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The purposes were (1) to determine student attitudes 

concerning the cause, frequency, method, and punishment of 

academically dishonest behavior, (2) to determine current 

behavioral patterns concerning the origin, method, fre-

quency, and student reactions to academically dishonest 

behavior, and (3) to determine the role of denominational 

affiliation, religious participation, satisfaction with 

religious involvement, and importance of religious develop-

ment in relationship to the practice of academic dishonesty. 

The responses of 1,009 students were analzyed using 

percentages, means, medians, and standard deviations. The 

chi square statistical test was used to determine signifi-

cant correlations and relationships for certain specific 

research questions. 

The following conclusions of this study appear to be 

warranted. 

1. The majority of college students have been 

academically dishonest at some time. 

2. The earlier the first incidence of academic dis-

honesty (academic level), the more often the student will 

engage in deceptive practices. 



3. The majority of students believe that academic 

dishonesty is commonplace among their peers. 

4. The majority of students refuse to report the 

academic dishonesty of others. 

5. Most students are academically dishonest in order 

to raise poor grades. 

6. The student accomplice is considered equally 

guilty of academic dishonesty. 

7. Standard proctoring of examinations is ineffec-

tive in identifying academic dishonesty. 

8. Students are lenient in their attitudes toward 

punishment for academic dishonesty. 

9. Academically dishonest students are rarely appre-

hended, which reinforces this behavior. 

10. Although religious affiliation has no significant 

affect on the practice of academic dishonesty, the remain-

ing religious variables do affect certain attitudes and 

behaviors toward academic dishonesty. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The subject of academic dishonesty continues to be of 

concern for students, faculty members, and administrators 

in higher education. Some instructors feel that they must 

resort to uncompromising measures in order to ensure that a 

test or term paper is representative of the true quality 

and quantity of a student's knowledge (6, p. 418). 

Almost all institutions of higher education measure 

student achievement by a grading system, which proves to be 

a valuable source of information on students. Grades are 

an indication for pupils, parents, and professors of a 

student's progress in comparison to his peers. Because 

promotion, graduation, and career placement depend on one's 

grades, the practice of academic dishonesty among students 

has become commonplace in higher education; investigators 

indicate that high percentages of students (estimates 

range from 25 to 50 per cent) use some type of dishonest 

practice to aid their academic endeavors (10, 15). Bowers 

(3) shocked the academic community in 1964 by reporting 

that at least 50 per cent of all undergraduate students 

participate in some form of academic dishonesty. These and 



other landmark studies will be discussed further in Chapter 

II. 

The term academic dishonesty encompasses a multitude 

of subjective definitions. For the purposes of this study, 

this term signifies the use of a practice or a behavior 

that intentionally and deliberately misrepresents a stu-

dent's true performance or level of achievement. Such 

behavior includes (but is not necessarily limited to) (a) 

the use of crib sheets or the unauthorized use of books, 

notes, or assistance during a test or examination, (b) 

turning in assignments that are produced in whole or part 

by other people, (c) knowingly furnishing the university 

with false information, and (d) plagiarism or copying 

assignments, tests, or reports. 

What factors provoke a student's decision to partici-

pate in academically dishonest behavior? Munsinger (17) 

states that Piaget studied the practice of dishonest behav-

ior and reports that academic dishonesty is a defensive 

reaction demanded by modern educational practices; Piaget 

believes that institutions of higher education isolate a 

student against their natural preferences for peer coopera-

tion and, therefore, demand competition. It is possible 

that this could be one cause for the high incidence of 

academic dishonesty on our college and university campuses, 

but it also may be possible to identify other causes for 

this ever increasing student behavior. 



Many publications address the frequency, methodology, 

and prevention of academic dishonesty (2, 3, 4, 10, 11, 14, 

15, 17, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25). However, little attention has 

been paid to the role of religious ideology as a determin-

ing or influencing factor in the practice of academically 

dishonest behavior. Various theoretical positions concern-

ing the behavior and personality of the religious partici-

pator have been presented by an array of noted psychologists. 

When Frankl (7) states that religious involvement initiates 

greater emotional stability, he contradicts Freud (8), who 

identifies a relationship between religious behavior and 

individual neurosis. Despite these conflicting positions, 

it is commonly observed that religious participation will 

influence and give direction to one's personality growth 

and behavior (18). 

In the cases of those who resort to academic dis-

honesty, this study will attempt to determine if there are 

correlations among the various student demographic attri-

butes and if denominational affiliation (religious partici-

pation, satisfaction, or importance) plays a role in such 

decision making. The answers to these questions are crucial 

to an understanding of student attitudes and behavioral 

patterns concerning academic dishonesty. Moreover, the 

answers to these questions may provide greater insight and 

understanding of today's college student. 



Statement of the Problem 

The problem with which this study is concerned is 

academic dishonesty. 

Purposes of the Study 

Following are the major purposes of this study: 

1. To determine student attitudes concerning the 

cause, frequency, method, and punishment of academically 

dishonest behavior; 

2. To determine current behavioral patterns concern-

ing the origin, method, frequency, and student reactions 

to academically dishonest behavior; 

3. To determine the role of denominational affilia-

tion, religious participation, satisfaction with religious 

involvement, and importance of religious development as 

they refer to (a) the practice of academically dishonest 

behavior; and (b) attitudes toward those participating in 

academically dishonest behavior. 

Research Questions 

For the investigation of student attitudes and current 

behavioral practices in relation to academic dishonesty, 

the following research questions were formulated. The 

survey instrument question number(s), which relates to the 

answer to each research question, is listed in brackets. 

Research questions one through fourteen relate to the 

first purpose of the study. 



1. How often have students witnessed academically 

dishonest behavior during the academic eyar [11, 12, 28]? 

2. Why do most students participate in academically 

dishonest activities at institutions of higher education 

[13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]? 

3. What is the most common response of students subse-

quent to identifying or witnessing an academically dishonest 

incident [19]? 

4. What reason is given by students for not reporting 

an observed incident of academic dishonesty [20, 21, 22, 

23, 24]? 

5. To what degree do students feel that widespread 

dishonest activities by fellow classmates justify their 

equally dishonest behavior [25]? 

6. To what degree do students accept situationally 

justified dishonest activity [26]? 

7. What percentage of college students believe that 

their peers participate in academically dishonest behavior 

while at college [27]? 

8. What percentage of college students believe that 

their peers have participated in an unobserved form of 

academic dishonesty [29]? 

9. Relative to course grades, why do most students 

engage in academically dishonest activities [30, 31, 32, 

33]? 
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10. Will the practice of academic dishonesty continue 

regardless of classroom conditions or academic demands 

[34]? 

11. Do college students believe that the incidence of 

collegiate academic dishonesty is increasing or decreasing 

[35]? 

12. How successful has the academic faculty been in 

apprehending students who are involved in academically dis-

honest behavior [38]? 

13. Should the student accomplice be punished for 

assisting the academically dishonest behavior of another 

student [42]? 

14. What degree of punishment is recommended by stu-

dents for those participating in (a) the use of crib sheets, 

(b) plagiarism, (c) submission of work completed by others, 

(d) answers copied during a test or examination, (e) use of 

unauthorized books or notes [43, 44, 45, 46, 47]? 

Research questions fifteen through twenty relate to the 

second purpose of the study. 

15. What is the occurrence rate of academically dis-

honest behavior among the surveyed students [36]? 

16. Concerning those students who have participated 

in some form of academic dishonesty, at which school level 

did their first dishonest incident occur [37]? 



17. How frequently do students participate in academi-

cally dishonest activities throughout the course of a 

school year [39]? 

18. Is there a correlation between origin (first dis-

honest incident) and frequency of dishonest behavior at 

institutions of higher education [37 vs. 39]? 

19. What methods of academic dishonesty have been 

personally used by the surveyed students [40]? 

20. What are the most frequently used methods of 

academically dishonest behavior [41]? 

Research question twenty-one relates to the third purpose 

of the study. 

21. The following questions relate to the surveyed 

students who have common denominational affiliations, 

participation practices, religious satisfaction responses, 

and desires for religious development: 

a. Will such students demonstrate similar 

attitudes and behavior by their responses to the 

academically dishonest behavior of others [9 vs. 19]? 

b. Will such students demonstrate similar atti-

tudes and behavior by their reasoning for not reporting 

an observed academically dishonest incident [9 vs. 20; 

9 vs. 21; 9 vs. 22; 9 vs. 23; 9 vs. 24]? 

c. Will such students demonstrate similar atti-

tudes and behavior regarding the practice of situation-

ally justified academic dishonesty [9 vs. 25; 9 vs. 26]? 
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d. Will such students demonstrate similar atti-

tudes and behavior by their personal practices of 

academically dishonest activity in relation to 

(1) participation [9 vs. 36]? 

(2) origin [9 vs. 37]? 

(3) degree of expertise [9 vs. 38]? 

(4) frequency [9 vs. 39]? 

e. Will such students demonstrate similar atti-

tudes and behavior regarding punishment for those who 

aid or support the academically dishonest student [9 

vs. 42]? 

f. Will such students demonstrate similar atti-

tudes and behavior regarding recommended punishments 

for those who are involved in an academically dishonest 

incident [9 vs. 43; 9 vs. 44; 9 vs. 45; 9 vs. 46; 9 vs. 

47]? 

Limitations of the Study 

Following are the limitations of the study. 

1. Since all data will be gathered from the self 

reports of the subjects, the concept to be measured 

(honesty) must be assumed and cannot be guaranteed. How-

ever, it is recognized that if the concepts of honesty and 

dishonesty are, in affect, personality characteristics that 

transcend situational variables, there may be reservations 



about the likelihood that students will respond in an 

honest manner about their dishonest practices. 

2. Since local institutional administrators or their 

subordinates will distribute and collect the questionnaires 

in uncontrolled circumstances, there is a possibility of 

unconventional influences that may affect survey results. 

3. Since the selected population encompasses a sample 

drawn from three institutions of higher education, the popu-

lation is limited by the voluntary return of the questionnaire. 

4. Due to the nature of the student bodies at the 

selected institutions of higher education and the possibil-

ity of a disproportionate geographic makeup, a geographic 

bias may occur if the findings are generalized to a broader 

spectrum. 

Definition of Terms 

As they relate to the purposes of this study, the 

following definitions are provided: 

Academic dishonesty is the conduct or practice that 

intentionally or deliberately deceives or misrepresents a 

student's true performance or level of achievement. This 

practice includes activities both inside and outside of the 

university classroom and encompasses (but is not necessarily 

limited to) the use of crib notes or the unauthorized use of 

books, notes, or assistance during a test or examination, 

knowingly furnishing false information to the university, 
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turning in assignments that are furnished in whole or part 

by other persons, copying tests, assignments, or reports, 

or being in unauthorized places (such as a professor's 

office or building) after closing without proper permission. 

Denominational affiliation refers to selected religious 

persuasions or sects as recognized and defined by the Hand-

book of Denominations (16). 

Religious participation refers to the willing atten-

dance or involvement in recognized denominational services 

or organized gatherings for the purpose of worship or 

religious study and instruction (excluding funerals, 

weddings, socials, and private devotional activities). 

High religious participation refers to the willing 

practice by individuals of attendance or participation in 

two-thirds of all recognized denominational services or 

organized gatherings for the purpose of worship or religious 

study or instruction (excluding funerals, weddings, socials, 

and private devotional activities). 

Low religious participation refers to the willing 

practice by individuals of attendance or participation in 

one-third or less of all recognized denominational services 

or organized gatherings for the purpose of worship as 

weddings, socials, and private devotional activities. 

Non-religious individuals are those who do not attend 

church [and who respond accordingly to question 9B of the 

survey instrument]. 
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Background and Significance of the Study 

From his examination of academic dishonesty, Brickman 

(4, p. 412) states that the existence of such behavior can 

be traced historically through thousands of years. In 

ancient China, for example, civil service examinations 

were given in individual cubicles to prevent examinees from 

looking at the test papers of others, examinees were 

searched for notes before they entered their cubicle, and 

the death penalty was mandated for both examinees and 

examiners if anyone were found guilty of cheating; yet the 

practice of deception continued. Brickman (4, p. 415) con-

cludes that the practice of academic dishonesty continues 

to be a frequent behavior pattern in modern society. 

During the last half century, the study of deceptive 

conduct in academia has repeatedly confirmed the 1928 find-

ings of Hartshorne and May (11), who conclude that virtually 

every student who participated in their two-year study had 

been dishonest at some time, particularly in situations 

where the results of such dishonest behavior appeared 

self-beneficial, safe, and easy. More recently, Bowers 

(3) discovered that 50 per cent of the surveyed undergradu-

ates either had cheated on an exam, plagiarized, or turned 

in a paper that was composed wholly or in part by another 

student; Zastro (25), provides evidence that 40 per cent 

of the surveyed graduate students participated in similar 

dishonest behavior. 
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From a review of the literature on academic dishonesty, 

it is apparent that the practice of academic deception has 

had a prolonged history and that it continues to flourish 

on the modern university campus. In response to this 

problem, a great deal of related research has been conducted 

in the fields of education and psychology. Numerous studies 

verify that student characteristics are a means of identify-

ing the academic deceiver; the Russell B. Stearns Center 

(for research and dissemination in social values and behav-

iors of youth) has compiled an extensive bibliography of over 

400 articles on this subject (22). Most of these studies 

deal with (a) the characteristics of the dishonest student, 

(b) the situational factors involved in a student's decision 

to be dishonest, and (c) the rationale for such conduct—the 

three areas that are vitally important to a determination 

of why this behavior continues. However, one important 

student attribute, which is not addressed adequately in the 

literature, is the role (if any) that is played by religious 

ideology in the practice of academic dishonesty. 

Various theoretical positions have been presented by 

an array of psychologists concerning the behavior and per-

sonality of the religious participator. Such diverse 

theorists as Allport (1), Frankl (7), and Jung (13) suggest 

that religious involvement may have a positive effect on 

the psychological well-being of an individual through the 

formation of a basis of integration for the different 
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facets of life, which provides meaning and initiates 

greater emotional stability. An opposing position is taken 

by Freud (8), Jones (12), Oates (19), and Reik (20), who 

identify a relationship between religious behavior and 

neurosis, and who believe that religious participation, 

which is interpreted with an obsessive-compulsive paradigm, 

can be related to a delusional effort of wish-fulfillment. 

In the light of such contradictory theoretical positions, 

Gardner and Moriarity (9) note that an individual's reli-

gious affiliation and participation affects and may modify 

one's behavior and personality make-up. 

Although the nature and degree of religious beliefs of 

college students has been the subject of a number of 

studies, Brown and Lowe (5) conclude there have been few 

systematic attempts to relate such beliefs to behavior 

patterns. They also state that such studies have been 

concerned with the relationships between religious beliefs 

and such variables as sex of the parent, years of college, 

and church affiliation. 

The need exists to unite the efforts of those in the 

field of education and psychology. Valid research concern-

ing the practice of academic dishonesty with reference to 

religious ideology could prove to be significant and use-

ful to the disciplines of education, psychology, and reli-

gion. Professionals in the field of education could use 

such research in identifying and understanding this 
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deceptive behavior, while the field of psychology would 

benefit by a degree of insight and understanding of the 

college student. Finally, such research could provide the 

religious community with assistance in its attempts to 

evaluate the efforts of religious involvement and meet 

the needs of its congregations more effectively. 

Outline of the Study 

Chapter I introduces the problem, purposes, and 

research questions of the study; also included are relevant 

definitions, the limitations, and the background and sig-

nificance of the study. Chapter II will present a review 

of relevant literature, and Chapter III will describe the 

methods and procedures for collection of the data. Chapter 

IV will present the data findings of the study, and Chapter 

V will include a summary, the conclusions and implications 

of the study, and recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Considerable controversy continues to revolve around 

the question of just how much academically dishonest behav-

ior takes place at institutions of higher education. 

Nelson, Grinder, and Mutterer (56) note that the measure-

ment literature contains few statistical verifications 

of test cheating incidents. In response, Hynges, Givner, 

and Patil (36) developed a mathematical index for use 

with multiple-choice tests to determine the probability of 

academic dishonesty. Chaffin (11) points out that although 

this index may be appropriate for some cases, it should 

never be used to verify the suspected dishonesty of a 

single student, nor should it be used as a screening device 

to determine whether any academically dishonest activity 

has taken place. Chaffin concludes that the teacher is 

"no further ahead" concerning the statistical detection 

of academic dishonesty (11, p. 778). 

Parr (58, p. 320) reports that while some college 

students contend that practically every member of their 

class has been dishonest during classroom examinations, 

many professors naievely deny that any behavior of this 

17 
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kind has ever taken place in their classrooms. While the 

occurrence rate for such behavior varies, so does the 

response to academic dishonesty. Drake (18, p. 418) 

believes that some professors find comfort in the ration-

alized response that dishonest students cheat only them-

selves, and these professors are not concerned with under-

lying motives. There are other professors, however, who 

view academic dishonesty as evidence of a basic character 

defect, and yet others who interpret such behavior as a 

direct affront to themselves. In the latter instance, such 

professors, who often are martinets during examinations, 

are constantly on the alert for signs of dishonesty; their 

behavior often multiplies the students' anxiety level, 

which has been found to increase the amount of academically 

dishonest behavior and decrease the true performance of the 

students (6, p. 128; 70, p. 641). Emphasizing the debili-

tating effects of the stressful test environment, it has 

been noted that students who experience high test anxiety 

may panic or be unable to concentrate and may resort to 

academic dishonesty because more constructive responses are 

not available to them at this time (70, p. 657). 

A spokesman for the Educational Testing Service, which 

administers the college board tests, remarks that over the 

past four years the number of cases of suspected dishonesty 

has doubled (44, p. 174). A recent report notes that 

officials wrestling with what they consider to be heavier— 
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than-usual outbreaks of collegiate dishonesty admit they 

are seeing only a fraction of the problem" (75, p. 39). A 

faculty committee at the University of California reported 

that cheating in examinations is "rampant" on that campus 

(52, p. 518) , and the same condition is said to exist all 

over the country (16, p. 6; 55, p. 41). Recently, the 

Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education 

reported a "significant and apparently increasing amount 

of cheating" at colleges throughout the nation (44, p. 174). 

In response to the problem of academic dishonesty, a 

great deal of research has been conducted in the fields of 

education and psychology. In 1966, the Russell B. Sterns 

Center (for research and dissemination in social values and 

behaviors of youth) at Northeastern University published an 

extensive bibliography (66) of over 400 articles on this 

subject. 

Degree of Incidence of 
Academic Dishonesty 

During the last half century, studies of deceptive 

conduct in academia have repeatedly confirmed the findings 

of Hartshorne and May (31), who state that nearly everyone 

(depending on the situation) will practice some sort of 

dishonest behavior at some time. To combat what has become 

an academic custom, universities across the nation have 

formulated various codes of student conduct, and although 

the codes vary from institution to institution, the issue 
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of academic dishonesty is recognized and addressed in each 

code. Disciplinary penalties for such actions have been 

developed and published. In most cases, a judicial board 

under the direction of the dean of students has the dele-

gated authority to administer a fair and just disciplinary 

penalty. Even so, the practice of academic dishonesty 

continues. A discipline coordinator for one Texas univer-

sity points out that of approximately 21,000 students 

enrolled during the 1981 fall semester, only twelve cases 

of academic dishonesty were reported and pursued; numeri-

cally, this trend has remained steady since 1973 (68). 

Similarly, the Princeton University discipline committee 

hears only a dozen cases yearly of academic dishonesty, 

while the 44,000-student University of Texas at Austin 

reports fewer than 100 cases each year (64). The Texas 

University administrator observes that "there's probably 

not an institution in the world where academic dishonesty 

does not occur. The problem at hand is the question of 

just how much" (68). 

Although many schools have stepped up their efforts 

to curb academic dishonesty (75, p. 42), cheating on the 

college campus appears to have achieved a new level of 

sophistication. Sheils and Fuller state that "cheating 

scandals frequently involve scores of cooperating students, 

outright criminal methods, and even fat profits for the 

masterminds behind the scenes" (65, p. 97). In recent 
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years, there has been an influx of well organized companies 

that sell professionally written term papers to college 

students; one such company is reported to employ 2,000 

employees at fifty offices throughout the United States and 

Canada and to have earned $1.2 million in gross income 

during the 1971-72 academic year (14, p. 89). According 

to an expose of the industry, one term-paper company pro-

duced and sold 4,000 original essays in less than seven 

months (73, p. 67) and has since grown into a nationwide, 

multimillion-dollar business (14, p. 76). Etzioni empha-

sizes that "students at every major university in the 

country have access to at least one commercial firm that 

offers a variety of writing and research services ranging 

from term papers on any subject for undergraduates to M.A. 

theses and Ph.D. dissertations" (20, p. 2). Rosenberg 

states that "no college community is complete without its 

term-paper company, and college newspaper who regularly 

carries ads for their services" (61, p. 134). Pendleton 

concludes that "dishonesty predominates . . . and honesty 

may be unrealistic" (59, p. 72). 

The question of how often students participate in 

academically dishonest activities has been debated for many 

years and still remains undecided. As mentioned previously, 

in 1928 Hartshorne and May (31, p. 411) determined from 

testing 11,000 eight to sixteen year old students that 

nearly everyone will practice some form of dishonest 
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behavior. They conclude that neither dishonest behavior 

nor its opposite are unified character traits, but rather 

they are specific functions of life situations. The 

authors believe that no one is honest or dishonest by 

nature, but that one will act dishonestly in any given 

situation when conflict arises depending not upon one's 

code of ethics but solely upon the given situation (31, p. 

412) . 

Since this inaugural study, many researchers have 

attempted to measure academically dishonest behavior at 

institutions of higher education. In 1936, Parr (58) 

investigated 409 college students over a two-year period 

and found that 42 per cent of his sample had participated 

in an academically dishonest incident during the period of 

that study. In 1941, Drake (18) reported his findings 

from an experiment that included 126 members of a private 

woman's college. Drake found that 24 per cent of his 

respondents had used some means to inflate their examination 

scores. 

The literature of the last twenty years presents an 

array of findings. In 1964, Hetherington and Feldman (32) 

reported a 57 per cent rate of academic dishonesty as a 

result of their experiments, while in the same year an 

extensive study (which involved more than 5,000 students 

at ninety-nine colleges and universities) by Bowers (7) 

found, similarly, that 50 per cent of the sample either 
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cheated on an exam, plagiarized, or turned in a paper that 

was written wholly or in part by another student. The 

following year, Bonjean and McGee (6) reported on their 

undergraduate study, that compared two institutions which 

differed in their methods for controlling academic dis-

honesty. Whereas one university used an honor system 

(wherein students were expected to report themselves and 

each other for violations of student regulations), the 

other used the proctor system (wherein the student assumed 

no specific responsibility for the maintenance of appro-

priate behavior, which was the province of institutional 

personnel). Although the results indicate that 69 per cent 

of sll students had participated in some form of academic 

dishonesty, Bowers notes that there were significantly 

fewer violators under the honor system; only 58 per cent of 

the honor-system students engaged in any of the dishonest 

possibilities stated in the experiment, whereas 81 per cent 

of the proctor-system students did so. 

In an experiment reported by Ellenburg (19) in 1973, 

it was found that 81 per cent of an undergraduate student 

body had cheated at some time in their studies. In 1970, 

Zastro (82) found a 40 per cent incidence rate of academic 

deception among graduate students. Leveque and Walker 

state that "investigators have indicated that rather high 

percentages, usually from 25%-50% of grade school pupils, 
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high school students, college students, and even teachers 

in the role of students, cheated" (46, p. 159). 

In recent years, the academic community has been 

shocked by what university administrators call this 

"epidemic" of academic dishonesty (13, p. 29; 72, p. 92). 

At Lehigh University, a telephone poll revealed that 47 

per cent of the respondents made use of some method of 

academic dishonesty on at least one exam, while at the 

University of Southern California 40 per cent of its stu-

dents admitted to plagiarism (13, p. 29). As many as 200 

students at the University of Florida were discovered to 

have purchased final exams for as much as $200 each (15, 

p. 73). In 1973, 162 students were given failing grades in 

a course and another 193 were given grade reductions at the 

University of Wisconsin in Madison after it was discovered 

that they had submitted purchased term-papers in the course 

(37, p. 36). The most damaging blow to academic integrity 

was uncovered in 1975 at West Point where 152 junior cadets 

were dismissed for cheating on an electrical engineering 

exam (4, p. 16). The 180 year old military academy, which 

relies on a strict honor code (22, p. 29), had been marred 

previously by student dishonesty; in 1951, 90 cadets were 

expelled for various violations of the honor code, while in 

1973, 21 cadets were dismissed for academic dishonesty (37, 

p. 36). Although the Air Force and Naval Academies differ 

from West Point concerning their proctoring methods, the 
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records show that 109 Air Force cadets were dismissed in 

1965; 46 cadets were expelled in 1967 for exchanging test 

questions; 39 cadets were forced to resign in 1972 after 

violations of the proctoring system were discovered; 7 

naval midshipmen were dismissed in 1974 and 13 others put 

on probation for academic dishonesty; 6 United States Coast 

Guard students were dismissed and ordered to leave the 

Guard for academic violations (37, p. 36; 78, p. 29). 

Officials note that despite widespread changes in army 

discipline in recent years, West Point's honor system will 

continue to be rigorously enforced (77, p. 39). Ellensburg 

cites Trabue who states "that cheating definitely continues 

to make a significant contribution to the test scores of 

students at all educational levels . . ." (19, p. 427). 

Although the practice of academic dishonesty is not 

limited to higher education, the incidence rate for high 

school students compared to college students is alarming. 

As cited by Martin (50, p. 621), Graham found that the 

number of students who knowingly participate in some form 

of academic dishonesty runs as high as 78 per cent at the 

upper-elementary level, 85 per cent at the secondary school 

level, and over 50 per cent at the college level. However, 

a 1966 American Council on Education survey of over 250,000 

entering freshmen at 306 institutions reveals that only 20 

per cent of the students admitted to having "cribbed on an 

examination" during the previous year (2, p. 28). 
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Student Characteristics that Affect 
Academic Dishonesty 

Smith, Ryan, and Diggins (70) surveyed a number of 

undergraduate students in 1972 and discovered that 97 per 

cent of the men and 91 per cent of the women surveyed 

admitted having "cheated on an examination" while in 

college; in addition, 70 per cent of the males and 63 per 

cent of the females surveyed admitted that they had cheated 

on at least one exam in either the current or preceding 

semester. 

Although it is interesting that sex is cited as an 

important and usually significant variable (7, 62, 70) with 

males showing a greater tendency to cheat than females, one 

must be cautious in accepting sex differences based on 

self report. In a behavioral study of the effectiveness of 

an honor system, Canning (10) found that females lie more 

about their academically dishonest behavior than males. 

Jacobson, Breger, and Millham (38) report that, under 

temptation, female college students are more likely to be 

academically dishonest than males. 

Numerous studies attempt to verify student character-

istics as a means of identifying the academic deceiver. 

While controlling other variables, a number of researchers 

found that fraternity or sorority membership is the most 

common characteristic of academically dishonest students 

(6, 7, 18, 26, 29, 32, 58). After-the-fact explanations 
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invariably emphasize the anti-intellectual theme within the 

fraternity-sorority system (29, p. 365). The pervasive 

influence of fraternities on the total environment of the 

university is described by Bowers (7, pp. 109-110), who 

notes that the more closely students are associated with a 

fraternity or sorority, the more likely they are to cheat. 

Furthermore, Bowers discovered that this principle extends 

to institutions; the students who attend institutions of 

higher education that have no fraternities or sororities 

are less prone to cheat than students who do not belong, 

yet who attend schools that allow Greek organizations. 

The literature also reveals a correlation between 

frequency of academic dishonesty and academic ability (9, 

18, 31, 32, 34, 43, 58). To test this correlation, Bowers 

treated grades as an indicator of ability and found that 

"the proportion of cheating behavior steadily increased as 

academic standing decreased" (7, p. 73). As overwhelming 

as the evidence may be, Yepsen (81, p. 682), who conducted 

many experiments concerning this issue, correlated intelli-

gence with academically dishonest behavior and found that 

of the 34 per cent of the students who had cheated, 67 per 

cent had intelligence test scores above the mean for the 

test group. Furthermore, Woods (80) was unable to demon-

strate any significant relationship between academic 

achievement and academic dishonesty; a 1973 report (35, 
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p. 107) points out that academically high achieving stu-

dents are as dishonest (if not more so) as low achieving 

students. 

As reported by Kleiman (44, p. 196), some clarity is 

offered by Schab on this issue. Schab compared his experi-

mental results with those from a study that he had conducted 

ten years previously; he found that although the rate of 

academic dishonesty has doubled among the best students, 

poor students were still more likely to cheat. 

Taking into consideration intellectual ability and 

academic grades, Bowers (7) found that as time spent on 

studies decreases, academically dishonest behavior 

increases; the amount of study time, therefore, may be 

treated as an index of a student's commitment to academic 

pursuits. In addition, the researcher tested items con-

cerning the degree of efficiency in study habits and found 

that these also affect cheating behavior. Bowers concludes 

that the largest concentration of cheaters is to be found 

among those who treat their student role most lightly; 

those who study neither long nor efficiently" (7, p. 81). 

Other studies identify other student characteristics 

in an attempt to identify the academically dishonest stu-

dent. For example, in comparison to their non-deceptive 

peers, academically dishonest students tend to be more 

occupationally oriented and socially minded (7, 29), have 

low self-expectations (7), be more tense, irritable, and 
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anxious (79), be chronologically older (58), and attend a 

school that is not in their home state (58). 

Bonjean and McGee (6, p. 134) profile the student who 

participates in academically dishonest behavior as a male 

upper-level classmember, whose home is in an urban area, 

and who had a grade-point-average below C. Hetherington 

and Feldman (32, pp. 214-215) cite research that identifies 

first born children (47), low achievers (31), neurotic and 

dependent students (9), those who display little conscious 

guilt (48), and those who exert little effort (3) as char-

acteristics of the academic deceiver. Furthermore, the 

results of a study by Smith, Ryan, and Diggins (70, pp. 

651-654) indicate that the college student who is most 

likely to cheat is a male who has weak achievement motiva-

tion, strong test anxiety, few moral scruples about 

academic dishonesty, is unprepared for exams, perceives 

other students as strongly competitive, and plans to go to 

graduate school. 

In contrast, Johnson and Gormly (41) found that 

academic dishonesty may in fact be related to high achiev-

ing students. A test described as predictive of officer 

success was administered to advanced Navy Reserve Officer 

Training Corps students. Those students who planned to 

become career officers (who could have been assumed to 

place a higher value on the results of the test) were more 

academically dishonest than those students who did not have 
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officer aspirations. After further research and experimen-

tation, the same authors (40) found locus of control, as a 

personality variable, to be correlated with academic dis-

honesty. Their findings suggest that those students who 

can be identified as having an external control (event 

outcomes are contingent upon forces beyond control, such 

as fate or chance) are much more academically dishonest 

than those students who have an internal control belief 

system (event outcomes are contingent upon one's ability or 

effort). Srull and Karabenick's (71) study produced similar 

findings; their findings indicate that students who display 

a consistent belief in an internal system of control are 

less likely to participate in academically dishonest activ-

ities. 

Motivations for Academic Dishonesty 

Although various motives may contribute to the stu-

dents' decision to participate in academically dishonest 

behavior, Smith, Ryan, and Diggins (70, p. 641) believe 

that two particular achievement-related motives are 

usually aroused—the motive to achieve and the motive to 

avoid failure. Prior research yields noteworthy relation-

ships between these motives and the practice of academic 

dishonesty. Mischel and Gilligan (53) found that the 

higher the students' level of achievement motivation, 

the more likely they are to become academically deceptive 
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if academically dishonest behavior is the only means to 

obtain their objective. In contrast, Schwartz and others 

(63, p. 54) state that academically dishonest behavior 

should deprive a student of a sense of personal accomplish-

ment, and therefore, that students who have high personal 

motivation are less likely to cheat; however, their research 

results provide only weak support for this hypothesis. 

With reference to the motive to avoid failure, Gulligan 

(27) states that as the fear of failure increases, test 

anxiety also increases, and test anxiety was found to be 

positively related to academic dishonesty. Shelton and 

Hill (66) found that there is a positive relationship 

between debilitating test anxiety and dishonest behavior, 

and the relationship is stronger when knowledge of peer 

reference group performance is available to students. 

Correspondingly, Smith, Ryan, and Diggins (70) found that 

as test anxiety increases, the amount of dishonest behavior 

also increases along with the amount of risk detection a 

student is willing to assume. Smith, Ryan, and Diggins 

(70, p. 653) contend that the most common motives for 

participating in academically dishonest behavior include 

improving low grades, competition among peers, and pressure 

for entrance to graduate school; deterrents include loss of 

self-esteem, violation of a personal moral code of ethics, 

and experiencing of long—term guilt feelings. 
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Morality, Religion, and Academic 
Dishonesty 

Many studies have been initiated to determine the 

roles of situational factors and student characteristics as 

identifiers of individuals involved in academically dis-

honest behavior. While Hartshorne and May (31) argue that 

academic dishonesty is not a character trait that trans-

gresses situations, and that an individual's moral behavior 

cannot be predicted from another behavioral event unless 

identical elements exist in the situations, Kohlberg (45) 

contends that academically dishonest behavior is the result 

of immature moral development. Kohlberg refers to a study 

which indicates that yielding to temptation in an experi-

mental cheating situation is associated with an individual 

of low moral insight. Harris, Mussen, and Rutherford (30), 

found a positive relationship between moral reasoning and 

academic honesty among students (even when intelligence was 

partialed out). Similarly, while studying college male 

freshmen, Schwartz and others (63) found that academically 

dishonest students tend to be lower in moral insight. 

Malinowski (49), found that subjects who are low in moral 

judgment are more likely to and do cheat more often than 

those who are high in moral judgment. These results are 

consistent with previous research in which inverse relation-

ships are reported between Kohlberg's (45) measure of moral 
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reasoning and dishonesty, and they provide further support 

for Kohlberg's theory of morality. 

This literature review reveals that most studies which 

have been conducted on academic dishonesty are of an exper-

imental-psychological nature (33, 40, 66) and have dealt 

with such issues as student characteristics, environmental 

variables, social experiences, and the development of moral 

judgment. While the research is limited, some investigators 

have attempted to determine the behavioral correlates of 

religious ideology. 

Various theoretical positions that concern the behavior 

and personality of the religious participator are taken by 

an array of psychologists. Such diverse theorists as 

Allport (1), Frank1 (23), and Jung (42), suggest that reli-

gious involvement may have a positive effect on the psycho-

logical well-being of an individual by forming a basis of 

integration for the different facets of life, which provides 

meaning and initiates greater emotional stability. An 

opposing position is proposed by Freud (24), Jones (39), 

Oates (57), and Reik (60) who identify a relationship 

between religious behavior and neurosis, stating that 

religious participation (interpreted within an obsessive-

compulsive paradigm) can be related to a delusional effort 

of wish fulfillment. Despite these conflicting positions, 

Nash (54, pp. 430-434) remarks that it is commonly observed 

that religious participation will influence and give 
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direction to one's personality growth and behavior, and 

Gardner and Moriarty (25, pp. 208-209) note that an indi-

vidual's religious affiliation and participation affects, 

and may modify, one's behavior and personality make-up. in 

addition, McCandless and Evans report the influence of 

religious affiliation and moral behavior (51, p. 280) as 

well as the general association between religious develop-

ment and behavior (51, pp. 37-38). 

While the nature and degree of religious beliefs of 

college students has been the subject of a number of stud-

ies, Brown and Lowe (8) conclude that there have been few 

systematic attempts to relate such beliefs to behavior 

patterns; most studies have been concerned with the rela-

tionship between religious beliefs and such variables as 

sex, years of college, and church affiliation. There are, 

however, researchers who have investigated the specific 

attributes of the religiously active student. Barton and 

Vaughn (5), Eysenck (21), and Hamby (28) indicate that 

actively religious students tend to be conservative and 

have higher ethical standards, while their non-religious 

counterparts are more dominant, self-assertive, and 

suspicious in nature. Students who participate in reli-

gious activities have been found to be more emotional, 

tense, and insecure (8, 69); however, Wiebe (76) found 

that in comparison to their religious peers, the non-

religious student is more flexible, self-reliant, innovative, 
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and free thinking. Although Wiebe discovered that the 

religious participator has a greater concern for moral and 

ethical standards, his findings fail to demonstrate behav-

ior that reflects this attribute. To further complicate 

the issue, Brown and Lowe (8), found that the religious 

participator is intellectually inferior, which, therefore, 

may increase the need for and possibility of academically 

dishonest behavior. 

Following an extensive review of the literature, only 

three studies were discovered that deal specifically with 

academic dishonesty and religious ideology. The initial 

child study of Hartshorne and May (31) in 1928 revealed 

that of the three main religious groups, Catholics, Jews, 

and Protestants, there are no general differences which 

are not attributable to differences in intelligence or 

social level. These researchers also found that there is 

no relationship between church attendance and deception; 

they note that children who attend church regularly cheat 

about the same as those who rarely or never attend. Recent 

studies concerning college students are contradictory and 

inconclusive. Hetherington and Feldman (32) found that 

academic deceivers have a significantly higher frequency 

of church attendance, but Bonjean and McGee (6) found that 

religiously active students participate in academically 

dishonest behavior significantly less than students who are 
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inactive or moderately active in religious organizations, 

meetings, or activities. 

In view of the inconsistent findings, the need exists 

to unite the efforts of those in the fields of education, 

psychology, and religion to determine the role of religious 

ideology in relation to the practice of academic dishonesty 

in higher education. Chandler (12) states that religious 

commitment, more than any other factor, has an overwhelming 

impact on nearly every major aspect of American life. The 

study, involving 3,780 people, goes on to note that a per-

son's religious orientation is far more accurate as a 

predictor of attitudes and behavior than race, sex, age, 

income, education, occupation, or political persuasion. 

Due to this finding, valid research will prove to be sig-

nificant and useful to each of these fields of study. Pro-

fessionals in the field of education could use such research 

to help identify and understand deceptive behavior, while 

the field of psychology may benefit by gaining insight 

into its dealings with college students. Finally, such 

research could provide assistance to the religious community 

in its attempts to evaluate religious programs and meet the 

needs of its congregation more effectively. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

In order to fulfill the stated purposes of this study 

and to answer the related research questions that were pre-

sented in Chapter I, the dissemination of a survey instru-

ment among the population of the study was determined to 

be the most effective data-gathering technique. A format 

for the survey instrument was developed with the advice 

and guidance of members of the research committee following 

an in-depth study of related professional literature and 

unpublished research. 

The Survey Instrument 

The Academic Dishonesty Attitude and Behavior Survey 

(see Appendices) is a forty-seven item instrument that was 

designed specifically for this study by the researcher. 

The items were worded so as to elicit the specific infor-

mation that was required to answer the research questions. 

The survey instrument is composed of two sections. 

Section I contains the following: 

1. Seven multiple-choice questions (items 1 through 

7) were included to gather demographic data on sex 

(gender), marital status, academic classification, present 
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grade point average, race, field of study, and fraternity 

or sorority membership; 

2. Two general questions (items 8 and 10) deal with 

political and family attitudes. These survey items were 

included to disguise the problem under study and to avoid 

the possibility of survey sabotage. These data were not 

tabulated and are not included in either the presentation 

of data or summary sections of this study; 

3. Four multiple choice questions (item 9) gather 

data concerning religious background and attitudes in the 

areas of religious denomination, religious participation 

(as measured by average church attendance), degree of 

religious satisfaction, and importance of religious or 

spiritual development. The stated religious denominations 

were selected because they numerically represent the largest 

denominational affiliations in Dallas, Denton, and Tarrant 

counties according to Churches and Church Membership in the 

•United S t a t e s (4)- Other than selected demographic 

variables, these four questions constitute the independent 

variable (religious ideology) that is presumed to cause 

variations in the dependent variable (attitudes and behav-

ioral patterns concerning academic dishonesty). 

Section II of the survey instrument consists of thirty-

seven multiple choice questions that are designed to gather 

student responses concerning academic dishonesty in regard 
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to frequency, cause, student response, origin, methodology, 

and punishment. Subjects were instructed to rate the 

attitude statements on a one-to-five point Likert-type 

scale in which SA = Strongly Agree (1), a = Agree (2), 

U = Uncertain (3), D = Disagree (4), and SD = Strongly 

Disagree (5). The Likert scale is designed to provide pre-

cise information about a subject's degree of concern or 

agreement with a particular item (1, 5). Oppenheim (5) 

believes that the Likert scale performs well when it per-

tains to a reliable, rough ordering of people with regard 

to a particular attitude statement. 

To determine face validity, a pilot study was conducted 

in March, 1982, with twenty-four residence hall students at 

Texas Christian University, Fort Worth, Texas. The pilot 

study was designed to provide information about the survey 

instrument in regard to appearance, clarity of instructions, 

format, legibility of the questions, appropriateness of 

questions or responses, and length of time required to 

complete the survey. The pilot subjects were asked to 

write their opinions on these areas on the back of the 

questionnaires. Seventeen of the twenty-four pilot ques-

tionnaires were returned for a 71 per cent response rate. 

After examining the responses and suggestions made by 

the pilot subjects, it was determined that the survey 

required an average of eighteen minutes to complete. The 

respondents also provided valuable information that led to 
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clearer instructions concerning the return and collection 

of the survey instrument. 

Population of the Study 

The population for the study consists of a selection 

of students from North Texas State University, Denton, 

Texas, Texas Wesleyan College, Fort Worth, Texas, and the 

University of Texas at Arlington, Arlington, Texas. The 

selected sample includes students who attend both public 

and private institutions, inhabit both residence halls and 

campus apartment facilities, and are both members and non-

members of panhellenic organizations. This sample appears 

to be representative of all students who occupy university-

approved housing facilities. 

The population of students who reside in institution-

ally recognized living environments was selected in the 

following manner: 

At North Texas State University, a stratified random 

sample of students was generated by the housing department 

that consists of 25 per cent of each residence hall. 

Approximately 3,200 students inhabit 8 on-campus residence 

hall facilities; for each facility, the population ranges 

from 150 to 980 students. 

At Texas Wesleyan College, due to the limited number 

of students who reside on campus, this sample consists of 
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all students who live in each of the 3 residence halls, 

where populations range from 83 to 122 students. 

At the University of Texas at Arlington, a random 

selection of students was generated by the housing depart-

ment that consists of 25 per cent of those students who 

reside in 4 residence halls, plus 25 per cent of those 

students who live in the 12 apartment units. In addition, 

the panhellenic office randomly selected 25 per cent of 

those students who are affiliated with or reside in fra-

ternity or sorority living environments. 

The total number of students who participated in this 

study is 1,540. Of this number, 1,009 students returned 

complete and usable surveys (on which the data analyses 

is based). 

Procedures for the Collection of Data 

The Academic Dishonesty Attitude and Behavior Survey 

was used to gather the data required to answer the research 

questions of the study. During the Spring Semester, 1982, 

the survey was delivered to the research coordinators and 

residence hall directors at each of the three institutions 

for distribution to the identified population. A 60 per 

cent return rate was established as the minimum limit for 

this study; 69 per cent of the questionnaires were returned. 

The data were collected with the cooperation of the 

following institutional members: 
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^• Residence hall directors, who are individuals 

responsible for managing a residence hall, distributed 

the survey to their respective residence hall assistants; 

2. Resident assistants, who are individuals respon-

sible for managing a floor in a residence hall, distributed 

and collected the completed surveys from the selected resi-

dence hall students on their floors; 

3. Research coordinators, who are the individuals 

responsible for managing and coordinating all fraternity 

and sorority functions, supervised the distribution and 

collection of the surveys by the research assistants; 

4. Research assistants, who are fraternity or 

sorority officers or leaders, distributed and collected 

the completed surveys from each selected fraternity or 

sorority member. 

Following is the sequential design that was used in 

the distribution and collection of data: 

1. Initial contact was made with each of the appropri-

ate institutional administrators to discuss the importance 

and need for such research. After explaining the proce-

dures for student selection and survey distribution and 

collection, a date was set for presentation of this infor-

mation to the individual research coordiantors and residence 

hall directors; 

2. A visit was made to each of the selected schools 

in the spring of 1982 to present the pertinent information 
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to the research coordinators and residence hall directors 

at selected staff and panhellenic council meetings; each 

was given a survey instrument; 

3. During the same month, individual residence hall 

staff meetings and fraternity or sorority council meetings 

were attended in order to present the survey instrument to 

the individual research and resident assistants who would 

be responsible for the distribution and collection of the 

surveys. At this time, the housing offices at North Texas 

State University, the University of Texas at Arlington, and 

Texas Wesleyan College generated the sample populations by 

producing (a) a grand master list of the total sample popu-

lation, (b) a student master list for each residence hall 

director, and (c) a student submaster list for each resident 

assistant; this allowed for documentation of number and 

percentage of surveys returned. Uniform procedures (see 

Appendices) for the distribution and collection of the 

surveys were distributed to each research and resident 

assistant; 

4. The resident and research assistants were asked 

(a) to distribute the survey to each student (on their 

floors or m their Greek organizations) who had been 

selected to participate in this study and (b) to follow 

carefully the uniform procedures established for this study. 

The resident and research assistants were instructed to 

encourage the participating students to complete the survey 
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in privacy in an attempt to elicit honest responses to the 

questionnaire. [Although over- and under-reporting of true 

academically dishonest practices may occur, previous 

research suggests that the self-report method of gathering 

data is relatively efficient and usually an accurate 

recording of deviance (5)]. The resident and research 

assistants distributed, collected, and documented the 

returned survey instruments from their respective floors 

or panhellenic organizations within five days of the survey 

distribution. The completed surveys and documented sub-

master student lists were returned either to the residence 

hall director or research coordinator; 

5. The residence hall directors and research coordi-

nators reported the number and percentage of surveys 

returned from their respective sample populations; these 

were collected by the researcher. 

In order to achieve the minimum rate of return for 

survey instruments, two follow-up contacts were designed: 

1. Each director of housing was contacted by phone 

one week following the initial distribution of the survey 

instruments. The director of housing was requested to 

contact all residence hall directors or research coordina-

tors to ask them to contact their resident and research 

assistants and request their follow-up on students who 

had not completed or returned the questionnaire in an 

effort to increase the survey return rate; 



52 

2. The second follow-up, approximately two weeks 

after the first, was made by the researcher to those 

residence hall staffs or Greek organizations from which 

the survey return rate was below the required 60 per cent. 

Problems were discussed, additional surveys were made avail-

able, and the importance of the collection of the survey 

instruments was emphasized. 

When all questionnaires had been collected, each was 

carefully examined; a questionnarie was judged unusable 

and discarded if it was evident that the directions for 

completing the questionnaire had not been followed, if 

more than one response was given to any item of the ques-

tionnaire (except question 40), or if the questionnaire 

was not completed. The overall usable return rate was 66 

per cent. The questionnaire return rates for each of the 

selected institutions are presented in Table I, Chapter IV. 

Procedures for the Analysis of Data 

As usable questionnaires were received, the data were 

key punched on computer cards for automatic data processing. 

Percentages were determined to describe the sample popula-

tion and to demonstrate the relationship of each item as a 

selected response to a particular question, attitude, or 

behavior statement. For the purposes of this study, four 

demographic variables concerning student religious atti-

tudes were treated as the independent variables (seven 
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demographic variables were used to describe the population 

sample), while the thirty-seven attitude and behavior 

responses were treated as the dependent variables, as 

follows: 

1. Survey items 1 through 7, which gathered selected 

demographic data, and survey items 9A, B, C, and D, which 

referred to selected religious data concerning the student 

sample, were subjected to statistical procedures that 

included (a) the frequency and percentage of responses were 

calculated for each item, (b) mean scores were calculated 

for each item, and (c) median scores were calculated for 

each item; 

2. In order to obtain answers to the research ques-

tions that deal with the first purpose of the study (stu-

dent attitudes concerning academic dishonesty), (a) the 

frequency and percentage of responses were calculated for 

each of the multiple choice items, (b) the mean and median 

scores were calculated for the multiple choice items, (c) 

the frequency and percentage of responses were calculated 

for the Likert-scaled items, (d) mean scores were calculated 

for the degree of agreement reported for the Likert-scaled 

items, and (3) standard deviation scores were calculated 

from the means for the Likert-scaled items; 

3. In order to obtain answers to the research ques-

tions that deal with the second purpose of the study 

(current behavioral practices concerning academically 



54 

dishonest activities), the data were treated in the same 

statistical ways as for student attitudes toward academic 

dishonesty; 

4. Answers were obtained to the research questions 

that pertain to the third purpose of the study (correlation 

of religious ideology with student attitudes and behavior 

in regard to academic dishonesty) by the application of 

chi square contingency coefficient with a .05 minimum 

level of significance. This statistical treatment was 

used because it is considered uniquely useful when at least 

one category of data is of nominal level, when no underly-

ing continuity between categories of data is assumed, and 

when no assumptions about the shape of the population are 

made (2, 3, 6). 

Statistical presentations of chi square relationships 

in Chapter IV are Tables XXV and XXVII through XLIX. One 

can determine the direction of this relationship by compar-

ing each cell column percentage with the corresponding 

total row percentage, which will indicate cells of greater 

than expected cell frequencies. By highlighting each cell 

that displays a cell column percentage greater than the 

total row percentage, a direction of the relationship can 

be identified. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to survey and describe 

student attitudes and behavioral patterns concerning 

academic dishonesty. m addition, the survey was designed 

to demonstrate the role of religious ideology as a selected 

variable that may affect the practice of academic dis-

honesty. Data were gathered from survey instruments 

returned by 1,009 college and university students who 

were enrolled during the 1981-1982 Spring Semester. 

Results were received from North Texas State Univer-

sity (N = 519 of 812), Texas Wesleyan College (N = 163 of 

297), and the University of Texas at Arlington (N = 327 of 

4 31). The percentage of usable surveys received was 65.5 

per cent (N = 1,009 of 1,540). The presentation of data 

is organized by demographic data, religious data and 

attitude responses, results of each of the thirty-seven 

attitude and behavior items, and data findings in relation 

to the research questions. 

Demographic Data 

A demographic profile of the subjects is presented 

in Table I. The table is arranged according to sex, 
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TABLE I 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA OF THE SELECTED 
STUDENT POPULATION 

57 

Demographic Item Frequenc Percentage 

Male 
Female 

Total 

Marital Status 
Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Widowed 
Other 

Total 

411 
598 

1,009 

979 
21 
4 
0 
5 

1,009 

40.7 
59.3 

1 0 0 . 0 

97.0 
2 .1 
0.4 
0 .0 
0.5 

100.0 
Classification 

Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate 

Total* 

1 
2, 
3, 

Grade Point Average 
1.5 or below 

to 2.5 
to 3.5 
or above 

Total** 

Race 
White American 
Black American 
Mexican American 
American Indian 
International 
Other 

Total 

327 
265 
215 
162 
40 

1,009 

24 
279 
532 
173 

1,008 

776 
98 
31 
28 
61 
14 

32.4 
26.3 
21.3 
16.1 
3.9 

100.0 

2.4 
27.7 
52.8 
17.1 

100.0 

76.9 
9.7 
3.1 
2 . 8 
6 .1 
1.4 

1 , 0 0 8 100.0 
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Demographic Item Frequencv Percentacrp 
Major 

Business 
Education 
Fine Arts 
Liberal Arts 
Natural Sciences 
Behavioral Sciences 
Undecided 

— J* 

342 
105 
149 
120 
187 
3 6 
67 

34.0 
10.4 
14.8 
11.9 
18.6 
3.6 
6.7 

Total 1,006 100.0 

Academic Institution 
N.T.S.U. 
T.W.C. 
U.T.A. 

519 
163 
327 

51.4 
16.2 
32.4 

Total 1,009 100.0 

Fraternity/Sorority Membership 
Member 
Non-Member 237 

770 
23.5 
76.5 

Total 1,007 100.0 

* *Y = X - 2.85; median = 2.88. 

marital status, academic classification, grade-point 

average, race, major field of study, academic institution, 

and fraternity or sorority membership. 

As Table I data show, the average student in this 

study is a single (97 per cent) white American (77 per 

cent) female (59 per cent) who attends North Texas State 

University (51 per cent). The majority of students are 

freshman (32 per cent) whose grade-point average is between 
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2.6 and 3.5 (53 per cent). Business is the most popular 

major (34 per cent), and 77 per cent of the student popula-

tion do not belong to a fraternity or sorority. 

Religious Data and Attitudes 

Concerning religious affiliation (see Table II), the 

majority of students surveyed are either Baptist (23 per 

cent), Catholic (18 per cent), or Methodist (15 per cent). 

Although most students attend church (82 per cent), the 

greatest number of students (32 per cent) attend less than 

33 per cent of all recognized church services. The majority 

of students are satisfied with their religious involvement 

(69 per cent), and 77 per cent of the student population 

responded that their religious or spiritual development is 

important. 

Results of the Attitude and Behavior 
Statements Concerning* the Practice 

of Academic Dishonesty 

A summary of the ranking of the attitude and behavior 

statements and questions concerning academic dishonesty by 

the selected population is presented in Tables III to 

XXIII. For many of the items, a five-point scale was 

incorporated in the survey instrument to measure the inten-

sity of the respondent's agreement or disagreement to the 

particular attitude statement. The possible degree of 

response ranges from one to five, whereby SA corresponds to 
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TABLE II 

RELIGIOUS DATA AND ATTITUDE STATEMENTS 

Response 

Religious Affiliation 
Agnostic 
Assembly of God 
Atheist 
Baptist 
Catholic 
Church of Christ 
Disciples of Christ 
Episcopal 
Jewish 
Lutheran 
Methodist 
Presbyterian 
Non-Denominational 
Other 

Total 

Frequency 

28 
16 
27 

229 
184 
58 
29 
34 
35 
41 
147 
48 
77 
55 

1,008 

Percentage 

2.8 
1 .6 
2.7 

22 .7 
18.2 
5, 
2 , 

3. 
3. 
4. 

14. 
4. 
7.6 
5.4 

100.0 
Religious Participation 

Do Not Attend 
Less than 33% of All Services 
Between 33% and 66% of All Services 
Greater than 66% of All Services 

Total* 

180 
323 
206 
299 

1,008 

17.9 
32.0 
20.4 
29.7 

100.0 
Religious Satisfaction 

Greatly Satisfied 
Somewhat Satisfied 
Uncertain 
Somewhat Unsatisfied 
Greatly Unsatisfied 

Total** 

281 
414 
141 
144 
29 

1,009 

27.8 
41.0 
14.0 
14.3 
2.9 

100.0 
Religious Importance 

Extremely Important 
Somewhat Important 
Uncertain 
Somewhat Important 
Extremely Important 

Total*** 

442 
355 
109 
88 
35 

1,009 
*X = 2.62; median 

**X = 2.23; median 
***X = 1.97; median 

2.51 
2.04 
1. 73 

41.8 
35.2 
10.8 
8.7 
3.5 

100.0 
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the lowest value of one, and SD equals the highest value 

of five. 

The results of the survey indicate (see Table III) that 

84 per cent of the students have personally witnessed some 

form of academically dishonest behavior while at college. 

TABLE III 

STUDENTS WHO HAVE WITNESSED ACADEMIC 
DISHONESTY WHILE AT COLLEGE 

Response 

84.1 
15.9 

Total* 1,009 100.0 

*X - 1.16; median = 1.09; S.D. = 3.65 

Table IV data show that of the 85 per cent of students who 

observed some form of academically dishonest behavior, the 

majority (56 per cent) witnessed this activity between 1 

to 5 times per semester. 

TABLE IV 

OCCURRENCE OF IDENTIFIED ACADEMIC DISHONESTY 

Response Frequency Percentage 
1 - 5 times per semester 
6 - 1 0 times per semester 
11 - 20 times per semester 
Greater than 20 times per semester 
Not applicable (have not witnessed 
academic dishonesty) 

— -L 

560 
185 
74 
39 
151 

55.5 
18.3 
7.3 
3.9 

15.0 

Total* 
^ O n / I • TVN /-V / -3 -I —1 1 A f~\ / i •.—. 

1,009 100.0 
= 1.46. 
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Table V data reveal that the majority of students (92 

per cent) believe that lack of adequate preparation is the 

leading cause of academic dishonesty. The second most fre-

quent cause of academic dishonesty is perceived as a lack 

of interest or applicability in the subject matter. 

Concerning student responses to academically dishonest 

behavior, Table VI data indicate that the most frequent 

student response (42 per cent) is to be disturbed but 

take no action. The second most frequent response (24 per 

cent) indicates that these students would not be disturbed 

and would take no action following an observation of aca-

demic dishonesty. 

TABLE VI 

STUDENT REACTION TO OBSERVED ACADEMIC DISHONESTY 

Reaction Frequencv Percentage 
Not Be Disturbed and Do Nothing 
Be Disturbed but Do Nothing 
Be Disturbed but my Action Would 
Depend on Who the Student Was 

Express my Concern to the Student 
Only 

Express my Concern to the Professor 
(Using No Names) 

Report the Student by Name to the 
Professor 

Other 

•' f 
244 
418 

179 

67 

67 

15 
18 

24.2 
41.5 

17.8 

6.6 

6.6 

1.5 
1.8 

Total* 1,008 100.0 

*X = 2.42; median = 2.12; S.D. = 1.34. 
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Table VII data indicate that the most common reason 

given (75 per cent) for failing to report an academically 

dishonest incident is that the student does not feel com-

fortable reporting on a fellow student. Students responded 

that they did not want to become involved as their second 

reason (64 per cent). 

Concerning a personal justification for academic dis-

honesty, the survey found that most students would not 

feel personally justified to participate in equally dis-

honest behavior upon the recognition of widespread decep-

tion by fellow classmates even when the possibility of 

being caught is eliminated. Table VIII data indicate that 

53 per cent of the students surveyed either disagree or 

strongly disagree with the concept of personally justified 

academic dishonesty. 

Table IX data present the degree of acceptance by 

students of situationally justified dishonesty. The mean 

score of 3.12 indicates the overall uncertainty about this 

concept by the surveyed students. While 35 per cent of the 

students either agree or strongly agree with the acceptance 

of situationally justified personal dishonesty, 38 per 

cent disagree or strongly disagree with this concept. 

Table X data are related to student opinions regarding 

the occurrence rate of academic dishonesty. The data show 

that the responding students believe that 98 per cent of 

their peers have participated at some time in academically 
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dishonest behavior. The majority of students (59 per cent) 

believe that either many (25 to 50 per cent) or most (50 

to 75 per cent) of their classmates have been academically 

deceptive. Only 3 per cent of the surveyed students 

believe that none of their peers have participated in any 

form of academic deception. 

As Table XI data indicate, the majority of students 

(53 per cent) have witnessed less than 15 per cent of their 

peers participating in academically dishonest activities. 

As the incidence rate increases, the percentage of students 

who witnessed such activities decreases. Only 3 per cent 

of the surveyed students identified more than 60 per cent 

of their classmates being academically dishonest during 

the 1981-1982 academi c year. 

Table XII data show that the surveyed students believe 

that there was much more academically dishonest activity 

than that which was observed during the 1981-1982 academic 

year. Only 28 per cent of the surveyed students believe 

that less than 15 per cent of their fellow students engaged 

in unobserved academically dishonest activities. 

Table XIII summarizes the responses concerning the 

causes of academic dishonesty in relation to course grades. 

The data indicate that 91 per cent of the surveyed students 

believe that the primary reason students engage in academic 

deception is to raise poor grades (mean = 1.84). The 
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second most frequently perceived cause of academic decep-

tion is to keep poor grades from becoming worse (mean = 

2.30) . 

Table XIV data show that 77 per cent of the surveyed 

students believe that a certain percentage of their peers 

will participate in academically dishonest activities 

regardless of classroom conditions or academic demands. 

Only 8 per cent of the respondents either disagree or 

strongly disagree with this statement. 

Table XV data indicate that 53 per cent of the respon-

dents believe the occurrence of academic dishonesty is 

unchanged compared to when they first entered college. 

Since the majority of the respondents are freshmen and 

sophomores, this finding may have little significance. 

TABLE XV 

STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE PRESENT OCCURRENCE OF 
DISHONESTY AS COMPARED TO FIRST COLLEGE YEAR 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Definitely More Frequent 126 12.5 
Slightly More Frequent 197 19.5 
Unchanged 531 52 .6 
Slightly Less Frequent 107 10.6 
Definitely Less Frequent 48 4.8 

Total* 1,009 100.0 

*X = 2.76; median = 2.84; S.D. = 0.966. 
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The data presented in Table XVI indicate that 63 per 

cent of the respondents have participated in some form of 

academically dishonest behavior while at college or univer-

sity. The remaining 37 per cent has used no means to mis-

represent their true performance on any test or paper. 

TABLE XVI 

PER CENT OF RESPONDING STUDENTS WHO HAVE BEEN 
ACADEMICALLY DISHONEST WHILE AT COLLEGE 

OR UNIVERSITY 

Response 

Academically Honest 
Academically Dishonest 

TotaT 

Percentage 

37.4 
6 2 . 6 

1,009 100.0 

*X = 1.37; median = 1.30; S.D. = 0.484. 

Table XVII data show that 73 per cent of the surveyed 

students used some form of academic dishonesty before 

entering college or university. Forty-one per cent of the 

TABLE XVII 

SCHOOL LEVEL AT WHICH RESPONDENT'S FIRST ACADEMICALLY 
DISHONEST INCIDENT OCCURRED 

School Level 

Responses 
Elementary 
School 

High 
School 

College or 
University 

Not 
Applicable Total 

Frequency 
Per Cent 

322 
31.9 

418 
41.4 

108 
10.7 

161 
16.0 

1,009 
100.9 

C
M
 

II 

IX
 .11; median = 1.94; S.D. = 1.03 
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respondents took part in their first dishonest incident 

during high school; the first incidence of academic dis-

honesty for 32 per cent of the respondents occurred in 

elementary school. 

Of the 83 per cent of the respondents who have been 

academically dishonest, the data in Table X V H I indicate 

that only 29 per cent have been identified at any time by 

academic personnel. The remaining 71 per cent have never 

been caught participating in academically dishonest activi-

ties. 

TABLE XVIII 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDING STUDENTS WHO HAVE BEEN 
APPREHENDED AS A RESULT OF AN ACADEMICALLY 

DISHONEST INCIDENT 

Total Population Academic 

Apprehended 
Not Apprehended 
Not Applicable 

24.1 28.9 
59.2 71.1 

Total 1,009 100.0 100.0 

The data in Table XIX indicate that of those 53 per 

cent of the responding students who have been academically 

dishonest during the 1981-1982 academic year, 47 per cent 

have been involved in such activities between one and five 

times. Forty-seven per cent of the surveyed students 

responded that they had not been academically dishonest to 

any degree during the academic year. 
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Turned in Work Completed by Others 
Used 
Not Used 

Frequency 

147 
862 

Percentage 

14.6 
85.4 

Total 1,009 100.0 

Copied Answers from Classmate 
During Test 

Used 
Not Used 360 

649 
35.7 
64.3 

Total 1,009 100.0 

Used Unauthored Books or Notes 
Used 
Not Used 90 

919 
8.9 

91.9 
Total 1,009 100.0 

Knowingly Furnished the University 
with False Information 

Used 
Not Used 38 

971 
3.8 

96.2 
Total 1,009 100.0 

Other 
Used 
Not Used 

98 
911 

9.7 
90.3 

Total 1,009 100.0 

None of the Above 
Used 
Not Used 

331 
678 

32.8 
67.2 

Total 1,009 100.0 

As shown by Table XXI data, the respondents indicated 

that they most often copy answers from classmates during 

tests (27 per cent). Similar to the results shown in 

Table XX, the next most common method of academic deception 
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is the use of crib sheets (15 per cent), followed by 

plagiarism (9.4 per cent). 

TABLE XXI 

RESPONDENTS' MOST COMMONLY USED METHOD OF 
ACADEMIC DECEPTION 

Method 
Crib Sheets 
Plagiarized on Term Paper 
Turned in Work Completed by Others 
Copied Answers from Classmates 
During Test 

Used Unauthorized Books or Notes 
Knowingly Furnished the University 
with False Information 

Other 
None 

Totals* 

Percentage 

14.7 

26.7 

15.6 
20.0 

1,009 100.0 

*X - 4.60; median = 4.18; S.D. = 2.42. 

An analysis of the data in Table XXII indicates that 

50 per cent of the responding students either agree or 

strongly agree that the student who aids a dishonest peer 

should be punished for participating in academic dishonest 

activities. Although only 25 per cent do not agree that 

the dishonest accomplice should be punished, 25 per cent 

are also uncertain about punishment for complicity. 

Data presented in Table XXIII indicate that of the 

five selected methods of academic dishonesty, students 

indicate that turning in work completed by others (with a 

mean score of 2.88) should be the most severely punished, 

followed closely by copying answers during a test or 
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examination (mean = 2.86). In both cases, the majority of 

students believe that just punishment for these offenses 

should be a failing grade on the test or term paper. The 

data also show that plagiarism, use of crib sheets, and 

use of unauthorized books or notes follow (mean scores = 

2.82, 2.76, and 2.53, respectively). Table XXIV data show 

that 52 per cent of the responding students believe that a 

failing grade on a test or term paper is the most appropri-

ate form of punishment for all of the selected methods of 

academically dishonest behavior. 

TABLE XXIV 

TOTAL FREQUENCIES OF SELECTED METHODS OF ACADEMIC 
DISHONESTY IN RELATION TO RECOMMENDED 

PUNISHMENTS 

Punishment Frequency Percentage 
Should Not Be Punished 
Warning 
Failing Grade on Test 
Failing Grade in Course 
Dismissed or Expelled from School 

220 
1,515 
2,624 

560 
123 

4.6 
30.0 
52.0 
11.1 
2.3 

X - 2.79; median = 2.80; S.D. = 0.894 

Data Findings in Relation to the 
Research Questions 

The following discussion and statistical tables present 

the data findings as they relate to each of the twenty-one 

research questions by percentages, mean scores, and chi 

squares. Only the chi square correlations that were found 

to be significant at the .05 level of significance are 
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discussed. Of the 77 relationships measured, 24 were found 

to be significant and will be discussed in this section. 

Research Question One 

Research question one asks, "how often have students 

witnessed academically dishonest behavior during the 

academic year?" The answer to this question is determined 

by incorporating the results from Tables III, iv and XI. 

Table III data show that 85 per cent of the respondents 

have personally witnessed some form of academically dis-

honest behavior. While Table IV data show that 56 per cent 

of the students have identified this activity 1 to 5 times 

per semester, 18 per cent rate the frequency between 6 to 

10 times per semester. Furthermore, Table XI data show 

that while the majority of students (53 per cent) believe 

that less than 15 per cent of their classmates have par-

ticipated in some form of academic dishonesty, 25 per cent 

believe that between 15 and 29 per cent of their peers have 

cheated during 1981-1982. 

Research Question Two 

This research question seeks information regarding why 

most students participate in academically dishonest activi-

ties at institutions of higher education. The findings 

indicate (Table V) that most students believe the cause of 

academic dishonesty is that most dishonest students are not 

adequately prepared for a test or examination (mean score = 
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1.64); 92 per cent of the responding students either agree 

or strongly agree with this motive. 

Research Question Three 

Research question three asks, "what response by stu-

dents is most common subsequent to identifying or witness-

ing an academically dishonest incident?" Forty-two per 

cent of the respondents (Table VI) would "be disturbed but 

do nothing" after witnessing an academically dishonest 

incident. The next most frequent response (24 per cent) 

after identifying academic dishonesty would be to "not be 

disturbed and do nothing." 

Research Question Four 

The fourth research question asks, "what reason is 

given by students for not reporting an observed incident 

of academic dishonesty?" Table VII data indicate that 

most students do not report academically dishonest behavior 

because they "do not feel comfortable reporting on a 

fellow student" by a 2.19 mean score. The next most fre-

quent reason is that students "did not want to become 

involved." 

Research Question Five 

The fifth research question asks, "to what degree do 

students feel that widespread dishonest activities by fellow 

classmates justify their equally dishonest behavior?" As 
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shown in Table VIII, 53 per cent of the students disagree 

or strongly disagree with the practice of justified aca-

demic dishonesty. The mean score for this survey question 

is 3.47. 

Research Question Six 

This research question seeks information regarding the 

degree to which students accept situationally justified 

dishonest activity. The findings of Table IX indicate, by 

a mean score of 3.11, that there is a general uncertainty 

on this issue. While 34.7 per cent of the students either 

agree or strongly agree, 38 per cent either disagreed or 

strongly disagreed with this principle. 

Research Question Seven 

Research question seven asks, "what percentages of 

college students believe that their peers participate in 

academically dishonest behavior while at college?" An 

analysis of Table X reveals that only 3 per cent of the 

surveyed students believe that their peers have not par-

ticipated in any form of academic dishonesty while at 

college. The majority of students (59 per cent) believe 

that either many (25 to 50 per cent) or most (50 to 75 per 

cent) of their classmates are academically deceptive. 
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Research Question Eight 

Research question eight asks, "what percentage of 

college students believe that their peers have participated 

in an unobserved form of academic dishonesty?" Table XII 

data indicate that only 28 per cent of the responding 

students believe that less than 15 per cent of their class-

mates have participated in some form of unobserved academic 

deception during the 1981-1982 academic year. The majority 

of students (72 per cent) believe that more than 15 per 

cent of their peers have been unobserved while being aca-

demically dishonest. 

Research Question Nine 

The ninth research question asks, "relative to course 

grades, why do most students engage in academically dis-

honest activities?" As shown by Table XIII data, most 

students are believed to be academically dishonest in order 

to raise poor grades (mean = 1.84). 

Research Question Ten 

Research question ten asks, "will the practice of aca-

demic dishonesty continue regardless of classroom condi-

tions or academic demands?" The data results in Table XIV 

show that 77 per cent of the students surveyed either agree 

or strongly agree that a certain percentage of students 

will participate in academically dishonest activities 
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regardless of classroom conditions or academic demands. 

Only 8 per cent disagree with this prediction. 

Research Question Eleven 

Research question eleven asks, "do college students 

believe that the incidence of collegiate academic dishon-

esty is increasing or decreasing?" An examination of Table 

XV data shows that the majority of students (53 per cent) 

believe the frequency of academic dishonesty is unchanged 

compared to when they first entered college or university. 

Research Question Twelve 

The twelfth research question asks, "how successful 

has the academic faculty been in apprehending students 

who are involved in academically dishonest behavior?" 

Table XVIII data indicate that after partialing out those 

students who have never been academically dishonest, 71 

per cent of the surveyed students who have been academically 

dishonest have not been apprehended at any time for their 

dishonest activities. 

Research Question Thirteen 

The thirteenth research question asks, "should the 

student accomplice be punished for assisting the academic-

ally dishonest behavior of another student?" As shown by 

Table XXII data, the mean score of 2.67 indicates an 

agreement with the concept of punishment for the student 
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accomplice. Fifty per cent of the students either agree 

or strongly agree that the student accomplice should be 

punished, versus only 25 per cent of the respondents who 

disagree or strongly disagree with this course of action. 

Research Question Fourteen 

Research question fourteen seeks information that 

will determine the degree of punishment that students 

recommend for those who use crib sheets, plagiarize, 

turn in work completed by others, copy answers during a 

test or examination, and use unauthorized books or notes. 

Of the five selected methods of academic dishonesty pre— 

sented, the data in Table XXIII show that the severity of 

the punishment recommended by the students ranks as 

follows (from most to least severe punishment): "turned in 

work completed by others" by a mean score of 2.88, "copied 

answers on a test or examination" by a mean score of 2.86, 

plagiarized" by a mean score of 2.82, "used crib sheets" 

by a mean score of 2.76, and "used unauthorized books or 

notes by a mean score of 2.53. In each case, the major-

ity of students believe the most appropriate punishment 

is a "failing grade on the test." 

Research Question Fifteen 

Research question fifteen asks, "what is the occurrence 

rate of academically dishonest behavior among the surveyed 
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students?" An examination of Table XVI data shows that 63 

per cent of the surveyed students have used some means to 

misrepresent their true performance on an examination or 

term paper while at college or university. 

Research Question Sixteen 

The sixteenth research question asks, "concerning 

those students who have participated in some form of 

academic dishonesty, at which school level did their first 

dishonest incident occur?" Table XVII data indicate that 

41 per cent of the surveyed students participated in their 

first academically dishonest incident in high school, and 

a further 32 per cent were academically deceptive as early 

as elementary school. Combined, 73 per cent of the sur-

veyed students participated in some form of academic dis-

honesty before entering college or university. 

Research Question Seventeen 

The seventeenth research question asks, "how frequently 

do students participate in academically dishonest activity 

throughout the course of a school year?" As shown by Table 

XIX data, 47 per cent of those surveyed did not participate 

in any dishonest academic activity during the 1981-1982 

academic year. The data also indicate, however, that an 

equal number (47 per cent) of students were dishonest 

between one and five times during the same academic period. 
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Research Question Eighteen 

The eighteenth research question seeks information 

that will determine if there is a correlation between 

origin (first dishonest incident) and frequency of dis-

honest behavior at institutions of higher education. Table 

XXV data show that there is a significant relationship 

between the school level at which a student's first dis-

honest incident occurs and the frequency of academically 

dishonest behavior in college. The earlier the first 

dishonest incident, the more likely the student was to 

have been academically dishonest during the indicated 

school year. 

Research Question Nineteen 

Research question nineteen asks, "what methods of 

academic dishonesty have been personally used by the sur-

veyed students?" Table XX data show that the respondents 

had used each of the seven selected methods of academic 

dishonesty. The most popular method of academic deceit is 

copying answers from a classmate during a test. 

Research Question Twenty 

The twentieth research question asks, "what are the 

most frequently used methods of academically dishonest 

behavior?" Of the seven listed methods of academic dis-

honesty, Table XXI data reveal that the most frequently 
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TABLE XXV 

SIGNIFICANT CHI SQUARE RELATIONSHIP FOR ACADEMIC LEVEL OF 
FIRST DISHONEST INCIDENT AND FREQUENCY OF ACADEMIC 

DISHONESTY DURING 1981-1982 ACADEMIC YEAR 

Academic Level 
Frequency of Academi 
Dishonesty 1981-198 

.c 
2 

of First 
Dishonest Incident * Never 

1-5 
times 

6-10 
times 

10+ 
times 

Row 
Total 

Elementary 

F 
% 

R% 
C% 

133 
13.18 
41.30 
27.88 

160 
15.86 
49.69 
33.97 

17 
1.68 
5.20 
42.50 

12 
1.19 
3.73 
57.141 

322 
31.91 

High School 

F 
q . "6 R% 

C% 

169 
16.73 
40.43 
35.43 

226 
22.48 
54.07 
47.98 

16 
1.59 
3.83 
40.00 

7 
0.69 
1.67 
33.33 

418 
41.43 

College 

F 
% 

R% C% 

19 
1.88 
17.59 
3.98 

81 
8.03 
75.00 
17.20 

6 
8.59 
5.56 

15.00 

2 
9.20 
1.85 
9.52 

108 
10.70 

Not applicable 

F 
% 

R% C% 

156 
15.46 
96.89 
32.70 

4 
0.40 
2.48 
0.85 

1 
0.10 
8.62 
2.50 

0 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

161 
15.96 

Column Totals 

*1? = f r o m i o n n v 

F 
% 

. a = 

477 
47.27 

471 
46.68 

1** /*S "P "1— / N 4* ̂  

40 
3.96 

,1 . no. 

21 
2.08 

1,009 
100.0 

-J ' u KJ uui,ai , x\ o — IUW t 

C% = column percent. 
Chi square = 216.535; probability = 0.0001; contingency 

coefficient = 0.420. 

used method (27 per cent) of the surveyed students is to copy 

answers from a classmate during a test or examination. 

Research Question Twenty-One 

Research question twenty-one asks several questions 

concerning the academic honesty of students who have common 

denominational affiliations, participation practices, 
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religious satisfaction responses, and desires for religious 

development. In order to answer these questions, chi square 

relationships were tested. Table XXVI summarizes all of the 

chi square relationships and indicates all relationships 

found to be significant at the .05 level of significance. 

As the data show, 23 chi square relationships were 

found to be significant. Concerning the religious variables, 

5 significant chi square relationships are related to reli-

gious participation, 8 are related to religious satisfac-

tion, and 10 chi square relationships are associated with 

religious importance. One religious variable, religious 

affiliation, demonstrated no significant chi square relation-

ships. Each of the significant chi square relationships 

will be discussed in relation to the twenty-first research 

question. All tables describing chi square relationships 

will report all relevant statistics (cell frequencies and 

percentages, and row and column percentages). 

Research question twenty-one a.—This research ques-

tion asks if students who display common religious beliefs 

will also demonstrate similar attitude or behavior patterns 

in their responses to the academically dishonest behavior 

of others. When each of the four religious variables 

was correlated with student response to an academically 

dishonest incident (survey question 19), religious par-

ticipation and religious importance produced significant 
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relationships. Table XXVII shows the chi square relation-

ship between religious participation and student response 

to an academically dishonest incident; as church attendance 

increases, the more disturbed the student becomes and the 

more likely the student will respond by taking some type of 

action, whereas students whose religious participation is 

low are more likely to take no action following an observed 

academically dishonest incident. Specifically, the reli-

gious students are more likely to be disturbed and express 

concern to either the dishonest student or the professor 

following a dishonest incident, while the non-religious 

students are more likely to be undisturbed and take no 

action in a similar situation. 

Table XXVIII data show a significant chi square rela-

tionship between religious importance and student response 

following an academically dishonest incident. The higher 

the value placed by the student on his religious develop-

ment, the more likely the student is to take some action 

following a dishonest incident. In addition, those students 

who rate their religious development as extremely important 

are more likely to select a more severe response, while those 

students who rate their religious development as extremely 

unimportant are more likely to be undisturbed and do 

nothing following an observed academically dishonest inci-

dent . 
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Research question twenty~one b.—This question asks, 

if students who have common denominational affiliations, 

participation practices, religious satisfaction responses, 

and desires for religious development, will demonstrate 

similar attitudes and behavior by their reasoning for not 

reporting an observed incident of academic dishonesty. To 

answer this research question, each of the four religious 

variables were correlated with survey questions 20, 21, 22, 

23, and 24 producing twenty possible significant chi square 

associations. Summary Table XXVI data show that only sig-

nificant relationships were religious satisfaction and 

religious importance with survey question 20, and religious 

satisfaction with survey question 21. 

Table XXIX data indicate the significant relationship 

between religious satisfaction and failure to report an 

academically dishonest incident becaues the student was a 

friend. The religiously satisfied student is more likely 

to report an academically dishonest friend than the student 

who is religiously unsatisfied. In general, the greater 

the student's satisfaction with his religious involvement, 

the stronger the disagreement with this explanation for 

not reporting the dishonest incident. 

Table XXX data show that there is a significant 

relationship between religious importance and failure to 

report an academically dishonest friend. A student whose 
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religious development is important would be more likely to 

report the dishonest act of a friend than a student whose 

spiritual development is reported to be unimportant. 

Table XXXI presents a significant chi square relation-

ship between religious satisfaction and failure to report 

an academically dishonest incident because of a desire to 

remain uninvolved. The more moderate the degree of the 

student's religious satisfaction, the more likely the stu-

dent is to want to remain uninvolved in an observed 

academically dishonest incident. As students' religious 

satisfaction increases or decreases, so does the disagree-

ment with the statement, displaying a greater willingness to 

become involved by reporting an academically dishonest 

incident. 

Research question twenty-one c.—This research question 

asks, "will students who have common religious patterns 

demonstrate similar attitudes and behavior regarding the 

practice of situationally justified academic dishonesty?" 

In order to answer this research question, each religious 

variable (affiliation, participation, satisfaction, and 

importance) was correlated with the survey questions (25 

and 26) on this practice. With the exception of religious 

affiliation, the religious variables were found to correlate 

significantly with situationally justified personal academic 

dishonesty and the concept of situationally justified 
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academic dishonesty. Tables XXXII through XXXVII present 

these correlations. 

There is a significant relationship between religious 

participation and a personal justification of situational 

academic dishonesty (Table XXXII). The data indicate that 

the more frequently students attend church, the less likely 

they are to feel a personal justification to be academically 

dishonest in a situation in which their peers are engaging 

in widespread academic dishonesty on an examination. Non-

church goers are more likely to justify their academic dis-

honesty in such a situation. 

There is a significant relationship between religious 

satisfaction and a personal justification of situational 

academic dishonesty (Table XXXIII). The data indicate that 

the more uncertain students are about their religious satis-

faction, the more likely they are to feel a personal justi-

fication to be academically dishonest in a situation in 

which their peers are engaging in widespread academic dis-

honesty on an examination. 

There is a significant relationship between religious 

importance and a personal justification of situational 

academic dishonesty (Table XXXIV). The data indicate that 

as the importance of students' religious development 

increases, the less likely they are to feel a personal justi-

fication to be academically dishonest in a situation in 
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which their peers are engaging in widespread academic dis-

honesty on an examination. Students who report their reli-

gious development to be unimportant are more likely to 

justify equally dishonest behavior. 

Although there is a significant relationship between 

religious participation and the concept of situationally 

justified academic dishonesty (Table XXXV), the data indi-

cate that only those students whose average attendance at 

church services is greater than 66 per cent demonstrate a 

trend concerning this issue. These students exhibit a 

tendency to disagree with the principle of situationally 

justified dishonesty in contrast to the other participation 

9-^oups for which no particular patterns can be determined. 

There is a significant relationship between religious 

satisfaction and the concept of situationally justified dis-

honesty (Table XXXVI). The students who are most likely to 

agree with this concept are those who are uncertain about 

their religious satisfaction. Those students who feel 

either extreme of religious satisfaction (greatly satisfied 

or greatly dissatisfied) are more likely to disagree with 

the concept of situationally justified dishonesty. 

A significant relationship exists between religious 

importance and the concept of situationally justified aca-

demic dishonesty (Table XXXVII). The data suggest that 

students who responded moderately (either somewhat impor-

tant or uncertain) concerning their religious development 
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are more likely to accept the concept of situationally 

justified academic dishonesty. The students who indicate 

either extreme of religious development (important or 

unimportant) are most likely to reject the concept of 

situationally justified academic dishonesty. 

Research question twenty-one d.—This research question 

seeks to determine if students who have common religious 

patterns will demonstrate similar behavior patterns concern-

ing their personal practices of academically dishonest 

activity in relation to participation, origin, degree of 

expertise, frequency, and methodology. in order to answer 

this question, each of the religious variables was corre-

lated with survey questions 36, 37, 38, 39, and 41. Summary 

Table XXVI indicates that of the 20 chi square tests, 9 are 

statistically significant. 

In regard to student participation in academically 

dishonest activities and the religious variables, religious 

satisfaction and religious importance are statistically 

significant. Table XXXVIII data reveal that those students 

who are greatly satisfied with their religious involvement 

are far less likely to participate in academic dishonesty 

than those who are less satisfied with their religious 

involvement. 

Also in regard to the issue of participation in 

academically dishonest behavior, Table XXXIX data revealed 
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TABLE XXXVIII 

SIGNIFICANT CHI SQUARE RELATIONSHIP FOR RELIGIOUS 
SATISFACTION AND PARTICIPATION IN 
DISHONEST ACADEMIC ACTIVITIES 

Participated in 
Academic 

Reliqious Satisfaction * 
Dishc 

Yes 
>nesty 

Wr> 
Row 

m ^ J i 

F 145 
IN w 

136 
lotai 
281 

Greatly Satisfied 
O 
*o 14.37 13.48 27.85 

R% 51.60 48.40 
27.85 

36.07 
F 273 141 4l4 

Somewhat Satisfied 
o 
"o 26.06 13.97 41.03 

R% 65.94 34.06 
41.03 

89 52 141 
Uncertain % 8.82 5.15 13 .97 

R% 63.12 36.88 

38 144 
Somewhat Satisfied % 10.51 3.77 14.27 

R% 73.61 26.39 
14.27 

10 29 
Greatly Unsatisfied % 1.88 0.99 2.87 

R% 65.52 34.48 
2.87 

~ — — — — — — — — — — — C% 3.01 2.65 
Column Total F 632 377 "17009 

lnn.nn 4- T71 _ J~ 

O. "O 62.64 37.36 
"17009 

lnn.nn 
C% = ITrTenl: * = PSr°ent °f 

c o e f f S L n H " . ^ ? ' 0 8 2 ' p r o b a b l l i ty = contingency 

a significant relationship with religious importance. 

Similar to the previous findings, those students who feel 

that their religious development is extremely important are 

less likely to participate in academically dishonest behav-

ior; those students whose religious development is less 

important are more likely to participate in academically 

dishonest behavior. 
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TABLE XXXIX 

SIGNIFICANT CHI SQUARE RELATIONSHIP FOR RELIGIOUS 
IMPORTANCE AND PARTICIPATION IN 
DISHONEST ACADEMIC ACTIVITIES 

Religious Importance 

Participated in 
Academic 
Dishonesty 

Yes No 
Row 
Total 

Extremely Important 
R% 
C% 

246 
24, 
58, 
38, 

38 
29 
92 

176 
17, 
41, 
46, 

44 
71 
68 

422 
41.82 

Somewhat Important 
R% C% 

234 
23, 
65, 
37, 

19 
92 
03 

121 
11, 

34 
32, 

99 
08 
10 

355 
35.18 

Uncertain 
R% 
C% 

71 
7 
65 
11, 

04 
14 
23 

38 
3, 
34, 
10, 

77 
86 
08 

109 
10.80 

Somewhat Unimportant 
R̂  
Cs, 

63 
6 
71 
9 

24 
59 
97 

25 
2, 

2 8 , 

6, 

48 
41 
63 

88 
8.72 

Extremely Unimportant 
R̂  Ĉ  

18 
1, 

51, 
2 

78 
43 
85 

17 
1, 
48, 
4. 

68 
57 
51 

35 
3.47 

Column Total F 
% 

632 
62, 64 

377 
37, 36 

1,009 
100.00 

percent of total; R% = row percent; *F = frequency; 5 = 
C% = column percent. 

Chi square = 10.216; probability = 0.0369; contingency 
coefficient = 0.100. 

Concerning the origin of the first dishonest incident, 

Summary Table XXVI data show that this variable is signifi-

cantly related to both religious participation and religious 

satisfaction. Table XL data reveal that the more often 

students attend church, the greater the likelihood that 

their first dishonest activity occurred later in their 



116 

academic life (college), while those who attend church less 

frequently are more likely to have participated in academi-

cally dishonest behavior at an earlier academic level 

(elementary or high school). 

Furthermore, Table XLI data show that there is a 

significant relationship between origin of first dishonest 

incident and religious satisfaction. Although no particular 

overall pattern of relationships emerges, there appears to 

be a tendency for those students who are greatly satisfied 

with their religious involvement. All academic levels are 

below the expected frequencies of first dishonest incident 

for those students who are greatly satisfied with their 

religious involvement. 

Religious participation and religious importance were 

found to be significantly related to the degree of exper-

tise students have achieved in dishonest behavior (Summary 

Table XXVI). This characteristic was measured from student 

responses concerning whether or not they have been caught 

participating in an academically dishonest activity. Table 

XLII data show that as students' church attendance increases, 

the chances decrease of being caught in an academically 

dishonest incident. These data indicate that students 

whose religious participation is high are more likely 

to be successful in their academically dishonest activi-

ties . 



117 

X 

W 
J 

PQ 
C 
EH 

\D ' sT o 

1—1 0 0 O v D c 

£ f d • • • • • 

0 • p o CO CM V£> o <T» 0 0 o 

& 0 CX) r H CN r o O CM CTi CN o o & 
EH r H CO CM CN O r H 

r H 

0 

S 3 r H 
H £* r o o | V 0 0 0 0 0 r - a\ VO CT» v D r -

O i j f d CM r o i n cr> a CM r H CN ' sT CO r H 

H 
+ J 
A O • • • 1 • • • • • • • • • • 

PH 
o 

• H CO co co o , O i n r H CO CN r H i n i n 0 0 r H L O 

o 
I S 

r H CO r H CM J m r H r o CN r H r H m r H r o KO H 

ft r H 
Q 4 J ft • • 

S 3 £ < - p r -

< 0 
< 

£ CO < 
CD r H 

S 3 • H O • 

O O U o 

H G CD 

H 0 o o r - 0 0 CN o 0 0 LO r - r H r H ft 11 

< t J> O v O ^ 1 CN r H r o r H r H 0 0 o i—1 r-> 

ft • P 0 • • • • • t • • • • • • • £ - p 

H PH W r H r H CM r H CT> | r o CM r - r H i n CN CN r o 0 ^ CO r o 0 0 o g c 

u * 3 CD r H CN r H r H CN CN CN r H CN r o r H r o O r H p 0 
H W fi 0 r H H • H 

Q 0 u 0 O 
H . G O • H 

C u 0 ) MH 

ft S 3 • H II MH 

H Q 0 
c o o\° 0 

D EH • P r H C O , 0 0 cr> r - CN KO CN r H v O r - O O 

O CO CO 4 3 0 o ^ o | r o 0 0 r - 0 0 O r » i—1 r H r o 

H M t n 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • •<» > i 

0 S 3 • H • H & H r - <?> r - 1 i n Cf t 0 0 CO CM o r - r H O 
H O PM ffi o r - CO i—i r H r o C\ CN o r H r o CM r H ^ a £ 
h i i C 

PM 
CO r H r H CD 0 

W CO MH o 

& H o u £ 
Q CD • H 

PCS £ ft + J 

o >H * H > i £ 
PM t J I t r> 5-4 0 

• H f d r H KD VD o o , CN r H r H i n CM CM i n Cf t 0 0 

ft C M • P 0 ^ LO o | m \D 0 0 KO CO CN CT» c n 5H 
H u O C 0 • • • • • • # • • • • • • • s 

® H a ) A i n i n o r - 1 L O O CM CN <T» i n 0 0 0 0 r o O <sF i—1 CM r H 11 0 0 
CO s 6 o m CO r H O r H CO r o i n CN r H O H r o CO c n r o CM 

S 3 w cu CO r H r H r o d ° CN 

O Q i—i O 
H < w • 

E j U o 

< c r H 

A 
c 

PM o\° o\° o\° fa 0\° o\° o\° PM o\o o\° o\° PM oY> o\o o\° Pm d° f d II 
EH * 

PM 
& a l 

fa 
& U 

PM 
o 

PM 
U + J 

Oh CO 0 > 1 

P 4 - P - p 

H * H 

s PM UH r H 

< 
PM 

0 - H 

D PM X I 
a o + 3 f d 
CO £ rQ 

0 0 
H MH o u 
t a a 0 SH ft 
u 0 0 

• H oV> ft ««. 

• P ' VD 
ft 

0 0 

s f d KD II cr> 

c ft MH CM 

u • H 0 T J o\° • 

H O a MH (Ti 
fa • H o\o f d 0 r H 
H - P r o > 1 

S 3 U r o o\o CD o II 
O f d r o U r H c 
H ft C CO 0 f d 0 0 
0 ) f d s • P a U 

t n . 2 £ 0 f d 

3 ra - P 0 u EH 0 
2 . 

O C CD 0 u CF1 

• H 0 W £ C MH U) 
t n • P w cn - P cn 0\° W 

• H • P 0 CD CD CD \D CD II • H 
r H < H I o PQ o VO O r H X I 
0 

< 
• H • H • H 0 PM U 

- p T S > > > u * 
0 fi U G ?H C U 

S 3 CD 0 CD CD <1) CD 

- P CO - P CO - P CO 

0 - P - P - P 
Q < C < 



118 

x 

w 

£ 

£ 
H 
0 
H 
P4 
o 

o 
H 
H 

CO 

Eh Q 
< H 
CO ( J 

J2 
CO H 
D 
O Eh 
H CQ 
0 W 
H s 
^ O 
W EG 
& 0) 

H 
Q 

frl >• 
h i 

A hi 
H C 
EC u 
CO H 

s 
w 
Q 

< 
u 
< 
Eh 
0} 

IS 
O 
H 
E h 

3 

§ 
§ rtj p34 

o 
a 
w o 

H 
EC 
U 

E-* 
!3 
<3 
U 
H 
fa 
H 
z 
a 
H 
co 

H 
£ fd 
S 4 3 

od o 
Eh 

l o 
(DO 

(DO CM 
CM 

A 

& S 1 

tr> 

U 

rS o 
& 0 

• h . a 
k o 

co 

fi o 

•H +3 
U 
fd 
CQ 

*H 
•P 
rd 
co 

03 
3 
o 

•H 
U> 

•H 
i—I 
CD 

VJD 

v£) m <T\ 00 
rH O CM o 
• • • • • 

<£> CN i n i n CO rH CM 
CN m rH CN 

00 (T> 
CN H 

CO CN 00 
CM 

O 
00 

CT» CO 
r - o 

00 KD 
CO CN 

CM V£> CN 
UD O O • « 

CO O h 
CO CM 

fa o\° o\° o\° 
& u 

H3 
0 

•H 
4-1 
(0 

•H 
-P 
fd 
CO 

> i 
i—I 
4-> 
fd 
CD 
Jh 

O 

CO 
o 

rH 
H <sf< 

VO CT> ^ 
i n 

00 

n h ^ 
i n H r * 
• • 

r - oo l o ^ 
00 H ^ 

<T» LO rH 
CM Ch ID 

CN <Ti 00 
CN rH CN CO 

fa d° <*° o\° 
O 

r -
cr> 

rH co 
^ H 

oo 

«sT 
rH r -

(T> i n h 
LO CO 00 
• • 

ID H H ^ 

VD V£) <£> 
^ (T> 

i n r 
CO rH 

m o o 
co co 

^ i n oo vd 
i n CO rH 

fa o\o 
u 

*0 
<D 
•H <D MH •H cn 
•H cn •P •H fd w 

fd d w 
a D 

4J -H +3 fd fd fd rg -p 
u 

CD Q) CD g o 
0 a o 
CO o CO 

CN 

rH 

c?> 
m 

VO iH H 

CFi 
m 00 

^ CO CTt 
i n oo r * 

vd vo i n i n 
vo ^ rH 

V£> ^ 
LO CT> CN 

VD 'si1 H ^ 
CO H 

fa o\° o\° o\° 
PtJ u 

r -
00 

<T> CN 
CM 

CT> VD 
VD rH Ch 

O rH i n 
CM VD H 

O ^ CO 
i n CN V£) 
• • 

i n o r - ^ 

KD 

en C?I 
m vD ^ 

O O rH 
CN 

CO CN 
O (Ti <sP • • 

rH CO 
CO 

fa <A° o\° o\° 
& o 

TS 1 
CD 
*H I rH 
MH 1 ^ U) 1 -p 
•H . O -P I B 
fd 
CO 1 PH 
G D 1 3 

1 1—' > i O rH U -P 
fd 
CD I 
u 
o 1 

o 
o 

CTi O 
O O 
O 

00 o 
O rH 

CO 

00 
rH ^ 
•sr 

CT> 

CN rH 
CN CO 
CO 

fa 

-P 
c i n 
CD rH 
o • 
H o 
<D 
ft II 

C -P 
i £ 
3 <d 
rH -H 
o o 
O -H 

i p 
II *w 

0 
c*P o 
U O 

> i 
o 
fl 

4J 
G 
CD CD 
o cr» 
>h a 
CD -H 
ft 4J 

^ O 
O O 
U 

IK 
II CN 

r̂  
o\o rH 

O 
o 

rH 
fd II 
•P 
0 >1 
-P *p 

•H 
MH rH O "H A 
•P (d 
a •Q 
(D 0 
o U 
u ft 
CD 
ft •«• 

o 
II 

i n 
o\<> t 

CN >i 
O ii c 
CD CD 
E n 
CT1 fd !3 

MH CO 

H -H 
rC 

fa O 



119 

TABLE XLII 

SIGNIFICANT CHI SQUARE RELATIONSHIP FOR RELIGIOUS 
PARTICIPATION AND DEGREE OF EXPERTISE 
IN ACADEMICALLY DISHONEST BEHAVIOR 

Religious 
Participation 

Caught Being 
Academicallv Dishonest 

not 
* Yes No Applicable 
F 48 95 37 
% 4.76 9.42 3.67 

R% 26.67 52.78 20.56 
C% 19.75 15.94 21.89 
F 93 180 50 
Q. "O 9.23 17.86 4.96 

R% 28.79 55.73 15.48 
C% 38.27 30.20 29.59 
F 47 '132 27 
o 
"o 4.66 13.10 2.68 

R% 22.82 64.08 13.11 
C% 19.34 22.15 15.98 
F 55 189 55 
% 5.46 18.75 5.46 

R% 18.39 63.21 18.39 
C% 22.63 31.71 32.54 
F 243 596 169 
% 24.11 59.13 16.77 

Row 
Total 

Do Not Attend 

Attend Less than 33% 
of Services 

Attend Between 33% 
and 66% of Services 

Attend 66% or More 
of Services 

Column Total 

*F = frequency; 
C% = column percent. 

Chi square = 15, 
coefficient = 0.1222, 

180 
17.86 

"323 
32.04 

"206 
20.44 

"299 
29.66 

1 , 0 0 8 " 
100.00 

•6 - percent of total; R% = row percent; 

155; probability = 0.0191; contingency 

Table XLIII data reveal that students who consider 

their religious development to be more important are less 

likely to be caught participating in an academically dio 

honest incident. In addition, students who consider their 

religious development to be unimportant are more likely to 

be caught in an academically dishonest incident. 

Two religious variables were found to be significantly 

related to recent frequence of academically dishonest 
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TABLE XLIII 

SIGNIFICANT CHI SQUARE RELATIONSHIP FOR RELIGIOUS 
IMPORTANCE AND DEGREE OF EXPERTISE IN 

ACADEMICALLY DISHONEST BEHAVIOR 

Religious 
Importance 

Extremely 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Uncertain 

R% 
C% 
F 
% 

R 
C% 
F 
o. 
tS 

R% C% 

Caught 
Ac a d emi call y 

Yes 
81 
8.03 

19.19 
33^33 
88 
8.72 

24.79 
36^21 
33 
3.27 

30.28 
13.58 

Being 
Dishonest 

No 
264 
26.16 
62.56 

. 14jl21 
218 
21.61 
61.41 
36^52 
56 
5.55 
51.38 
9.38 

Not 
Applicable 

77 
7.63 

18.25 
—5J_56̂  
49 
4.86 

13.80 
28^99 
20 
1.98 

18.35 
11.83 

Row 
Total 
422 
41.82 

355 
35.18 

109 
10.80 

Somewhat 
Unimportant R% C% 

25 
2.48 
28.41 
10.29 

49 
4.86 
55.68 
8.21 

14 
1.39 

15.91 
8 .28 

88 
8.72 

Extremely 
Unimportant 

F 
% 

R% C% 

16 
1.59 

45.71 
6.58 

10 
0.99 

28.57 
1.68 

9 
0.89 

25.71 
5.33 

35 
3.47 

Column Total 

*F = frequency; 
C% = column percent. 

Chi square = 2 5 
coefficient = 0.158. 

243 
24.08 

597 
59.17 

169 
16.75 

percent of total 

1,009 
100.00 

; R% = row percent; 

.727; probability = 0.0012; contingency 

behavior. Summary Table XXVI data show that these variables 

are religious satisfaction and religious importance. Table 

XLIV d a t a show that as students' satisfaction concerning their 

religious involvement increases, the recent frequency of 

academic dishonesty decreases (for the 1981-1982 academic 

year). Those who are either satisfied or greatly satisfied 
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with their religious involvement are less likely to have 

been academically dishonest at college during the 1981-1982 

academic year. 

A similar finding is presented in Table XLV; these 

data show that as importance of religious development 

increases, the frequency of recent academically dishonest 

activities decreases. Students who consider their religious 

development to be important are less likely to have partici-

pated in recent academically dishonest activities than those 

who view their religious development to be unimportant. 

The only religious variable found to be significantly 

related to the selected methods of academic dishonesty is 

religious importance (see Summary Table XXVI). Table XLVI 

data show that although no particular overall pattern of 

relationship can be determined (because methods of academic 

dishonesty are not continuous variables), individual trends 

do emerge. Those who believe their spiritual development 

to be extremely important are more likely to give the school 

false information and least likely to plagiarize; those who 

consider their spirutal development to be somewhat important 

are more likely to plagiarize and least likely to furnish 

the school with false information; those who believe their 

spiritual development to be either somewhat or extremely 

unimportant are more likely to use unauthorized books or 

notes to further their academic cause. 
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Research question twenty-one e.—This research question 

seeks to find out if those students who express common reli-

gious patterns will demonstrate similar attitudes regarding 

punishment for those who aid or support the academically 

dishonest student. Summary Table XXVII data show that reli-

gious importance is the only statistically significant 

religious variable. Table XLVII data indicate that as the 

importance for spiritual development increases, so also does 

the likelihood for agreement to punish both the academic 

deceiver and the student accomplice. In general, those 

students who are unconcerned about their spiritual develop-

ment are more likely to be lenient concerning punishment for 

those who aid the student deceiver than those whose spiritual 

development is more important. 

Research question twenty-one f.—This research question 

seeks to determine if students with common religious patterns 

will demonstrate similar attitudes regarding punishments for 

those involved in certain academically dishonest incidents. 

In order to answer this question, each of the religious 

variables was correlated with survey questions 43 to 47, 

which were the selected methods of academic dishonesty. 

Although twenty chi square correlations were tested, as 

Summary Table XXVI data indicate, only two correlations 

are statistically significant. 
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Table XLVIII data show that there is a significant 

relationship between religious satisfaction and recommended 

punishments for those who are caught turning in work com-

pleted by others. Those students who indicated either 

extreme of religious satisfaction (extremely satisfied or 

extremely unsatisfied) are more likely to recommend a severe 

punishment (fail course or expel from school). m compari-

son, those most likely to recommend a lenient punishment 

(no punishment or a warning) for turning in work completed 

by others are the moderately religious students. in general, 

the moderates tend to be lenient concerning punishment, 

while those who have strong feelings concerning their reli-

gious involvement (either satisfied or unsatisfied) are 

inclined to endorse a more severe punishment for those who 

turn in work completed by others. 

Table XLIX data show that there is a significant rela-

tionship between religious importance and recommended 

punishments for copying answers during a test or examina-

tion. As importance of religious development increases, 

the severity of recommended punishment decreases for those 

who copy answers during exams. Overall, there is a tendency 

for those whose religious development is important to be 

more lenient concerning punishment; however, those students 

for whom their religious development is extremely unimpor-

tant recommend no punishment for those who copy answers 

during a test or examination. 
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Summary of Data Findings 

This summary of data findings is presented according 

to demographic and religious background findings, and 

attitude and behavior findings and their relationships with 

the four religious variables. 

Demographic and Religious Background Findings 

The following findings are related to the demographic 

data and religious background data of the student popula-

tion: 

1. Of the 1,009 students who participated in this 

study, 59 per cent were female, 77 per cent were white 

Americans, 97 per cent were unmarried, 59 per cent were 

freshmen and sophomores, 53 per cent had a CPA between 2.6 

and 3.5, 34 per cent were business majors, and 77 per cent 

had no panhellenic affiliation; 

2. Although no one religious denomination predomi-

nated, 56 per cent of the respondents were either Baptist 

(23 per cent), Roman Catholic (18 per cent), or Methodist 

(15 per cent); only 6 per cent of the population responded 

that they were agnostics or atheists; 

3. Although 82 per cent of the student respondents 

attend church, only 30 per cent attend two-thirds or more 

of their church's services; 

4. Only 28 per cent of the student respondents are 

greatly satisfied with their present religious involvement. 



131 

although 41 per cent are somewhat satisfied; 28 per cent 

are either uncertain or somewhat dissatisfied with their 

present religious involvement, and only 3 per cent are 

greatly unsatisfied; 

5. Seventy-seven per cent of the student population 

responded that their religious (spiritual) development is 

either extremely important (42 per cent) or somewhat impor-

tant (35 per cent). 

Attitude and Behavior Findings 

The following findings are concerned with the atti-

tudes and behavior of the student population in regard to 

academic dishonesty and the influence of the religious 

variables on such attitudes and behavior: 

6. Actual frequency of academic dishonesty among 

student respondents.-The majority of the students (63 per 

cent) have been academically dishonest while in college. 

Although 53 per cent were academically dishonest during the 

1981-1982 academic year (47 per cent between 1 and 5 times), 

47 per cent were not academically dishonest during this 

period. The majority of the students (73 per cent) also 

admit that they were academically dishonest for the first 

time in elementary (32 per cent) and high school (41 per 

cent), 10 per cent of the students were academically 

dishonest for the first time in college. 
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7. The affect of religious affiliation, participation, 

satisfaction, or importance on academic dishonesty.— r h i 

square values indicate that the students who are presently 

satisfied with their religious involvement and who acknowl-

edge the iraeortance of their religious development are much 

less likely to have been academically dishonest. As reli-

gious satisfaction and importance increase among the 

students, the incidence of recent academic dishonesty (for 

1981-1982) decreases. The more often students attend 

church (participation) and the more satisfied they are 

with their religious involvement, the longer (later in 

their academic careers) they appear to be able to resist 

being academically dishonest. 

8. Respondents' observations of academic dishonesty.— 

Eighty-five per cent of the students have witnessed some 

form of academic dishonesty in college; 56 per cent have 

observed forms of academic dishonesty between 1 and 5 

times. During the 1981-1982 academic year, 53 per cent of 

the respondents have witnessed less than 15 per cent of 

their peers participating in some form of academic dis-

honesty. 

erceptions of respondents regarding incidence of 

academic dishonesty.-Ninety-eight per cent of the r e s p o ^ 

dents believe that their peers have been academically dis-

honest at some point in their academic careers. The 

majority of the respondents (72 per cent) also believe 
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that more than 15 per cent of their classmates have engaged 

in unobserved academically dishonest activities during the 

1981-1982 academic year, while 77 per cent believe that a 

certain percentage of their peers will be academically dis-

honest regardless of class conditions or academic demands. 

Only 15 per cent of the respondents believe that the fre-

quency of academic dishonesty is declining compared to when 

they first entered college. 

10. Students' reactions to observed incidents of 

academic dishonesty. —Forty-two per cent of the respondents 

would be disturbed but take no action following an observed 

academically dishonest incident; 24 per cent would not be 

disturbed and would take no action; 18 per cent would be 

disturbed, but any action taken would depend on their 

knowledge of and feelings toward the dishonest student. 

11. The affect of religious affiliation, participa-

tion, satisfaction, or importance on students' reaction to 

observed incident of academic dishonesty.—chi square 

values indicate that as students' participation in church 

services and importance of religious development increases, 

the greater the likelihood that they will report the inci-

dent; students who are unconcerned about these religious 

variables would not be disturbed and take no action. 

12. Respondents' reasons for not reporting observed 

academically dishonest incident.—Mean responses indicate 
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that students would not report an observed incident because 

(1) they would be uncomfortable reporting on a fellow stu-

dent, (2) they do not want to be involved, and (3) they 

feel that such matters are the faculty's responsibility, 

not theirs. 

13. The affect of religious affiliation, participation, 

satisfaction, or importance on students' reasons for not 

reporting observed academically dishonest incident.—Chi 

square values indicate that as satisfaction with religious 

involvement and importance of religious development 

increase, so does the likelihood that the student will 

report the academic dishonesty of a friend. Students who 

have strong feelings (either high or low) regarding reli-

gous satisfaction are more likely to become involved 

following observed academic dishonesty. 

14. Respondents' perceptions of the reasons for 

academic dishonesty.—Mean responses indicate that the 

reasons for academic dishonesty are (1) inadequate prepara-

tion by the student, (2) student's lack of interest in and 

applicability of the subject matter, and (3) students feel 

that those who are academically dishonest seldom get caught. 

As mentioned previously, students also feel that a certain 

percentage of students will be academically dishonest 

regardless of class conditions and academic demands. 

15- Respondents' perceptions of causes of academic 

dishonesty in relation to course grades.—Ninety-one per 
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cent of the respondents believe that students are academi-

cally dishonest because they want to raise their poor grades 

in the course. The second most probable reason (72 per 

cent) is to keep a poor grade in the course from getting 

worse. 

16. Respondents1 perception of the concept of situa-

tionally justified academic dishonesty.—The mean score 

indicates that the respondents are undecided concerning an 

occasion or situation that would justify academic dishonesty. 

17. The affect of religious affiliation, participa-

tion, satisfaction, or importance on students' perception 

of the concept of situationally justified academic dis-

honesty. Chi square values indicate that those students 

who attend greater than 66 per cent of their churches' 

services tend to disagree with this concept. Students who 

are greatly satisfied or greatly dissatisfied with their 

present religious involvement also tend to disagree with 

this concept; the moderately satisfied students tend to 

agree with this concept. As the importance of students' 

religious development increased, the greater the likelihood 

that students will disagree with this concept. 

18. Respondents' reaction to situationally justified 

personal academic dishonesty.—When the respondents were 

presented with a situation in which they recognized wide-

spread dishonesty activities by their peers on an examina-

tion, and if they knew they would not be caught, 5 3 per 
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cent of the students would not feel justified in being 

equally dishonest although 26 per cent would feel justified 

in responding with equally dishonest behavior. 

19. The affect of religious affi1iation, participation, 

satisfaction, or importance on situationally justified 

personal academic dishonesty.—Chi square values indicate 

that the more frequently students attend church (partici-

pation), the more satisfied they are with their religious 

involvement, and the more importance they ascribe to 

their religious development, the less likely they are to 

feel personally justified to participate in widespread 

academic dishonesty. 

20. Respondents' perceptions and use of methods for 

collegiate academic deception.—Mean responses indicate 

that the most commonly perceived and personally used 

methods of collegiate academic deception are (1) copying 

answers during test or examination, (2) using crib notes, 

(3) plagiarising, and (4) turning in work completed by 

others. No particular patterns emerged in the chi square 

correlations of these variables with the religious variables. 

21* Respondents' recommended punishments for selected 

methods of academic deception.—The most frequently 

recommended punishment for all methods of academic dis-

honesty is a failing grade on the test or examination, 

followed by the issuance of a warning to the student 

deceiver by the professor. 
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22. The affect of religious affiliation, participation, 

satisfaction, or importance on recommended punishments for 

academic dishonesty.—Chi square values indicate that those 

students who are either greatly satisfied or greatly dis-

satisfied with their religious involvement recommend the 

more severe punishments for incidents of academic dishonesty. 

23. Respondents' recommended punishment for the student 

accomplice in academic dishonesty.—Fifty per cent of the 

respondents agree that the student accomplice also should 

be punished; however, 25 per cent of the respondents dis-

agree, and 25 per cent are uncertain about punishment for 

the student accomplice. 

24. The affect of religious affiliation, participation, 

satisfaction, or importance on recommended punishment for 

the student accomplice.—Chi square values indicate that 

the more importance that students attach to their religious 

development, the more likely they are to recommend a more 

severe form of punishment for the student accomplice. 

25. The incidence rate for student apprehension as 

the result of an academically dishonest incident.—Of the 

83 per cent of the respondents who have been academically 

dishonest (on all school levels), 71 per cent have never 

been apprehended; in other words, only 29 per cent of the 

students who have been academically dishonest have been 

caught at any time. 
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26. The affect of religious affiliation/ participa-

tion, satisfaction, or importance on student apprehension 

for academic dishonesty.—Chi square values indicate that 

as church attendance (participation) and importance of 

religious development increases, the likelihood decreases 

of students being caught participating in an academically 

dishonest activity. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, INFERENCES, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER 

RESEARCH 

Introduction 

In this chapter, the problem, purposes, methods, 

analyses of data, and principle data findings are summar-

ized, followed by .the conclusions which were formulated 

and based upon the results of the study. Also presented 

are inferences drawn from the conclusions, which are com-

pared to research findings in the literature. Finally, 

recommendations for further research are suggested. 

Summary 

The problem with which this research is concerned was 

to study and determine the role of academic dishonesty 

among selected institutions of higher education. The 

purposes of this research were (1) to determine student 

attitudes concerning the cause, frequency, method, and 

punishment of academically dishonest behavior, (2) to 

determine current behavioral patterns concerning the 

origin, method, frequency, and student reactions to aca-

demically dishonest behavior, and (3) to determine the 

139 
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role of denominational affiliation, religious participation, 

satisfaction with religious involvement, and importance of 

religious development in relationship to the practice of 

academically dishonest behavior. 

Following an investigation of the related literature 

and discussions with research committee members, a survey 

instrument was developed. Prior to distribution to the 

study population, the survey instrument was used in a pilot 

study at an institution of higher education selected for 

this purpose. Following the recommendations of the research 

committee and pilot-study subjects, the survey instrument 

was revised and refined. 

The survey instrument was distributed and collected 

by residence hall staff and panhellenic officers; 1,540 

randomly selected students from three institutions of higher 

education were surveyed, of which 1,009 returned complete 

and usable surveys. This represents a 65.5 per cent return 

rate. 

Following the collection of the data, the subjects' 

responses were analyzed in order to answer each of the 21 

research questions. Answering research questions 1 through 

17, 19, and 20 required the use of percentages, means, 

medians, and standard deviations. The chi-square statisti-

cal test was used to determine significant differences or 

correlations for research questions 18 and 21. Seventy-

seven individual correlations were tested for significant 
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associations at the .05 level of significance, producing 

24 statistically significant relationships. Summary data 

were presented for the research questions, although only 

the statistically significant correlations were individu-

ally presented and discussed. 

Summary of Data Findings 

This summary of data findings is presented according 

to demographic and religious background findings, and 

attitude and behavior findings and their relationships 

with the four religious variables. 

Demographic and Religious Background Findings 

The following findings are related to the demographic 

data and religious background data of the student popula-

tion: 

1. Of the 1,009 students who participated in this 

study, 59 per cent were female, 77 per cent were white 

Americans, 97 per cent were unmarried; 59 per cent were 

freshmen and sophomores, 53 per cent had a GPA between 2.6 

and 3.5, 34 per cent were business majors, and 77 per cent 

had no panhellenic affiliation; 

2. Although no one religious denomination predomi-

nated, 56 per cent of the respondents were either Baptist 

(23 per cent), Roman Catholic (18 per cent), or Methodist 

(15 per cent); only 6 per cent of the population responded 

that they were agnostics or atheists; 
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3. Although 82 per cent of the student respondents 

attend church, only 30 per cent attend two-thirds or more 

of their church's services; 

4. Only 28 per cent of the student respondents are 

greatly satisfied with their present religious involvement, 

although 41 per cent are somewhat satisfied; 28 per cent 

are either uncertain or somewhat dissatisfied with their 

present religious involvement, and only 3 per cent are 

greatly unsatisfied; 

5. Seventy-seven per cent of the student population 

responded that their religious (spiritual) development is 

either extremely important (42 per cent) or somewhat impor-

tant (35 per cent). 

Attitude and Behavior Findings 

The following findings are concerned with the atti-

tudes and behavior of the student population in regard to 

academic dishonesty and the influence of the religious 

variables on such attitudes and behavior: 

6. Actual frequency of academic dishonesty among 

student respondents.—The majority of the students (63 per 

cent) have been academically dishonest while in college. 

Although 53 per cent were academically dishonest during the 

1981-1982 academic year (47 per cent between 1 and 5 times), 

47 per cent were not academically dishonest during this 

period. The majority of the students (73 per cent) also 
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admit that they were academically dishonest for the first 

time in elementary (32 per cent) and high school (41 per 

cent); 10 per cent of the students were academically dis-

honest for the first time in college. 

7. The affect of religious affiliation, participation, 

satisfaction, or importance on academic dishonesty.—Chi 

square values indicate that the students who are presently 

satisfied with their religious involvement and who acknowl-

edge the importance of their religious development are much 

less likely to have been academically dishonest. As reli-

gious satisfaction and importance increase among the stu-

dents, the incidence of recent academic dishonesty (for 

1981-1982) decreases. The more often students attend 

church (participation) and the more satisfied they are 

with their religious involvement, the longer (later in 

their academic careers) they appear to be able to resist 

being academically dishonest. 

Respondents' observations of academic dishonesty.— 

Eighty-five per cent of the students have witnessed some 

form of academic dishonesty in college; 56 per cent have 

observed forms of academic dishonesty between 1 and 5 

times. During the 1981-1982 academic year, 53 per cent of 

the respondents have witnessed less than 15 per cent of 

their peers participating in some form of academic dis-

honesty. 
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9. Perceptions of respondents regarding incidence of 

academic dishonesty.—Ninety-eight per cent of the respon-

dents believe that their peers have been academically dis-

honest at some point in their academic careers. The 

majority of the respondents (72 per cent) also believe that 

more than 15 per cent of their classmates have engaged in 

unobserved academically dishonest activities during the 

1981-1982 academic year, while 77 per cent believe that a 

certain percentage of their peers will be academically dis-

honest regardless of class conditions or academic demands. 

Only 15 per cent of the respondents believe that the fre-

quency of academic dishonesty is declining compared to when 

they first entered college. 

10. Students' reactions to observed incidents of 

academic dishonesty.—Forty-two per cent of the respondents 

would be disturbed but take no action following an observed 

academically dishonest incident; 24 per cent would not be 

disturbed and would take no action; 18 per cent would be 

disturbed, but any action taken would depend on their 

knowledge of and feelings toward the dishonest student. 

11. The affect of religious affiliation, participa-

tion, satisfaction, or importance on students' reaction to 

observed incident of academic dishonesty.—Chi square 

values indicate that as students' participation in 

church services and importance of religiouis develop-

ment increases, the greater the likelihood that they will 
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report the incident; students who are unconcerned about 

these religious variables would not be disturbed and take 

no action. 

12. Respondents' reasons for not reporting observed 

academically dishonest incident.—Mean responses indicate 

that students would not report an observed incident because 

(1) they would be uncomfortable reporting on a fellow stu-

dent, (2) they do not want to be involved, and (3) they 

feel that such matters are the faculty's responsibility, 

not theirs. 

13. The affect of religious affiliation, participation, 

satisfaction, or importance on students' reasons for not 

reporting observed academically dishonest incident.—Chi 

square values indicate that as satisfaction with religious 

involvement and importance of religious development 

increase, so does the likelihood that the student will 

report the academic dishonesty of a friend. Students who 

have strong feelings (either high or low) regarding reli-

gious satisfaction are more likely to become involved 

following observed academic dishonesty. 

14. Respondents' perceptions of the reasons for 

academic dishonesty.--Mean responses indicate that the 

reasons for academic dishonesty are (1) inadequate prepara-

tion by the student, (2) student's lack of interest in and 

applicability of the subject matter, and (3) students feel 

that those who are academically dishonest seldom get caught. 
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As mentioned previously, students also feel that a certain 

percentage of students will be academically dishonest 

regardless of class conditions and academic demands. 

15. Respondents' perceptions of causes of academic 

dishonesty in relation to course grades.—Ninety-one per 

cent of the respondents believe that students are academi-

cally dishonest because they want to raise their poor grades 

in the course. The second most probable reason (72 per 

cent) is to keep a poor grade in the course from getting 

worse. 

16. Respondents' perception of the concept of situa-

tionally justified academic dishonesty.—The mean score 

indicates that the respondents are undecided concerning an 

occasion or situation that would justify academic dishonesty. 

17. The affect of religious affiliation, participa-

tion, satisfaction, or importance on students' perception 

of the concept of situationally justified academic dis-

honesty.—Chi square values indicate that those students 

who attend greater than 66 per cent of their churches' 

services tend to disagree with this concept. Students 

who are greatly satisfied or greatly dissatisfied with 

their present religious involvement also tend to disagree 

with this concept; the moderately satisfied students tend 

to agree with this concept. As the importance of students' 

religious development increased, the greater the likelihood 

that students will disagree with this concept. 
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18. Respondents' reaction to situationally justified 

personal academic dishonesty.—When the respondents were 

presented with a situation in which they recognized wide-

spread dishonest activities by their peers on an examina-

tion, and if they knew they would not be caught, 53 per 

cent of the students would not feel justified in being 

equally dishonest although 26 per cent would feel justified 

in responding with equally dishonest behavior. 

19. The affect of religious affiliation, participa-

tion, satisfaction, or importance on situationally justi-

fied personal academic dishonesty.—Chi square values 

indicate that the more frequently students attend church 

(participation), the more satisfied they are with their 

religious involvement, the more importance they ascribe 

to their religious development, the less likely they are 

to feel personally justified to participate in widespread 

academic dishonesty. 

20. Respondents' perceptions and use of methods for 

collegiate academic deception.—Mean responses indicate 

that the most commonly perceived and personally used 

methods of collegiate academic deception are (1) copying 

answers during test or examination, (2) using crib notes, 

(3) plagiarising, and (4) turning in work completed by 

others. No particular patterns emerged in the chi square 

correlations of these variables with the religious vari-

ables . 
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21. Respondents' recommended punishments for selected 

methods of academic deception.—The most frequently 

recommended punishment for all methods of academic dis-

honesty is a failing grade on the test or examination, 

followed by the issuance of a warning to the student 

deceiver by the professor. 

22. The affect of religious affiliation, participation, 

satisfaction, or importance on recommended punishments for 

academic dishonesty.—Chi square values indicate that those 

students who are either greatly satisfied or greatly dis-

satisfied with their religious involvement recommend the 

more severe punishments for incidents of academic dishonesty. 

23. Respondents' recommended punishment for the student 

accomplice in academic dishonesty.—Fifty per cent of the 

respondents agree that the student accomplice also should 

be punished; however, 25 per cent of the respondents dis-

agree, and 25 per cent are uncertain about punishment for 

the student accomplice. 

24. The affect of religious affiliation, participa-

tion , satisfaction, or importance on recommended punishment 

for the student accomplice.—Chi square values indicate 

that the more importance that students attach to their 

religious development, the more likely they are to recom-

mend a more severe form of punishment for the student 

accomplice. 
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25. The incidence rate for student apprehension as 

the result of an academically dishonest incident.—Of the 

83 per cent of the respondents who have been academically 

dishonest (on all school levels), 71 per cent have never 

been apprehended; in other words, only 29 per cent of the 

students who have been academically dishonest have been 

caught at any time. 

26. The affect of religious affiliation, participa-

tion, satisfaction, or importance on student apprehension 

for academic dishonesty.—Chi square values indicate that 

as church attendance (participation) and importance of 

religious development increases, the likelihood decreases 

of students being caught participating in an academically 

dishonest activity. 

Conclusions 

As a result of the data findings, the following 

conclusions appear to be warranted: 

1. The majority of college students have been—at 

some time in their academic careers—academically dis-

honest, and it appears that the earlier the first incidence 

of academic dishonesty, the more often students will engage 

in academically deceptive practices throughout the school 

year; 

2. Although religious affiliation has no significant 

affect on the practice of academic dishonesty, it appears 
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that students who participate frequently in the activities 

of their church, who are satisfied with their present 

religious involvement, and who acknowledge the importance 

of their religious development are less likely to have 

begun dishonest academic activities at an early age or to 

continue such activities; 

3. College students have no illusions about the 

academic honesty of their peers; they appear to accept the 

fact that nearly everyone has been, is, or will be academi-

cally dishonest; 

4. Although the majority of students are disturbed 

by witnessing any form of academic dishonesty, most stu-

dents appear to feel that the punishment of academic 

dishonesty is not their responsibility. The student who 

is religiously active and satisfied would be more likely 

to report an incident of academic dishonesty; 

5. For whatever reason, the student who does not 

study or who is disinterested in the course is more likely 

to be academically dishonest; it also appears that the stu-

dent who has a poor grade in a course is more likely to be 

academically dishonest in that class; 

6. Since the most popular and obviously productive 

method of academic dishonesty is copying answers on a test 

or examination, it appears that there is both active and 

passive academic dishonesty; the passive accomplice is 

considered equally guilty; it also may be concluded that 
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the proctoring system for examinations is, to all effective 

purposes, nonexistent; 

7. Students appear to attach singularly little impor-

tance to incidents of academic dishonesty; rarely do they 

suggest a punishment that is stringent. A failing grade on 

a test or a warning appear to suffice for any form of 

academic dishonesty. Only the students who are satisfied 

with their religious involvement suggest more severe types 

of punishment; 

8. Very few students are apprehended for academic 

dishonesty, which is among the stated reasons for being 

academically dishonest. It could be concluded, therefore, 

that students are more interested in the grades they 

receive and in passing the course than they are in acquir-

ing knowledge. It could be concluded that the faculty is 

either oblivious to, hesitant to confront, or disinterested 

in students' academic dishonesty. It could be concluded 

that the system for handling academic dishonesty is un-

wieldy and therefore ignored. It could be concluded that 

most grading systems are obsolete. It could be concluded 

that the moral premise and integrity of honesty are 

disregarded by students and faculty alike. Since the 

religiously active and satisfied students are less likely 

to be caught in an academically dishonest incident, it 

could be concluded that these students are more crafty; 

however, it also could be concluded that since such 
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students are less likely to be academically dishonest, 

the odds against being caught are in their favor. 

Inferences 

Similar to the findings of Bonjean and McGee (5), 

Ellenburg (9), and Smith, Ryan, Diggens (16), this study 

indicates that the practice of academic dishonesty contin-

ues to flourish; both students and faculty members appear 

to accept or accommodate this behavior. Although most 

students were found to be continuing a dishonest behavior 

learned, and possibly perfected, at a previous academic 

level as Graham [cited by Martin (12)] would concur, the 

data reveal that the predictive success rate for those who 

participate in academic dishonesty actually perpetuates 

and reinforces this activity. It appears that while most 

college students (84 per cent) have witnessed an academi-

cally dishonest incident by a peer, most of these students 

continue to avoid taking any type of action in response to 

this event. The inference is that unless students identify 

academic dishonesty as a means of cheating themselves and 

others of educational benefits, the lines of enforcement 

will continue to be students on one side, professors on 

the other. 

Although Bowers (6) remarks on the overall ineffec-

tiveness of available enforcement systems to curtail 

academic dishonesty, it may be that the key to regulating 
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academic deception lies in the reward system. The use of 

intrinsic rewards (educational benefits) has been mentioned 

previously, and extrinsic rewards also might be modified. 

The student-felt need to improve poor grades, which was 

found to be a leading cause of academic dishonesty, will 

continue to be an issue in any educational system, although 

the traditional grading system appears to undermine this 

well-intentioned desire. Grades, as such, have become a 

substitute for learning. The traditional grading system 

fosters distorted educational values and makes the appear-

ance rather than the substance of learning the motivational 

force (14). In addition, traditional grading systems have 

been found to increase test anxiety and decrease true test 

performance (16), intensify peer competition (14), promote 

academic dishonesty (2), and minimize the goal of intrinsic 

learning (11). The solution may lie in an academic conver-

sion to contract or mastery grading systems, which purport 

to combat many of these effects (1, 3, 4, 7, 15). 

Similar to the findings of Brown and Annis (8), who 

report that religious denomination is unrelated to moral 

behavior, the data from this study reveal that the role 

of religious denomination is the only religious variable 

that has no significant relationship to any of the surveyed 

attitudes or behaviors concerning academic dishonesty. 

This finding implies that variations in religious 
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instruction appear to make little (if any) difference in 

the behaviorally measured practice of academic dishonesty. 

The findings of Nash (13) were confirmed by this study 

in regard to the influence of religious participation, as 

well as religious satisfaction and religious importance, 

on both attitudes and behaviors toward academically dis-

honest activities. While variations in each of these 

religious variables appear to influence responses to the 

deceptive practices of others, the data demonstrate that 

[similar to the findings of Bonjean and McGee (5)] religious 

satisfaction and religious importance appear to effect the 

likelihood and frequency of academically dishonest behav-

ior. 

With this in mind, plus the recent rebirth of religious 

participation on both high school and college campuses (10), 

the academic community might be able to anticipate a number 

of attitude and behavioral responses. One of these may 

influence the practice of academic dishonesty. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, 

the following recommendations for further research are 

made: 

1. Since attitudes and behaviors concerning academic 

dishonesty were measured at institutions that have prin-

cipally used the traditional grading system, research 
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should be initiated at both public and private institutions 

that corporately make use of mastery, contract, or other 

grading system to determine the role of the grading system 

in relation to academic dishonesty. 

2. Research should be initiated to investigate each 

of the demographic items of sex, marital status, academic 

classification, grade point average, race, field of study, 

and fraternity or sorority affiliation in greater detail. 

In addition, those religious variables which generated a 

large amount of significant correlations need to be better 

understood, as the reasons for these relationships are far 

from being discovered or verified. Research concerning 

the religious variables and their effect on other issues 

of concern in higher education including predicting 

academic competence, attitudes toward dating and sexual 

activities at college, alcohol and drug abuse on campus, 

and desire and need for counseling services would prove 

useful. 

3. Since the results of this study reflect the 

current attitudes and behaviors toward the practice of 

academic dishonesty, systematic follow-up studies (possibly 

every three or five years) would yield profitable informa-

tion concerning trends in this area and clarify the direc-

tion of such student attitudes and behaviors. 

4. While student attitudes and behavior toward 

academic discipline were solicited and measured in this 
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study, further research concerning the attitudes and 

practices of professors and administrative personnel would 

prove useful to identify and understand other ramifications 

in this area. 

5. This study should be replicated using a continuum 

that ranges from uncertain through moderate to strong 

attitudes toward religious ideology. The use of such 

a continuum might explain the few bipolar findings of 

this study. 
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RESEARCH ASSISTANTS 

SURVEY DISTRIBUTION AND COLLECTION PROCEDURES FOR 

FRATERNITY AND SORORITY MEMBERS 

Each research assistant, upon receiving the surveys 

designated for their fraternity or sorority, will distrib-

ute them to insure that each participating student receive 

only one questionnaire envelope. Either individually or 

corporately, the research assistant will stress the 

following items to the selected students (all of which have 

been discussed thoroughly by the researcher): 

1. To fill out only one survey—please do not 
take another, or influence the rest of the 
group in their attempt to respond to the 
questionnaire in an honest manner; 

2. The importance of the survey; 

3. The need for the returned survey; 

4. The confidentiality of the completed survey; 
and 

5. The procedure for collecting the completed 
survey. 

After discussing these important items, the research 

assistant should suggest that each student fill out the 

questionnaire in privacy, following the directions enclosed 

in the survey envelope. The research assistant will allow 

15 to 20 minutes and begin to collect the completed surveys 

(sealed within the enclosed envelope). The research 

assistant will continue to distribute and collect the 
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surveys in this manner, making note of the total number of 

completed surveys collected, and continuing until the 

minimum return rate (60 per cent) is realized. 
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SURVEY DISTRIBUTION AND COLLECTION PROCEDURES FOR 

RESIDENCE HALL AND UNIVERSITY 

APARTMENT STUDENTS 

The following procedures will be followed by those 

directly involved with the distribution and collection of 

the questionnaire. 

Residence Halls 

A. The residence hall directors will be careful to 

insure that the resident assistants receive only those 

surveys designated for their respective student populations. 

B. Each resident assistant, upon receiving the sur-

veys designated for their floor, will distribute them to 

each student identified by name on the front of the survey 

envelope. The resident assistant will stress the follow-

ing items to each student aprticipator (all of which will 

have been discussed thoroughly by the researcher): 

1. The importance of the survey; 

2. The need for the returned survey; 

3. The confidentiality of the completed survey; 
and 

4. The procedure for collecting the completed 
survey. 

At this point the resident assistant should suggest the 

student fill out the questionnaire in privacy, following 

the directions inside the envelope, and return it to them 

in 15 to 20 minutes. (The resident assistant may wish to 
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return to the student's room to pick up the completed 

form.) When the completed form is received, the resident 

assistant will place a check by the student's name on the 

floor sub-master list (given to each resident assistant by 

the residence hall director). 
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April, 1982 

Dear Student, 

Your help is needed. A random selection of students from 
three local institutions of Higher Education have been 
requested to participate in an important research project, 
investigating various student attitudes in relation to 
academic dishonesty. The survey attached to this letter 
will be the instrument used to examine these attitudes. 

The information that you and other college students provide 
will make it possible to understand such attitudes and 
practices. 

This is a survey, and not a test. There are no correct 
answers. Your responses and input are of the utmost impor-
tance so please take the time to respond to the survey in 
an honest manner. Please, do not put your name on this 
survey as extreme measures have been taken to ensure the 
confidentiality of the survey participants and their 
responses. 

Upon completion, please put the survey in the enclosed, 
blank envelope. Seal the envelope and return it directly 
to the research assistant who is aiding in the distribution 
and collection of this questionnaire. Because I respect 
what you have to offer, I am anxiously awaiting the return 
of your input on this form. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation concerning this 
important research project. 

Sincerely, 

Chuck Borsellino 
Doctoral Student 
North Texas State University 
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ACADEMIC DISHONESTY ATTITUDE AND BEHAVIOR SURVEY 

INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS: Listed below are a series of questions 
referring to you as an individual (1—10), followed by a series of 
questions and attitude statements concerning academic dishonesty (11-
47). Please read each question carefully and respond in an honest 
manner to insure the validity of this study. Your name will not be 
used and extreme confidentiality of the survey results will be exer-
cised. 

1. 

2. 

SEX: Male 

MARITAL STATUS: 

Female 

Single 
Divorced 
Other: 

3. CLASSIFICATION: 

4. GRADE POINT AVERAGE: 

Married 
Widowed 

Freshman 
Junior 
Graduate 

Sophomore 
Senior 

1.5 or below 
1.6 to 2.5 
2.6 to 3.5 
3.6 or above 

RACE: White American 
Black American 
Mexican American 

American Indian 
International 
Other: 

6. FIELD OF STUDY: Major: 
School: NTSU TWC UTA 

7. FRATERNITY/SORORITY AFFILIATION: At the present time, do you 
belong to a fraternity or sorority? 
Yes No 

POLITICAL ATTITUDES: AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE 

a) I am pleased with the American 
political system 

b) Economically, the U. S. is better 
off now than it was 10 years ago 

c) Overall, Russia has surpassed the 
U. S. in military strength 
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9. RELIGIOUS ATTITUDES: 

a) AFFILIATION: 

Agnostic Episcopal 
Assembly of God Jewish 
Atheist Lutheran 
Baptist Methodist 
Catholic Presbyterian 
Church of Christ Non-Denominational 
Disciples of Christ Other: 

PARTICIPATION: Concerning your average church attendance 
(excluding funerals, weddings, etc.) how often do you 
attend? 

1) Do not attend church 

2) Less than 33% of all services 

3) Between 33% and 66% of all services 
4) Greater than 66% of all services 

c) SATISFACTION: To what degree are you presently fulfilled or 
satisfied with your religious involvement? 

1) Greatly Satisfied 

2) Somewhat Satisfied 
3) Uncertain 
4) Somewhat Unsatisfied 
5) Greatly Unsatisfied 

IMPORTANCE: How important is your religiouis or spiritual 
development to you at the present time? 

1) Extremely Important 
2) Somewhat Important 
3) Uncertain 
4) Somewhat Unimportant 
5) Extremely Unimportant 

10. FAMILY ATTITUDES: AGREE UNSURE DISAGREE 

a) The responsibility for raising the 
children should be equally divided 

between both parents. 
b) I believe the male should be the 

one to initiate sexual activity 
in the marriage. 

c) The financial responsibilities of 
the family should fall primarily 
on the male. 
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS REFER TO THE PRACTICE AND ATTITUDES TOWARD 
ACADEMIC DISHONESTY. THE TERM "ACADEMIC DISHONESTY" REFERS TO: 

. . . the use of crib sheets, unauthorized books, notes or 
otherwise securing of assistance during a test or examination; 
turning in assignments produced in whole or part by other 
people; knowingly furnishing the university with false informa-
tion; or the act of plagiarism, copying of tests or reports. 
All behavior which intentionally misrepresents a student's true 
performance or level of achievement would fall into the category 
of academic dishonesty. 

THROUGHOUT THE REMAINDER OF THIS SURVEY MANY OF THE ATTITUDE STATEMENTS 
ARE FOLLOWED BY THE LETTERS: SA, A, U, D, AND SD. 

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY ONE OF THE APPROPRIATE LETTERS USING THE FOLLOWING 
SCALE: 

SA STRONGLY AGREE 
A AGREE 
U UNCERTAIN 
D DISAGREE 

SD STRONGLY DISAGREE 

11. While at college, have you personally witnessed any behavior 
(at any time) that would qualify as academic dishonesty? 

1) Yes 2) No 

12. If you have witnessed any academically dishonest behavior, how 
often? 

1) 1-5 times per semester 

2) 6-10 times per semester 
3) 11-20 times per semester 

4) Greater than 20 times per semester 
5) Not applicable (answered no to 11) 

IN MY OPINION, MOST STUDENTS PARTICIPATE IN ACADEMICALLY 
DISHONEST ACTIVITY BECAUSE: (ANSWER EACH RESPONSE) 

13. Not adequately prepared SA A U D SD 

14. Students seldom get caught SA A U D SD 

15. Overcrowded classrooms and a lack of 
supervision SA A U D SD 
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16. Unreasonable demands from the professors SA A U D SD 

17. Competition for graduate school or employment SA A U D SD 

18. Lack of interest and applicability of subject 
matter 

19. If I were to discover a student participating 

in an academically dishonest incident, I would: 
(SELECT ONE) 

a) Not be disturbed and do nothing 
b) Be disturbed but do nothing 

c) Be disturbed but my action would depend on 
who the student was 

d) Express my concern to the student only 

e) Express my concern to the professor (using 
no names) 

f) Report the student by name to the professor 
g) Other: 

24. 

IF I OBSERVED BUT FAILED TO REPORT AN ACADEMICALLY DISHONEST 
INCIDENT, MY REASONING FOR DOING SO WOULD BE THAT: (ANSWER 
EACH RESPONSE) 

20. The dishonest student was a friend. SA A U D SD 

21. I did not want to become involved . SA A U D SD 

22. It is the faculty's responsibility to 

monitor dishonesty (not student's) . SA A U D SD 

23. Academic dishonesty does not warrant any 
type of punishment . SA A U D SD 

I do not feel comfortable reporting on a 

fellow student . SA A U D SD 

25. If during a test or examination I recognized 
widespread dishonest activities by my fellow 
classmates, and I knew that I would not be 
caught, I would feel justified in this case 

to participate in equally dishonest behavior, SA A U D SD 

26. I feel that there could be times or situations 
resulting from inappropriate behavior by 
professor or students, whereby academic 
dishonesty would be situationally justified. SA A U D SD 
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27. Keeping in mind the definition of academic dishonesty, in your 
opinion, what percentage of college students have at some time 
participated in academically dishonest behavior? 

1) None (0%) 
2) Relatively few have (below 25%) 
3) Many have (25% to 50%) 
4) Most have (50% to 75%) 
5) Practically all have (above 75%) 

28. During the past academic year (1981-82), what percentage of 
students enrolled in your classes were you certain participated 
in some form of academic dishonesty? 

1) Less than 15% 
2) 15% to 29% 
3) 30% to 44% 
4) 45% to 60% 
5) Greater than 60% 

29. What percentage of students enrolled in your classes during the 
past academic year (1981-82) do you feel participated in some 
form of academically dishonest behavior but whom you did not 
observe? 

1) Less than 15% 
2) 15% to 29% 
3) 30% to 44% 
4) 45% to 60% 
5) Greater than 60% 

CONCERNING COURSE GRADES, IN MY OPINION MOST STUDENTS PARTICIPATE 
IN ACADEMICALLY DISHONEST BEHAVIOR IN ORDER TO: (ANSWER EACH 
RESPONSE) 

30. Maintain poor grades (from getting any worse) 

31. Raise poor grades 

32. Maintain good grades 

33. Raise good grades 

34. In my opinion, a certain percentage of students 
will participate in academically dishonest 
behavior regardless of classroom conditions or 
academic demands. SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 

SA A U D SD 
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35. In my opinion, compared to when I first entered college, the 
occurrence of academic dishonesty is: 

1) Definitely more frequent 
2) Slightly more frequent 
3) Unchanged 
4) Slightly less frequent 
5) Definitely less frequent 

36. Keeping in mind the definition of academic dishonesty, have you 
personally used any means to misrepresent your true performance 
on a test or term paper while at college or university? 

1) Yes 2) No 

37. If you have participated in any form of academic dishonesty, at 
which school level did your first dishonest incident occur? 

1) Elementary School (K-8) 
2) High School (9-12) 
3) College or University 
4) Not applicable 

38. If you have participated in any form of academic dishonesty, have 
you ever been caught? 

1) Yes 
2) No 
3) Not applicable 

39. Concerning occurrence, approximately how many times have you 
participated in any form of academically dishonest behavior 
during the past academic year (1981-82)? 

1) Never 
2) 1-5 times 
3) 6-10 times 
4) Greater than 10 times 

40. Please indicate by the appropriate answer, any method that you 
have personally used at any time during your college or university 
years: (check more than one if necessary) 

1) Crib sheets 
2) Plagiarized on a term paper 
3) Turned in work completed by others 
4) Copied answers from a classmate during a test 
5) Used unauthorized books or notes 
6) Knowingly furnished the university with false 

information 
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7) None of the above 
8) Other: 

41. Please indicate the most frequent or most common method of 
academic dishonesty that you have personally used: (select 
only one) 

1) Crib sheets 
2) Plagiarized on term papers 
3) Turned in work completed by others 
4) Copied answers from classmates during tests ZHZI 
5) Used unauthorized books or notes 
6) Knowingly furnished the university with false 

information 
7) None 
8) Other: 

42. In my opinion, if a student were to allow a 
fellow student to copy from his test during an 
examination, I feel both should be punished for 
academic dishonesty. SA A U D SD 

I FEEL THAT JUST PUNISHMENT FOR THOSE CAUGHT PARTICIPATING IN THE 
FOLLOWING ACADEMICALLY DISHONEST BEHAVIORS SHOULD BE: 

SCALE 
(for questions 43-47) 

Should not be punished 1 
A warning 2 
A failing grade on the test . . . . 3 
A failing grade in the course . . . 4 
Dismissed or expelled from school . 5 

43. Using crib sheets 1 2 3 4 5 

44. Plagiarism 1 2 3 4 5 

45. Turned in work completed by others 1 2 3 4 5 

46. Copied answers during a test or examination 1 2 3 4 5 

47. Used unauthorized books or notes 1 2 3 4 5 

PLEASE PLACE THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE BLANK ENVELOPE. SEAL 
THE ENVELOPE TO GUARANTEE CONFIDENTIALITY, AND RETURN IT TO THE 
RESEARCH ASSISTANT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DISTRIBUTION AND COLLECTION OF 
THIS SURVEY. 
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