academic 

Dishonesty Scale contains items relating to both attitudes and intentions towards academic 

misconduct, the scale can be used to predict actual academic misconduct. The relationship 

between attitudes towards academic misconduct and actual academic misconduct was also 

tested, as shown in Section 7.6.1. 

6.4.9 Revised Hypotheses 

Because attitudes towards academic misconduct will be the dependent variable of the 

model instead of actual academic misconduct, H2, H3, and H5 must be updated. These updated 

hypotheses are presented below: 

H2 – Academic entitlement positively influences attitudes towards academic 

misconduct (Direct relationship) 

H3 – Academic entitlement mediates the relationship between student consumerism and 

attitudes towards academic misconduct (Indirect relationship) 

H5 – Academic entitlement serves as the strongest mediator in the relationship between 

strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct (Indirect relationship)  
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Figure 6.2 

Revised Model 
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6.4.10 Model Fit Indices 

Model fit indices give an indication of how well the data fits the theorised model by 

comparing the observed covariance matrix with the estimated covariance matrix (Collier, 

2020). There are two main types of model fit indices. These are absolute fit indices and 

incremental fit indices (Hair et al., 2018). While absolute fit indices assess the fit of the model 

independent of other models, incremental fit indices compare the fit of the specified model to 

an alternative baseline model. “The most common baseline model is referred to as a null model, 

one that assumes all observed variables are uncorrelated” (Hair et al., 2018, p. 638). Hair et al. 

(2018) recommend that researchers “report at least one incremental index and one absolute 

index, in addition to the χ2 value and the associated degrees of freedom” (p. 641). 

In terms of the absolute fit indices, the indices that will be presented in the thesis are 

the model chi-square test (χ2), the relative chi-square test (χ2/df), the root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA), and the standardised root mean residual (SRMR). The model chi-

square test statistic assesses if the estimated covariance matrix differs significantly from the 

observed covariance matrix (Collier, 2020). However, this test statistic depends on the size of 

the sample and the complexity of the model (Hair et al., 2018). Models with larger samples and 

more indicators are more likely to produce significant chi-square test results. There are two 

other fit indices which try to remedy these issues. These are the relative chi-square test and the 

RMSEA. The relative chi-square test accounts for model complexity by dividing the chi-square 

value by the degrees of freedom, while the RMSEA accounts for both the size of the sample 

and the degrees of freedom in its calculation (Collier, 2020; Hair et al., 2018). Finally, the 

SRMR captures “the average difference between the predicted and observed covariances in the 

model based on standardized residuals” (Collier, 2020, p. 67). 
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In terms of incremental fit indices, the ones that will be presented in the thesis are the 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI). These two indices have been 

chosen because they are the most commonly used incremental fit indices (Hair et al., 2018). 

Like most of the abovementioned indices, the CFI and TLI use the chi-square test value to 

determine how well a theorised model fits the data (Collier, 2020; Hair et al., 2018). However, 

unlike the other indices, these two compare the fit of the theorised model against that of a null 

model, thus providing a better understanding of model fit than what the other indices show. In 

the interest of simplicity, all the indices to be presented in the thesis are summarised in Table 

6.11, along with the corresponding values that indicate good model fit. 
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Table 6.11 

Model Fit Indices 

Model fit index Recommended value 

χ2 A p value above .05 indicates good fit 

  

χ2/df A value between 1 and 3 indicates good fit 

  

RMSEA 

A value below .05 indicates good fit, while 

a value between .05 and .08 indicates 

adequate fit 

  

SRMR 

A value below .05 indicates good fit, while 

a value between .05 and .09 indicates 

adequate fit 

  

CFI A value above .9 indicates good fit 

  

TLI A value above .9 indicates good fit 

Note. Adapted from Applied Structural Equation Modeling Using AMOS: Basic to Advanced 

Techniques by Collier (2020, pp. 65-67).  

 

6.5 Conclusion  

In summary, 909 cases were collected from the online questionnaire; however, only 

432 of these were usable. There were no missing data that were relevant to the study, and there 

were no impermissible values within the dataset. The demographic characteristics of the sample 

largely matched those of the population of English and Scottish university students. In terms 

of the descriptive analyses, more students admitted to cheating on exams than on assignments. 

The most committed exam misconduct was communicating with another student during an 
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exam, while the least committed was exam impersonation. Meanwhile, the most committed 

type of assignment misconduct was poorly paraphrasing a source with a correct citation, while 

the least committed was contract cheating. Moreover, most students only committed one type 

of academic misconduct, and most students did not seem to commit the same type of 

misconduct more than once. Finally, in terms of history of academic misconduct, 22.5% of the 

students admitted to cheating before entering university, and 13.7% of the student admitted to 

cheating in previous years of university. The vast majority of students who cheated in the past 

were not caught, and around half of those who were caught were penalised.  

In addition to these descriptive findings, this chapter also presented the method that will 

be used to test the main hypotheses of this thesis in the next chapter. This involved specifying 

the strain construct as a formative construct and all the other constructs as reflective constructs. 

Strain and student consumerism were specified as the independent variables of the theorised 

SEM model, and attitudes towards academic misconduct was specified as the dependent 

variable due to the normality issues regarding the items in the Academic Misconduct Scale. 

Because they were thought to be influenced by the independent variables, the conditioning 

variables of academic entitlement, grade importance, self-esteem, and understanding of 

academic misconduct policies were positioned as mediators in the theorised SEM model, along 

with severity of punishment, which was also thought to act as a mediator of the relationship 

between understanding of academic misconduct policies and attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. The next chapter presents the results from the analysis of this SEM model. 

  



222 
 

Chapter 7: Main Data Analysis and Findings 

7.1 Introduction 

The previous chapter presented the structural model to be tested in an SEM analysis. In 

this model, strain and student consumerism were independent variables; academic entitlement, 

grade importance, self-esteem, understanding of academic misconduct policies, and severity of 

punishment were mediator variables; and attitudes towards academic misconduct was the 

dependent variable. This chapter aims to use this model to test the main hypotheses of the 

study. This involves establishing the validity and reliability of the reflective and formative 

constructs to be used in the model and showing that the assumptions of SEM have been met.  

To do this, the chapter first discusses the validity and reliability of the reflective 

constructs. This is followed by a discussion on the issues surrounding formative indicators and 

how they were resolved in the present study, including those pertaining to validity and 

reliability. After showing that the main assumptions of CB-SEM were met, the chapter presents 

the direct relationships and indirect relationships between the variables in the model and shows 

how the hypotheses were supported. The chapter concludes with a series of post-hoc tests. 

These confirm the validity of using attitudes towards academic misconduct as a stand-in 

variable for actual academic misconduct and the validity of not accounting for the differences 

between English and Scottish students and not including fee responsibility in the model. 

7.2 Reflective Indicators 

Before moving on to the analysis of the full structural model, the validity and reliability 

of the indicators to be used in the model must first be assessed. Because formative indicators 

are treated differently to reflective ones in this regard (Diamantopoulos et al., 2008; Jarvis et 

al., 2003), they will be discussed separately. While there are many types of validity tests, the 

two most important ones at this stage are convergent and discriminant validity (Hair et al., 
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2018). While convergent validity relates to how well a set of indicators measure a latent 

construct, discriminant validity relates to how well this set of indicators can be distinguished 

from the sets of indicators used to measure other constructs (Collier, 2020). The convergent 

and discriminant validity of all the reflective indicators was first assessed using an EFA. 

Meanwhile a more robust check of both types of validity was performed using a CFA.  

In addition to validity, an assessment must also be made of the reliability of reflective 

indicators. This relates to internal consistency, which captures how well the indicators of a 

construct are related to one another (Hair et al., 2018). The three main techniques used to assess 

the internal consistency of indicators were Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and 

maximal reliability. Cronbach’s alpha aims to measure the internal consistency of a set of 

indicators by measuring “the average correlation” among them (Nunnally, 1967, p. 210). 

However, despite the popularity of the technique (M. N. K. Saunders et al., 2019), Cronbach’s 

alpha is influenced by the number of items in a scale and tends to under or overestimate values 

(Cortina, 1993; Yang & Green, 2011).  

For this reason, much of SEM research uses composite reliability to measure reliability 

(Collier, 2020; Hair et al., 2018). This can be defined as “the total amount of true score variance 

in relation to the total scale score variance” (Brunner & Süβ, 2005, p. 229). It can be calculated 

using the sum of the standardised factor loadings from a CFA, along with the sum of the 

measurement errors (Collier, 2020). However, maximal reliability has been offered as an 

alternative method of assessing reliability during a CFA. It can be defined as “the squared 

correlation between a latent construct and the optimum linear composite formed by its 

indicators” (Hancock & Mueller, 2001, p. 195). As long as the measurement errors are not 

correlated, the technique produces values that are higher than the composite reliability of a set 

of indicators (Fu et al., 2018). The reliability of each construct was assessed using Cronbach’s 

alpha during the EFA, and with composite reliability and maximal reliability during the CFA.  
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7.2.1 Initial EFA 

An EFA was performed with all the items from the seven reflective constructs in the 

theorised model. To match the method used in the full structural model analysis, the maximum 

likelihood method was used to extract the factors (Collier, 2020). Only factors with an 

eigenvalue greater than 1 were retained. For rotation, the Promax method was used because 

this has been shown to be better at finding “the presence of a simple structure in the items” 

(Finch, 2006, p. 49). 

A 10-factor solution was produced explaining 53.19% of the variance in the data. Based 

on an inspection of the correlation matrix, most of the correlations between the items within 

each scale were above .3. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .85, 

which was above the lowest acceptable value of .5 (Hair et al., 2018; Kaiser, 1974). Bartlett's 

Test of Sphericity was also significant at p < .001, which “indicates that sufficient correlations 

exist among the variables to proceed” (Hair et al., 2018, p. 137). 

However, as noted by the presence of a 10-factor solution, the items from some of the 

seven reflective scales did not cleanly load onto their respective factors. More specifically, 

some items in three of the scales were loading onto separate factors. These items related to self-

esteem, severity of punishment, and attitudes towards academic misconduct. Moreover, some 

of the items in the student consumerism and academic entitlement scales had low 

communalities and were not loading significantly onto the same factor as the rest of the items 

in their respective scales. For this reason, items were deleted from four of these scales. After 

deleting each item, the EFA was rerun to see if the problems persisted. If they did, then another 

item was deleted until a 7-factor solution was reached. These deleted items are shown in Table 

7.1. 
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Table 7.1 

Items Deleted After Initial EFA 

Scale Deleted items 

Student consumerism con3, con4 

Academic entitlement aent2, aent3 

Self-esteem Rest2, Rest5, Rest6, Rest8, Rest9 

Attitudes towards academic misconduct Ramatt6, amatt8 

 

 

Two items were deleted from the student consumerism factor due to low 

communalities. While all the other items in the scale assess the attitudes of the respondent, 

con3 asks respondents what they think other students believe. Because of the confusion caused 

by asking respondents about the presumed beliefs of others (Hunt & Vitell, 1986), this item 

was removed. Meanwhile, con4 relates to the issue of fee reimbursements. However, a student 

could still have a consumerist view of higher education even though they believe that they 

should not be entitled to fee reimbursements if they feel they did not learn anything from their 

classes. In fact, they may feel that they should not be entitled to such reimbursements because 

they paid for the service provided, regardless of whether they benefitted from it or not. Because 

of the specific nature of the item, it was also removed from the model. Coincidently, both these 

removed items—con3 and con4—also had lower factor loadings than the other items in 

Fairchild and Craig’s (2014) study from which they were derived. 

As for academic entitlement, two items were also removed due to having low 

communalities. Again, this can be explained with reference to the items themselves and how 

they either failed to capture the intended construct or were misinterpreted by the respondents. 
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In the case of aent2, the item captures the belief that lecturers “should only lecture on material 

covered in the textbook and assigned readings” (Kopp et al, 2011, p. 125). However, many 

students may feel that this is a reasonable demand, as they do not want lecturers to waste time 

discussing things unrelated to the subjects being taught. Similarly, aent3 states that “if I am 

struggling in a class, the [lecturer] should approach me and offer to help” (Kopp et al., 2011, 

p. 125). Again, while Kopp et al. (2011) may have intended this item to capture the idea that 

students should not be considered responsible for seeking help when needed, the respondents 

may have interpreted this item to mean that they should receive help from their lecturer when 

needed. Because of these potential misunderstandings, aent2 and aent3 were also removed from 

the model. 

The negatively worded self-esteem items were deleted for two main reasons. For one, 

Rest2 and Rest8 were loading onto another factor, and Rest6 was significantly cross-loading 

onto the same factor. For another, previous research suggests that there are issues regarding the 

dimensionality of the RSES. While the scale has been found to be unidimensional, there are 

method effects caused by the negatively worded items (Corwyn, 2000; McKay et al., 2014; 

Salerno et al., 2017; Supple et al., 2013). This would explain not only the previously mentioned 

cross-loadings but also the fact that the negatively worded items have different associations 

with other variables compared to the positively worded items (Ang et al., 2006; Supple et al., 

2013). For these reasons, all the negatively worded self-esteem items were removed from the 

model. 

Finally, Ramatt6 and amatt8 were loading onto a completely different construct when 

compared to the other items in the attitudes towards academic misconduct construct. This is 

because they capture the willingness of respondents to turn in other students for academic 

misconduct, as opposed to the other items, which relate to the respondents’ own willingness to 

engage in academic misconduct. An inspection of the histograms of the items also revealed 
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that the distributions for these two items were more normal. However, the distributions of the 

other items were more positively skewed. This suggests that while most students disagree with 

academic misconduct, many are willing to turn in others for cheating. Due to these differences, 

Ramatt6 and amatt8 were also deleted from the model. 

7.2.2 Final EFA 

After deleting these items, the EFA was rerun, and a 7-factor solution was obtained 

explaining 53.80% of the variance in the data. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacy was .84, and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was significant at p < .001. Both of these 

values were acceptable according to the criteria mentioned before (Hair et al., 2018; Kaiser, 

1974). There were less than 4% nonredundant residuals, and all the correlations between the 

items within each scale were above .3 in the correlation matrix. Taken together, all these 

statistics support the factorability of the correlation matrix. 

The results from the EFA support the validity and reliability of the resulting factors. 

Convergent validity can be seen in the pattern matrix in Table 7.2, as all the loadings for each 

factor are over .5. In addition to this, none of the communalities were below .3. In terms of 

discriminant validity, there were no strong cross-loadings of the items. Furthermore, none of 

the factors had a correlation above .7 in the factor correlation matrix (as shown in Table 7.3). 

Finally, in terms of reliability, Table 7.4 shows that the Cronbach’s alpha scores for all the 

scales were above the .7 value deemed acceptable in the social sciences (George & Mallery, 

2010). 
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Table 7.2 

Pattern Matrix and Communalities 

  

Factor  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Communality 

con1 .83 −.02 .01 .00 −.01 .03 −.01 .67 

con2 .66 .09 .02 .01 −.04 .02 −.03 .48 

con5 .78 −.01 −.01 .00 .02 −.05 .00 .60 

aent1 .02 .56 .04 .07 −.01 −.12 .09 .42 

aent4 .03 .57 .03 −.02 .02 −.03 .00 .34 

aent5 .02 .55 −.02 .02 −.04 .04 .06 .34 

aent6 −.03 .75 −.01 −.04 .03 .01 −.10 .49 

aent7 −.01 .58 −.04 .00 .01 .02 .02 .35 

aent8 .03 .61 −.02 −.03 .05 .02 .09 .46 

gradeimp1 .02 −.01 .89 −.01 .01 −.04 −.01 .78 

gradeimp2 −.01 −.02 .66 .02 .03 .08 .06 .47 

est1 −.09 .07 .06 .74 −.06 .05 −.11 .58 

est3 .01 −.06 −.01 .77 −.01 −.04 −.02 .61 

est4 .05 −.05 .02 .69 .07 −.02 .08 .49 

est7 .06 −.07 −.10 .78 .02 .06 .06 .62 

est10 −.04 .10 .03 .72 .00 −.03 −.03 .52 

und1 −.06 .12 .02 .04 .58 −.03 .00 .36 

und2 .03 −.12 −.01 .02 .73 .00 −.01 .56 

und3 .03 −.04 .00 −.07 .81 .00 −.03 .67 
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Factor  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Communality 

und4 −.04 .08 .05 .03 .62 .00 .02 .41 

sev1 −.01 .05 .06 −.03 −.05 .73 −.11 .61 

sev2 .00 −.03 −.03 −.04 −.01 .82 .10 .59 

sev3 .02 −.13 .05 .01 −.07 .67 .06 .44 

sev4 .02 .12 .00 .05 .02 .72 −.08 .56 

sev5 −.03 −.01 −.04 .02 .10 .72 −.02 .58 

Ramatt1 −.03 −.08 .02 −.01 .01 −.06 .81 .62 

amatt2 .00 .04 −.05 .03 .07 .07 .89 .77 

Ramatt3 −.03 .00 −.01 −.03 −.09 −.09 .60 .46 

amatt4 .00 .10 −.05 −.01 .01 .05 .79 .70 

amatt5 .01 .06 .09 −.03 −.06 .06 .70 .52 

amatt7 .01 −.01 .04 .03 .01 −.07 .75 .60 

Note. Factor loadings above .3 are highlighted in bold. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



230 
 

Table 7.3 

Factor Correlation Matrix 

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1   Student consumerism —       

2   Academic entitlement .25 —      

3   Grade importance .00 −.05 —     

4   Self-esteem .02 −.06 .06 —    

5   Understanding of policies −.10 −.02 .22 .07 —   

6   Severity of punishment −.04 −.16 .27 −.05 .33 —  

7   Attitudes towards misconduct .10 .55 −.13 −.11 −.20 −.47 — 

 

 

Table 7.4 

Cronbach’s Alphas for Extracted Factors 

Factor Number of items Cronbach’s alpha 

1   Student consumerism 3 .80 

2   Academic entitlement 6 .79 

3   Grade importance 2 .75 

4   Self-esteem 5 .85 

5   Understanding of misconduct 4 .78 

6   Severity of punishment 5 .84 

7   Attitudes towards misconduct 6 .89 
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7.2.3 Initial CFA 

The factor structure from the EFA was then tested in a CFA. This was done by opening 

the datafile in IBM SPSS AMOS 28. A latent variable was created for each latent construct, 

and directional arrows were drawn from these constructs to their respective indicators. Error 

terms were attached to these indicators, and covariances were drawn between all the latent 

constructs. The first indicator in each construct was constrained for identification purposes. A 

copy of the resultant CFA model is presented in Figure 7.1. 

The resulting model fit the data well. The model fit indices suggested that the model 

was a good fit (χ2 = 833.07, df = 413, p < .001, χ2/df = 2.02, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA = 

.05, SRMR = .05). While the chi-square test result was significant, the test has been shown to 

be sensitive to the size of the sample, with larger samples producing significant chi-square test 

results (Collier, 2020). However, the relative chi-square test value for the current model was 

2.02, which was below the 3:1 ratio recommended by Hair et al. (2018). As for the factor 

loadings from the constructs to their indicators, all the t-values were significant at p < .001, and 

most of the standardised regression weights were above .7. 
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Figure 7.1 

Initial CFA Model 

 

Note. Model fit indices: χ2 = 833.07, df = 413, p < .001, χ2/df = 2.02, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, 

RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .05. 
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However, there were issues with the factor loadings of two of the indicators in the 

model. One of these was und1. This had a standardised factor loading of .57, which meant that 

the construct explained less than a third of the variance in the indicator, suggesting that und1 

did not measure the understanding of misconduct policies construct well. This perhaps relates 

to the nature of the other items and the meaning of the construct overall. The other items 

measure the lecturers’ understanding and support of academic integrity policies, and the 

effectiveness of those policies. They therefore represent how seriously the institution takes 

academic misconduct according to the respondent. However, und1 seems to measure the 

average students’ understanding of academic integrity policies. While this item may make 

sense in an environment where an honour code exists—as was the case in the research study 

from which these items were taken (McCabe & Trevino, 1993)—it does not make sense in the 

current context as the understanding of other students does not influence how seriously English 

and Scottish students think academic institutions take academic misconduct. Therefore, und1 

was removed from the model. 

The other item with an issue in the current analysis was sev3. The modification indices 

recommended covarying the error terms of sev1 and sev3, with this relationship having the 

largest modification indices value of all the modifications suggested. After covarying the two 

error terms, the model fit improved; however, the standardised regression weight of sev3 fell 

from .69 to .53. The two error terms had a correlation of .44, which suggests that many 

respondents see the severity of punishment for colluding on an exam to be similar to the 

severity of punishment for cheating on an exam. As mentioned in Section 6.4.6, sev3 also has 

normality issues, with a skewness value of −2.96 and a kurtosis value of 9.88. An analysis of 

the histograms for all five items in the severity of punishment scale suggests that most students 

would find the punishment for this type of offence to be problematic. In fact, as mentioned in 

Section 6.3.2, colluding on an exam was the least committed act of academic misconduct in 
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the current sample, with only 1.9% of students reporting having committed the offence even 

once. Due to these reasons, sev3 does not seem to be a good indicator of the perceived severity 

of punishment for academic misconduct. Therefore, the item was also deleted from the model. 

For the sake of clarity, the two deleted items are shown in Table 7.5. 

7.2.4 Common Method Bias 

Common method variance refers to the variability in responses that arises from the 

methods used to collect them (Fuller et al., 2016). High amounts of common method variance 

can lead to common method bias, where the relationships between variables are biased by the 

common variance between them. The most common post-hoc test to detect common method 

bias is Harman’s single-factor test (Collier, 2020). This involves placing all the indicators of a 

model in an EFA to see if a single factor explains more than 50% of the variance in the data. 

However, while Fuller et al. (2016) argue that the technique can satisfactorily detect the large 

amount of common method variance that must be present to bias results, many authors believe 

that the test is insensitive and is thus not able to detect more reasonable levels of common 

method bias (e.g., Malhotra et al., 2007; Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

 

Table 7.5 

Items Deleted After Initial CFA 

Scale Deleted items 

Understanding of misconduct policies und1 

Severity of punishment sev3 
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For this reason, Collier (2020) recommends using a latent common method factor to 

assess whether the indicators in a CFA model are biased by the method used to collect the data. 

This method involves creating a latent common method factor as part of the CFA and drawing 

relationships from the factor to all the indicators in the model. These relationships are all 

constrained to be equal, because if any common method bias exists, then this should have an 

equal effect on all the indicators in the model. A chi-square difference test is then performed 

between the chi-square and degrees of freedom of the normal CFA model and the chi-square 

and degrees of freedom to the CFA model with the latent common method factor included. If 

the models are not statistically different, then common method bias is not a problem in the 

original CFA model. While there are also some issues with this approach, Podsakoff et al. 

(2012) acknowledge that no one technique can accurately measure common method bias and 

that the main aim of method bias testing “is to reduce the plausibility of method biases as a 

rival explanation for the relationships observed in a study” (p. 559). 

For this reason, both Harman’s single-factor test and the latent common method factor 

technique proposed by Collier (2020) were used to assess whether common method bias was a 

problem in the current study. For Harman’s single-factor test, all the indicators in the model 

were placed into an EFA in IBM SPSS Statistics 28. To be consistent with the rest of the SEM 

analysis, the maximum likelihood technique was used to extract the one common method 

variance factor. The unrotated factor explained 18.92% of the variance in the data. This was 

well below the 50% threshold. For the latent common method factor technique, a common 

method factor was created as part of the CFA model without und1 and sev3 in IBM SPSS 

AMOS 28, and the variance of this factor was set to 1. Relationships were then drawn from 

this latent variable to the indicators in the model and were constrained to be equal. The chi-

square and degrees of freedom of the model with the common method factor and the one 
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without were compared, and no significant difference was found (χ2 = 0, df = 1, p = 1). 

Therefore, based on these two tests, common method bias is not a problem in the current study. 

7.2.5 Final CFA 

The final CFA model is presented in Figure 7.2, and the results from the CFA analysis 

are presented in Table 7.6. The model fit the data well (χ2 = 666.52, df = 356, p < .001, χ2/df = 

1.87, CFI = .94, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .04). The 90% confidence interval for the 

RMSEA value ranged from .04 to .05, suggesting that the population RMSEA value was most 

likely within the range of values that indicate acceptable model fit.  Furthermore, all of the 

standardised factor loadings were above .5, and most of them were above .7. Finally, all the t-

values were significant at p < .001. 

However, there were two slight issues with the analysis, but these were resolved. First, 

sev1 was slightly skewed, with a skewness value of −2.04. Therefore, the analysis was rerun 

using a 5000-sample bootstrap, generating 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals around the 

regression weights for each indicator. Other than for the indicators that were constrained for 

identification purposes, these confidence intervals suggested that all the regression weights 

were significant at p < .001. Second, the modification indices suggested that covarying the 

error terms within three constructs could improve the fit of the model. These constructs were 

self-esteem, severity of punishment, and attitudes towards academic misconduct. However, this 

was not done due to the lack of a theoretical justification for the changes and the issues 

associated with correlating error terms within constructs in general (Hermida, 2015). 

Nevertheless, the final model fit was satisfactory even without making these changes. 
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Figure 7.2 

Final CFA Model 

 

Note. Model fit indices: χ2 = 666.52, df = 356, p < .001, χ2/df = 1.87, CFI = .94, TLI = .93, 

RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .04. 
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Table 7.6 

Results From Final CFA 

Indicators Standardised factor loading t-value 

Student consumerism   

    con1 .83 ** 

    con2 .69 12.72 

    con5 .76 13.37 

Academic entitlement   

    aent1 .64 ** 

    aent4 .59 9.96 

    aent5 .59 10.07 

    aent6 .66 10.86 

    aent7 .59 9.94 

    aent8 .67 11.06 

Grade importance   

    gradeimp1 .72 ** 

    gradeimp2 .84 5.62 

Self-esteem   

    est1 .75 ** 

    est3 .79 15.36 

    est4 .69 13.51 

    est7 .77 15.08 

    est10 .71 13.90 
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Indicators Standardised factor loading t-value 

Understanding of policies   

    und2 .73 ** 

    und3 .83 12.09 

    und4 .62 11.05 

Severity of punishment   

    sev1 .70 ** 

    sev2 .71 12.99 

    sev4 .80 14.39 

    sev5 .83 14.70 

Attitudes towards misconduct  

    Ramatt1 .77 ** 

    amatt2 .86 19.11 

    Ramatt3 .67 14.12 

    amatt4 .84 18.48 

    amatt5 .72 15.33 

    amatt7 .78 16.89 

Note. ** indicates that the item was constrained for identification purposes. 
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7.2.6 Validity and Reliability 

Evidence for the construct validity, discriminant validity, and reliability of the reflective 

constructs can be seen in Table 7.7, while additional support for discriminant validity can be 

found in Table 7.8. Before assessing construct validity, the reliability of the constructs must 

first be established (Hair et al., 2018). This was done using composite reliability and maximal 

reliability. As can be seen in Table 7.7, all the composite reliabilities were above .7, indicating 

an acceptable level of internal consistency (Hair et al., 2018). Similarly, all the maximal 

reliabilities were also satisfactory. 

 

Table 7.7 

Validity and Reliability of Reflective Constructs 

Construct CR H AVE MSV 

Student consumerism .80 .82 .58 .07 

Academic entitlement .79 .79 .39 .36 

Grade importance .75 .77 .61 .09 

Self-esteem .86 .86 .55 .02 

Understanding of policies .77 .80 .53 .14 

Severity of punishment .84 .85 .58 .21 

Attitudes towards misconduct .90 .91 .60 .36 

Note. CR = composite reliability; H = maximal reliability; AVE = average variance extracted; 

MSV = maximum shared variance. 
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Table 7.8 

HTMT Analysis 

Construct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1   Student consumerism —       

2   Academic entitlement .28 —      

3   Grade importance .01 .06 —     

4   Self-esteem .03 .07 .07 —    

5   Understanding of misconduct .11 .07 .28 .07 —   

6   Severity of punishment .03 .17 .30 .04 .37 —  

7   Attitudes towards misconduct .09 .59 .13 .12 .24 .48 — 

 

 

Convergent validity can be assessed using the average variance extracted (AVE). The 

AVE of a construct can be calculated by dividing the sum of the squared standardised factor 

loadings for that construct by the number of indicators in that construct (Hair et al., 2018). An 

AVE higher than .5 indicates that, on average, the construct explains more than 50% of the 

variance in its indicators, thus suggesting that they are good measures of the construct. As can 

be seen in Table 7.7, academic entitlement was the only construct with an AVE below .5.  

Finally, divergent validity can be assessed by comparing the AVE to the maximum 

shared variance (MSV). The MSV of a construct can be calculated by squaring the highest of 

all the correlations between that construct and the others (Sharif et al., 2022). The reasoning 

behind comparing the AVE to the MSV rests on the fact that the amount of variance shared 

between two constructs should not be higher than the amount of variance that they explain in 

their own indicators (Hair et al., 2018). The AVEs were higher than the MSVs for all the 
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constructs, suggesting that there were no discriminant validity issues. Further evidence for this 

discriminant validity can be found in Table 7.8, which contains the heterotrait-monotrait ratio 

of correlations (HTMT) between constructs. All of these ratios were below the threshold of .85 

(Collier, 2020). 

Therefore, there was only a problem with the validity of one of the reflective constructs: 

the AVE of academic entitlement. This was below the .5 threshold recommended by Hair et al. 

(2018). However, the AVE value of .39 could not be improved by deleting any of the indicators 

in the construct. This may be due to the fact that academic entitlement, as defined by the items 

in the AEQ, is a multi-faceted construct. Kopp et al. (2011) designed the AEQ to measure five 

different aspects of academic entitlement. This would not only explain the construct validity 

issues in the current study but also those experienced by Khojasteh and Keener (2018) and 

Kurtyilmaz (2019), which were discussed in Section 2.4.3.4. However, as mentioned in that 

section, this was the most suitable measure of all the academic entitlement measures. 

Furthermore, Kopp et al. (2011) and Kopp and Finney (2013) found that the items in the scale 

loaded onto a single factor. 

In the present study, there seems to be enough evidence for the validity and reliability 

of the construct to move on with the analysis, while still bearing in mind this particular issue 

regarding construct validity. Like Kopp et al. (2011) and Kopp and Finney (2013), the present 

study found that all the items in the construct loaded onto a single factor in the EFA, even 

though the standardised factor loadings were below .7 in the CFA (as can be seen in Table 7.6). 

There were no discriminant validity issues, and all the reliability measures for the construct 

were satisfactory. In fact, Nunan et al. (2020) suggest that the convergent validity of a measure 

can be established based on composite reliability alone, as AVE tends to be a more conservative 

measure of convergent validity. Nevertheless, the decision was made to proceed on to the next 

stage of the analysis without making any further alterations to the construct. 
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7.3 Formative Indicators 

The only formative indicators in the model were those that made up the strain construct. 

As mentioned in Section 6.4.4, wrongly specifying a formative construct as a reflective one 

can lead to the underestimation of relationships from independent variables to the formative 

construct and the overestimation of relationships from the formative construct to dependent 

variables (Jarvis et al., 2003). Correctly specifying a construct as either reflective or formative 

becomes even more important after considering the fact that the most commonly used model 

fit statistics are not able to detect this type of model misspecification (Diamantopoulos et al., 

2008; Jarvis et al., 2003).  

As mentioned in Section 6.4.4, the decision to model the strain construct as a formative 

one stems from the advice of Jarvis et al. (2003), in addition to the content of the items that 

make up the construct itself. Based on the ideas of Agnew (1992), academic strain can be 

represented by a set of circumstances that prevent students from attaining a desired goal or 

present them with something negative. Some of these circumstances are covered by the items 

in the Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale (T. R. Smith et al., 2013) and the item of Course 

Disinterest. Taken together, these items make up academic strain as a construct, which means 

that academic strain is a formative construct (Jarvis et al., 2003). These items need not be 

related, as it is possible that a student could have a poor test-taking ability, but also a high 

attention span. As a result, they are not interchangeable, as they make up the construct, rather 

than being reflections of it.  

Formative indicators present unique problems that must be resolved before including 

them in the full structural model for hypothesis testing. One of the biggest issues relates to 

model identification, as the formative construct must be scaled and identified before the 

analysis can be run successfully (Jarvis et al., 2003). Furthermore, formative indicators assume 
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that there is no error in their measurement, which can be considered a false assumption 

(Edwards, 2011). While an error term is captured on the formative construct itself, this 

represents all the unknown variables that make up the construct and cannot be thought of as 

measurement error (Diamantopoulos, 2006). Nevertheless, the same assumption applies to 

other variables, such as control variables. In their defence of formative indicators, Bollen and 

Diamantopoulos (2017) argue that this assumption only becomes a problem if the indicators 

contain non-negligible amounts of error. 

Beyond the lack of measurement error, formative indicators have four other 

assumptions. These are that (1) no multicollinearity should exist among the indicators, (2) a 

comprehensive list of indicators should be used to cover the full scope of the construct, (3) the 

indicators should not be related to the error term on the construct, and (4) the indicators should 

have proportional effects on the outcome variables of the construct (Diamantopoulos, 2011). 

These assumptions, along with the issue of identification, are discussed below. 

7.3.1 Scaling and Identification 

There are two issues that must be resolved in order for a formative construct to be 

correctly specified. These are the issues of scaling and identification. According to Jöreskog 

and Sörbom (1993), "latent variables are unobservable and have no definite scales” (p. 173). 

Because of this, a reference variable must be chosen to scale the latent construct (Schumacker, 

2016). In reflective constructs, this is usually achieved by constraining the relationship from 

the reflective construct to one of its indicators to equal 1 (Collier, 2020). However, in the case 

of formative constructs, there are three ways of resolving this scaling issue (Diamantopoulos 

et al., 2008). These involve (1) constraining the relationship from a formative indicator to the 

formative construct to equal 1, (2) constraining the relationship from the formative construct 
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to another construct to equal 1 (e.g., a dependent variable), or (3) fixing the variance on the 

error term of the formative construct to equal 1.  

The matter of choosing the right scaling option is an important one. The unit of 

measurement of a formative construct has an influence on the unstandardised parameter 

estimates and associated error terms of the full structural model (Diamantopoulos, 2011). 

While constraining the relationship from one of the formative indicators to the formative 

construct to equal 1 may match the method used with reflective constructs, it leads to 

inconsistent parameter estimates. Therefore, Diamantopoulos (2011) recommends using one 

of the other two methods instead. While Edwards (2001) recommends fixing the variance on 

the error term to equal 1 to allow all the parameters to be freely estimated, this method 

precludes the significance of the error term from being tested. For this reason, the relationship 

from the formative strain construct to one of the reflective dependent constructs was chosen to 

be constrained to 1 instead. 

This leaves the issue of identification. The formative construct needs to have two 

outgoing paths to be identified (Diamantopoulos et al., 2008). This rule also applies to 

reflective dependent constructs. According to Franke et al. (2008), “for both reflective and 

formative constructs to have an identified error term, they must have direct effects on at least 

two distinct measured variables or reflective constructs” (p. 1229). With reflective constructs, 

this is achieved by the relationships from the construct to its respective indicators. However, 

for a formative construct, there are three ways in which the construct can be identified. These 

involve (1) using two reflective indicators in a multiple indicators multiple causes (MIMIC) 

model, (2) having structural relationships from the formative construct to two dependent 

reflective constructs, or (3) using a mixture of the two approaches (Jarvis et al., 2003). 
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Again, like with the issue of scaling, the method used to identify the formative construct 

has an impact on its relationships to other constructs. Jarvis et al. (2003) recommend using the 

MIMIC model approach, wherein two indicators that reflect the formative construct as a whole 

are used as reflective indicators for identification purposes. This makes the formative construct 

less dependent on the structural relationships to other constructs, and it would allow the 

construct to be included in a CFA. However, in the case of the present study, this would require 

the use of reflective indicators that capture the strain construct as a whole. Because of the fact 

that such items were not included in the questionnaire, this method was unfeasible for the 

present study.  

This leaves the option of identifying the formative construct through its structural 

relationships to two or more reflective constructs. As shown in the previous chapter, the strain 

construct will have structural relationships to four reflective dependent constructs. These are 

academic entitlement, grade importance, self-esteem, and understanding of academic 

misconduct policies. While the formative construct must have a minimum of two relationships 

with such reflective constructs, Diamantopoulos (2011) recommends using three or more to 

avoid identification issues and “to enable the specification of ‘sensible’ (i.e., theoretically 

interesting and empirically tractable) structural models” (p. 353). 

However, there is also another way by which to resolve this identification issue and 

make the formative construct less dependent upon the constructs which it is supposed to 

predict. This involves constraining the error term on the formative construct to equal 0 

(Diamantopoulos, 2011). While this assumes that the formative indicators perfectly represent 

the formative construct, this is the same assumption made in PLS-SEM. However, as 

mentioned in the previous chapter, CB-SEM allows researchers to test the significance of the 

error term to see if excluding it from the model can be justified. This can be done by comparing 

a model with the error term constrained to 0 with the original model. 
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This was tested using the model shown in Figure 7.3. In addition to the reflective 

constructs from the CFA, the model included the formative strain construct with all six 

formative indicators. Structural relationships were drawn between all the constructs based on 

the revised model in Figure 6.2 of the previous chapter. Error terms were added to all the 

endogenous variables, including the formative strain construct. Because they were independent 

variables, all the strain indicators were covaried with one another and with the latent construct 

of student consumerism. Finally, the formative strain construct was scaled by constraining the 

relationship to grade importance to equal 1, and the construct was identified through the 

structural relationships with its four reflective dependent constructs. 

However, there were some issues with the model. Initially, all the relationships from 

the strain indicators to the strain construct were negative, as was the relationship from strain to 

academic entitlement. Meanwhile, the relationships to grade importance, self-esteem, and 

understanding of misconduct policies were all positive. This was the opposite of what was 

expected and may have been due to the fact that the formative strain construct was scaled using 

what should have been a negative relationship to grade importance. After the constraint was 

placed on what should have been the positive relationship between strain and academic 

entitlement, this issue was resolved. However, because the significance of this relationship 

must be tested for H4, the relationship between strain and grade importance was constrained to 

−1 instead. 

 



248 
 

Figure 7.3 

Full Structural Model With All Strain Indicators 

 

Note. Model fit indices: χ2 = 1031.14, df = 529, p < .001, χ2/df = 1.95, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06. 
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Another issue with the model was that the error term on the formative construct was 

negative. This happened regardless of which one of the relationships from the strain construct 

to the four reflective dependent constructs was constrained. This may have been due to the fact 

that the course disinterest item was slightly skewed or that the sample size was small (Chen et 

al., 2001). Either way, the error term was constrained to 0, such that the strain construct would 

be defined entirely by the indicators which comprised it. The chi-square and degrees of freedom 

of this constrained model were compared to the chi-square and degrees of freedom of the 

unconstrained model, and no significant difference was found between them at an alpha level 

of .05 (χ2 = 3.32, df = 1, p = .07). Therefore, the error term for the strain construct was 

constrained to 0 for subsequent analyses. 

7.3.2 Multicollinearity 

There are likely to be multicollinearity issues among formative indicators. Because they 

are measuring parts of the same construct, the indicators within a formative construct may be 

related to one another. However, high levels of multicollinearity can bias the parameters from 

the indicators to the formative construct (Diamantopoulos et al., 2008). However, this can be 

assessed using the variance inflation factor (VIF) produced as part of the collinearity 

diagnostics in IBM SPSS Statistics (Pallant, 2020). Items with a high level of multicollinearity 

can be deleted if there are theoretical justifications for doing so (Diamantopoulos et al., 2008). 

To test for multicollinearity, all the items in the Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale 

(T. R. Smith et al., 2013) and the item of Course Disinterest were placed in a linear regression 

analysis in IBM SPSS Statistics 28. One of the items was chosen as the independent variable 

while the others were chosen as dependent variables. Collinearity diagnostics were produced. 

The analysis was run six times, with a new item serving as the independent variable each time. 

All the VIF values ranged between 1 and 2. These were well below the threshold of 10 
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suggested by Pallant (2020). This suggests that multicollinearity was not an issue among the 

items in the strain construct.  

7.3.3 Validity and Reliability 

7.3.3.1 Indicator Validity. Before assessing the validity and reliability of the construct 

as a whole, an assessment must be made of the validity of the indicators that make up the 

formative construct. There is a difference of opinion regarding if statistical methods should be 

used to assess the validity of a formative measure, as the indicators define the construct 

(Diamantopoulos et al., 2008). However, according to Diamantopoulos et al. (2008), most 

researchers are of the opinion that statistical methods should be used to determine if a formative 

indicator is a valid measure of a formative construct. In particular, indicators that have 

nonsignificant relationships with their respective formative construct "cannot be considered 

valid measures of the construct" (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001, p. 273). However, 

this depends on whether any multicollinearity is present among the indicators, as this can 

reduce the significance of the relationships from the indicators to their formative construct 

(Cenfetelli & Bassellier, 2009). 

The relationships between the formative strain indicators and the formative strain 

construct were tested using the model shown in Figure 7.3. However, as discussed above, the 

strain construct was scaled by constraining its relationship to grade importance to equal −1, 

and the issue of identification was resolved by constraining the error term on the strain 

construct to equal 0. The model fit indices were satisfactory (χ2 = 1034.46, df = 530, p < .001, 

χ2/df = 1.95, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06). The RMSEA had a 90% 

confidence interval ranging from .04 to .05. As before, sev1 was slightly skewed, so the 

analysis was rerun using a 5000-sample bootstrap, generating 95% bias-corrected confidence 

intervals around the regression weights for each indicator. 
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While half of the relationships from the strain indicators to the strain construct were 

significant at the .05 alpha level, the other half were not. The unstandardised regression weight 

from ash1 to the strain construct was significant at p = .003, while the regression weights from 

ash4 and disinterest were significant at p < .001. However, the regression weights for ash2, 

ash3, and ash5 were not significant at p < .05. While ash2 and ash3 had p values of .65 and .67 

respectively, ash5 had a p value of .07, meaning that ash5 was still significant at the .10 alpha 

level. Because multicollinearity was shown to not be an issue among any of the indicators, this 

suggests that ash2 and ash3 are not valid measures of the construct. 

Based on the advice of Diamantopoulos (2011) a chi-square difference test was 

conducted between the chi-square and degrees of freedom of the original model and those of a 

model where the relationships from the nonsignificant formative indicators of ash2 and ash3 to 

the formative construct were constrained to 0. According to Diamantopoulos (2011), if there is 

no significant difference between the two models, then the nonsignificant formative indicators 

can be removed—bearing in mind that the non-significance of these indicators depends on the 

context-specificity of the model (i.e., the other constructs that are included in the model). In 

the present study, there was no significant difference between the original model and a model 

where the relationships from ash2 and ash3 to the strain construct were constrained to equal 0 

(χ2 = 0.64, df = 2, p = .73). Based on these findings, the decision was made to remove ash2 and 

ash3 from the final structural model. 

Again, for the sake of clarity, the two items that were deleted are shown in Table 7.9. 

Ash2 relates to having a problem with procrastination, while ash3 relates to having a problem 

with class attendance. An inspection of the histograms for both items revealed that most 

students reported having a problem with procrastination, while most students reported not 

having a problem with attendance. In fact, the average attendance score for the sample was 

89.96%, while the median attendance score was 95%. Therefore, neither ash2 nor ash3 
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represent academic strain in the current sample. After removing these two items, the analysis 

was rerun. The model fit indices had improved (χ2 = 891.00, df = 476, p < .001, χ2/df = 1.87, 

CFI = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06), and all the t-values of the relationships 

from the strain indicators to the strain construct were significant at p < .05, including that of 

ash5 (as can be seen in Table 7.10). Similarly, all the corresponding regression weights were 

significant at p < .05 in a 5000-sample bootstrap analysis with 95% bias-corrected confidence 

intervals. 

This suggests that the decision to keep ash5 in the model was the correct one. After the 

effects of ash2 and ash3 were deleted from the model, the relationship between ash5 and the 

strain construct became significant. Therefore, despite the fact that ash4 and ash5 both relate 

to problems students may have with their attention span, they were both valid measures of the 

strain construct as defined by all the indicators that comprised it. To verify this, the chi-square 

and degrees of freedom of a model without ash2 and ash3 were compared to the chi-square and 

degrees of freedom of a model with ash5 constrained to 0. The test showed that removing ash5 

would result in a significant change to the model (χ2 = 4.88, df = 1, p = .03), providing further 

evidence that the correct decision was made by keeping ash5 in the model. 

 

Table 7.9 

Items Deleted Due to Indicator Non-Validity 

Construct Deleted items 

Strain ash2, ash3 
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Table 7.10 

Relationships From the Formative Indicators to the Strain Construct 

Indicators Standardised factor loading t-value 

ash1 .27 3.37 

ash4 .31 3.27 

ash5 .20 2.16 

disinterest .66 6.56 

 

 

7.3.3.2 Construct Validity, Discriminant Validity, and Reliability. As mentioned in 

Section 6.4.4, traditional methods of assessing validity and reliability are not useful in relation 

to formative indicators because they define their construct like an index and they need not be 

related to one another (Collier & Bienstock, 2006; Hair et al., 2018). In fact, using such 

methods would result in the removal of items that help define the construct, thus changing the 

meaning of the construct itself (Jarvis et al., 2003). As a result, Bollen and Lennox (1991) 

recommend using nomological validity to assess the validity of formative constructs instead. 

Hair et al. (2018) define this as “an element of construct validity focusing on the extent to 

which the scale makes accurate predictions of other concepts in a theoretically-based model” 

(p. 123). For discriminant validity, Diamantopoulos et al. (2008) recommend checking 

“whether the focal construct less than perfectly correlates with related constructs” (p. 1216). 

Finally, Diamantopoulos (2005) recommends using the test-retest method to test the reliability 

of formative constructs. However, this was not possible in the present study due to the use of 

a single round of data collection. 
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In the model shown in Figure 7.4, the strain construct had significant relationships to 

three of the reflective dependent constructs. While grade importance was constrained for 

scaling purposes, the t-values for the relationships from the strain construct to academic 

entitlement, self-esteem, and understanding of academic misconduct policies were significant 

at p < .001. Similarly, all the corresponding regression weights had a p value of .001 or below 

in a 5000-sample bootstrap analysis with 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals. As these 

variables were theorised to be consequences of strain, the construct achieved nomological 

validity. As for discriminant validity, the strain construct did not perfectly correlate with any 

of the formative dependent constructs. Strain explained 9% of the variance in academic 

entitlement, 22% in grade importance, 16% in self-esteem, and 5% in understanding of 

academic misconduct policies. Therefore, there were no discriminant validity issues between 

the strain construct and its dependent variables. 
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Figure 7.4 

Full Structural Model With ash2 and ash3 Removed 

 

Note. Model fit indices: χ2 = 891.00, df = 476, p < .001, χ2/df = 1.87, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .06. 
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7.3.3.3 Content Validity. The final type of validity that was assessed was one that is 

especially important for formative indicators. This was content validity. Hair et al. (2018) 

define this as the “extent to which the content of the items is consistent with the construct 

definition, based solely on the researcher’s judgment” (p. 659). This type of validity is 

especially important in the case of formative indicators for two main reasons. For one, 

formative indicators define their construct, so it is important to show that they cover the full 

scope of that construct (Collier & Bienstock, 2006). For another, even though they need not be 

related to one another, formative indicators often covary (Cenfetelli and Bassellier, 2009). 

While this would usually not be an issue, if one of the indicators were omitted from the model, 

then it would be captured on the error term of the formative construct itself—at least 

theoretically (Diamantopoulos, 2011). If that indicator was correlated with the others, then that 

correlation would now exist between the error term and the formative indicators. This would 

violate the assumption that the formative indicators and the error term are uncorrelated. 

In the present study, this issue was resolved by constraining the error term on the 

formative construct to equal 0. This allows the strain construct to be fully defined by the four 

indicators which comprise it. Together, these items capture the circumstances that prevent 

students from attaining a desired goal or present them with something negative. Specifically, 

the construct captures strain in the form of poor test-taking ability, attention problems, and 

course disinterest. Because the error term on the strain construct was constrained to 0, there 

was no concern that the assumption regarding the lack of a correlation between the error term 

and indicators would be broken. 

7.3.4 Proportionality Constraints 

The final issue regarding the formative indicators is that of proportionality constraints. 

In their influential article on the topic, Franke et al. (2008) explain that not only do the 
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formative indicators share the formative construct as a common cause but also the effects of 

these indicators must be fully mediated by the formative construct. Because they must have the 

same consequences, and because their effects are fully mediated by their construct, formative 

indicators should have effects on the outcome variables of the formative construct in the same 

proportion as each other. If one indicator has a greater or lesser effect on the outcome variables 

in proportion to the other formative indicators, or if it has an additional direct effect to an 

outcome variable beyond its mediated effect through the formative construct, then this suggests 

that it should not be used as a formative indicator of the formative construct.  

Franke et al. (2008) suggest that violations of this proportionality constraint rule can be 

detected using the modification indices. If the modification indices indicate that adding a 

relationship from one of the formative indicators to another construct would significantly 

improve model fit, then the assumption can be considered to have been violated. This 

assumption was tested using the model shown in Figure 7.4. The modification indices 

suggested that three of the four indicators had non-proportional effects on other variables in 

the model. The modification indices suggested that a significant difference would be made to 

the chi-square of the model if ash4 and disinterest were directly related to severity of 

punishment, if ash1 and disinterest were directly related to self-esteem, and if ash1 and 

disinterest were directly related to grade importance. 

However, because no direct relationship exists between strain and severity of 

punishment, only two indicators of the strain construct seem to have non-proportional effects 

on the outcome variables of strain. These were ash1 and disinterest. In a model where the two 

indicators were allowed to have a direct relationship with the four outcome variables of strain, 

course disinterest had a stronger effect on grade importance, while ash1 had a stronger effect 

on self-esteem. However, the relationships were all in the same direction, as both ash1 and 

course disinterest had negative effects on grade importance and self-esteem. In this new model, 
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none of the modification indices suggested any nonproportional effects of ash4 and ash5 on 

any of the outcome variables of strain. 

Nevertheless, despite this violation of the proportionality constraint assumption, the 

decision was made to continue with the model presented in Figure 7.4. Bollen and 

Diamantopolous (2017) argue that slight violations of the proportionality constraint assumption 

can be tolerated. The reasoning behind this is that, just as reflective indicators may have shared 

variance beyond that explained by their latent construct, formative indicators can have 

differential causes on the outcome variables of the formative construct. These differential 

effects can also be justified. Course disinterest would naturally have a stronger effect on grade 

importance, while poor test-taking ability would naturally have a stronger effect on self-esteem. 

However, there is a benefit to including these two indicators as part of the strain construct as a 

whole. That is that the total effect of all the formative indicators on the outcome variables can 

be assessed through the strain construct. 

7.4 Assumptions of SEM 

Before moving on to the full model analysis, an assessment must be made of the 

assumptions of SEM. According to Collier (2020), there are eight main assumptions to bear in 

mind when performing an SEM analysis. These assumptions are that (1) the data should have 

multivariate normality, (2) there should be linear relationships between all the related variables, 

(3) no multicollinearity should exist among the constructs, (4) the sample size should be 

adequate, (5) the dependent variable should be continuous, (6) the maximum likelihood method 

is the default estimation method used in SEM, (7) there should be no missing data in the dataset, 

and (8) all the constructs should be unidimensional. 
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7.4.1 Normality and Outliers 

7.4.1.1 Univariate. Before testing for multivariate normality, an assessment must first 

be made of univariate normality (Burdenski, 2000). In order to do this, the regression 

imputation option was used in IBM SPSS AMOS 28 to impute factor scores for all the 

constructs in Figure 7.4. This resulted in a new IBM SPSS Statistics file that contained imputed 

scores for all the eight constructs. The normality of these variables was assessed using the 

Kolmogorov–Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests, as per the advice of Oppong and Agbedra 

(2016). All the test results were significant at p < .001, apart from the Kolmogorov–Smirnov 

test result for academic entitlement, which was nonsignificant at p = .09. This suggests that 

most of the variables do not have normal distributions. 

However, these tests have been criticised for their sensitivity to sample size. Slight 

deviations from normality are likely to produce significant results with these tests in larger 

samples (Demir, 2022). In particular, Kim (2013) suggests that these tests produce inaccurate 

results for sample sizes over 300 cases. Due to the size of the sample used in the present study, 

Kim’s (2013) advice was followed by checking the skewness and kurtosis values of the newly 

imputed variables instead. The skewness values ranged from −1.08 to 0.91, and the kurtosis 

values ranged from −0.80 to 1.27. These were all under the threshold of an absolute skew value 

of 2 and absolute kurtosis value of 7 suggested by Kim (2013). As mentioned before, the 

skewness and kurtosis values for all the individual indicators in the SEM model were also 

below this threshold, apart from sev1, which had a skewness value of −2.04. 

To check for univariate outliers, Saleem et al.’s (2021) advice was followed by 

checking the boxplots, histograms, and normal probability plots of each variable. Most of the 

variables seemed to have some outliers. However, grade importance had no outliers, while 

attitudes towards academic misconduct had only one. Nevertheless, none of these were extreme 



260 
 

outliers, which are outliers that are greater than three times the interquartile range (Pallant, 

2020). The probability plots of the variables mostly resembled straight lines, providing further 

evidence for univariate normality (Stevens, 2002). However, the plots of some of the variables 

seemed to deviate away from this expected straight line, with the plot for attitudes towards 

academic misconduct showing more deviation than the others. 

7.4.1.2 Multivariate. To assess multivariate normality, two methods were used. The 

first was a statistical method and involved calculating Mardia's (1970, 1974) normalised 

estimate of multivariate kurtosis. This was calculated using the assessment of normality 

function in IBM SPSS AMOS 28 (Byrne, 2010). The index of multivariate kurtosis was 160.50 

and the critical ratio (representing Mardia’s normalised estimate) was 34.70. This was well 

above the threshold of 5 or 6 recommended by Bentler (2006), suggesting that the assumption 

of multivariate normality was not met.  

The second method used to assess multivariate normality was a graphical method and 

involved plotting the chi-square by Mahalanobis distance of each value in the dataset. This was 

done using the advice of Arifin (2015). The resultant scatterplot can be seen in Figure 7.5 and 

shows that most of the points follow a straight line. This line had an R2 linear value of .97. 

While this would suggest that multivariate normality exists within the data (Burdenski, 2000; 

Liu et al., 2021), the points towards the end of the plot seem to deviate away from the straight 

line. This seems to indicate some violation of multivariate normality (Arifin, 2015). In 

particular, three points are quite far away from the others, which suggests that they are outliers. 
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Figure 7.5 

Chi-Square by Mahalanobis Distance Plot 

 

 
 

 

To check for outliers in more detail, an assessment was made of the Cook’s distance 

and the Mahalanobis distance of each case. Cook’s distance was calculated in the same way in 

which Arifin (2015) recommended calculating Mahalanobis distance. There were only three 

outliers based on a scatterplot of Cook’s distance by the ID number of each case. However, the 

highest Cook’s distance value in the data was .03, which was below the threshold of 1 

recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2014).  

For Mahalanobis distance, Tabachnick and Fidell (2014) suggest using a critical chi-

square value with an alpha value of .001 as a threshold to detect outliers. For a Mahalanobis 

distance calculated with eight variables, this critical value would be 26.13. While there were 

five cases with Mahalanobis distance values above this threshold, Pallant (2020) suggests that 
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at least 5% of the cases in datasets of this size tend to be outliers. Based on this, and the fact 

that none of the Cook’s distances were above 1, none of the cases were removed from the final 

analysis. 

7.4.2 Linearity and Multicollinearity 

Two further assumptions that were checked using the newly imputed variables were 

those of linearity and multicollinearity. Linearity refers to the assumption that the relationship 

between an independent variable and its dependent variable is linear (Pallant, 2020). This 

assumption was assessed using scatterplots with linear fit lines for all the structural 

relationships depicted in Figure 7.4. These plots suggested that all 10 of the structural 

relationships between the variables were linear and in the theorised directions.  

To assess multicollinearity, all eight variables were placed in a linear regression 

analysis in IBM SPSS Statistics 28 using the same method that was used for the formative 

indicators. The analysis was run eight times and the VIF values were all between 1 and 3. When 

attitudes towards academic misconduct was entered as the dependent variable and all the other 

variables were entered as independent variables, the resultant VIF values were all between 1 

and 2. As these values were well below the threshold of 10 suggested by Pallant (2020), 

multicollinearity was not an issue in the present model. 

7.4.3 Sample Size 

There are a range of opinions on the minimum sample size needed to conduct an SEM 

analysis (Collier, 2020). The most commonly cited rule states that 10 cases are required for 

every indicator in the model (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994 as cited in Collier, 2020). As the 

model in Figure 7.4 has 33 indicators, this suggests that the present study requires a minimum 

sample of 330 cases. However, this minimum sample size would rise to 380 cases after taking 

into consideration the additional five control variables to be included in the final analysis. 
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Alternatively, Hoelter (1983) suggests that samples with over 200 cases for each group 

“indicate that a particular model adequately reproduces an observed covariance structure” (p. 

331).  

However, Hair et al. (2018) argue that such rules for minimum sample sizes are 

inappropriate. They instead suggest taking into consideration the complexity of the model to 

determine an appropriate sample size. For “models with seven or fewer constructs, lower 

communalities (below .45), and/or multiple underidentified (fewer than three) constructs”, Hair 

et al. (2018, p. 633) recommend a minimum sample size of 300 cases. For models with a larger 

number of constructs, they recommend a minimum sample size of 500 cases. While Collier 

(2020) agrees with the assessment that the size of the sample should be based on model 

complexity, he suggests basing the minimum sample size on the power needed to detect the 

smallest correlation between variables of interest.  

For this reason, Soper’s (2023) a-priori sample size calculator for structural equation 

models was used to determine the minimum sample size needed for the current study. For a 

model with a medium effect size of .3, eight latent variables, and 38 observed variables, 177 

cases would be needed to detect an effect at a statistical power level of .8 and at a probability 

level of .05. This suggested that the present sample of 432 cases was satisfactory in size. 

However, because the final SEM model with controls used gender as a dichotomous control 

variable, only students who put “male” or “female” as a response to the question for gender 

were included in the final analysis. This resulted in the exclusion of 11 cases, meaning that the 

size of the final sample was 421 cases. However, this was still satisfactory given the discussion 

above. 
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7.4.4 Other Assumptions 

The other assumptions were that the model should have a continuous dependent 

variable, use the maximum likelihood method by default, have no missing data, and have 

unidimensional constructs. The items for the attitudes towards academic misconduct construct 

were measured using a 5-point Likert scale to ensure that the data from what were technically 

ordinal scales could be treated as interval data (Chyung et al., 2017). Because of this, the 

dependent variable of the model can be treated as a continuous variable. As for the estimation 

method, the maximum likelihood method has been shown to be not only popular but also 

reliable (Hair et al., 2018). For these reasons, this was the estimation method used in the current 

study. Also, as discussed in Section 6.2.2, there were no missing data in the dataset.  

Similarly, as also discussed earlier in this chapter, all the constructs were 

unidimensional. All the reflective constructs had acceptable AVE values, apart from academic 

entitlement. However, this construct was shown to be unidimensional in previous studies 

(Kopp et al., 2011; Kopp & Finney, 2013) and achieved good composite reliability in the 

present study. As mentioned before, Nunan et al. (2020) suggest that the convergent validity 

of a measure can be established based on composite reliability alone. As for the formative strain 

construct, all the retained strain indicators had significant relationships with the construct itself, 

and the construct was defined by these indicators by constraining the construct error term to 0. 

Therefore, the strain construct can also be considered to be unidimensional. 

7.5 Full Structural Model Analysis 

7.5.1 Direct Relationships 

As all the main assumptions of SEM were met, and the measurement properties for the 

reflective and formative indicators were shown to be satisfactory, the final structural model 

with the five control variables was assessed using the sample of 421 cases. This model can be 



265 
 

seen in Figure 7.6. As before, the strain construct was scaled by constraining its relationship to 

grade importance to −1, and the issue of identification was resolved by constraining the error 

term on the strain construct to equal 0. The model fit indices were satisfactory (χ2 = 1037.41, 

df = 586, p < .001, χ2/df = 1.77, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05). 

Furthermore, the RMSEA value had a 90% confidence interval ranging from .04 to .05, 

suggesting that the population RMSEA value was most likely within the range of values that 

indicate acceptable model fit. 

However, due to the slight issues with univariate and multivariate normality, the 

analysis was rerun using a 5000-sample bootstrap, generating 95% bias-corrected confidence 

intervals around the regression weights for each relationship. The measurement relationships 

from the reflective constructs to their respective indicators were all significant at p < .001, apart 

from those constrained for identification purposes. Meanwhile, the relationships from the 

formative indicators to the formative strain construct were all significant at p < .05. The 

relationship from ash1 was significant at p = .009, the one from ash4 was significant at p = 

.006, the one from ash5 was significant at p = .03, and the one from disinterest was significant 

at p < .001. 

Most of the main structural relationships were also significant. These are shown in 

Table 7.11, along with the relationships involving the control variables that were significant at 

p < .05. The table includes both the standardised and unstandardised regression weights for 

each relationship, along with the corresponding t-value. It also contains the ranges of the 95% 

bias-corrected confidence intervals for the unstandardised regression weights and the 

corresponding p-values. All the main structural relationships were significant, apart from the 

relationships from grade importance and self-esteem to attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. 
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Figure 7.6 

Final Structural Model With Control Variables 

 

Note. Model fit indices: χ2 = 1037.41, df = 586, p < .001, χ2/df = 1.77, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05.
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Table 7.11 

Direct Structural Relationships 

Relationship 
Standardised 

estimate 
t-value 

Unstandardised 

estimate 
 95% Confidence interval p-value 

    Low High 
 

Main relationships       

Consumerism → Entitlement .24 4.21 .15 .08 .23 < .001 

Strain → Entitlement .23 3.89 .31 .16 .54 < .001 

Strain → Importance −.47 ** −1.00 −1.00 −1.00 — 

Strain → Esteem −.37 −5.23 −.62 −1.08 −.33 .001 

Strain → Understanding −.20 −3.32 −.26 −.44 −.11 .001 

Understanding → Severity .35 5.70 .32 .20 .47 < .001 

Entitlement → Attitudes .53 8.60 .63 .50 .78 < .001 

Importance → Attitudes .01 0.10 .00 −.07 .07 .92 

Esteem → Attitudes −.08 −1.73 −.07 −.16 .01 .10 

Severity → Attitudes −.31 −6.32 −.40 −.59 −.25 < .001 
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Relationship 
Standardised 

estimate 
t-value 

Unstandardised 

estimate 
 95% Confidence interval p-value 

    Low High 
 

Control relationships       

age → Entitlement −.18 −3.42 −.01 −.02 −.01 < .001 

age → Esteem .15 3.06 .02 .01 .02 .001 

age → Severity .11 2.27 .01 .00 .01 .01 

genderrec → Importance .12 2.35 .25 .04 .50 .02 

genderrec → Severity .16 3.34 .19 .07 .32 .001 

avegrade → Entitlement −.25 −4.81 −.22 −.33 −.12 < .001 

peer3 → Understanding −.20 −3.61 −.09 −.15 −.04 .001 

peer3 → Attitudes .10 2.36 .06 .01 .11 .02 

hist1rec → Severity −.17 −3.35 −.22 −.37 −.09 .002 

hist1rec → Attitudes .21 4.96 .36 .21 .53 < .001 

Note. ** indicates that the relationship was constrained for identification purposes. 



269 
 

In terms of the covariances between the control variables, three of them had significant 

covariances with the history of academic misconduct before university variable. The 

covariances and correlations between these variables can be seen in Table 7.12, along with the 

corresponding t-values and the p-values of the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals 

generated from the bootstrap analysis. Age and gender were both negatively correlated with 

history of academic misconduct. This suggests that older students and female students were 

less likely to have a history of academic misconduct. However, peer behaviour and history of 

academic misconduct were positively correlated with each other. 

The structural relationships in the main model explained an adequate amount of 

variance in the endogenous constructs. The total amount of variance explained in each 

endogenous construct is shown in Table 7.13. Most importantly, the relationships from 

academic entitlement, grade importance, self-esteem, severity of punishment, and the control 

variables explained 56% of the variance in attitudes towards academic misconduct. As can be 

seen in Table 7.11, the biggest contributor to this was academic entitlement, which explained 

around half of this variance by itself (.532 = .28). This was followed by severity of punishment 

and history of academic misconduct before university. 

 

Table 7.12 

Control Variable Correlations and Covariances 

Relationship Correlation t-value Covariance p-value 

age ↔ hist1rec −.15 −3.04 −.48 .001 

genderrec ↔ hist1rec −.11 −2.15 −.02 .03 

peer3 ↔ hist1rec .22 4.49 .12 < .001 
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Table 7.13 

Squared Multiple Correlations for Dependent Constructs 

Construct R2 

Entitlement .25 

Importance .25 

Esteem .18 

Understanding .09 

Severity .24 

Attitudes .56 

 

 

In view of the adequate model fit, the acceptable R2 values, and the significance of the 

relationships, all three of the direct relationship hypotheses were supported. H1, H2, and H4 are 

shown in Table 7.14 along with the main information from Table 7.11 that support them. 

 

Table 7.14 

Hypotheses for Direct Relationships 

Hypothesised relationship 
Standardised 

estimate 
t-value 

Hypothesis 

supported 

H1: Consumerism → Entitlement .24 4.21 Supported 

H2: Entitlement → Attitudes .53 8.60 Supported 

H4: Strain → Entitlement .23 3.89 Supported 
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7.5.2 Indirect Relationships 

After assessing the direct relationships, an assessment was made of the indirect 

relationships in the model. This required testing two more models: one with a direct 

relationship from student consumerism to attitudes towards academic misconduct, and another 

with a direct relatonship from strain to attitudes towards academic misconduct. This was done 

to test the mediation relationships of H3 and H5 respectively. The model fit statisitics for both 

models were almost identical to those of the model shown in Figure 7.6 and were therefore 

satisfactory.  

In both models, the indirect effects of the mediating variables were assessed using the 

estimand function in IBM SPSS AMOS 28, based on the advice of Collier (2020). For the first 

model, the only mediator of the relationship between student consumerism and attitudes 

towards academic misconduct was that of academic entitlement. For the second, there were 

four mediation relationships: those involving academic entitlement, grade importance, and self-

esteem, and the serial mediation relationship involving both understanding of academic 

misconduct policies and severity of punishment. However, because the relationship between 

strain and grade importance was constrained to −1, the mediating effect of grade importance 

had to be tested in another model where the relationship between strain and self-esteem was 

constrained to −1 instead. 

Therefore, the first model was run once, while the second model was run twice, but 

with the parameter constraint moved from grade importance to self-esteem for the second run. 

Based on the normality concerns, and the need to generate confidence intervals around the 

indirect effects, all the analyses used the bootstrap method with 5000 samples generated with 

replacement. This was the same technique used for the previous SEM analyses and generated 
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95% bias-corrected confidence intervals around the regression weights for each relationship. 

The mediation results from the three models are shown in Table 7.15. 

Only three out of the five mediators tested showed significant indirect effects. Due to 

the lack of a significant direct effect from student consumerism to attitudes towards academic 

misconduct, academic entitlement fully mediated the relationship between the two variables. 

Similarly, academic entitlement, understanding of academic misconduct policies, and severity 

of punishment together fully mediated the relationship between strain and attitudes towards 

academic misconduct due to the lack of a direct relationship between them. However, neither 

grade importance nor self-esteem were significant mediators of the same relationship. While 

these mediation relationships appear twice in Table 7.15, the standardised effects are the same, 

as the change in constraint only affected the unstandardised values. 

Therefore, based on these results, both H3 and H5 were supported. Academic 

entitlement fully mediated the effect of student consumerism on attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. Meanwhile, academic entitlement was the strongest mediator of the relationship 

between strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct, when compared to the other 

conditioning variables of strain included as mediators in the model. Like before, H3 and H5 are 

shown in Table 7.16 along with the necessary information from Table 7.15 that support them. 
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Table 7.15 

Indirect Structural Relationships 

Relationship 
Standardised 

estimate 

Unstandardised 

estimate 
 95% Confidence interval p-value Conclusion 

   Low High   

Direct relationship a       

Consumerism → Attitudes −.06 
−.05 

(−1.38) 
−.11 .02 .18  

Indirect relationship a       

Consumerism → Entitlement 

→ Attitudes 
.14 .10 .06 .16 < .001 Full mediation 

       

Direct relationship b       

Strain → Attitudes −.02 
−.03 

(−0.39) 
−.23 .15 .72  

Indirect relationships b       

Strain → Entitlement → 

Attitudes 
.13 .20 .10 .35 < .001 Full mediation 

Strain → Esteem → Attitudes .03 .05 −.01 .14 .10 No mediation 

Strain → Understanding → 

Severity → Attitudes 
.02 .03 .01 .07 .001 Full mediation 
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Relationship 
Standardised 

estimate 

Unstandardised 

estimate 
 95% Confidence interval p-value Conclusion 

   Low High   

Direct relationship c       

Strain → Attitudes −.02 
−.05 

(−0.39) 
−.37 .26 .71  

Indirect relationships c       

Strain → Entitlement → 

Attitudes 
.13 .32 .16 .57 < .001 Full mediation 

Strain → Importance → 

Attitudes 
.003 .007 −.13 .15 .88 No mediation 

Strain → Understanding → 

Severity → Attitudes 
.02 .06 .02 .13 .001 Full mediation 

Note. t-values are presented in parentheses. 

a Results taken from a model with a direct relationship from Consumerism to Attitudes. b Results taken from a model with a direct relationship 

from Strain to Attitudes with the relationship from Strain to Importance constrained to −1. c Results taken from a model with a direct relationship 

from Strain to Attitudes with the relationship from Strain to Esteem constrained to −1. 
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Table 7.16 

Hypotheses for Indirect Relationships 

Hypothesised relationship 
Standardised 

estimate 
Conclusion 

Hypothesis 

supported 

H3 Supported 

Consumerism → Entitlement 

→ Attitudes 
.14 Full mediation  

H5 Supported 

Strain → Entitlement → 

Attitudes 
.13 Full mediation  

Strain → Importance → 

Attitudes 
.003 No mediation  

Strain → Esteem → Attitudes .03 No mediation  

Strain → Understanding → 

Severity → Attitudes 
.02 Full mediation  

 

 

7.6 Post-Hoc Tests 

7.6.1 Attitudes Towards Misconduct and Actual Misconduct 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the construct of attitudes towards academic 

misconduct was chosen to act as a stand-in variable for actual academic misconduct. To test 

the appropriateness of this decision, the correlation between the two variables was calculated 

in a post-hoc analysis in IBM SPSS Statistics 28. The imputed score of attitudes towards 

academic misconduct and a summed score of all 19 of the items in the Academic Misconduct 

Scale were used to represent attitudes towards academic misconduct and actual academic 

misconduct respectively. Due to the high levels of skewness and kurtosis in the academic 

misconduct items, the Spearman Rank Order Correlation was used instead of the Pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient, as per the advice of Pallant (2020).  
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The result of the analysis showed a moderate positive correlation between the two 

variables (rho = .37, n = 432, p < .001). This suggests that students with more lenient attitudes 

towards academic misconduct are more likely to have committed more acts of academic 

misconduct themselves. This result also reflects the significant relationship found between a 

history of academic misconduct before university and attitudes towards academic misconduct 

(as can be seen in Table 7.11). Therefore, based on these results, the decision to use attitudes 

towards academic misconduct as a stand-in for actual academic misconduct was the right one. 

7.6.2 English and Scottish Students 

Similarly, as noted in Sections 1.2.5 and 1.2.6, there are differences between the tuition 

fee arrangements at English and Scottish universities. To assess the appropriateness of 

including students from both English and Scottish universities in the same model, a post-hoc 

test was conducted to see if the two groups differed on any of the key variables in the SEM 

model. This involved using the imputed scores of student consumerism, strain, academic 

entitlement, and attitudes towards academic misconduct in IBM SPSS Statistics 28. As this 

analysis involved the comparison of two independent groups, and because of the normality 

issues discussed above, the Mann-Whitney U Test was used instead of the independent-samples 

t-test, as per the advice of Pallant (2020).  

English and Scottish students differed on only one of the four main variables in the 

SEM model. There was no significant difference between the two groups in terms of student 

consumerism (p = .95), strain (p = .70), and academic entitlement (p = .10). However, there 

was a significant difference in the attitudes towards academic misconduct of English students 

(Md = 1.40, n = 270) and Scottish students (Md = 0.94, n = 162), U = 17220, z = −3.70, p = < 

.001, r = .18. English students seemed to have more lenient attitudes towards academic 

misconduct than their Scottish counterparts. Nevertheless, as indicated by the r value, the effect 
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size of this difference was small according to J. Cohen’s (1988) criteria. Also, this difference 

may have been due to the way in which the data were collected from each group. The data for 

149 out of the 162 Scottish students were all collected from one university. Either way, the 

nonsignificant results for the other variables suggests that the decision to include English and 

Scottish students in the same model was correct. 

7.6.3 Fee Responsibility 

Finally, based on the discussion in Section 3.5.1 on fee responsibility, the decision was 

made to conduct a post-hoc test to see if students differed on any of the key variables in the 

SEM model based on how responsible they were for paying their tuition fees. As noted in 

Section 5.10.3.2, respondents were categorised into three groups that represented their level of 

fee responsibility. These three groups represented those who were fully responsible, partly 

responsible, and not responsible for the payment of their tuition fees. Again, the imputed factor 

scores of student consumerism, strain, academic entitlement, and attitudes towards academic 

misconduct were used as part of the analysis in IBM SPSS Statistics 28. However, because 

there were three groups instead of two, and because of the normality concerns, the Kruskal-

Wallis Test was used instead of either the Mann-Whitney U Test or the parametric ANOVA, 

as per the advice of Pallant (2020). 

The results of this analysis showed no significant difference between the three groups 

in terms of any of the four main variables in the SEM model. In this way, fee responsibility 

had no significant effect on student consumerism (p = .45), academic entitlement (p = .34), or 

attitudes towards academic misconduct (p = .45). While respondents did differ somewhat on 

strain based on their fee responsibility, the p-value of .07 for this difference just fell short of 

the .05 alpha level. Therefore, based on the findings of this post-hoc test, the results of the SEM 
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analysis were applicable to all the respondents included in the analysis, regardless of their fee 

responsibility. 

7.7 Conclusion 

In this chapter, the theorised model displayed in Figure 6.2 was shown to be suitable 

enough to test the hypotheses of the thesis. All the reflective constructs included in the model 

were shown to be both valid and reliable. While there was an issue regarding the construct 

validity of academic entitlement, there was enough evidence for the validity and reliability of 

the construct to move on with the analysis. The formative strain construct was also shown to 

be valid. While there was an issue regarding violations to the proportionality constraint rule, 

the chapter discussed how slight violations of this rule can be tolerated. Moreover, the strain 

construct was shown to be beneficial in representing the combined effects of the formative 

indicators on the other variables in the model. Finally, all the main assumptions of CB-SEM 

were met, allowing for the direct and indirect relationships of the SEM model to be analysed 

and for the hypotheses to be tested. 

All the hypotheses of the thesis were supported. For H1, student consumerism was 

shown to positively influence academic entitlement. For H2, academic entitlement was shown 

to positively influence attitudes towards academic misconduct. For H3, academic entitlement 

was shown to fully mediate the relationship between student consumerism and attitudes 

towards academic misconduct. For H4, strain was shown to positively influence academic 

entitlement. And for H5, academic entitlement was shown to be the strongest mediator of the 

relationship between strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct, with the only other 

significant mediation relationship being that of the serial mediation relationship involving 

understanding of academic misconduct policies and severity of punishment. 
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Chapter 8: Discussion and Conclusion 

8.1 Introduction 

Chapter 7 showed that all the hypotheses of the study were supported. The current 

chapter discusses the descriptive analyses from Chapter 6 and the statistical analyses from 

Chapter 7. To do this, the chapter first discusses the differences between exam misconduct and 

assignment misconduct, offering reasons for why these differences might exist. This leads on 

to a discussion on how many students committed academic misconduct before attending 

university and in previous years of university, along with how many were caught and penalised 

for doing so. In terms of the SEM analysis, the chapter discusses the significant relationships 

between the history of academic misconduct before university variable and the other variables 

in the model. This leads on to a discussion regarding the relationship from strain to attitudes 

towards academic misconduct and the mediating effects of the theorised mediators of this 

relationship.  

After this, the main findings of the thesis are summarised. This includes a discussion 

on the hypotheses of the thesis and how they were supported. This is followed by a discussion 

on the importance of academic entitlement as the main predictor of attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. In relation to this, the chapter then presents the original contributions of the study 

to the literature on commercialisation, student consumerism, academic entitlement, academic 

misconduct, and even criminology. This is followed by the limitations of the study and 

recommendations for future research and practice. Finally, the chapter ends with a conclusion 

to the entire thesis. 
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8.2 Descriptive Findings 

8.2.1 Exam Misconduct vs. Assignment Misconduct 

In the current study, 22% of students admitted to cheating on exams, while 57.6% 

admitted to cheating on assignments. Therefore, the majority of the sample committed some 

form of academic misconduct on assignments but did not commit any academic misconduct on 

exams. This matches the findings of previous studies, which found that students perceive exam 

misconduct to be more serious than other forms of academic misconduct (Lim & See, 2001) 

and are therefore less likely to commit it themselves (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; T. 

R. Smith et al., 2013). The potential reasons for why this may be the case are mentioned in 

Section 3.4.6. For one, students may feel that exam cheating wrongs those around them, while 

the victims of assignment misconduct are more obscure (Ashworth et al., 1997). For another, 

students hold exams in high regard, possibly due to the importance placed on exams in the 

English and Scottish education system (Mansell, 2011). 

This importance may have been internalised by the students themselves. As discussed 

in Section 6.4.6, the two items on the severity of punishment scale that related to exams were 

negatively skewed, meaning that most students agreed that they were problematic. This 

suggests that students were more fearful of getting caught and punished for cheating off another 

person’s exam and having someone else take an exam for them. The idea of having someone 

impersonate them for an exam was concerning to so many students that the item was not only 

skewed, but also kurtote. This difference between copying another student’s exam and exam 

impersonation suggests that there are differences not only between exam misconduct and 

assignment misconduct but also within the two categories. 
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8.2.2 Academic Misconduct on Exams 

This was reflected in how much each type of academic misconduct was committed by 

students. The least committed type of exam misconduct was for a student to take an exam for 

another student or allow another student to take an exam for them. Only 1.9% of the sample 

admitted to this offence. This provides further evidence that students are not only afraid of the 

punishment for exam impersonation but also less willing to commit the offence themselves 

(Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Sims, 1995). 

On the other hand, the most committed type of exam misconduct in the present study 

was communicating with another student during an exam (whether answers were exchanged or 

not), with 15.7% of the sample admitting to this offence. While this suggests that students do 

not take other types of exam misconduct seriously, only 3.7% admitted to copying from another 

student without their knowledge, and only 5.6% had access to unauthorised material during an 

exam. Even outside of exams themselves, only 3.7% of students illicitly gained advance 

information about the contents of an exam, and only 5.1% lied about medical or other 

circumstances to get special consideration for an exam. 

There are a few possible explanations for why more students communicated with others 

during exams. For one, they may have felt that this type of misconduct does not have a victim. 

As discussed in Section 3.4.6, students evaluate the ethicality of cheating based on whether 

their actions negatively affect those within their peer group (Ashworth et al., 1997). For 

another, the students in the present study may have been drawn into such behaviour by deviant 

peers. Previous studies have shown a positive relationship between peer cheating behaviour 

and academic misconduct (Burrus et al., 2007; Lim & See, 2001; McCabe & Trevino, 1993). 

This relationship was also found in the present study. Witnessing cheating behaviour was 

significantly related to having more positive attitudes towards academic misconduct.  
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8.2.3 Academic Misconduct on Assignments 

In terms of academic misconduct on assignments, the most committed type of 

assignment misconduct was poor paraphrasing with a correct citation. More than a third of the 

sample (36.6%) admitted to committing this offence. In fact, nearly twice as many students 

committed this offence than the next most committed type of assignment misconduct. The main 

reason for this may have been a lack of skills in paraphrasing (Greenwood et al., 2014). 

Students with poor academic writing skills may feel more comfortable using other people’s 

words rather than their own (Song-Turner, 2008). 

The next most committed types of assignment misconduct were paraphrasing or 

copying without a reference and allowing others to copy an assignment. A similar number of 

students committed these two offences, as 19.4% paraphrased or copied material without 

referencing the original source and 19.0% made their work for an individually assessed 

assignment available to another student. Previous research has also found that these two types 

of academic misconduct are taken the least seriously and are committed the most by students 

(Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Greenberger et al., 2008; Lim & See, 2001). 

On the other hand, the least committed type of assignment misconduct in the present 

study was submitting an assignment that was purchased or otherwise acquired from another 

source, which represents contract cheating. This was committed by only 3.7% of the sample. 

This was very similar to the average of 3.52% calculated by Newton (2018) from 65 studies on 

the topic. Therefore, the result from the current study matches those found by others over the 

last few decades and suggests that contract cheating is only committed by a small percentage 

of students. 

However, this seems surprising given the literature on contract cheating in recent years. 

The contract cheating industry is well established and mature, which suggests that a lot of 
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demand exists among students for its services (Ellis et al., 2018). While the quality of the work 

provided by the industry may be questionable, the work itself has been shown to be 

undetectable by traditional plagiarism detection software (Medway et al., 2018; M. Walker & 

Townley, 2012). Over the years, there has been an increase in the providers of such bespoke 

work and a drop in prices (Lancaster, 2020). However, despite these facts and the recent 

concerns shown by researchers, the results from previous studies and the current one suggest 

that contract cheating is not as widespread as some may believe. 

8.2.4 Potential Reasons for Differences 

In summary, exam misconduct was taken more seriously and committed more than 

assignment misconduct in the present sample. The main type of exam misconduct was 

communicating with another student during an exam; and apart from improper referencing, 

which may be due to a lack of confidence and skills, one of the main types of assignment 

misconduct was making work for an individually assessed assignment available to another 

student. Therefore, some of the most committed types of exam misconduct and assignment 

misconduct involved working with other students. 

Based on the SEM analysis of the present study, there are several reasons why this may 

be the case. For one, there was a negative relationship between severity of punishment and 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. The more severe students feel the punishments for 

certain acts of academic misconduct are, the less willing they are to engage in them (Burrus et 

al., 2007; McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Peled et al., 2019). Therefore, students may be less willing 

to cheat on exams because they feel that the punishments for exam misconduct are more severe. 

For another, the current study also found a positive relationship between peer behaviour and 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. Therefore, students who have deviant peers may be 

more likely to collaborate with those peers in committing acts of academic dishonesty. This 
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would help explain why the most committed acts of academic misconduct involved working 

with others. 

However, there are issues with this reasoning. For example, severity of punishment 

does not seem to account for why students preferred acts of academic misconduct that involved 

collaborating with others when contract cheating and impersonation on online exams are hard 

to detect (Gathuri et al., 2014; Medway et al., 2018). Similarly, peer behaviour does not seem 

to explain why students were more comfortable communicating with a friend during an exam 

but were less comfortable with asking such a friend to take an exam for them. Nor does it seem 

to explain why students felt more comfortable providing other students with an assignment but 

felt less comfortable acquiring such an assignment themselves. 

One possible explanation for these differences is that students perceive certain 

behaviours to be more serious than others (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Lim & See, 

2001; Sims, 1995). This may be because these types of academic misconduct do not have a 

victim in their immediate peer groups (Ashworth et al., 1997) or because of some other reason. 

Regardless, students may consider certain types of academic misconduct to be objectionable, 

while they may deem other types to be acceptable. This would mirror the attitudes that young 

people have towards other forms of misconduct, such as digital piracy (Yu, 2010).  

Therefore, students may perceive certain forms of academic misconduct to be 

innocuous and may be more likely to commit them. For example, they may view sharing an 

assignment with a friend to be no different than sharing anything else with that friend. The 

distinction between the two acts seems to be arbitrarily defined by the institution and not based 

on the morality of students themselves. In the same way, talking to a fellow student during an 

exam may be seen as no different to talking to that student outside of the exam. On the other 
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hand, exam impersonation and contract cheating involve lying and deception, which students 

may naturally perceive as being wrong (Feldman et al., 2000).  

This may also help explain why students consider exam misconduct to be more serious 

than assignment misconduct. The physical act of sitting in an examination hall surrounded by 

invigilators informs students that they are being assessed and reinforces the seriousness of 

cheating in such an environment. Meanwhile, working on an assignment from the comfort of 

one’s own home may have the exact opposite effect. Therefore, students may be less likely to 

commit certain types of misconduct because they feel wrong, while they may be more likely 

to commit other types of misconduct because they feel acceptable. 

However, the findings of the present study suggest that the attitudes of students are 

influenced by variables such as severity of punishment and peer behaviour. These variables 

could subsequently be used to explain the differences between and within exam misconduct 

and assignment misconduct. In relation to this, even though the detection rates for contract 

cheating and impersonation on online exams may be low (Gathuri et al., 2014; Medway et al., 

2018), students may still perceive the punishments for such acts to be severe. This relates to 

the differences between objective punishment risks and perceived punishment risks (Pickett & 

Roche, 2016). Similarly, peer behaviour may only influence students into committing acts of 

misconduct that they have seen others performing. This is because many deviants tend to learn 

their deviancy from other deviants (White & Haines, 2004) and can be pressured into 

committing that deviancy by those deviants (Cochran, 2017). Therefore, students who have 

deviant peers who collaborate on assignments and exams may feel pressured into doing the 

same.  

Consequently, students’ attitudes towards academic misconduct may help explain their 

academic deviance. In fact, the present study found a moderate positive correlation between 
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students’ attitudes towards academic misconduct and the actual amount of academic 

misconduct they committed. This was consistent with the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). However, while the current study found many 

predictors of these attitudes, such as severity of punishment and peer behaviour, most students 

stated that they never committed any of the 19 acts included in the Academic Misconduct Scale 

in the 2020/21 academic year. This suggests that most students view certain types of cheating 

as being wrong (Singhal, 1982). In summary, students perceive certain actions to constitute 

academic misconduct; they take them seriously, are afraid of being punished for them, and dare 

not commit them. 

8.2.5 Frequency of Academic Misconduct 

In support of this, most students who cheated in the current study were not serial 

offenders. Most of those who cheated only committed one or two acts of academic misconduct 

in the year. As can be seen in Table E4, 17.6% of the sample (or 29.6% of cheaters) committed 

one act of academic misconduct, while 13.0% of the sample (or 21.8% of cheaters) committed 

two. Moreover, as can be seen in Table 6.7, most of these acts of academic misconduct were 

only committed once (59.2%). This suggests that many students are not serial cheaters. 

However, these results seem to contradict those of Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (2009) and T. 

R. Smith et al. (2013). This may be due to the fact that the present study was conducted in 

England and Scotland, and not in the USA. Nevertheless, T. R. Smith et al. (2013) did find that 

58.6% of their sample cheated in some capacity while at university. This matches the finding 

of the current study, where 59.5% of the students admitted to having cheated on an exam or an 

assignment. 
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8.2.6 History of Academic Misconduct 

Some of the sample had already committed academic misconduct before entering 

university or in previous years of university. A considerable number of students cheated before 

attending university (22.5%). However, most of these students were not caught (90.7%), and a 

lot of those who were caught were not penalised (44.4%). Fewer students admitted to cheating 

in previous years of university (13.7%). However, like before, most of these students were not 

caught (91.5%), and most of those who were caught were not penalised (60.0%).  

These findings match those of previous studies on the topic. Research suggests that 

more students cheat in high school than university (S. F. Davis et al., 1992; S. F. Davis & 

Ludvigson, 1995), and many students report that they have never been caught cheating. 

Previous research has found that only around 1–8% of students reported that they were caught 

for academic misconduct (Diekhoff et al., 1999; Haines et al., 1986; Singhal, 1982; Vandehey 

et al., 2007). Previous research also suggests that those who are caught are not severely 

punished. Academic staff seem to prefer more lenient punishments and are reluctant to report 

students to the appropriate authorities (Chirikov et al., 2020; McCabe, 1993; Wright & Kelly, 

1974), especially for first-time offences (Wilkinson, 2009). However, as mentioned before, 

many students who commit academic misconduct are not serial offenders. Furthermore, many 

students who cheat are not caught. Therefore, if staff are only willing to punish those who are 

repeatedly caught for academic misconduct, then it stands to reason that most academic 

misconduct will go unpunished. 

In fact, not only were the students in the current sample not serial offenders, but they 

were also first-time offenders. In the present study, 59.5% of the students in the sample cheated 

during the 2020/21 academic year, but only 27.3% admitted to committing an act of misconduct 

before attending university or in previous years of university. This suggests that more than half 
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of the students who admitted to cheating during the 2020/21 academic year cheated for the first 

time. This seems to be consistent with the abovementioned findings that most cheaters only 

committed a few acts of academic misconduct during the year and that most of these acts were 

only committed once. However, this means that something other than a history of academic 

misconduct influences current academic misconduct. 

8.3 Main Findings 

8.3.1 SEM Analysis 

These other influences are shown in the direct structural relationships from the full 

structural model analysis. All the reflective constructs in the full structural model were shown 

to be both valid and reliable, despite the issue of a low AVE on the academic entitlement 

construct. Similarly, the formative strain construct was also shown to be valid, despite some 

slight violations of the proportionality constraint rule. All the main assumptions of CB-SEM 

were met, and the fit of the full model was satisfactory (χ2 = 1037.41, df = 586, p < .001, χ2/df 

= 1.77, CFI = .92, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05). Furthermore, all the relationships 

in the measurement model were significant, and the total amounts of variance explained in the 

endogenous constructs were satisfactory.  

In the SEM model, history of academic misconduct before university was significantly 

related to attitudes towards academic misconduct. Students who had cheated before attending 

university were more likely to have positive attitudes towards academic misconduct while at 

university. This supports the findings of Stannard and Bowers (1970), who found that students 

who cheated in high school were more likely to cheat at university, and those of Uzun and Kilis 

(2020), who found that students who have committed academic misconduct in the past are more 

likely to intend to do so in the future. However, severity of punishment and academic 
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entitlement had much stronger effects on attitudes towards academic misconduct in the present 

study. 

Because most of them were not caught or punished for cheating in the past, students 

with a history of academic misconduct may have been emboldened to continue cheating at 

university. Like the current study, previous studies have found a negative relationship between 

the perceived severity of punishment and academic misconduct (Burrus et al., 2007; McCabe 

& Trevino, 1993; Peled et al., 2019). However, cheaters who are not punished may perceive 

punishments to be less severe (Apel et al., 2009) and may therefore be less deterred by them. 

This was found to be the case in the current study. History of academic misconduct was 

negatively related to severity of punishment. This suggests that students with a history of 

academic misconduct before university were less afraid of punishments than those without a 

history.  

The present study also found significant correlations between history of academic 

misconduct and three other control variables in the SEM model. Gender had a negative 

correlation with history of academic misconduct, suggesting that female students had engaged 

in less academic misconduct before university. This matches the findings of other researchers 

over the last century that female students commit less academic misconduct than males (Aiken, 

1991; Hetherington & Feldman, 1964; Nonis & Swift, 2001; Parr, 1936). However, there was 

also a negative correlation between history of academic misconduct and age, suggesting that 

older students had engaged in less academic misconduct before attending university. This 

suggests that more students from the newer generations may be committing academic 

misconduct before entering university. Nonetheless, this would need further investigation as 

there could be an alternative explanation for this relationship based on the characteristics of the 

older students that were not accounted for in the present study.  
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Finally, peer behaviour and history of academic misconduct were positively correlated 

with each other. As current peer behaviour cannot cause past cheating actions, this suggests 

that cheaters seek out peers who behave similarly to themselves (McCabe & Bowers, 2009). 

However, even after controlling for this correlation, both history of academic misconduct and 

peer behaviour had separate significant direct effects on attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. This suggests that witnessing other students cheating has an influence on the 

attitudes of an individual beyond their history of academic misconduct. This supports not only 

the findings of other authors in relation to academic misconduct (e.g., Burrus et al., 2007; 

McCabe et al., 2002, 2008) but also those in relation to other types of deviance (e.g., Agnew 

& White, 1992; Mazerolle & Maahs, 2000). 

8.3.2 Strain 

This leads on to the theoretical framework underpinning the entire study: general strain 

theory. While history of academic misconduct and peer behaviour may contribute towards 

academic misconduct, they do not explain why students resort to such behaviour in the first 

place. The present study sought to address this using Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory. 

This involved constructing a composite variable representing various aspects of academic 

strain. As the error term on this construct was constrained to 0, the variable was completely 

defined by the indicators which comprised it. Therefore, academic strain in the current study 

was defined as the strain caused by poor test-taking ability, attention span problems, and course 

disinterest. Based on Agnew’s (1992) theory, these strain-inducing circumstances prevent 

students from attaining their goal of a good grade using socially acceptable means and present 

them with something negative. This would prompt them to have more favourable attitudes 

towards academic misconduct, which could allow them to attain their goal of a good grade 

illegitimately. 
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However, as mentioned by Agnew (1992), there are several conditioning variables that 

make responding to strain with deviancy more or less likely. These can be either moderators 

or mediators. In the present study, there were significant relationships from the strain construct 

to all four of the mediating variables of academic entitlement, grade importance, self-esteem, 

and understanding of academic misconduct policies. While grade importance was constrained 

for scaling purposes in the SEM model used to test direct relationships, the relationship from 

strain to grade importance was significant in the model used to test indirect relationships where 

self-esteem was constrained for scaling purposes instead. However, of all the mediating 

variables in the model, only academic entitlement, understanding of academic misconduct 

policies, and severity of punishment mediated the relationship between strain and attitudes 

towards academic misconduct. Because there was no direct relationship between strain and 

attitudes towards academic misconduct, academic entitlement and the serial mediation 

relationship involving understanding of academic misconduct policies and severity of 

punishment fully mediated the relationship between the two variables. 

As a result, the present study provides some insight into why previous studies have 

found more support for differential association in explaining academic misconduct than they 

have for strain theory. Like the current study, the studies of Bichler-Robertson et al. (2003), 

Stogner et al. (2013), and Vowell and Chen (2004) found a direct relationship between peer 

behaviour and academic misconduct. However, they found no direct relationship between 

strain and academic misconduct once other variables were taken into consideration. The present 

study suggests why this may be the case. Strain does not have a direct effect on academic 

misconduct. Rather, strain has an indirect effect on attitudes towards academic misconduct 

through academic entitlement and the serial mediation relationship involving understanding of 

academic misconduct policies and severity of punishment. This matches Agnew’s (1992) 
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conceptualisation of strain as a force that only leads to deviancy if conditioned by certain 

variables.  

Therefore, strain does have an influence on academic misconduct. This supports the 

findings of previous studies, which have found other forms of strain, such as a lack of time, a 

large workload, and difficult yet important assessments, to be related to academic misconduct 

(B. S. Brown, 1995; Love & Simmons, 1998; Maramark & Maline, 1993; M. A. Smith, 2016). 

Therefore, as mentioned in 4.6.5, Bichler-Robertson et al. (2003), Stogner et al. (2013), and 

Vowell and Chen (2004) failed to properly assess strain theory by considering the variables 

that condition the effect of strain on academic misconduct. However, while peer behaviour also 

functions as a conditioning variable in general strain theory by moderating the effect of strain 

on deviancy (Jang & Rhodes, 2012), this was not tested in the present study. As mentioned in 

Section 6.4.2, this study was only concerned with the direct and mediating effects of variables 

on attitudes towards academic misconduct.  

8.3.3 Grade Importance 

In terms of mediators, grade importance had neither a direct effect nor any mediating 

effect on attitudes towards academic misconduct after controlling for all the other variables in 

the model. This seems to contradict Agnew’s (1992) suggestion that the importance of the goal 

has an influence on the relationship between the strain experienced by not being able to achieve 

that goal and deviancy. However, grade importance in the current study was measured as the 

importance of a grade goal in relation to a desired job and plans for further study. It may be the 

case that the importance of getting a good grade has very little to do with how students intend 

to use that grade after graduation. Instead, grade importance may be related to the need for 

grades, where students with lower grades may have more lenient attitudes towards academic 
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misconduct (Elias, 2017) and may commit more academic misconduct than those with higher 

grades (Burrus et al., 2007; Haines et al., 1986; Hensley et al., 2013; Pino & Smith, 2003). 

However, this was not found to be the case in the present study. There was no significant 

relationship between the average grade of students and their attitudes towards academic 

misconduct after controlling for all the other variables in the model. While this would seem to 

suggest that grades have no effect whatsoever on academic misconduct, this was also not found 

to be the case in the present study. As mentioned before, academic strain was indirectly related 

to attitudes towards academic misconduct. Therefore, strain in the form of poor academic 

abilities that prevent students from attaining good grades has an influence on academic 

misconduct. 

Instead, students may merely want good grades because they do not want to be 

perceived negatively in relation to their peers. There seems to be some support for this in the 

literature. Most students receive a first- or upper-second-class degree upon graduation (HESA, 

2023c). Therefore, students may feel that they need to compete with other students for good 

grades rather than just pass (Tomlinson, 2014). In fact, several researchers have found the 

pressure for good grades to be a strong motivator for cheating (e.g., B. S. Brown, 1995; Love 

& Simmons, 1998; McCabe & Trevino, 2002; Michaels & Miethe, 1989). 

In light of the findings of the present study, students with high grades seem just as likely 

to be influenced by this competition for good grades as those with low grades. The significant 

indirect relationship between strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct and the 

insignificant relationship between average grades and attitudes towards academic misconduct 

suggest two things. For one, any potential relationship between grades and attitudes towards 

academic misconduct becomes insignificant once poor academic abilities in the form of strain 
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are taken into consideration. For another, students with high grades seem just as likely to be 

influenced by strain as those with low grades.  

8.3.4 Self-Esteem 

Like grade importance, self-esteem also had no direct or mediating effect on attitudes 

towards academic misconduct in the present study. Again, this seems to contradict Agnew’s 

(1992) suggestion that an individual’s coping resources condition how likely they are to 

respond to strain with deviancy. It also seems to contradict the relationship that other 

researchers have found between self-esteem and criminality (Trzesniewski et al., 2006) and 

between self-esteem and academic misconduct (Williamson & Assadi, 2005). In fact, Iyer and 

Eastman (2006) found a negative relationship between self-esteem and academic misconduct 

using the RSES.  

The lack of a significant relationship in the present study may be due to the fact that 

other variables were included in the SEM model. After controlling for these other variables, 

self-esteem had no additional effect on attitudes towards academic misconduct. This matches 

the nonsignificant relationship found by Brunell et al. (2011) who also used the RSES. 

Moreover, Van Houtte and Stevens (2008) also failed to find a relationship between the two 

variables in their study on the topic. Therefore, the present study lends further support to the 

idea that self-esteem has no influence on attitudes towards academic misconduct once other 

variables are considered. 

8.3.5 Understanding of Academic Misconduct Policies and Severity of Punishment 

On the other hand, not only were understanding of academic misconduct policies and 

severity of punishment significantly related to strain and attitudes towards academic 

misconduct respectively, but they also mediated the effect of strain on attitudes towards 

academic misconduct in a serial mediation relationship. Along with academic entitlement, this 
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serial mediation relationship fully mediated the effect of strain on attitudes towards academic 

misconduct, as there was no significant direct relationship from one to the other. Moreover, 

understanding of academic misconduct policies was significantly related to severity of 

punishment. 

These results both match those of previous studies but also provide some new insight 

into the relationship between these variables. Previous research has shown that the more 

students understand and accept academic integrity policies, the less likely they are to cheat 

(Hughes & McCabe, 2006; McCabe et al., 2008; McCabe & Trevino, 1993). However, the 

current study shows that academic strain has an influence on an individual’s understanding of 

academic misconduct policies. The more strain that an individual experiences, the more likely 

they are to believe that academic misconduct policies are not taken seriously by their 

institution.  

Similarly, the current study found that this lack of confidence in the implementation of 

academic misconduct policies leads to a lower perceived severity of punishment. Students with 

less confidence in the implementation of academic misconduct policies are less afraid of being 

punished for academic misconduct. The study also found that severity of punishment was 

negatively related to attitudes towards academic misconduct. Students who felt that the 

punishments for academic misconduct were more severe had less lenient attitudes towards 

academic misconduct. As mentioned before, this negative relationship between severity of 

punishment and academic misconduct has been found by others (e.g., Burrus et al., 2007; 

McCabe & Trevino, 1993; Peled et al., 2019).  

However, a significant finding of the current study was that the serial mediation 

relationship involving both understanding of academic misconduct policies and severity of 

punishment mediated the effect of strain on attitudes towards academic misconduct. As 
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mentioned in Section 6.4.2, mediation explains how an independent variable affects a 

dependent variable (MacKinnon et al., 2012). Therefore, the significance of this serial 

mediation relationship suggests that students who are under academic strain tend to have more 

lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct. However, this occurs through the process 

whereby strain leads to a lack of confidence in the implementation of academic misconduct 

policies, which in turn leads to a lower fear of punishment, which in turn leads to more lenient 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. 

8.3.6 Control Variables 

In terms of the control variables, only two of the five were significantly related to 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. As mentioned before, both peer behaviour and history 

of academic misconduct before university were positively related to attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. These relationships still remained significant even after taking into consideration 

the correlation between the two variables. Therefore, students who witnessed other students 

cheating on exams and those who had cheated themselves before attending university were 

more likely to have more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct. Also mentioned 

before was the fact that the average grade variable was not significantly related to attitudes 

towards academic misconduct, suggesting that the need for grades has no effect on attitudes 

once the other variables in the model are taken into consideration. 

Similarly, age and gender had no relationship to attitudes towards academic 

misconduct, even though both were correlated with a history of academic misconduct before 

university. This contradicts the findings of others that older students have more lenient attitudes 

towards academic misconduct (Elias, 2017) and are less likely to commit academic misconduct 

themselves (Stiles et al., 2018). Similarly, these results contradict the findings that female 
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students disapprove more strongly of academic dishonesty than male students (W. F. Anderson, 

1957; Cole & Smith, 1995; Elias, 2017).  

However, this may be due to the inclusion of other variables in the SEM model. 

Therefore, the lack of a significant relationship between age and attitudes towards academic 

misconduct suggests that the differences between older and younger students disappear once 

other factors are taken into consideration (Stogner et al., 2013). The same can be said for gender 

(Peled et al., 2019). The lack of a relationship between gender and attitudes towards academic 

misconduct also support those who have either noticed a weak relationship between gender and 

academic misconduct (e.g., Lim & See, 2001; McCabe & Trevino, 1997) or no relationship at 

all (e.g., Haines et al., 1986; Millham, 1974; Nowell & Laufer, 1997; Stiles et al., 2018). 

Ultimately, the present study suggests that the effects of age and gender on attitudes towards 

academic misconduct disappear once other factors are taken into consideration. 

Nevertheless, age and gender were related to some of the other variables in the SEM 

model. Age was positively related to self-esteem and severity of punishment, suggesting that 

older students have higher levels of self-esteem and perceive punishments to be more severe 

than younger students. Similarly, gender was positively related to grade importance and 

severity of punishment. This suggests that female students feel that grades are more important 

to them in terms of further study or getting a desired job after graduation and that they perceive 

the punishments for academic misconduct to be more severe than male students. This matches 

the thoughts of Witmer and Johansson (2018) that “the threat of punishment has a higher social 

stigma for females than males” (p. 77). 
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8.4 Hypotheses 

The study had the following five hypotheses: 

H1 – Student consumerism positively influences academic entitlement (Direct 

relationship) 

H2 – Academic entitlement positively influences attitudes towards academic 

misconduct (Direct relationship) 

H3 – Academic entitlement mediates the relationship between student consumerism and 

attitudes towards academic misconduct (Indirect relationship) 

H4 – Strain positively influences academic entitlement (Direct relationship) 

H5 – Academic entitlement serves as the strongest mediator in the relationship between 

strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct (Indirect relationship) 

As can be seen in the results of the full structural model analysis in Chapter 7, all these 

hypotheses were supported. Regarding H1, student consumerism was positively related to 

academic entitlement. Similarly, regarding H2, academic entitlement was positively related to 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. Regarding H3, academic entitlement fully mediated 

the effect of student consumerism on attitudes towards academic misconduct. No other study 

has found this indirect relationship. Regarding H4, strain was positively related to academic 

entitlement, and regarding H5, academic entitlement was the strongest mediator of the 

relationship between strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct. Again, no other study 

seems to have discovered this mediating effect of academic entitlement. 
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8.4.1 Student Consumerism and Fee Responsibility 

Over the last few decades, the commercialisation of higher education in England and 

Scotland has positioned students as customers of higher education, which has led to a rise in 

student consumerism among them (Gibbs, 2001; Newman & Jahdi, 2009; Ng & Forbes, 2009; 

Tomlinson, 2018). As mentioned in Section 2.3.1, student consumerism can be defined as “the 

perception by students that because they pay for their education, they deserve to be treated as 

customers” (Holdford, 2014, p. 2). However, while this would suggest higher levels of student 

consumerism among those who pay for their own tuition fees, this was not found to be the case 

in the present study.  

There was no statistically significant difference between the levels of student 

consumerism and academic entitlement of English and Scottish students, despite the difference 

in fee responsibility between the two. While Scottish universities do charge tuition fees, these 

tend to be significantly lower for Scottish undergraduate students (Reynolds, 2022). Moreover, 

most of these students can apply to the SAAS to have their fees paid for them by the Scottish 

Government (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a). However, despite these differences between the two 

systems, there seems to be no difference in the levels of student consumerism and academic 

entitlement of the students studying within them. 

This suggests that Scottish students consider themselves to be customers of higher 

education and feel entitled to positive outcomes as much as English students do. This echoes 

the findings of Tomlinson (2014; 2017), who found that student consumerism has been 

reluctantly embraced by many students across all four constituent nations of the UK. However, 

in the present study, there was a significant difference between English and Scottish students 

in terms of their attitudes towards academic misconduct. English students had more lenient 

attitudes than their Scottish counterparts. Nevertheless, as mentioned in Section 7.6.2, this 
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difference may have been due to the way in which the data were collected from each group. 

There was also no difference in the levels of academic strain between English and Scottish 

students. 

Furthermore, there was no statistically significant difference between students who 

were fully responsible, partly responsible, and not responsible for the payment of their tuition 

fees with regard to their levels of student consumerism, strain, academic entitlement, and 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. This suggests that fee responsibility has no impact on 

whether students see themselves as customers of their university, how much academic strain 

they experience, how academically entitled they feel, and their attitudes towards—and 

intentions to commit—academic misconduct. This contradicts the beliefs of authors on the 

topic that tuition fees influence student consumerism (e.g., Bunce et al., 2017; Finney & 

Finney, 2010), academic entitlement (e.g., Ifill-Fraser, 2019; Luckett et al., 2017), and 

academic misconduct (e.g., Diekhoff et al., 1996; Haines et al. 1986). 

There are two potential explanations for these findings. For one, students who are often 

considered responsible for the payment of their fees may not feel responsible for them at all. 

In the current study, students who had applied for a student loan to pay for their tuition fees 

were classed as being fully responsible for them. In fact, most students in England take out 

student loans and do not pay the full cost of tuition themselves (Ehsan & Kingman, 2019). 

However, these students may not consider such loans to be a form of payment, as they are not 

required to pay them back until a later date (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a). Tomlinson (2014; 2017) 

found this to be true of the younger students whom he interviewed. Because of the payment 

arrangements, these students had an abstracted view of the student loan debt they had accrued. 

For another, students may have been socialised into the role of customers by the Government 

(e.g., Competition and Markets Authority, 2015; OfS, 2021), and student consumerism—and 

the subsequent feelings of academic entitlement and lenient attitudes towards academic 



301 
 

misconduct—may have very little to do with tuition fees themselves and may instead be a 

cultural phenomenon. 

8.4.2 H1 – Student Consumerism Positively Influences Academic Entitlement 

Regardless of its causes, student consumerism was found to be positively related to 

academic entitlement in the present study. Students who believe that they are customers of their 

university tend to have higher levels of academic entitlement. This matches the findings of 

other researchers in the field (Finney & Finney, 2010; Zhu et al., 2019; Zhu & Anagondahalli, 

2017). Because the present study used Kopp et al.’s (2011) scale to measure academic 

entitlement, the construct captured the beliefs among students that staff should make things 

easier for them, that as students they are free of blame, and that they are entitled to certain 

things because they are students or because they pay tuition fees. 

8.4.3 H2 – Academic Entitlement Positively Influences Attitudes Towards Academic 

Misconduct 

Academic entitlement was also positively related to attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. This matches the findings of previous research on the topic that found a positive 

relationship between academic entitlement and not only academic misconduct (Greenberger et 

al., 2008; Stiles et al., 2018) but also attitudes towards academic misconduct (Elias, 2017). This 

suggests that students who feel entitled to better academic outcomes tend to have more 

favourable attitudes towards academic misconduct.  

8.4.4 H3 – Academic Entitlement Mediates the Relationship Between Student 

Consumerism and Attitudes Towards Academic Misconduct 

Most importantly, academic entitlement fully mediated the relationship between 

student consumerism and attitudes towards academic misconduct. Because there was no direct 

relationship between student consumerism and attitudes towards academic misconduct, the 
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relationship between the two variables was fully explained by the mediating variable of 

academic entitlement. As mediation explains how an independent variable affects a dependent 

variable (MacKinnon et al., 2012), students who believe they are customers of their university 

tend to have more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct, but only if they feel 

academically entitled. Therefore, the belief that they are customers of a university leads to 

students developing higher levels of academic entitlement, which in turn leads to them 

developing more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct. As mentioned before, this 

study seems to be the first one to discover this finding. 

8.4.5 H4 and H5 – Strain Positively Influences Academic Entitlement and Academic 

Entitlement Serves As the Strongest Mediator in the Relationship Between Strain and 

Attitudes Towards Academic Misconduct 

In the present study, there was a positive relationship between strain and academic 

entitlement. Moreover, academic entitlement was the strongest mediator of the relationship 

between strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct out of all the mediators included in 

the full structural model. As mentioned before, no other study seems to have discovered the 

mediating effect of academic entitlement on the relationship between strain and attitudes 

towards academic misconduct. This mediating effect also confirms Agnew’s (1992) belief that 

an individual’s temperament conditions whether they react to strain with deviancy. It also 

shows that of all the conditioning variables that were tested in the current study, academic 

entitlement was the most important mediator between academic strain and attitudes towards 

academic misconduct. The only other significant mediation relationship was the serial 

mediation relationship involving both understanding of misconduct policies and severity of 

punishment. Therefore, because mediation explains how an independent variable affects a 

dependent variable (MacKinnon et al., 2012), and because there was no direct relationship 

between strain and attitudes towards academic misconduct, strain only leads to more lenient 
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attitudes towards academic misconduct if students feel academically entitled, if they feel that 

academic misconduct policies are not taken seriously by their institution, and if they feel that 

the punishments for academic misconduct are not that severe. 

8.4.6 Academic Entitlement 

However, of all the variables that had a significant effect on attitudes towards academic 

misconduct, academic entitlement had the strongest effect. The standardised effect of .53 shows 

that academic entitlement explained 28.1% of the variance in attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. This was almost three times more than the variance explained by the variable with 

the next strongest effect, severity of punishment, which explained only 9.6% of the variance in 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. This result, along with the mediation relationships 

mentioned above, suggests that academic entitlement is the most important predictor of 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. This matches the importance of other types of 

entitlement in explaining other types of deviancies (M. S. Davis et al., 2008; DeLisi et al., 

2022; Fisher & Hall, 2011; Tamborski et al., 2012). 

Therefore, entitlement seems to be the main mediator of the relationships between 

potential causes of deviancy and deviancy itself. In the present study, student consumerism was 

shown to lead to more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct, but only if students felt 

entitled to positive academic outcomes. Similarly, strain in the form of poor test-taking ability, 

attention span problems, and course disinterest was only shown to lead to more lenient attitudes 

towards academic misconduct if the same condition was met—notwithstanding the serial 

mediation relationship involving understanding of academic misconduct policies and severity 

of punishment. Therefore, certain factors such as student consumerism and strain may cause 

students to feel more entitled to positive academic outcomes. These feelings of entitlement then 

lead students to believe that they deserve good grades. They are then more likely to believe 
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that it is acceptable to obtain those grades dishonestly, especially if they cannot obtain them 

legitimately. 

Finally, only two of the five control variables were related to academic entitlement. 

These were the age and the average grade of students. Age was negatively related to academic 

entitlement, which suggests that younger students feel more academically entitled than older 

students. This matches the findings of previous studies (e.g., Huang, 2017; S. K. Jones, 2013; 

Luckett et al., 2017; Vuori, 2021). Similarly, the average grade of students was also negatively 

related to academic entitlement, suggesting that students with lower grades felt more 

academically entitled than those with higher grades. However, this contradicts the findings of 

Achacoso (2002), who found no relationship between grades and entitlement beliefs and a 

positive relationship between grades and entitlement actions. This difference may be due to the 

fact the present study used a different measure of academic entitlement.   

8.5 Original Contributions to Knowledge 

In summary, the present thesis makes a number of important contributions to 

knowledge. These range from the place where it was conducted to its findings. These 

contributions have been divided into the categories of theoretical contributions and 

methodological contributions. 

8.5.1 Theoretical Contributions 

The thesis makes a number of theoretical contributions to the literature on 

commercialisation, student consumerism, academic entitlement, academic misconduct, and 

even criminology. It contributes to the literature on the commercialisation of higher education 

by showing how commercialisation leads to more lenient attitudes towards academic 

misconduct through its two consequences: academic strain and student consumerism. As 

previously mentioned in Section 1.2.7, commercialisation can be defined by the greater state 
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control of universities and the use of market-based policies to manage them (R. Brown & 

Carasso, 2013)—policies which have led to a rise in student consumerism among students 

(Tomlinson 2017). The present study shows how these feelings of student consumerism can 

lead to feelings of academic entitlement, which can subsequently lead to more lenient attitudes 

towards academic misconduct. While previous research has discovered relationships between 

these variables (Elias, 2017; Finney & Finney, 2010; Zhu et al., 2019), this thesis assessed the 

relationships between all these variables in a single study. Moreover, when assessing these 

relationships, the present study also controlled for some of the major causes of both academic 

entitlement and academic misconduct. 

As also mentioned in Section 1.2.7, the commercialisation of higher education in 

England and Scotland has been accompanied by widening participation, where students from 

disadvantaged backgrounds are more likely to go to university than before. However, many of 

these students may be less able to achieve their goal of a good grade using legitimate means 

(Bolton & Lewis, 2023; Nadeem, 2021; OfS, 2022a; Universities UK, 2019). As per general 

strain theory, this may cause them to experience strain, which may in turn make them more 

likely to use deviant means to achieve their goal of a good grade instead (Agnew, 1992). The 

present study shows how students who experience strain in the form of poor test-taking ability, 

attention span problems, and course disinterest are more likely to have lenient attitudes towards 

academic misconduct. Therefore, the present study shows how two major consequences of 

commercialisation, namely student consumerism and the strain experienced by a greater 

number of students due to widening participation, produce more lenient attitudes towards 

academic misconduct. 

This finding contributes to the literature on commercialisation by showing how a 

commercialised system undermines the value of higher education. Other researchers have 

already found that student consumerism encourages an instrumentalist view of higher 
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education (Natale & Doran, 2012; Rolfe, 2002; D. Saunders, 2015). Many students no longer 

attend university purely to learn, but rather to obtain a good job (Ng & Forbes, 2009), and many 

of them only seem to want a degree and do not care much for the knowledge that it represents 

(Bennett, 2021; Rolfe, 2002). The present study adds to this discussion by showing how the 

overemphasis on the ends of higher education, and the lack of an emphasis on the means, has 

led to students using illegitimate means to attain their goal of good grades in the hope of 

obtaining secure employment. This undermines the worth of higher education not only because 

students are not learning what they need to learn but also because employers who rely on 

degrees as indicators of knowledge can no longer do so. As a result, commercialisation may 

have ironically made higher education worth less at a time when it is worth so much. 

Furthermore, the results of the current study suggest that English and Scottish 

universities have been commercialised to a similar extent. The students who participated in the 

present research had similar levels of strain, student consumerism, and academic entitlement, 

regardless of whether they were attending an English or Scottish university. This suggests that 

a similar number of students experience academic strain and feelings of student consumerism 

across both English and Scottish universities, which—as the study has shown—lead to feelings 

of academic entitlement. Furthermore, the students who participated in this study had similar 

levels of student consumerism, academic entitlement, and, to a lesser extent, strain, regardless 

of their level of fee responsibility. This suggests that these variables have little to do with fee 

responsibility and therefore provides an alternative perspective on the issue to those who have 

found it to influence student consumerism (Bunce et al., 2017; Finney & Finney, 2010) and 

academic entitlement (Ifill-Fraser, 2019; Luckett et al., 2017). Moreover, this suggests that fee 

responsibility is not a necessary component of commercialisation. This confirms the view of 

G. Williams (1992) that private finance is not necessary for higher education to be treated as a 

market. 
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Some of the most significant theoretical contributions to knowledge from the current 

study, however, relate to its last three hypotheses. Academic entitlement was shown to fully 

mediate the relationship between student consumerism and attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. Academic strain was shown to positively influence academic entitlement. And 

academic entitlement was shown to fully mediate the effect of academic strain on attitudes 

towards academic misconduct, along with the serial mediation relationship involving 

understanding of academic misconduct policies and severity of punishment. Moreover, 

academic entitlement had the strongest direct effect on attitudes towards academic misconduct 

after controlling for all the other major causes of academic misconduct, such as history of 

academic misconduct, peer behaviour, and severity of punishment. 

Therefore, the study contributes to the literature on academic entitlement in many ways. 

For one, the study situated the construct in a larger model that helps explain its major causes: 

strain and student consumerism, and its major consequence: lenient attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. As a result, the study clarifies the causes of academic entitlement. As mentioned 

in Section 2.4.1, some authors have attributed academic entitlement to the greater amounts of 

self-esteem inculcated into the millennial generation (B. K. Miller, 2013; Twenge, 2014). 

While the present study does not provide any evidence to dispute this, it shows how academic 

entitlement can be the result of student consumerism and academic strain, thus providing 

evidence that academic entitlement relates to an individual’s environment (Frey, 2015; Parker, 

2017).  

For another, the results of the present study confirm the importance of entitlement in 

explaining deviant behaviour. As mentioned in Section 4.7, entitlement has been suggested to 

be a major factor behind other types of deviance, such as violent crime (DeLisi et al., 2022; 

Fisher & Hall, 2011). The results of the current study further prove that entitled people believe 

they deserve more than others and that they are often prepared to use dishonest means to resolve 
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the discrepancy between what they have and what they believe they deserve (Vincent & 

Goncalo, 2014). By showing how academic entitlement affects academic deviance, the present 

study not only contributes to the literature on academic entitlement but also on criminology. 

In relation to this, the findings lend support to general strain theory as described by 

Agnew (1992). In the present study, strain was found to positively influence deviancy, but this 

effect was conditioned by certain variables, such as academic entitlement. As a result, the 

present study improves upon the studies of Bichler-Robertson et al. (2003), Stogner et al. 

(2013), and Vowell and Chen (2004) by showing how strain has an indirect effect on academic 

misconduct in a manner congruent with Agnew’s (1992) original description of the theory. It 

also explains why these authors failed to find a direct relationship between strain and academic 

misconduct. Therefore, the present study offers a fairer analysis of Agnew’s (1992) theory in 

relation to academic misconduct, wherein strain causes deviancy, through certain conditioning 

variables, such as academic entitlement. 

Relatedly, the study also contributes to the literature on academic misconduct. Beyond 

assessing the major causes of academic misconduct in a single study, the most consequential 

contribution of the current research in this regard relates to the relationship that strain and 

student consumerism have with academic misconduct through academic entitlement. This 

suggests that the changes in the higher education system due to commercialisation may have 

led to an increase in lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct among students. 

Furthermore, the present study also offers another variable in the form of student consumerism 

as a potential predictor of academic misconduct. As a more minor theoretical contribution, the 

present study also confirmed that more students cheat on assignments than exams and that 

certain types of academic misconduct are committed less than others. However, unlike previous 

studies on the topic (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995; Sims, 1995), the present study 

offered more detailed reasoning as to why this may be the case—reasoning based on an SEM 



309 
 

analysis rooted in general strain theory. This relates to the methodological contributions of the 

study. 

8.5.2 Methodological Contributions 

In terms of methodological contributions, the thesis used SEM to measure the 

relationships between all the major predictors of academic misconduct in a model that was 

based on Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory. As a result, the current study makes a 

significant methodological contribution to the literature on student consumerism and academic 

entitlement as most of studies on these variables have been conducted using basic statistical 

techniques and without a clear theoretical framework. While other studies on academic 

misconduct have also been conducted through the perspective of strain theory (e.g., Bichler-

Robertson et al., 2003; Stogner et al., 2013; Vowell and Chen, 2004), the present one improves 

upon them by considering the conditioning variables of strain, which were modelled as 

mediators in the full structural model. 

The study also makes a methodological contribution in terms of where it was 

conducted. This seems to be the first study that has compared the levels of student consumerism 

and academic entitlement between students at English and Scottish universities. As mentioned 

before, no significant differences were found between the two, suggesting that both English 

and Scottish higher education have been commercialised to a similar extent. Moreover, if 

tuition fees in England were to be lowered to £7,500 per year as recommended by the Augar 

(2019) review, then this study would be one of the only few to have looked at this topic while 

tuition fees in England were at their highest point.  

Few studies have been conducted on the topics of student consumerism, academic 

entitlement, and academic misconduct in the UK (Bunce et al., 2017; Franklyn-Stokes & 

Newstead, 1995; Tomlinson, 2014; 2017). Most have been conducted in the USA, where higher 
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education has been commercialised for longer (Ng & Forbes, 2009). This study contributes to 

the UK perspective, which is more relevant now than ever before. Although most Scottish 

students in Scotland do not pay for their undergraduate courses, the average cost of an 

undergraduate degree in England has risen to be the highest in the OECD (2021). 

8.6 Limitations 

However, the study was not without limitations. For one it employed non-random data 

collection techniques in the form of convenience sampling and volunteer sampling. However, 

as mentioned in Sections 5.11.2 and 5.11.3, this could not be helped. Due to the absence of a 

list of all the students studying at all the universities in England and Scotland and due to the 

limitations imposed by the COVID-19 outbreak, non-probability sampling techniques had to 

be used instead. While these techniques may limit the generalisability of the findings (Sekaran 

& Bougie, 2016), they have been used by other researchers in similar studies (e.g., Greenberger 

et al., 2008; Hendy et al., 2021; Huck et al., 2017; Zhu et al., 2019). 

Another limitation regarding the study design was the use of a self-report questionnaire. 

However, as mentioned in Section 5.10.1, self-report methods are often needed to collect data 

from participants that cannot be obtained using external measures (Garcia & Gustavson, 1997), 

as was the case in the present study. They also offer many advantages, such as the ability to 

collect large amounts of data from a single source—principally the participant (Paulhus & 

Vazire, 2007). Nevertheless, there are issues with the accuracy of self-report measures, such as 

respondents failing to recall past events and making incorrect assessments about themselves 

(Garcia & Gustavson, 1997). However, these can be minimised by using well-tested data 

collection instruments and by establishing convergent and discriminant validity (Paulhus & 

Vazire, 2007). Both of these precautions were taken in the present thesis. 
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However, a lot of the data were collected from online sources, such as Reddit and 

SurveyTandem, which may raise questions about their quality. More than half the original 

responses were removed from the final dataset. Of these responses, nearly three quarters were 

believed to be falsified. Most of these falsified responses originated from Reddit. While this 

may raise concerns about the quality of the data, less than a quarter of the retained responses 

were from Reddit, and almost half were from the English and Scottish universities that were 

originally planned to be in the study. In fact, the removal of these falsified responses ensured 

the quality of the retained data. Moreover, as shown in Section 6.3.1, the demographics of the 

sample of the current study largely reflected the demographics of the wider population of 

English and Scottish university students, lending support to the generalisability of the findings. 

Nevertheless, there were also some limitations stemming from the analysis of the data. 

During the analysis of the reflective and formative indicators, several indicators were deleted 

from their constructs due to low factor loadings. According to Collier (2020), deleting 

indicators merits another round of data collection to confirm the validity of the revised scales 

and to avoid capitalising on chance. For this reason, Collier (2020) also reiterates the 

importance of pilot testing questionnaires. However, as mentioned in Section 5.9, this was not 

possible in the context of the current study due to the time constraints of the PhD programme. 

While this may limit the generalisability of the findings, the study did use pre-tested scales by 

other authors and did provide a rationale for the deletion of indicators. Nonetheless, further 

studies would be needed to confirm the resulting constructs and the relationships between them. 

On a similar note, there were some validity issues with a couple of the constructs used 

in the full structural model. For one, academic entitlement had a low AVE, indicating issues 

with construct validity. However, as mentioned in Section 7.2.6, there was enough evidence in 

the present study for the validity and reliability of the construct to use the construct in the SEM 

model, and—as mentioned in Section 2.4.3.4—this was the most suitable measure of all the 
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other measures of academic entitlement. In fact, Kopp et al. (2011) and Kopp and Finney 

(2013) found the items in the AEQ to load onto a single factor. For another, there was some 

violation of the proportionality constraint rule with regard to the formative strain construct. 

Nonetheless, as mentioned in Section 7.3.4, Bollen and Diamantopolous (2017) argue that 

slight violations of the proportionality constraint assumption can be tolerated. Once again, 

however, further studies would be needed to confirm the one-factor structure of academic 

entitlement and strain, or other measures of the constructs could be used to assess the 

relationships covered in this study.  

Finally, there were also a couple of issues related to the measurement of error with 

regard to the formative strain construct. For one, formative indicators assume that there is no 

error in their measurement, which can be considered a false assumption (Edwards, 2011). 

However, Bollen and Diamantopoulos (2017) argue that this only becomes a problem if the 

indicators contain non-negligible amounts of error. Moreover, as mentioned in Section 6.4.4, 

the formative construction was the correct one for the strain variable. This was based on the 

criteria of Jarvis et al. (2003), who showed the importance of correctly specifying constructs 

as either reflective or formative to avoid biasing the estimation of structural relationships 

between them. The other issue in the present study was that there was assumed to be no error 

in the measurement of the formative construct itself due to the error term on the formative 

construct being constrained to equal 0. Although this assumes that the formative indicators 

perfectly represent the formative construct, this is the same assumption made in PLS-SEM 

(Diamantopoulos, 2011). Nevertheless, future research could use a measure of academic strain 

that accounts for measurement error. 
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8.7 Recommendations 

8.7.1 Recommendations for Future Research 

This leads on to the main recommendations of the study for both future research and 

for practice. In terms of future research, further studies could improve upon the way in which 

this study was conducted. For one, they could repeat the main analysis of the present study but 

with the actual academic misconduct of students as the dependent variable. While there are 

issues with using a formative construct such as academic misconduct as an endogenous 

construct in CB-SEM (Diamantopolous et al., 2008), these issues could be circumvented by 

using PLS-SEM instead (Hair et al., 2019; Rigdon et al., 2014). For another, future research 

could use a longitudinal design instead of a cross-sectional one. This would help test the cause-

and-effect nature of the relationships covered in the present study. For example, this could be 

done by using past strain to predict present academic misconduct, as per Agnew’s (1992) 

general strain theory. This would match the method used by other studies on general strain 

theory to study the effects of strain on crime (e.g., Agnew & White, 1992; Katz, 2000; Hoffman 

& Miller, 1998). 

Future studies could also improve upon the present one in terms of the variables used. 

For one, they could test other conditioning variables of strain. The present study covered all 

the categories of conditioning variables suggested by Agnew (1992), except for conventional 

social support. Therefore, in addition to variables within the category of conventional social 

support, future studies could use other variables within the other categories mentioned by 

Agnew (1992). These could be used as either mediators or moderators of the relationship 

between strain and academic misconduct. For example, while the present study used self-

esteem to measure individual coping resources, Agnew and White (1992) also used self-

efficacy. For another, future research could also include other potential causes of academic 
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entitlement in an SEM model like the one used in the present study, as this seems to be the 

main predictor of lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct. While the present study 

found student consumerism, strain, age, and average grade to be predictors of academic 

entitlement, there are potentially others, such as a lower focus on the mastery of knowledge 

(Frey, 2015; Kopp et al., 2011; Jackson et al., 2011; S. K. Jones, 2013) and being externally 

motivated (Frey, 2015; Fromuth et al., 2019; Greenberger, et al., 2008). 

Due to the limited scope of the present study, certain variables that were measured were 

not included in the final SEM analysis, despite the importance that they may have in the 

literature. For example, international students may be more susceptible to committing academic 

misconduct due to a lack of understanding of certain types of academic misconduct, such as 

plagiarism (Deckert, 1993), or due to poor academic writing skills (Greenwood et al., 2014; 

Song-Turner, 2008). Similarly, there may be higher levels of student consumerism at post-92 

universities (Lomas, 2007), especially due to the greater reliance that such institutions have on 

tuition fees (Garland, 2020). Therefore, future research could explore the differences between 

home and international students and students at pre-92 and post-92 universities in relation to 

the findings noted above. It may be the case that certain types of students experience differing 

levels of student consumerism or strain. Similarly, the strength of the relationships between the 

variables in the study may differ based on whether the student is a home or international student 

and whether they study at a pre-92 or post-92 university. 

Relatedly, artificial intelligence has recently become a more prominent method for 

students to commit academic misconduct, especially with the availability of software such as 

ChatGPT (McCarthy, 2023). Unlike contract cheating, the text generated by such software is 

free and easy to access (Stoesz & Usick, 2023). However, like contract cheating, the use of 

such software can be hard to detect by academic staff (Busch & Hausvik, 2023). While Turnitin 

has developed a model to detect whether text has been generated using artificial intelligence, 
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there already seem to be ways of bypassing it (Foster, 2023). As a result, artificial intelligence 

appears to be part of the next frontier for academic misconduct. While the present study did 

not ask students whether they had used artificial intelligence to help them with their 

assignments due to the recency of this phenomenon, future research could build upon this study 

by doing so and by testing the strength of the relationships between the variables presented in 

this thesis in relation to academic misconduct that has been committed using artificial 

intelligence. 

Finally, future research could improve upon the present study by resolving the 

limitations mentioned above. For one, this would include using a randomly selected sample to 

confirm the findings of the current study. As mentioned in Section 5.11.2, non-probability 

sampling techniques limit the generalisability of findings (Bell et al., 2019; Sekaran & Bougie, 

2016). However, this can be remedied with the use of probability sampling techniques, where 

every member of a population has a known chance of being selected to be in the sample. For 

another, future studies could use other measures of strain and academic entitlement to account 

for the issues with the validity of these variables in the current study. 

8.7.2 Recommendations for Practice 

In terms of practice, universities should focus on the variables that were significantly 

related to attitudes towards academic misconduct in the present study. Academic strain in the 

form of poor test-taking ability, attention span problems, and course disinterest was associated 

with more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct. Therefore, universities should try to 

reduce the strain that students experience by helping them improve their test-taking and other 

academic abilities. This would help them to achieve the goal of a good grade using legitimate 

means and provide them with less of a reason to use illegitimate ones instead. To combat the 

attention problems that some students have, universities should encourage lecturers to be more 
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passionate about the subjects they teach (Bradbury, 2016) and make lectures more interesting 

(K. Wilson & Korn, 2007). More interesting lectures could also help reduce course disinterest 

(Anitha & Sundaram, 2021), which in turn could help reduce the lenient attitudes that some 

students have towards academic misconduct. 

However, the commercialisation of higher education has led to widening participation, 

where more students from non-traditional backgrounds are attending university than before. 

As mentioned in Section 2.5, some of these students may struggle to achieve good grades more 

than others (Bolton & Lewis, 2023; Nadeem, 2021; OfS, 2022a; Universities UK, 2019). 

Therefore, these students may be more liable to turn to illegitimate means to achieve the goal 

of a good grade instead. In response to this, universities could focus more attention on students 

from non-traditional backgrounds to ensure that they have the skills necessary to achieve good 

grades through legitimate means.  

Based on the ancillary results of the study, punishments seem to be an effective 

deterrent to academic misconduct. However, most students with a history of academic 

misconduct before university reported that they were never caught or punished. Thus, they 

were more likely to believe that the punishments for academic misconduct were not very 

severe. Staff at universities should, therefore, be consistent with punishments. They should not 

be lenient on potentially first-time offenders as this allows most cheaters to go unpunished. In 

the present study, most cheaters were not serial offenders, and most only committed one type 

of academic misconduct. Similarly, due to the effect of peer behaviour, if students see others 

cheating and not getting punished, they may be more likely to adopt lenient attitudes towards 

academic misconduct themselves. Most importantly, however, universities should ensure that 

students understand that academic misconduct policies are taken seriously by academic staff, 

as this can influence how severe students think the punishments for academic misconduct are, 

which can in turn influence their attitudes towards academic misconduct. As discussed in 
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Section 3.5.3, objective punishment risks are ineffective if they are not properly communicated 

to students (Pickett & Roche, 2016).  

One of the ways in which academic misconduct policies could be better communicated 

to students is through the implementation of an honour code. Students at honour-code 

universities have a better understanding of academic misconduct policies (Burrus et al., 2007), 

and the staff at such universities are more likely to follow the procedure of dealing with 

academic misconduct specified by those policies (McCabe, 1993). Consequently, students at 

honour-code universities view the punishments for academic misconduct to be more severe 

than those at non-honour-code universities (Tatum et al., 2018). This suggests that honour 

codes could help reduce academic misconduct among students by increasing students’ 

understanding of academic misconduct policies, which would subsequently lead them to 

believe that the punishments for academic misconduct are more severe. 

Finally, while English and Scottish universities may be less able to challenge strain and 

student consumerism because of widening participation and the positioning of students as 

consumers, they can challenge the academic entitlement which not only results from strain and 

student consumerism but also mediates the effect of these two variables on attitudes towards 

academic misconduct. Therefore, as suggested above in Section 8.7.1, universities should try 

to investigate the other causes of academic entitlement and try to influence them. Some 

potential causes have already been noted in the literature, such as good relations with class 

instructors (Frey, 2015) and satisfaction with one’s university. In addition to improving the 

relationship that students have with their instructors and institutions, universities can also try 

to reduce the other forms of entitlement that students may experience. Previous research 

suggests that a positive relationship exists between academic entitlement and other forms of 

entitlement, such as narcissism (Keener, 2020; B. K. Miller, 2013). Universities could try to 
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reduce such narcissism by encouraging students to care about others (Giacomin & Jordan, 

2014; Jordan et al., 2014). 

8.8 Conclusion 

In conclusion, the aim and objectives of the present study have been met. As mentioned 

in Section 1.4., the aim of the research was to investigate the impact that the commercialisation 

of higher education in England and Scotland has had on the academic misconduct of students. 

This resulted in the development of three research objectives: (1) to investigate the effect of 

student consumerism on academic misconduct, (2) to investigate the effect of strain on 

academic misconduct, and (3) to investigate the mediating effect of academic entitlement on 

these relationships. All three of these objectives have been met. 

In relation to the first objective, the commercialisation of higher education in England 

and Scotland has positioned students as customers of universities (Bunce et al., 2017; 

Tomlinson 2018), which in turn has led many of them to reluctantly embrace student 

consumerism (Tomlinson, 2014, 2017). In the present study, student consumerism was 

positively related to academic entitlement, which itself was positively related to lenient 

attitudes towards academic misconduct. Moreover, student consumerism had an indirect effect 

on attitudes towards academic misconduct through academic entitlement. Therefore, the 

student consumerism that has resulted from the commercialisation of English and Scottish 

higher education seems to lead to more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct. 

Because there were no differences in the student consumerism of English and Scottish students, 

the higher education systems in England and Scotland seem to be commercialised to a similar 

extent. 

In terms of the second objective, the commercialisation of higher education has led to 

widening participation to include those who did not traditionally attend university (Bolton, 
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2021). However, some of these students may struggle to achieve good grades more than others 

(Bolton & Lewis, 2023; Nadeem, 2021; OfS, 2022a; Universities UK, 2019). This may cause 

them to experience strain due to an inability to attain a good grade through legitimate means 

and the presentation of something negative. In relation to this, the present study found that 

academic strain in the form of poor test-taking ability, attention problems, and course 

disinterest had an indirect effect on attitudes towards academic misconduct. Therefore, while 

not exclusive to them, some of the students from non-traditional backgrounds, who now attend 

university due to the commercialisation of higher education, may be more susceptible to 

academic misconduct due to the strain they experience as a result of their inability to attain a 

good grade legitimately. 

Finally, in terms of the third objective, the impact of commercialisation on academic 

misconduct seems to be mediated through academic entitlement. In the present study, the 

relationship between student consumerism and attitudes towards academic misconduct was 

fully mediated by academic entitlement, as was the relationship between strain and attitudes 

towards academic misconduct—notwithstanding the weaker serial mediation relationship 

involving understanding of academic misconduct policies and severity of punishment. 

Academic entitlement also had the strongest direct effect on attitudes towards academic 

misconduct. Therefore, the outcomes of commercialisation, namely student consumerism and 

the strain experienced by a greater number of students due to widening participation, only seem 

to have an effect on attitudes towards academic misconduct through academic entitlement. 

Student consumerism and strain contribute to feelings of academic entitlement, which in turn 

contributes to more lenient attitudes towards academic misconduct. 

Therefore, the study found that both student consumerism and strain have an indirect 

effect on students’ attitudes towards academic misconduct through the variable of academic 

entitlement. Moreover, students’ attitudes towards academic misconduct had a moderate 
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positive correlation with their actual academic misconduct, in accordance with the theory of 

reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Consequently, 

commercialisation may have increased the amount of academic misconduct committed at 

English and Scottish universities through its consequences of student consumerism and the 

strain experienced by a greater number of students due to widening participation. 

As a result, the commercialisation of higher education may have had unintended 

consequences on the value of higher education itself. The vast majority of undergraduate 

students receive a first- or upper-second-class degree upon graduation (HESA, 2023c), which 

has been largely attributed to the grade inflation that seems to have resulted from the 

commercialisation of higher education (Augar, 2019). Moreover, nearly half of the working-

age population in the UK now has a university degree (ONS, 2017), thus lowering the 

positional value of each one (Tomlinson, 2018). Despite this, a university degree costs more 

than ever before in England (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a; OECD, 2021). While Scottish students 

may be able to apply for funding from the SAAS (Hubble & Bolton, 2018a), they too have not 

been spared from the rising costs of higher education (Hunter Blackburn, 2014; Riddell et al., 

2015). Coupled with grade inflation and the oversaturation of degrees in the job market, the 

links between commercialisation and academic misconduct found in the present study suggest 

something quite paradoxical: the commercialisation of higher education in England and 

Scotland may have increased the cost of higher education, yet simultaneously decreased its 

worth. 
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Appendix A: Online Questionnaire 

Academic integrity questionnaire 
 

Participant information sheet 

You are invited to take part in a study investigating the relationship between the 

commercialisation of higher education and academic integrity. Please read the following 

information before agreeing to be in the study. 

You have been asked to participate because you are an undergraduate or postgraduate taught 

student at a university in the United Kingdom. 

 

Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether the commercialisation of higher education has 

led to an increase in the amount of academic integrity offences among university students. 

 

Voluntary nature of the study 

You are not under any obligation to participate. However, your responses are valuable to this 

research as they can help explain why academic integrity offences occur and what can be done to 

prevent them. 

If at any point you do not wish to participate, then please exit this form by closing your browser 

tab. Your responses will not be recorded or included in the study. 

It will not be possible for you to withdraw from the research after you have submitted the 

questionnaire as the data will be anonymised. 

 

Procedure 

If you wish to take part in the study, then please complete the consent form on the following 

page and complete and submit the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire contains 5 sections. The first section includes basic questions about yourself 

(e.g., gender, nationality, etc.); the second section includes questions about how you view 

yourself; the third section includes questions about how you view your education; the fourth 

section includes questions assessing your views on academic integrity; and the fifth section 

includes questions about your own academic integrity behaviour. 

There are around 40 questions altogether. Some are single questions, while others are multi-item 

scales. 
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Time 

The questionnaire should take around 15 minutes to complete. 

 

Confidentiality 

No personally identifiable information, such as your name or student number, will be collected. 

Therefore, your responses will remain anonymous, and you have no reason to worry about how 

your responses might reflect upon you. Finally, the results will be analysed as a whole, and they 

will be presented in this way. Therefore, your responses will not be discussed individually. It is 

important that you answer the questionnaire honestly, otherwise the research findings will not be 

accurate. 

 

Processing of information 

All information collected from you during this research will be stored on a computer and kept 

secure. It is anticipated that the research may, at some point, be published in a journal or report.  

However, should this happen, your anonymity will be ensured. 

 

Further information 

This study is being conducted by Talish Ahmed, a PhD researcher at the University of 

Huddersfield. If you require any further information about the research, please contact him via 

email at talish.ahmed@hud.ac.uk. 

If you would like to discuss this study with someone other than the researcher, then you can 

contact either Dr Ruth Brooks at r.brooks@hud.ac.uk or Dr Hang Nguyen at 

h.tt.nguyen@hud.ac.uk, both of whom are supervising this research. 

  



367 
 

Consent form 

It is important that you read, understand, and complete the consent form. Your contribution to 

this research is entirely voluntary, and you are not obliged in any way to participate. If you 

require any further details, please contact the researcher at talish.ahmed@hud.ac.uk. 

 

If you are satisfied that you understand the information presented on the previous page and are 

happy to take part in this project, please indicate your agreement with the following statements 

and click the "next" button below to proceed to the questionnaire: 

 

 

1.  

 

I confirm that I have read and understand the participant information sheet. ○ 

I understand that I have the right to withdraw from the research, without having to give 

any reason, by not completing the questionnaire. ○ 

I understand that the information collected will be kept in secure conditions. ○ 

I understand that my identity will be protected as outlined in the information sheet. ○ 

I consent to the information collected, once anonymised, to be used for any other 

research purposes. ○ 

I consent to taking part in this study. ○ 
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About yourself 

Please answer the following questions about yourself 

 

2. Gender 

○ Male 

○ Female 

○ Prefer not to say 

○ Other 

 

3. Status 

○ Full-time 

○ Part-time 

 

4. Age 

The value must be a number  

 

5. Level of study 

○ Undergraduate 

○ Postgraduate 

 

6. Year of study 

○ First 

○ Second 

○ Third 

○ Fourth 
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7. University 

Please enter the name of your university 

Enter your answer 

 

8. Course 

Enter your answer 

 

9. Nationality 

Enter your answer 

 

10. Ethnicity 

○ White 

○ Mixed or Multiple ethnic groups 

○ Asian or Asian British 

○ Black, African, Caribbean or Black British 

○ Other ethnic group (including Arab) 

 

11. White 

○ English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish or British 

○ Irish 

○ Gypsy or Irish Traveller 

○ Other 
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12. Mixed or Multiple ethnic groups 

○ White and Black Caribbean 

○ White and Black African 

○ White and Asian 

○ Other 

 

13. Asian or Asian British 

○ Indian 

○ Pakistani 

○ Bangladeshi 

○ Chinese 

○ Other 

 

14. Black, African, Caribbean or Black British 

○ African 

○ Caribbean 

○ Other 

 

15. Other ethnic group 

○ Arab 

○ Other 
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16. Please select how your tuition fees are paid for: 

(Please select all that apply) 

○ Embassy sponsorship 

○ Employer sponsorship 

○ Fee Waiver / No Fees 

○ Government loan 

○ Income from current job/s 

○ Parents 

○ Personal savings 

○ Scholarship 

○ Other 

 

17. Please state the grades you received on your last three assessments (exams and 

assignments): 

 39 or below 40-49 50-59 60-69 70+ 

Assignment 1 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Assignment 2 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Assignment 3 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

18. Please state the overall grade classification you were hoping to achieve at the end 

of this year: 

○ 1st / Distinction 

○ 2:1 / Merit 

○ 2:2 / Pass 

○ 3rd 
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19. How important is this grade to you in terms of getting your desired job after 

graduation? 

 Not at all 

important 

Slightly 

important 
Important 

Fairly 

important 

Very 

important 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

20. How important is this grade to you in terms of your plans for further study? 

 Not at all 

important 

Slightly 

important 
Important 

Fairly 

important 

Very 

important 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

21. Please state your current attendance as a percentage: 

Number must be between 1 ~ 100 

 

22. How would you rate your English language abilities in the following categories? 

 Very poor Poor Fair Good Very good 

Reading ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Writing ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Speaking ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Listening ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

23. How often do you use English outside of your course? 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

24. How comfortable are you communicating your ideas in English? 

 
Very 

uncomfortable 

Somewhat 

uncomfortable 

Neither 

comfortable nor 

uncomfortable 

Somewhat 

comfortable 

Very 

comfortable 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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25. How interested are you in your course? 

 
Very 

disinterested 

Somewhat 

disinterested 

Neither 

interested nor 

disinterested 

Somewhat 

interested 
Very interested 

 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Views about yourself 

Please answer the following questions about how you view yourself 

 

26. Please state your level of agreement with the following statements: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1. On the whole, I am 

satisfied with myself. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. At times I think I am no 

good at all. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I feel that I have a number 

of good qualities. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I am able to do things as 

well as most other people. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. I feel I do not have much 

to be proud of. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. I certainly feel useless at 

times. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. I feel that I am a person of 

worth, at least on an equal 

plane with others. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. I wish I could have more 

respect for myself. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

9. All in all, I am inclined to 

feel that I am a failure. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

10. I take a positive attitude 

toward myself. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) (Rosenberg, 1965) 
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27. Please state your level of agreement with the following statements: 

 Not at all 

true 
Barely true Agree Exactly true 

1. I can always manage to 

solve difficult problems if I 

try hard enough. 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. If someone opposes me, I 

can find the means and ways 

to get what I want. 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. It is easy for me to stick to 

my aims and accomplish my 

goals. 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I am confident that I could 

deal efficiently with 

unexpected events. 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. Thanks to my 

resourcefulness, I know how 

to handle unforeseen 

situations. 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. I can solve most problems 

if I invest the necessary 

effort. 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. I can remain calm when 

facing difficulties because I 

can rely on my coping 

abilities. 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. When I am confronted 

with a problem, I can usually 

find several solutions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

9. If I am in trouble, I can 

usually think of a solution. ○ ○ ○ ○ 

10. I can usually handle 

whatever comes my way. ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

General Self-Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer and Jerusalem, 1995) 
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28. Please state your level of agreement with the following statements: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1. I am a poor test-taker. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I tend to be a 

procrastinator when it comes 

to school work. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. For some reason I have a 

problem with class 

attendance. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I have a problem paying 

attention to lectures in class. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. I have a short attention 

span which interferes with 

my academic life. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale (T. R. Smith et al., 2013) 

 

29. Please state your level of agreement with the following statements: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1. I am afraid of failing in 

somewhat difficult situations 

when a lot depends on me. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I feel uneasy to do 

something if I am not sure of 

succeeding. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Even if nobody would 

notice my failure, I’m afraid 

of tasks which I’m not able to 

solve. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Even if nobody is watching, 

I feel quite anxious in new 

situations. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. If I do not understand a 

problem immediately, I start 

feeling anxious. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Fear of Failure Subscale of the Revised Achievement Motives Scale (Lang and Fries, 2006) 
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Views about your education 

Please answer the following questions about how you view your education 

 

30. Please state your level of agreement with the following statements: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1. I think of my education as 

a product I’m buying. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. My relationship with the 

university is similar to the 

relationship between a 

customer and seller. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I believe most students 

think of their education as a 

product they are buying. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Students should get tuition 

and fee reimbursements for 

classes they think they didn’t 

learn anything from. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. I believe students should 

think of their education as a 

product they are buying. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

The Consumerist Attitudes toward Undergraduate Education Scale (Fairchild & Crage, 2014) 
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31. Please state your level of agreement with the following statements: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1. If I don’t do well on a test, 

the lecturer should make 

tests easier or curve grades. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. Lecturers should only 

lecture on material covered 

in the textbook and assigned 

readings. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. If I am struggling in a class, 

the lecturer should approach 

me and offer to help. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. It is the lecturer’s 

responsibility to make it easy 

for me to succeed. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. If I cannot learn the 

material for a class from a 

lecture alone, then it is the 

lecturer’s fault when I fail the 

test. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. I am a product of my 

environment. Therefore, if I 

do poorly in class, it is not my 

fault. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. I should be given the 

opportunity to make up a 

test, regardless of the reason 

for the absence. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. Because I pay tuition, I 

deserve passing grades. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Academic Entitlement Questionnaire (AEQ) (Kopp et al., 2011) 
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Views about academic integrity 

Please answer the following questions about how you view academic integrity 

 

32. Please state your level of agreement with the following statements: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1. Students who cheat have 

an unfair advantage in the 

job market because 

employers might use grades 

to make hiring decisions. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. Students who cheat have 

an unfair advantage getting 

into graduate or professional 

schools (for example: 

medical, law, MBA programs, 

etc.). 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Perceived Injustice Scale (T. R. Smith et al., 2013) 
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33. Please state your level of agreement with the following statements: 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 

agree 

1. I feel that it would be 

wrong for me to cheat on an 

exam for any reason. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I feel it would be okay for 

me to cheat on an exam that 

I didn’t have time to study 

for. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I feel that it would be 

wrong for me to cheat on an 

assignment for any reason. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I feel it would be okay for 

me to cheat on an 

assignment that I didn’t have 

time to complete. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. I feel it would be okay to 

cheat if the lecturer had not 

done an adequate job of 

teaching the course. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. I would turn-in anyone I 

knew was cheating. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. I would cheat to avoid 

getting a poor grade. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. I would not turn-in a close 

friend that I knew was 

cheating. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Adapted from Attitudes Toward Academic Dishonesty Scale (Cochran, 2017) 
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34. How often do you think plagiarism occurs at your university? 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

35. How often do you think cheating on tests and exams occurs at your university? 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

36. How many times have you witnessed another student cheat on a test or an exam 

at your university? 

 Never Once Twice 3-4 times 5+ times 

 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Adapted from Peer Behaviour Scale (McCabe & Trevino, 1993) 
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37. Do you think you would get caught if you 

 Definitely 

would not 

get 

caught 

Would not 

get 

caught 

May or 

may not 

get 

caught 

Would get 

caught 

Definitely 

would get 

caught 

1. Cheated off another 

person’s exam? ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. Plagiarised an assignment? ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Had someone take an 

exam for you? ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Lied to get an extension 

for an assignment? ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. Falsified information in an 

assignment (e.g., invented 

data or references)? 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Chance of Getting Caught Scale (Cochran, 2017) 
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38. How big of a problem would it be for you if you were caught and formally 

punished by university officials because you 

 No 

problem 

at all 

A fairly 

small 

problem 

A medium 

problem 

A fairly 

big 

problem 

A very big 

problem 

1. Cheated off another 

person’s exam? ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. Plagiarised an assignment? ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Had someone take an 

exam for you? ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Lied to get an extension 

for an assignment? ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. Falsified information in an 

assignment (e.g., invented 

data or references)? 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Severity of Punishment Scale (Cochran, 2017) 

 

39. Please complete the following statements regarding your university’s academic 

integrity/ misconduct policies: 

 Very poor Poor Fair Good Very good 

1. The average student's 

understanding of these 

policies is: 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. The lecturers’ 

understanding of these 

policies is: 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. The lecturers’ support of 

these policies is: ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. The effectiveness of these 

policies in stopping academic 

misconduct is: 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Understanding of Academic Integrity Policy Scale (McCabe & Trevino, 1993) 
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Academic integrity behaviours 

Please answer the following questions about your own academic integrity 

 

40. Please state how often you have engaged in the following behaviours between 

September 2020 and now: 

 
Never Once Twice 

3-4 

times 

5+ 

times 

1. Took an examination for someone else or 

had someone else take an examination for 

you. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. Had access to unauthorised material while 

sitting an examination. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Illicitly gained advance information about 

the contents of an examination. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Communicated with another student during 

an examination (whether answers were 

exchanged or not). 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. Copied from a student during an 

examination without them realising. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. Lied about medical or other circumstances 

to get special consideration for an 

examination. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Exam Misconduct Subscale of the Academic Misconduct Scale – Based on the scale used by 

Franklyn-Stokes and Newstead (1995) 
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41. Please state how often you have engaged in the following behaviours between 

September 2020 and now: 

 
Never Once Twice 

3-4 

times 

5+ 

times 

1. Illicitly gained advance information about 

the contents of an assignment. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. Resubmitted in whole or in part work that 

was previously submitted for another 

assignment without the lecturer's permission. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Poorly paraphrased another source but with 

a correct citation (e.g., by changing only a few 

words or phrases). 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Invented or altered data. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. Paraphrased or copied material without 

referencing the original source. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. Did another student's assignment for them, 

in part or in whole. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. Submitted an individual piece of work that 

was done in unauthorised partnership with 

someone else. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. Made your work for an individually assessed 

assignment available to another student. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

9. Copied another student's assignment. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

10. Submitted an assignment which was 

purchased or otherwise acquired from another 

source. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

11. Lied about medical or other circumstances 

to get an extension for an assignment. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

12. Shared assignment briefs or other 

instructional documents with those outside of 

your course of study. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

13. Fabricated references or a bibliography. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Assignment Misconduct Subscale of the Academic Misconduct Scale – Based on the scale used 

by Franklyn-Stokes and Newstead (1995) 
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42. Have you ever committed any of these acts before attending university? 

○ Yes 

○ No 

 

43. Were you caught? 

○ Yes 

○ No 

 

44. Were you penalised? 

○ Yes 

○ No 

 

45. Have you ever committed any of these acts in previous years of university? 

○ Yes 

○ No 

○ I am in my first year of university 

 

46. Were you caught? 

○ Yes 

○ No 

 

47. Were you penalised? 

○ Yes 

○ No 
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Appendix B: Permissions for Scales 

B.1 Permission to Use the Consumerist Attitudes Toward Undergraduate Education 

Scale From Professor Emily Fairchild 
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B.2 Permission to Use the AEQ From Dr Jason P. Kopp 
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B.3 Permission to Use the Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale and the Perceived 

Injustice Scale From Professor Tony R. Smith 
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B.4 Permission to Use the Attitudes Toward Academic Dishonesty Scale and Questions 

on Chance of Getting Caught and Severity of Punishment From Professor John K. 

Cochran 
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B.5 Permission to Use the Fear of Failure Subscale of the Revised Achievement Motives 

Scale From Professor Jonas W. B. Lang 
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B.6 Permission to Use the Understanding/Acceptance of Academic Integrity Policy Scale 

and Peer Behavior Scale From Professor Linda Klebe Trevino 
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B.7 Permission to Use the General Perceived Self-Efficacy Scale From Professor Ralf 

Schwarzer 
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Appendix C: Academic Misconduct Items 

Exams 

1. Took an examination for someone else or had someone else take an examination for 

you. 

2. Had access to unauthorised material while sitting an examination. 

3. Illicitly gained advance information about the contents of an examination. 

4. Communicated with another student during an examination (whether answers were 

exchanged or not). 

5. Copied from a student during an examination without them realising. 

6. Lied about medical or other circumstances to get special consideration for an 

examination. 

Assignments 

1. Illicitly gained advance information about the contents of an assignment. 

2. Resubmitted in whole or in part work that was previously submitted for another 

assignment without the lecturer's permission. 

3. Poorly paraphrased another source but with a correct citation (e.g., by changing only a 

few words or phrases). 

4. Invented or altered data. 

5. Paraphrased or copied material without referencing the original source. 

6. Did another student's assignment for them, in part or in whole. 

7. Submitted an individual piece of work that was done in unauthorised partnership with 

someone else. 

8. Made your work for an individually assessed assignment available to another student. 

9. Copied another student's assignment. 
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10. Submitted an assignment which was purchased or otherwise acquired from another 

source. 

11. Lied about medical or other circumstances to get an extension for an assignment. 

12. Shared assignment briefs or other instructional documents with those outside of your 

course of study. 

13. Fabricated references or a bibliography. 
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Appendix D: Questionnaire Coding 

Table D1 

Questionnaire Items With Codes 

Item Code 

Personal Academic Shortcoming Scale (T. R. Smith et al., 2013)  

1. I am a poor test-taker. ash1 

2. I tend to be a procrastinator when it comes to school work. ash2 

3. For some reason I have a problem with class attendance. ash3 

4. I have a problem paying attention to lectures in class. ash4 

5. I have a short attention span which interferes with my academic life. ash5 

  

Course Disinterest (Devised by author)  

1. How interested are you in your course? (R) disinterest 

  

Consumerist Attitudes Toward Undergraduate Education Scale 

(Fairchild & Crage, 2014) 
 

1. I think of my education as a product I’m buying. con1 

2. My relationship with the university is similar to the relationship 

between a customer and seller. 
con2 

3. I believe most students think of their education as a product they are 

buying. 
con3 

4. Students should get tuition and fee reimbursements for classes they 

think they didn’t learn anything from. 
con4 

5. I believe students should think of their education as a product they 

are buying. 
con5 
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Item Code 

Academic Entitlement Questionnaire (AEQ) (Kopp et al., 2011)  

1. If I don’t do well on a test, the lecturer should make tests easier or 

curve grades. 
aent1 

2. Lecturers should only lecture on material covered in the textbook 

and assigned readings. 
aent2 

3. If I am struggling in a class, the lecturer should approach me and 

offer to help. 
aent3 

4. It is the lecturer’s responsibility to make it easy for me to succeed. aent4 

5. If I cannot learn the material for a class from a lecture alone, then it 

is the lecturer’s fault when I fail the test. 
aent5 

6. I am a product of my environment. Therefore, if I do poorly in class, 

it is not my fault. 
aent6 

7. I should be given the opportunity to make up a test, regardless of the 

reason for the absence. 
aent7 

8. Because I pay tuition, I deserve passing grades. aent8 

  

Grade Importance Scale (Devised by author)  

1. How important is this [desired] grade to you in terms of getting your 

desired job after graduation? 
gradeimp1 

2. How important is this [desired] grade to you in terms of your plans 

for further study? 
gradeimp2 

  

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) (Rosenberg, 1965)  

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. est1 

2. At times I think I am no good at all. (R) Rest2 

3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. est3 

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. est4 

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. (R) Rest5 
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Item Code 

6. I certainly feel useless at times. (R) Rest6 

7. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with 

others. 
est7 

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. (R) Rest8 

9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. (R) Rest9 

10. I take a positive attitude toward myself. est10 

  

Understanding of Academic Integrity Policy Scale (McCabe & Trevino, 

1993) 
 

1. The average student's understanding of these policies is: und1 

2. The lecturers’ understanding of these policies is: und2 

3. The lecturers’ support of these policies is: und3 

4. The effectiveness of these policies in stopping academic misconduct 

is: 
und4 

  

Severity of Punishment Scale (Cochran, 2017)  

1. Cheated off another person’s exam. sev1 

2. Committed plagiarism in your coursework. sev2 

3. Had someone take an exam for you. sev3 

4. Lied to get an extension on your coursework. sev4 

5. Falsified information in your coursework (e.g., inventing data or 

references). 
sev5 
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Item Code 

Attitudes Toward Academic Dishonesty Scale (Cochran, 2017)  

1. I feel that it would be wrong for me to cheat on an exam for any 

reason. (R) 
Ramatt1 

2. I feel it would be okay for me to cheat on an exam that I didn’t have 

time to study for. 
amatt2 

3. I feel that it would be wrong for me to cheat on an assignment for 

any reason. (R) 
Ramatt3 

4. I feel it would be okay for me to cheat on an assignment that I didn’t 

have time to complete. 
amatt4 

5. I feel it would be okay to cheat if the lecturer had not done an 

adequate job of teaching the course. 
amatt5 

6. I would turn-in anyone I knew was cheating. (R) Ramatt6 

7. I would cheat to avoid getting a poor grade. amatt7 

8. I would not turn-in a close friend that I knew was cheating. amatt8 

  

Age  

Age in years age 

  

Gender (Recoded)  

1 = Male, 2 = Female genderrec 

  

Average Grade  

Average grade across last three assessments avegrade 
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Item Code 

Peer Cheating Behaviour Scale (McCabe & Trevino, 1993)  

1. How often do you think plagiarism occurs at this university? peer1 

2. How often do you think cheating on tests and exams occurs at this 

university? 
peer2 

3. How many times have you witnessed another student cheat on a test 

or an exam at this university? 
peer3 

  

History of Academic Misconduct Before Attending University (Recoded)  

1 = No, 2 = Yes hist1rec 

Note. (R) indicates that the item was reverse scored.  
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Appendix E: Descriptive Analyses Tables 

Table E1 

Frequency of Academic Misconduct per Item 

Academic misconduct item Once Twice 3–4 times 5+ times Total 

Exams      

1. Took an examination for someone else or had someone else take an 

examination for you. 
6 1 0 1 8 

2. Had access to unauthorised material while sitting an examination. 15 5 3 1 24 

3. Illicitly gained advance information about the contents of an 

examination. 
12 1 2 1 16 

4. Communicated with another student during an examination (whether 

answers were exchanged or not). 
39 15 7 7 68 

5. Copied from a student during an examination without them realising. 11 4 1 0 16 

6. Lied about medical or other circumstances to get special consideration 

for an examination. 
17 5 0 0 22 
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Assignments      

1. Illicitly gained advance information about the contents of an 

assignment. 
14 4 1 1 20 

2. Resubmitted in whole or in part work that was previously submitted for 

another assignment without the lecturer's permission. 
15 7 0 0 22 

3. Poorly paraphrased another source but with a correct citation (e.g., by 

changing only a few words or phrases). 
73 38 33 14 158 

4. Invented or altered data. 37 10 7 1 55 

5. Paraphrased or copied material without referencing the original source. 52 16 12 4 84 

6. Did another student's assignment for them, in part or in whole. 21 5 4 0 30 

7. Submitted an individual piece of work that was done in unauthorised 

partnership with someone else. 
14 6 3 2 25 

8. Made your work for an individually assessed assignment available to 

another student. 
46 22 9 5 82 

9. Copied another student's assignment. 15 10 0 2 27 

10. Submitted an assignment which was purchased or otherwise acquired 

from another source. 
10 6 0 0 16 

11. Lied about medical or other circumstances to get an extension for an 

assignment. 
24 9 0 2 35 
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12. Shared assignment briefs or other instructional documents with those 

outside of your course of study. 
32 17 7 5 61 

13. Fabricated references or a bibliography. 25 6 6 1 38 
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Table E2 

Number of Exam Misconduct Items Committed by Students 

Number of items n % 

0 337 78.0 

1 57 13.2 

2 26 6.0 

3 7 1.6 

4 1 0.2 

5 4 0.9 
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Table E3 

Number of Assignment Misconduct Items Committed by Students 

Number of items n % 

0 183 42.4 

1 84 19.4 

2 65 15.0 

3 48 11.1 

4 21 4.9 

5 10 2.3 

6 7 1.6 

7 5 1.2 

8 5 1.2 

9 1 0.2 

11 1 0.2 

12 2 0.5 
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Table E4 

Number of Exam and Assignment Misconduct Items Committed by Students 

Number of items n % 

0 175 40.5 

1 76 17.6 

2 56 13.0 

3 51 11.8 

4 19 4.4 

5 21 4.9 

6 12 2.8 

7 3 0.7 

8 8 1.9 

9 3 0.7 

10 2 0.5 

11 2 0.5 

13 2 0.5 

16 1 0.2 

17 1 0.2 

 

 


