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ABSTRACT 
 
 

Using the classroom as the unit of analyses, the current study assesses the relationship 

between students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness and academic misconduct utilizing valid 

and reliable measures with established constructs. By utilizing the classroom as the unit of 

analysis, a better understanding of the unique variance in academic dishonesty across classes will 

be established in relation to variation in students’ perceptions of teaching practices. One hundred 

and twenty eight classes participated in the current study, with 3,151 students completing the 

Students’ Perceptions of Teacher Effectiveness survey and Academic Misconduct Survey. 

Although students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness were not related to the rate of academic 

misconduct across classes, results do suggest that the lower the difficulty and workload of the 

course is perceived as being, the more likely students report cheating on exams, taking credit for 

others’ work, using false personal excuses, and creatively padding their work. Reasons for these 

relationships are explicated, and suggestions for future research are discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

An exhaustive review of the literature unequivocally reveals a growing concern among 

college faculty: Academic misconduct is a major problem (e.g., Whitley, 1998; McCabe, 

Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001). This concern continues to be amplified by the growing number of 

websites that provide term papers and examinations (McCollum, 1996), and by the publication of 

books that tell students how to cheat without getting caught (Moore, 1990). It appears academic 

misconduct has become a business, providing income to those who are masters of the art. This 

comes as little surprise, as pressure for high test scores from state and federal governments have 

led some teachers and administrators to falsify test scores (Levitt & Dunbar, 2005). Indeed, 

many argue that as our society continues to favor outcomes over learning, academic misconduct 

will continue to occur (Callahan, 2004).  

In light of the above mentioned concern, and the societal push toward outcomes, most 

researchers and instructors agree that academic misconduct is widespread throughout American 

universities, with most undergraduate students engaging in such behaviors at least once prior to 

graduation (e.g., Diekhoff et al., 1996). As Moffat stated almost 20 years ago, “The university at 

the undergraduate level sounds like the place where cheating comes almost as naturally as 

breathing, where it’s an academic skill almost as important as reading, writing, and math” 

(Whitley, 1998, p. 235). These sentiments appear in light of recent research that demonstrates 

students are quick to admit to various types of academically dishonest behaviors on anonymous 

surveys (Robinson, et al., 2004). Likewise, research suggests that rates of academic dishonesty 

have increased over the past 30 years, with an estimated 80% to 95% of students admitting to at  

least one act of dishonest behavior (Daniel, 1991; Evans & Craig, 1990; Davis et al., 1992;  
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McCabe & Trevino, 1997).  

Despite high rates of academic dishonesty, universities and individual instructors appear 

to do little to prevent such acts. Results suggest that many instructors readily admit they have 

ceased efforts to actively prevent cheating (Diekhoff et al., 1996). Paradoxically, a nation wide 

survey of undergraduate students indicated that three of the top 12 suggestions to prevent 

cheating were directly under the control of the instructor: “Not grading on a curve, focusing on 

learning rather than grading, and removing assignments that were trivial and uninteresting” 

(McCabe et al., 2001, p. 219). According to Diekhoff (1996) and others, the message these 

students are sending is clear: Instructors and university administrators need to do more to prevent 

cheating if anything is to change. As Diekhoff so eloquently stated, “It is unlikely that students 

will become more mature or that peers will become more reactive to cheating without salient 

university intervention” (1996, p. 501).  

Some have argued that students are ultimately responsible for increases (and decreases) 

in cheating behavior, and subsequently the only way to reduce the prevalence of academic 

misconduct is to fashion students who are morally adept. This is true to the extent that cheating is 

a motivated behavior, and as such, the student must ultimately decide whether or not to cheat. 

Others argue; however, that the relationship between moral reasoning and dishonesty are modest 

at best (Bruggeman & Hart, 1996). Indeed, some evidence suggests that students’ willingness to 

engage in academically dishonest behaviors is governed more by situational rather than absolute 

ethics (Jensen et al., 2002). Given individuals tend to make decisions based on the contextual  

information present (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981; Murdock & Anderman, 2006), it would seem  

reasonable to focus on the ways in which the classroom and university context may alter the  

likelihood that students will resort to justifying cheating, and less on individual characteristics of  
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cheaters (Murdock, Miller, & Kohlhardt, 2004).   

In the end, understanding is the key in reducing the prevalence of academic misconduct. 

It has generally been agreed upon that by identifying variables that are related to academic 

dishonesty, effective approaches can be developed to reduce these behaviors. Uncontrollable 

variables, such as personality traits, may be of interest theoretically but cannot be easily 

manipulated as a means of prevention. As many have begun to echo (e.g., Stearns, 2001), future 

research needs to investigate possible causes of academic dishonesty that are under direct control 

of the instructor or institution. Such variables include instructor behaviors, provisions of 

information on appropriate and inappropriate academic behavior, and cheating control measures 

(e.g., Pulvers & Diekhoff, 1999; Whitley, 1998; Ruback & Innes, 1998). As Stearns (2001) 

stated, teachers not only have control over the environment within the classroom, they are first 

and foremost the creators of that environment. Although many agree with Stearn’s sentiment, the 

research examining the relationships between academic dishonest behaviors and the students’ 

perceptions of teacher behaviors is disparate and scant at best. Despite this observation, a few 

general conclusions can be drawn regarding students’ perceptions of classroom environment and 

the effect these perceptions have on the likelihood that students will justify cheating, and 

ultimately whether that justification will lead to an academically dishonest act.  

A few experimental studies utilizing vignettes suggest that pedagogical factors may 

influence students’ decisions to cheat by affecting their self-efficacy and outcome expectations  

(e.g., Murdock, Miller, & Kohlhardt, 2004; Jensen et al., 2002). In an example provided by  

Linerbrink & Pintrich (2003), we can see that a student with high self-efficacy may have low 

outcome expectations due to the classroom context. Specifically, a student may be confident that 

she can master the skills covered on the next test, but not exert effort because she believes that 
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her mastery of the material will not be reflected in the teacher’s poorly made tests. Such a 

situation may lead the student to justify cheating, particularly if the focus of the classroom is on  

grades rather than learning, as we will see. Indeed, Murdock and colleagues (2004) have 

established that when teachers are portrayed as incompetent (i.e., poor pedagogy), students 

indicate that cheating is morally okay. These findings are consistent with arguments that 

decisions to cheat are not governed by a student’s absolute sense of ethics, but by the extent to 

which he or she can justify cheating in a given situation (i.e., student’s perception of the 

situational context). Perceived classroom contextual factors that have been found to be related to 

and/or affect the likelihood of students engaging in academic dishonesty fall predominately into 

five categories across the literature: Goal structure, fairness, relevance, perceived workload and 

general pedagogical competence.  

Throughout the literature, research on classroom goal structure appears to take a 

dichotomous approach: Either a classroom is described as having mastery focused goals or 

performance focused goals. Whereas a performance goal orientation emphasizes competition, 

rewards, peer comparison, and accentuates grades as a means to an end; mastery oriented goals 

emphasize effort, individual performance and learning (Ames, 1992). In a study conducted by 

Newstead and colleagues (1996), rates of self-reported cheating were 40% higher among those 

students who viewed their pursuit of education as a means to an end (e.g., employment),  

compared to those who reported they were pursuing an education for personal development.  

Although these findings suggest goal structure may be related to cheating behavior, the direction 

of that relationship is difficult to ascertain. This relationship is further complicated by the likely 

interplay between classroom goal structure and the personal goals of the student. Utilizing 

experimental vignette scenarios, Anderman (2007) attempted to determine the direction of this 
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perceived relationship focusing solely on the classroom goal structure, while controlling for 

personal goal attainment. Results of his study suggest that cheating, as well as attitudes that 

justify cheating, appear to increase in classrooms that are perceived as emphasizing performance,  

rather than mastery, goals. That is, performance oriented classrooms provide contextual 

justification for the acceptability of academically dishonest behaviors.  

In a similar experimental fashion, Murdock, Hale, and Weber (2001), found that the 

justifiability of cheating increased when the classroom was described as performance oriented. 

However, they also discovered that the teacher’s perceived competence had an additive effect in 

predicting cheating behaviors beyond the variance explained by goal structure. Specifically, after 

perceived pedagogical competence was added to the regression equation, the contribution of goal 

structure was not significant due to the high correlations between perceived goal structure and 

perceived competence. In a later study, Murdock and colleagues (2004, 2007) were able to 

disentangle this relationship and found an interesting interaction: When a teacher’s pedagogy 

was portrayed as poor, classroom goal structure did not matter. However, when the pedagogy 

was portrayed as good, students indicated that cheating would be lower if the teacher adopted a 

mastery goal orientation. Students further indicated, in the good pedagogy group, that cheating 

rates would be lower if the teacher displayed interpersonal caring. Hence, adopting a mastery 

goal orientation may be necessary to reduce academic misconduct, but doesn’t appear to  

be sufficient.  

Among one of the five most acceptable justifications for cheating given by students is the 

perception of unfair treatment by the instructor (Jensen et al., 2002; Welsh, 1993; Genereux & 

McLeod, 1995; Graham et al., 1994). Indeed, other studies have suggested that instructor 

behaviors, such as positive, open and fair attitudes in teaching and assessing styles, are perceived 
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to decrease the incidence of cheating behaviors (Evans & Craig, 1990). Given the correlational 

nature of these studies, it may be argued that students who cheat simply perceive the teacher as 

unfair as a way of feeling better about what they have done, rather than unfair treatment 

encouraging cheating behavior. One of the more interesting findings in Murdock et al’s (2007)  

vignette study suggested that judgments of the teacher’s fairness were not affected by the 

student’s own cheating status. These data, coupled with other findings from Murdock and her 

colleagues (e.g., 2004), suggest that the correlations found between perceived competence and 

academic misconduct are not merely an artifact of dishonest students constructing different 

versions of the classroom experience compared to honest students.  

Not only do students rationalize cheating as acceptable when they perceive the treatment 

and assessment practices of the instructor as unfair, research also indicates that students may 

rationalize cheating when they perceive that the content and assessment of their learning are not 

relevant, are trivial, or boring (e.g., Ghering, Nuss, & Pavela, 1986; LaBeff et al., 1990). In a 

related vein, students with higher workloads are more likely to cheat than those with lower work 

loads (Whitley, 1998; Davis & Ludvigson, 1995).  

Although these aforementioned studies suggest a relationship between perceived 

classroom context and academic misconduct, the correlates reviewed in these studies were 

largely treated as independent of one another. As observed by Whitley (1998) in one of the most 

exhaustive reviews to date, our understanding of these relationships is limited given that many of 

the variables, although treated independently, may in fact be correlated with one another. 

Further, they may represent a smaller number of underlying factors. The most direct test of the 

effect of classroom environment on the justification of cheating was conducted by Pulvers and 

Diekhoff (1999) utilizing a multidimensional measure with established constructs. Across all 
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students (cheaters and noncheaters), increases in the justification of cheating were associated 

with the perception of poor pedagogy. Specifically, students who self-reported cheating viewed 

their classes as less personalized, less satisfying, and less task oriented. Despite these results, 

only about 4% of the variance could be explained with the multidimensional scales. 

The few studies that have utilized a multidimensional measure of classroom environment in 

studying classroom outcomes, including academic dishonesty (e.g., Pulvers & Diekhoff, 1999), 

have relied on the College and University Classroom Environment Instrument (Fraser, Treagust, 

& Dennis, 1999). Although this instrument proves to be reliable and valid, it is designed for use 

in smaller seminar and tutorial style college classes, restricting the applicability of such an 

instrument in the study of academic dishonesty.  

As indicated previously, the research examining the relationships between academically 

dishonest behaviors and perceived teacher pedagogy (e.g., classroom context) is disparate and 

scant at best. Although the literature thus far suggests that classroom factors are associated with, 

and influence, academic dishonest behaviors, much of these results must be interpreted with care. 

As discussed in the literature (Murdock & Anderman, 2006; Whitley, 1998), the  

multicollinearity among perceived classroom variables raises questions about the exact features 

of the environment that may facilitate cheating. This problem is compounded given the 

measurement of teacher effectiveness and classroom environment varies greatly across studies, 

with only one notable study utilizing a multidimensional measure with established constructs. 

Further, there is very little evidence demonstrating that rates of academic dishonesty vary across 

classrooms in ways that can be explained by specific features of that classroom (see Murdock & 

Anderman, 2006).  
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Similarly, an exhaustive review of the literature reveals that effect sizes for most 

variables are extremely heterogeneous (Whitley, 1998). As noted by Whitley himself, as well as 

others (e.g., Ferrell & Daniel, 1995), such heterogeneity is expected given that the studies in the 

published literature use a wide variety of instruments to measure cheating. Hence, the problem 

presents itself in the operationalization of academic misconduct.  

In light of this, an exhaustive review of the literature also reveals that no one with  

expertise in quantitative methodology has attempted to classify the behaviors that describe 

cheaters until Ferrell and Daniel proposed the use of the Academic Misconduct Survey (AMS). 

Even they, following their 1995 study, made a call for the development of understandable 

constructs in the measurement of cheating behavior. Thirteen years after Ferrell and Daniel’s 

1995 plea, McKibban and Burdsal (2007) sought to produce such constructs.   

Following their first study, interpretation of the pattern matrix coefficients led to the 

following six factors: Reducing workload by borrowing, creative padding, mutual sharing, doing 

for others, false personal situations, and using others. Reducing workload by borrowing appeared 

to tap those students who prefer to lean on others, rather than completing work themselves.  

Creative padding appeared to tap those students who pad their work to create the illusion that 

they have completed more work than they actually have. Factor three, mutual sharing, appears to 

have a collaborative nature, bringing to mind the old adage “I scratch your back and you scratch 

mine.” Next, doing for others, appears to tap those students who can’t say “no” when asked to do 

a favor, even if it is academically dishonest. Factor five, false personal situations, speaks for 

itself. These are the students who use “little white lies” regarding personal situations to excuse 

themselves from academic responsibilities. And lastly, using others appears to be tapping those 

students who “pay” others to complete their work.  
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As is expected in survey development, additional rounds of factor analyses were needed 

to produce a cleaner solution. Following their second study, interpretation of the pattern matrix 

revealed a better model fit. Specifically, five factors emerged from the analyses: Creative 

padding, interactive cheating, false personal excuses, taking credit for other’s work, and exam 

cheating. For a description of each factor, refer to table three. In the end, McKibban and Burdsal 

(2007) were able to produce reliable constructs that describe the different types of behaviors that 

characterize academic misconduct.  

Statement of Problem 

Combined with the issues surrounding the measurement of students’ perceptions of 

classroom environment and the teacher behaviors that contribute to that environment, a shift in 

the research is needed. Specifically, studies are needed that utilize multidimensional measures 

with established constructs, for both academically dishonest behavior and teacher pedagogy. 

Doing so will allow for better identification of classroom effects, as well as better identification  

of the behaviors that define academically dishonest students. In identifying such constructs, we 

will not only be able to study the classroom at the individual level, but will be able to study the 

classroom as the unit of analysis (utilizing aggregated student reports), allowing for a better 

understanding of the complexity that surrounds academic dishonest behavior.  

To that end, the current study addresses these aforementioned methodological issues by 

assessing the relationship between students’ perceptions of classroom environment and academic 

misconduct utilizing valid and reliable measures with established constructs. By utilizing the 

classroom as the unit of analysis, a better understanding of the unique variance in academic 

dishonesty across classes can be established in relation to variation in students’ perceptions of 

teaching practices. In accordance with Whitley’s (1998) concern regarding the multivariate 
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nature of both constructs, as well as Sherry and Henson’s (2005) argument that the study of 

singular causes and effects may “distort the complex reality of human behavior and cognition” 

(p. 38), this study will examine the results of these multivariate constructs utilizing canonical 

correlational analyses. Doing so will allow the author to control for Type I error, as well as allow 

for simultaneous comparisons. To date, this is the first study that has attempted to gain such an 

understanding while addressing the aforementioned methodological flaws in the current literature 

base.  
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CHAPTER 2 
 

METHODS 
 
 
Participants 

 Sample Selection. A list of instructors teaching during the fall 2008 semester, along with 

the classes they were teaching, was obtained from the university registrar’s office. Instructors 

who had requested teacher evaluations were retained in an Excel file. Course listings with an 

enrollment of less than 25 were deleted as to increase the chances of obtaining enough variance 

in each class. With this initial file, instructors listed as teaching more than one course were 

located. The course retained in the sample was chosen at random, while the other course listings 

for that instructor were deleted from the file. Given the Student Perceptions of Teaching 

Effectiveness (SPTE) is designed for traditional classes, only lecture style courses were retained. 

Online courses, cooperative education classes, internships, and special investigation courses 

(e.g., independent studies) were deleted. With this initial sampling frame, courses were then 

deleted if the SPTE was scheduled before November 24th (beginning of data collection). This 

produced an initial sample of 178 classes.  

 Two weeks prior to data collection, all selected instructors were sent a letter explaining 

that they had been selected to participate in a study assessing the relationship between academic 

dishonesty and students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness. The letter asked instructors to opt 

out of the study if they did not wish to participate. The letter further explained that data 

collection would occur during their normally scheduled time for the administration of the SPTE. 

All instructors were insured that the SPTE administration would be carried out exactly as it had 

been in the past and that there would not be a delay in returning their SPTE results. Two days 
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prior to the administration of the SPTE, an email was sent to participating instructors to remind 

them of the study and to answer any questions or address any concerns.  

Sample.  Of the original 178 classes selected, 128 agreed to participate in the current 

study. Broken down by college, 72 were located in the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, 22 

in the School of Business, 17 in the College of Engineering, 8 in the College of Education, 5 in 

the College of Health Professions, and 4 in the College of Fine Arts. Table 1 provides numerical 

data on the sample.  

TABLE 1 

NUMBER OF CLASSES BY COLLEGE 

 
College     Frequency  Number of Departments 
 
Liberal Arts and Sciences   72    16 
 
School of Business    22    5 
 
College of Engineering   17    5 
 
College of Education    8    4 
 
College of Health Professions   5    3 
 
College of Fine Arts    4    2 
 
 
Note. N = 128 

Of the selected courses, 3,500 students participated in the current study. Prior to analyses, 

73 cases were deleted due to missing data and 276 cases were rejected after failing one or both of 

the validity items used to indicate response sets (see the description of the instruments). This 

produced 3,151 usable cases. By class, approximately 19.16% were freshman, 16.10% were 
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sophomores, 24.26% were juniors, 27.48% were seniors, and 12.96% were graduate students. 

Table 2 provides descriptive data for the sample.    

TABLE 2 

OVERALL AVAILABLE DEMOGRAPHICS  
 

 
      Mean   Standard Deviation 
 
Percent Male     48.37   22.18 
 
Percent Freshman    19.16   27.35 
 
Percent Sophomores    16.10   16.08 
 
Percent Juniors    24.26   20.36 
 
Percent Seniors    27.48   29.25 
 
Percent Graduate Students   12.96   30.71 
 
 
Note. The class served as the unit of analysis. For example, the percent of students that were 
male in each class was computed. The means and standard deviations were then computed for all 
128 cases.  
 
Instruments 

 Student Perceptions of Teaching Effectiveness (SPTE). A norm-based instrument, the 

SPTE was developed in 1975 by the Liberal Arts and Sciences Teaching improvement 

committee at Wichita State University as a means to improve the quality of instruction campus 

wide. The SPTE consists of 37 evaluative items, two validity items, four items measuring the 

extent to which the student whished to take the course, and four research questions.  

 Employing factor analytic techniques, six first-order factors and two second-order factors 

have been identified. Four of the six first order factors load on the second-order factor Perceived 

Quality Index (PQI). These four factors include Course Organization and Design, Rapport with 
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Students, Grading Quality, and Course Value. The remaining two first-order factors, Course 

Difficulty and Workload, load on the second-order factor Perceived Course Demands. The 

second-order factors appear to be orthogonal (r = .004). Table 3 provides a description of each  

factor.  

TABLE 3 

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE SIX FIRST-ORDER FACTORS IN THE SPTE 

 
Course Value:  This scale indicates how valuable the students considered 

the course. It also reflects whether the student has become 
more knowledgeable and interested in the subject because 
of the course and would recommend the course to others.  

 
Course Difficulty: This scale reflects difficulty as related to rate of coverage 

and level and amount of material. 
 
Grading Quality: This dimension assesses students’ opinions about the 

number and validity of evaluations used in determining 
grades and the explicitness of the method used to assign 
grades. It also evaluates the students’ perceptions of 
congruence between their expected grade and self-assessed 
course performance.   

 
Course Organization/Design: The extent to which the instructor is perceived as delivering 

well-prepared lectures, as organized in his/her approach to 
class, as having adequately conveyed concepts, and as 
having adequately utilized appropriate methods of 
instruction.  

 
Workload: This factor measures the number and difficulty of the 

assignments, especially out-of-class work.  
 
Rapport with Students: The extent to which the instructor was perceived as having 

created an atmosphere in the classroom that was conducive 
to learning.  

 
 
 With a database of more than 20,000 classes, these factors have shown to be both reliable 

and valid (Jackson et al., 1999). The correlations of a set of factor scores with their respective 
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factors gives an estimate of common variance, and thus gives an estimate of the reliability of 

each factor (Jackson et al., 1999). Table 4 provides these correlations. 

TABLE 4 

CORRELATIONS OF FACTOR SCORES WITH FACTORS ON THE SPTE 

 
Primary Factors 

  I  II  III  IV  V  VI 

I                   .98          -.10            .74            .76           .64             .05 

II         -.10           .95            .16                   .17                -.06                    -.58 

III                 .74                    .17                     .98                   .79                 .65                    -.03 

IV                .77                     .18                    .80                   .99                  .62                   -.16 

V                 .61                    -.06                    .62                   .59                  .94                    .14 

VI                .04                   -.55                   -.03                  -.15                  .14                    .90 

Note. The diagonal of the matrix gives the approximate reliabilities of the factors 

 Academic Misconduct Survey (AMS). Originally proposed by Daniel and colleagues 

(Daniel, Blount, & Ferrell, 1991; Ferrell & Daniel, 1995), the Academic Misconduct Survey 

located in appendix A was designed to provide a reliable way of assessing the different types of 

behaviors that define academic misconduct. The AMS was subsequently revised by McKibban 

and Burdsal (2007), incorporating some important changes. First, the response scale was set to a 

Likert type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (frequently). In addition to the original 57 items 

retained for analyses, two items to detect response sets and two demographic questions (sex and 

college hours completed) were added. Lastly, the authors utilized a larger, more diverse sample.  

 Employing factor analytic techniques, five first-order factors and two second-order 

factors were identified. The first order factors included: Creative Padding, Interactive Cheating, 
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False Personal Excuses, Taking Credit for Others’ Work, and Exam Cheating. Table 5 provides a 

description of the factors, along with sample items. The two second-order factors included      

Cheaters and Non-Cheaters. Following analyses, 32 items were retained that measured 

academically dishonest behavior. With a database of approximately 3,000 participants, these 

factors have shown acceptable validity and reliability (McKibban & Burdsal, 2007). Table 6 

provides these reliability statistics.  

TABLE 5 

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE FIVE FIRST-ORDER FACTORS ON THE AMS 

 
Creative Padding:  This factor assesses the extent to which students add 

fillers to create the illusion of completed work (e.g., 
making up sources for bibliographic citations in a 
paper) 

 
Interactive Cheating: This factor assesses the extent to which students 

collaboratively cheat (e.g., had another student tell 
you the answers to a test before taking it) or borrow 
work (e.g., copied a homework assignment from 
someone in another section of the same class). 

 
False Personal Excuses: This factor assesses the extent to which students 

create false excuses to get out of an assignment or 
exam (e.g., family illness) 

 
Taking Credit for Others Work: This factor assesses the extent to which students 

present others’ work as their own (e.g., had another 
student write a paper and present it as their own). 

  
Exam Cheating: This factor assesses the extent to which students 

cheat on in-class exams (e.g., copied from a cheat 
sheet during an exam).  

 
 
 Students were asked to complete the AMS in relation to the specific class they are taking, 

rather than how often they have done each behavior in college. In an attempt to gauge students’ 

perceptions of their classmates, as well as increase variance, five questions were added to the 
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survey. These questions do not ask students to admit to their own dishonest behavior, but rather 

their knowledge that others partake in dishonest behavior in the class (e.g., To what extent  

do others in this class cheat during an exam using cheat sheets, cell phones, etc.?). 

TABLE 6 

CORRELATIONS OF FACTOR SCORES WITH FACTORS ON THE AMS 

 
Primary Factors 

  I  II  III  IV  V   

I                   .91          .57            .56            .48           .46              

II         .64           .93            .59                   .64                  .53                     

III                 .59                    .56                     .90                   .61                 .45                    

IV                .57                     .65                    .62                   .92                  .55                    

V                 .52                     .55                    .50                   .48                  .88                                       

Note. The diagonal of the matrix gives the approximate reliabilities of the factors 

Procedure 

 The day of each instructor’s scheduled SPTE, the person that would normally administer 

the teacher evaluation went to the classroom and excused the instructor. The procedures involved 

in administering the evaluations were followed as normal. While the students completed the 

teacher evaluations, a trained graduate student verified that the instructor was willing to allow 

the administration of the AMS following the SPTE. Once the SPTE was completed, the trained 

graduate student entered the classroom and read instructions pertaining to the AMS (see 

Appendix B).  
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Participation was conducted on a voluntary basis, and data was obtained using bubble 

sheets to insure anonymity of responses. Every attempt was made to insure that the students 

understood the completion of the survey was completely anonymous, and that the results would  

not be attached to the instructor’s name. Following informed consent, students completed the 

AMS. Once completed, they were thanked for their participation and the instructor of the course 

re-entered the class per the normal protocol of the administration of the SPTE.  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 
 
 

Factor Analysis and Factor Scores 

In order to explore the extent to which variation in academic misconduct differs across 

classes in ways that may be related to students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness, data from 

the Academic Misconduct Survey (McKibban & Burdsal, 2007; Ferrell & Daniel, 1995) was 

factor analyzed. The purpose of this factor analysis was two fold. First, it allowed the researcher 

to confirm that the factors originally proposed by McKibban and Burdsal (2007) held together, 

and allowed for the creation of factor scores for each class to be used in later analyses. Again, the 

latter purpose was important given the students were answering the questions in relation to a  

specific class, rather than college overall.  

To verify that the factors held together with the current sample, Principle axis factoring 

was completed. As there was no reason to assume that the factors would be orthogonal, oblique 

rotation was used (VARIMAX followed by PROMAX), with five factors extracted. Results 

indicated that five factors continued to provide simple structure and model fit. A cut-off of .32 

was utilized in interpreting each factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Interpretation of the pattern 

matrix led to the following factors: Interactive cheating, Creative Padding, Exam Cheating, 

Taking Credit for Others’ Work, and False Personal Excuses. Tables 6 through 10 provide the 

factors with their respective pattern loadings and frequencies.  
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TABLE 7 

INTERACTIVE CHEATING ITEMS WITH PATTERN LOADINGS AND FREQUENCY 

 
        Pattern   Percent  
 
Worked in a group on a homework assignment   .68   27.7 
that was assigned as individual work. 

 
 
Collaborated with someone on a take home exam  .64   14.2 
that was intended to be an independent activity. 
 
Copied a homework assignment from someone  .64   14.7 
in another section of the class. 
 
Had another student tell you the answers to a test  .53   7.60 
before you had to take it. 
 
Asked another student who has previously   .52   13.5 
taken an exam for the answers prior to  
taking the test. 
 
Read a condensed version of a novel/play/etc.,   .48   16.6 
rather than the full-length version.  
 
Allowed another student to copy from your   .41   12.9 
paper during an exam. 
 
Note. N = 3151 
Note. Frequency refers to the percent of students who admitted to the behavior at least once. 
Note. Items with a pattern loading of less than .32 were not included. 

 
TABLE 8 

CREATIVE PADDING ITEMS WITH PATTERN LOADINGS AND FREQUENCY 

 
        Pattern   Percent  
 
Padded a bibliography of a paper with sources  .85   12.3 
which you have not read in order to make the effort 
expended in writing the paper seem more intensive.  
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TABLE 8 (continued) 

 
        Pattern   Percent  
 
 
Made up sources for bibliographic citations in a   .77   6.50 
paper.  
 
Listed articles that were read but were not pertinent  .67   9.10 
to the topic in a paper’s bibliography.  
 
Copied directly large sections of published work for  .57   7.50 
inclusion in a written assignment without giving  
credit to the author.  
 
Copied a few phrases or sentences from a published  .52   14.9 
work for inclusion in a written assignment without 
giving credit to the author. 
 
Based an “article report” on the abstract rather than  .44   13.9 
reading the entire article. 
 
Written fictitious accounts of observation, life  .40   16.1 
experiences, etc., without actually completing the 
required observations or experiences. 
 
Note. N = 3151 
Note. Frequency refers to the percent of students who admitted to the behavior at least once. 
Note. Items with a pattern loading of less than .32 were not included. 
 

TABLE 9 
 

EXAM CHEATING ITEMS WITH PATTERN LOADINGS AND FREQUENCY 
 
 
        Pattern   Percent  
 
Copied answers from another student during   .72   12.6 
an exam. 
 
Copied from a cheat sheet during a quiz or exam.  .53   7.90 
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TABLE 9 (continued) 
 

 
        Pattern   Percent  
 
 
Looked at another student’s exam responses and   .53   17.4 
Kept your answer if both your answers were the same.     
 
Stored test information in a high memory calculator  .46   4.30 
to use on an in-class exam. 
 
Stored answers to a test using a cell phone, palm  .44   1.60 
pilot, Ipod, etc., and used it on an in-class exam. 
 
Created or made use of a “test file” when the   .37   3.10 
teacher did not permit keeping the copies of 
the exam. 
 
Text messaged answers to a test back and forth  .32   1.60 
with classmates.  
 
Note. N = 3151 
Note. Frequency refers to the percent of students who admitted to the behavior at least once. 
Note. Items with a pattern loading of less than .32 are not reported. 
 

TABLE 10 
 

TAKING CREDIT FOR OTHERS’ WORK ITEMS WITH PATTERN LOADINGS AND 
FREQUENCY 

 
 
        Pattern   Percent  
 
Had another student write a paper and presented   .83   2.70 
it as your own work. 
 
Had another student complete an assignment   .78   3.50 
(e.g., worksheet, math problems) and presented 
it as your own work.  
 
Written a research paper for another student.   .37   3.40 
 
Note. N = 3151 
Note. Frequency refers to the percent of students who admitted to the behavior at least once. 
Note. Items with a pattern loading of less than .32 are not reported. 
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TABLE 11 
 

FALSE PERSONAL EXCUSES ITEMS WITH PATTERN LOADINGS AND FREQUENCY 
 
 
        Pattern   Percent  
 
Delayed taking an exam due to false personal  .72   6.80 
excuses. 
 
Related false personal information (e.g., illness,  .70   5.50 
death in the family, etc.) to a professor to delay 
completing course requirements. 
 
Offered exaggerated accounts of personal problems  .35   6.10 
to a professor in hopes of getting a higher grade in 
the class. 
 
Note. N = 3151 
Note. Frequency refers to the percent of students who admitted to the behavior at least once. 
Note. Items with a pattern loading of less than .32 were not included. 
 

Following the factor analysis, factor scores were then computed for each student (n = 

3151). Recall that the unit of analysis was the class, rather than each individual student. Hence, 

the factor scores were then aggregated by class resulting in five aggregated factor scores for each 

of the 128 classes. Further recall that five items were added to the AMS to gauge the extent to 

which the students’ classmates participated in the behaviors suggested by the five factors. Table 

11 provides descriptive information for the additional items. Scores on these items were 

aggregated by class as well, producing five scores for each of the 128 classes. Once the factor 

scores and the aggregated scores for the additional items were computed, the AMS data was then 

combined with data from the SPTE (Student Perceptions of Teacher Effectiveness; obtained 

from the Social Science Lab at Wichita State University). It is important to note that the classes 

were coded with numbers to insure instructor confidentiality, and so the data from the AMS 

could be matched to the SPTE data.  



24 
 

TABLE 12 

ADDITIONAL ITEMS WITH RESPECTIVE N AND FREQUENCY 

 
        N   Frequency   
 
To what extent do others in this class pad work to   987   59.9 
make it appear they have done more work than 
they actually have. 
 
 
To what extent do your classmates help other  981   62.6 
students in class cheat? 
 
To what extent do other students in this class use  961   48.5 
false personal excuses to avoid exams or due dates? 
 
To what extent do other students in this class take  946   44.8 
credit for others’ work (e.g, plagiarism)? 
 
To what extent do others in this class cheat during   930   49.6 
an exam using cheat sheets, cell phones, etc.? 
 
Note. The N varies for these items given some participants were not aware of others cheating; 
and thus, they were instructed not to answer the items. See Appendix A. 
Note. Frequency refers to the percent of students who knew of at least one occurrence of the 
behavior 
 
Correlational Analyses 

To initially examine the relationships between the factor scores on the SPTE, factor 

scores on the AMS, and the aggregated scores from the additional items, correlation coefficients 

were computed. Tables 12 and 13 show the results of these analyses. The results of the analyses 

presented in Table 12 (correlation coefficients for the AMS and SPTE factors) show that 7 of the 

40 correlations approach significance and were less than or equal to .25. The results of the 

analyses presented in Table 13 (correlation coefficients for the additional items and the SPTE 

factors) show a mere 4 out of 40 correlations approach significance. Surprisingly, the direction of 

the significant correlations is opposite of what one would expect based on previous studies. In 



25 
 

general, the less difficult the course is perceived as being, the more students partake in dishonest 

behavior, such as padding their work (r = -.176, p < .05, r2 = ..03), taking credit for other’s work 

(r = -,246, p < .01 r2 = .06), and provide false personal excuses (r = -.233, p < .01, r2 = .05). 

Further, the results suggest that the heavier the workload, the less likely students are to cheat on 

exams (r = -.175, p < .05, r2 = .03). Given the surprising nature of these results, the analyses 

were checked by two different people for human errors, and no errors were found. In order to 

further understand the relationship between perceived difficulty and dishonesty, correlations 

were computed between the factors on the AMS and the items on the SPTE that measure 

perceived course difficulty. These results are presented in Table 14. Upon examining the results, 

it would appear that if students perceive the course as easy, non-challenging, and that too little 

material is being presented, they are more likely to partake in dishonest behaviors. The specific 

items help elucidate the unexpected negative correlation between difficulty and dishonesty, and 

explanations for this relationship are presented in the discussion. It is important to note that 

despite their statistical significance, effect sizes for these correlations are negligible. Possible 

explanations for these relationships will be expanded upon in the discussion section, as well as 

reasons for an apparent lack of relationship between academic dishonesty and perceptions of 

teacher effectiveness.  

TABLE 13 

PEARSON CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FACTORS ON AMS AND SPTE 

 
   Interactive   Creative   Exam    Taking   False  
   Cheating   Padding   Cheating   Credit   Excuses 
 
Rapport  -.036    .055    .017    .025    .021 
 
Course Value   .055    .127    .061    .055    .081   
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TABLE 13 (continued) 

 
   Interactive   Creative   Exam    Taking   False  
   Cheating   Padding   Cheating   Credit   Excuses 
 
 
Course Design  -.065    .005   -.021   -.077   -.077 
 
Grading Quality  .019    .052    .029    .009    .041 
 
Perceived Quality -.013    .053    .015   -.012    .023 
Index 
 
Course Difficulty -.090   -.176*   -.166   -.246**  -.233** 
 
Course Workload -.020   -.033   -.175*   -.165   -.084 
 
Course Demands -.073   -.140   -.195*   -.254**  -.203* 
 
Note. N = 128 
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01 

 
TABLE 14 

 
PEARSON CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FACTORS ON AMS AND AGGREGATED 

SCORES ON ADDITIONAL ITEMS 
 
 
   Others Pad Help Others  Others Use  Others Take   Others Cheat 
   Work  Cheat   Excuses           Credit    on Exams 
 
Rapport  -.004    .067  -.006   .030  .034 
 
Course Value   .011   .074   .027   .051  .045 
 
Course Design   .011   .065  -.036  -.058  .011 
 
Grading Quality  .053   .086  -.069  -.050  .009 
 
Perceived Quality  .013   .075  -.036  -.019  .027 
Index 
 
Course Difficulty -.097  -.119  -.138  -.099  -.016 
 
Course Workload  .047  -.214*  -.012  -.070  -.228** 
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TABLE 14 (continued)  
 

 
   Others Pad Help Others  Others Use  Others Take   Others Cheat 
   Work  Cheat   Excuses           Credit    on Exams 
 
 
Course Demands -.049  -.175*  -.106  -.106  -.107 
 
Note. N = 128 
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01 
 

TABLE 15 

PEARSON CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FACTORS ON AMS AND COURSE 
DIFFICULTY ITEMS 

 
 
   Interactive   Creative   Exam    Taking   False  
   Cheating   Padding   Cheating   Credit   Excuses 
 
The course was .061     .127    .131    .173    .192* 
very hard.  
 
The material   .054    .140    .119    .174*    .214*  
presented in this  
class was difficult. 
 
An extensive    -.112    -.218*   -.165    -.276**   -.0258** 
amount of material 
was presented. 
 
Extensive time was  -.068    -.099    -.124    -.233*   -.024* 
required to prepare 
for class. 
 
The instructor     .069   -.106     .040   -..050     -.015 
covered material at 
a fast pace. 
 
The instructor    -.097   -.127   -.153   -.222*     -.105 
challenged students 
intellectually. 
 
Note. N = 128 
Note. * p < .05; ** p < .01 
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Given these initial analyses indicate some significance, further analyses were conducted. 

Specifically, a canonical correlation analysis was conducted using the five academic misconduct 

factors as predictors of the perceptions of teacher effectiveness factors in order to evaluate the 

multivariate nature between the two sets of variables. As expected based on the evaluation of the 

simple correlations, the full model across all five functions did not reach statistical significance 

using Wilks’s λ = .731 criterion, F(30, 470) = 1.27, p = .154. Given Wilks’s λ represents the 

amount of variance unexplained by the model (Sherry & Henson, 2005), the current model yields 

an effect size (1-λ) of only 26.9, which indicates that the model only explains about 27% of the 

variance between academic dishonesty and perceptions of teacher behavior. A canonical 

correlation yielded similar results when the additional items were used as predictors of students’ 

perceptions of teacher effectiveness, Wilks’s λ = .736 criterion, F(30, 466) = 1.24, p = .182.  

Upon examining the data further, a few correlations unexpectedly yielded significant 

results. Specifically, as the percent of males in a class increased, so did exam cheating (r = .277, 

p < .01. r2 = .08) and taking credit for others’ work (r = .286, p < .01, r2 = .08). As before, it is 

important to note that these correlations, although significant, yield low effect sizes. 

Interestingly, class size did not predict self-reported dishonesty. However, the results suggest 

that the larger the class, the more likely it is that students believe their classmates are helping 

other classmates cheat; for example, copying homework assignments (r = .273, p < .01, r2 = .07), 

believe that classmates are taking credit for others’ work (r = .257, p < .01, r2 = .07) and believe 

that their classmates are cheating on exams (r = .410, p < .01, r2 = .17).  

Imbedded within the SPTE are two lie items, similar to those on the AMS that indicate 

whether or not students went down and randomly filled in bubbles on the answer sheet. 

Subsequently, those evaluations (that failed the lie items) are discarded from the analyses for 
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each class. The current results suggest that as the number of discarded evaluations increases in 

each class, the more likely it is that students believe their classmates are helping other classmates 

cheat (r = .224, p < .05, r2 = .05), believe that classmates are taking credit for others’ work (r = 

.230, p < .01, r2 = .05) and believe that their classmates are cheating on exams (r = .249, p < .01, 

r2 = .06). Possible reasons for the aforementioned findings will be explicated in the discussion.  
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 
 
 

The current study explored the extent to which variation in self-reported academic 

dishonesty varied across classes in ways that could be explained by students’ perceptions of 

teaching effectiveness. The results of this study did not illustrate any significant connection 

between variation in dishonest behavior and students’ perceptions of the perceived quality of the 

instructor and course (factors including rapport, course value, grading quality, and course 

organization and design). These results were surprising in light of previous literature suggesting 

that students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness are related to, and effect, rates of dishonesty 

(e.g., Murdock et al., 2001, Anderman, 2007).  

Upon reviewing the data, it became clear that although there was enough variance when 

the individual surveys were utilized as the unit of analysis to produce factors in the factor 

analysis, there simply was not enough variance in each individual class to produce significant 

findings. There are two possible explanations for this low variance: Either students simply aren’t 

behaving in dishonest ways as much as popular thought would have, or students are not willing 

to admit that they have partaken in such behaviors while in a particular class.  

To address these latter possibilities, recall that current estimates of academic dishonesty 

range from 80% to 90% (Daniel, 1991). However, it is important to note these estimates refer to 

students’ time in college, rather than estimates of academic dishonesty in specific courses. 

Further recall that five additional items were included on the survey to gauge the extent to which 

students were knowledgeable of their classmates’ dishonest behavior. Examination of these items 

revealed little variance as well, suggesting academic dishonesty may not occur in any one class 

as much as instructors and students believe. It does remain possible; however, that students are 
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just as unwilling to admit that their classmates’ dishonest behavior or that they are simply 

unaware of such behavior. Although previous research suggests that students are quick to admit 

to various types of academically dishonest behaviors on anonymous surveys (Robinson, et al., 

2004), it may be that they are not willing to admit to the behavior while in the class they are 

being asked about, regardless of how much anonymity is insured. To say with certainty that this 

is the current state of affairs is difficult, given the present study did not ask students about their 

dishonest behavior once the class was completed.  

Although self-reported and other-reported academic dishonesty appeared to be unrelated 

to students’ perceptions of the quality of the instructor and course, results suggested some 

moderately significant findings regarding students’ perceptions of course demands (workload 

and difficulty). Surprisingly, the less difficult the course is perceived as being, the more students 

appear to pad their work (i.e., making it appear they have done more work than they actually 

have). Further, the greater the workload is perceived as being, the less students cheat on exams. 

These findings conflict with findings that suggest students with higher workloads are more likely 

to cheat than those with lower work loads (Whitley, 1998; Davis & Ludvigson, 1995). It remains 

possible that there is something unique to the sample used in the present study; however, 

pinpointing that difference remains elusive.  

In relation to the latter finding, it continues to be possible that students feel apathetic in 

courses that are too easy (low difficulty). Past research does indicate that students justify 

cheating when they perceive the content and assessment of their learning as being irrelevant, 

trivial, or boring (e.g., Ghering, Nuss, & Pavela, 1986; LaBeff et al., 1990); or perhaps in this 

case, perceived as being too easy. Further, it remains possible that as workload increases in a 

specific class, it becomes more difficult for students to justify cheating on exams for that class (if 
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the workload is higher, then they may feel more prepared for the exams). Given much of the 

research to date explores these relationships using the student as the unit of analysis; this may be 

a finding specific to using the class as the unit of analysis.  

Although the latter explanation appears to be the most likely in light of the data and past 

research, a couple of other explanations remain possible. First, one cannot rule out the possibility 

that teachers’ who require higher course demands also tend to be more conscientious and active 

in regards to preventing academic dishonesty. This would explain the negative correlation; 

however, it cannot be ascertained from the current data. With that said, such an explanation 

provides a fruitful and achievable research question.  

As mentioned in the results, upon exploring the data some noteworthy findings were 

discovered. First, it would appear that as the percent of males increases in any given class, the 

more likely students in that class will cheat on exams and take credit for others’ work. These 

findings are consistent with the literature that suggests males, when compared to females, are  

more likely to partake in academically dishonest behavior (e.g., Whitley, 1998). Here, we can see 

this dishonest behavior is specific to exam cheating and taking credit for others’ work (e.g., 

copying someone’s homework assignment and presenting it as his own work). It is important; 

however, to remind the reader that although these findings were statistically significant, the 

actual variance accounted for is still quite low. 

Recall class size did not predict self-reported dishonesty; however, class size did predict 

other-reported cheating. That is, the larger the class the more likely students reported being 

aware of other classmates helping each other cheat, classmates taking credit for others’ work, 

and classmates cheating on exams. This finding suggests that students may in fact be hesitant to 

admit to academically dishonest behavior for a specific class they are currently taking, but are 
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aware that others’ are doing these behaviors. If this state of affairs remains true, ways to study 

academic misconduct when using the class as the unit of analysis deserves some considerable 

conversation within the literature. 

Further recall that as the number of evaluations discarded from analysis increased 

(students who failed the validity items on the teaching evaluation) for any given class, the more 

likely students reported that classmates partake in dishonest behavior. Specifically, they were 

more likely to report that classmates were taking credit for others’ work, helping each other 

cheat, and were cheating on exams. It is likely that those students who failed the validity items 

on the teaching evaluations also failed the validity items on the academic misconduct survey. If 

we can assume the discarded evaluations indicate the presence of dishonest behavior (i.e., 

students who fail the validity items are not being honest on the evaluations), then it may be 

possible students’ reported knowledge of dishonest behavior remains an accurate measure. A 

more parsimonious explanation; however, would be that the discarded SPTEs are simply an 

indication of fatigue and/or apathy toward completing surveys. Again, this is an area that should 

be further investigated and discussed within the literature. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

It goes without saying, if we want to understand the complexity of academic misconduct 

and now it relates to students’ perceptions of the instructor and course, then finding a way to 

measure self-reported dishonesty accurately is necessary. At this juncture, it is important to note 

the author has made considerable progress in developing a reliable, multivariate instrument to 

measure such behavior. Given this progress has been made, a call should be made for more work 

to be done on discovering ways in which students will honestly report these behaviors when the 

class is the unit of analysis. Within the context of the present study, it appears that students are 
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hesitant to self-report their dishonest behaviors for specific classes in which they are currently 

enrolled. This; of course, proved to be the biggest limitation of the current study, producing low 

variance across classes.  

Recall that students were asked to report whether or not they had partaken in each of the 

dishonest behaviors on the survey while still enrolled in the class. Although every conceivable 

step was taken to guarantee anonymity, and to guarantee students understood their responses 

were anonymous, it is likely that the students themselves did not believe this to be the case.  

Hence, finding ways to use the class as the unit of analysis when the student is no longer enrolled 

in the class may be a viable option. This approach was a consideration in developing the current 

study; however, the author and others were unable to find a feasible way of doing this given the 

large number of classes needed. Perhaps a starting point would be to get an estimate of cheating 

that occurs in specific classes after the student has completed the course (making it more likely 

he/she feels comfortable self-reporting the behaviors), and subsequently comparing it to rates of 

dishonesty students self-report while still enrolled in the class.  

It is suggested that communication within the literature take place to address this 

challenge. In the end, finding sound methodology that will accurately measure self-reported 

academic dishonesty and students’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness while using the class as 

the unit of analysis remains crucial in understanding the complexity surrounding the relationship 

of these two constructs. The current study allows us to raise some important questions in regards 

to this scientific quest.  
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APPENDIX A 

ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT SURVEY 
 
 

In an attempt to learn more about student’s academic behavior, we would like you to complete the 
following survey to the best of your ability. Answering each question honestly is important in helping 
researchers understand certain student behaviors. Your answers will be 100% anonymous; hence, 
please do not include your name or other identifying information on the survey. Thank you for taking 
the time to complete our survey. Your responses will be completely anonymous, and no one except 
the researcher will have access to this information.  
 
Please fill in the corresponding circle on the bubble sheet provided for each question (e.g., 1 = A, 2 = B,  
3 = C, etc) that most closely represents your involvement in each of the behaviors in respect to this 
class.  As mentioned previously, answering each question honestly is important; hence, attempt to 
respond to each item as accurately as possible. 
 
 1. Copied answers from another student during an   1  2  3  4  5  6 
     exam.                                        NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
 2. Copied from a cheat sheet during a quiz or    1  2  3  4  5  6 
     exam.                                NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
 3. Created or made use of a “test file” when the  1  2  3  4  5  6 
     teacher did not permit keeping copies of exams.      NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
4. Stored test information in a high memory    1  2  3  4  5  6 
     calculator to use on an in‐class exam.                             NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 
 
 5. Presented a paper purchased online as your    1  2  3  4  5  6 
     own work.                                NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 6. Written fictitious accounts of observation, life    
     experiences, etc., without actually completing  1  2  3  4  5  6 
     the required observations or experiences.             NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
 7. Asked another student who has previously taken  1  2  3  4  5  6 
     an exam for the answers prior to taking the test.      NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 8. “Padded” the bibliography of a paper with  
     sources which you have not read in order to make  1  2  3  4  5  6 
     the effort expended in writing the paper seem         NEVER                 FREQUENTLY   
     more intensive 
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9. Made up sources for bibliographic citations in a  1  2  3  4  5  6 
     paper.                      NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
10. Copied directly large sections of a published work  
      for inclusion in a written assignment without   1  2  3  4  5  6 
      giving credit to the author.                  NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
11. Worked in a group on a homework assignment  1  2  3  4  5  6 
      that was assigned as individual work.             NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
12. Obtained a copy of a test prior to the test    1  2  3  4  5  6 
      being given.                    NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 

 
13. Delayed taking an exam due to a false excuse.   1  2  3  4  5  6 
                       NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 

 
14. Stored answers to a test using a cell phone,    1  2  3  4  5  6 
      palm pilot, IPod, etc., and used it on an in‐class        NEVER                 FREQUENTLY  
     exam.                           
 

 
15. Text messaged answers back and forth to a test  1  2  3  4  5  6 
      with classmates.                   NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 
 
16. Claimed “normal” participation in a group    1  2  3  4  5  6 
      project when you have made little or no             NEVER                 FREQUENTLY  
      contribution. 
 
 
17. Offered exaggerated accounts of personal  
      problems (e.g., automobile breakdown) to a    1  2  3  4  5  6 
      professor in hopes of getting a higher grade in         NEVER                 FREQUENTLY  
      the class.        
 
 
18. Fill in any two circles and move on to number 19.   1  2  3  4  5  6 
                       NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
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19. Studied from someone else’s notes.      1  2  3  4  5  6 
                                                       NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
20. Copied a homework assignment from someone  1  2  3  4  5  6 
      in another section of the class.                NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
21. Written a research paper for another student.  1  2  3  4  5  6 
                       NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
22. Read a condensed version of a novel/play/etc.,   1  2  3  4  5  6 
      rather than the full‐length version.                            NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
23. Listed articles that were read but were not     1  2  3  4  5  6 
      pertinent to the topic in a paper’s bibliography.       NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 

24. Looked at another student’s examination  
      responses and kept your answer if both your   1  2  3  4  5  6 
      answers were the same.                  NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
25. Based an “article report” on the abstract rather  1  2  3  4  5  6 
      than reading the entire article.                NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 

 
26. Skip this item and move to item 27.      1  2  3  4  5  6 
                       NEVER                 FREQUENTLY   
 
 
27. Allowed another student to copy from your    1  2  3  4  5  6 
      paper during an exam.                  NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 
 
28. Related false personal information (e.g., illness,  
      death in family, divorce) to a professor to delay  1  2  3  4  5  6 
      completing course requirements.               NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 
 
29. Copied a few phrases or sentences from a  
      published work for inclusion in a written assign‐  1  2  3  4  5  6 
      ment without giving credit to the author.              NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
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30. Turned in the same paper in two or more classes  1  2  3  4  5  6 
       knowing the professor may not approve.             NEVER                     FREQUENTLY   
 
 
31. Collaborated with someone on a take‐home   1  2  3  4  5  6 
      exam that was intended to be an independent        NEVER                 FREQUENTLY  
      activity. 
 
 
32. Had another student write a paper and    1  2  3  4  5  6 
      presented it as your own work.                NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 
 
33. Had another student tell you the answers to a  1  2  3  4  5  6 
      test before you had to take it.                NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 
 
34. Had another student write an assignment (e.g.     
      worksheet, mathematics problems) and    1  2  3  4  5  6                                               
        presented it as your own work.                           NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
 
 
35. Approximately how many credit hours have    1     2       3          4              5 
      you completed in college?                      0‐29         30‐59        60‐89        90‐124          124+ 
 
 
36. Indicate your sex.          1    2 
                       FEMALE                          MALE 

 
 
37.  I am personally aware that others have cheated  1    2 
       in this class.                     YES                   NO 
 
 
If you answered yes on question 37, please answer the remaining questions. 
 
 
38.  To what extent do others in this class pad work to 
       make it appear they have done more work than  1  2  3  4  5  6 
       they actually have done?                 NEVER                 FREQUENTLY   
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39. To what extent do your classmates help other   1  2  3  4  5  6 
      students in class cheat?                   NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
                         
 
 
40. To what extent do other students in this class use   1  2  3  4  5  6 
      false personal excuses to avoid exams or due              NEVER                 FREQUENTLY  
     dates? 
 
 
 

41. To what extent do other students in this class   1  2  3  4  5  6 
      take credit for others' work (e.g., plagiarism)?             NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 

 
 
 
42. To what extent do others in this class cheat during  1  2  3  4  5  6 
      an exam using cheat sheets, cell phones, etc.?          NEVER                 FREQUENTLY 
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APPENDIX B 
 

INTRUCTIONS READ DURING DATA COLLECTION FOR THE AMS 
 

 
PLEASE WAIT OUTSIDE UNTIL THE SPTE PROCTOR FINISHES. YOU SHOULD 
BE THERE AT THE BEGINNING OF THE CLASS SO THAT THE PROCTOR 
KNOWS THERE WILL BE A SURVEY ADMINISTERED FOLLOWING THE SPTE.  
 
READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS OUTLOUD TO THE STUDENTS AND 
THEN PASS OUT THE INFORMED CONSENT, SURVEYS AND BUBBLE SHEETS. 
 
 
“Your class was randomly selected to participate in a university wide study as part of a 
dissertation project sponsored by the psychology department. You are being asked to complete a 
survey regarding academic behaviors, including cheating, that have occurred in this class. It is 
important that you answer each question honestly. Your answers will be completely anonymous 
and can not be tracked back to you personally. Further, the results of this survey will NOT be 
shared with the instructor of your class. Once you have completed the survey, please place your 
answer sheet in the white envelope at the front of the class and give your informed consent to the 
researcher at the front of the class. Your participation is greatly appreciated.” 
 
 
ONCE ALL OF THE STUDENTS HAVE HANDED IN THEIR MATERIALS, PLEASE 
SEAL THE WHITE ENVELOPE IN FRONT OF THEM BEFORE YOU LEAVE.  
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