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This study explored the relationship between cheating among university students 

and their cognitive developmental levels, use of neutralization techniques, self-concept 

as a multifaceted cognitive construct, and attitude toward cheating. The purposes of 

this study were to investigate: (1) The relationships between academic dishonesty and 

each of the following overall independent variables: cognitive development, use of 

neutralization techniques, self-concept as a multifaceted cognitive construct, and 

attitude toward cheating, and (2) the reasons behind college student academic cheating 

behaviors. The study used data from anonymous, self-report surveys administered to 

undergraduate students in-class and at supplemental sessions. Student participation 

was voluntary. The study was correlational. The five hypotheses were: (1) Self-concept 

is significantly and negatively related to academic dishonesty; (2) Cognitive 

development is significantly and negatively related to academic dishonesty; (3) Attitude 

toward cheating is significantly and negatively related to academic dishonesty; (4) The 

use of neutralization techniques is significantly and positively related to academic 

dishonesty; (5) Cognitive development, self-concept, and attitude toward cheating will 

make significant contributions to the regression model for the dependent variables of 

academic dishonesty. The data supported the first, third, and fourth hypotheses. 

However, the second and fifth hypotheses were supported under certain conditions. 

The roles of cognitive development and self-concept in academic dishonesty represent 

major findings. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In today's academic environment, the epidemic of academic dishonesty (Levine, 

McCabe, & Tribble, 2001; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001; Vowell, 2000) among 

college students cannot be ignored.  The implications for the business world are great 

because cheating college students graduate with their bachelor’s degrees, enter the 

business world, and continue behaving dishonestly in the workplace (Crown & Spiller, 

1994; Nonis & Swift, 2001; Whitley, 1998).  Businesses may find themselves 

mismanaged and financially insolvent at the hands of unethical employees, who as 

college students found such behaviors effective and productive.  Examples of such 

conduct by business leaders include the Enron scandal (Sloan, 2003) and the Martha 

Stewart conviction (“Martha Holds Out,” 2004).  As recently as April 29, 2004, “Cheaters 

Amok” was featured on ABCNEWS.com and the ABC television show Primetime. 

Additionally, the implications for the academic world are serious.  When college 

students cheat, the campus culture is impacted. Rather than being a learning 

environment, the campus could be one full of “back room” and Internet deals for term 

papers and test answers.  Unfortunately, whether cheating continues to be on the rise 

or a problem that has reached plateau is as debatable as the reasons why college 

students cheat.  Therefore, further explanation for the reasons behind students' 

cheating behaviors, or academic dishonesty, is needed. 

The literature on academic dishonesty, cheating, or academic integrity among 

college students is voluminous, and the published studies have focused on descriptions 

of students who cheat.  Little of the available literature focuses on understanding why 
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students cheat (Whitley, 1998).  The “why” behind cheating has been explored mainly 

through doctoral dissertation resaerch (Nuss, 1984; Polding, 1995; Ratner, 1996; 

Schork, 1994; Storch, 2000). 

The bulk of the published and widely circulated literature describes the 

characteristics of those who cheat and examines trends in cheating (Baird, 1980; 

Kerkvliet, 1994; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Whitley, Nelson, & Jones, 1999).  Articles 

generally attempt to further specific agendas for reducing the occurrence of cheating 

behaviors by using surveys to demonstrate that honor codes lead to reductions in the 

incidence of cheating (e.g., May & Loyd, 1993; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2002).  

However, the policy agenda is not the only driving force behind research on cheating. 

The literature on academic dishonesty has focused on the influence of moral 

development (Nuss, 1984; Ratner, 1996; Schork, 1994; Smith, Ryan, & Diggins, 1972; 

Tang & Zuo, 1997) and differences in cheating by gender (Anzivino, 1996; Hendershott, 

Drinan, & Cross 1999; Tibbetts, 1997; Ward & Beck, 1990; Whitley, 2001; Whitley, 

Nelson, & Jones, 1999).  In these studies, men have been shown to be more likely than 

women to cheat, and moral development has been shown to have a negative 

relationship with academic dishonesty rates (i.e., as moral developmental level 

increases, academic dishonesty decreases). 

Whitley (1998) conducted a review of roughly 26 years of research on cheating 

and found several important characteristics of students who cheat.  First, “cheating was 

more common among students who were employed fewer hours per week, received 

more financial support from parents, lived on campus, and were male” (p. 242).  

Additionally, cheating did not correlate with year in college, but did negatively correlate 
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with age.  Next, it was “motivated by students' fear of doing poorly in a particular course, 

or on particular tasks within a course, rather than by a general lack of academic ability” 

(p. 243). Further, students who held higher success expectations were more likely to 

cheat.  Even though students were more likely to cheat when the social norms indicated 

that it was “okay” (Whitley, 1998), the studies cited did not delve into reasons behind the 

students' behaviors.  These findings suggest that how students view themselves and 

their circumstances, how they rationalize their behaviors, and what they think about 

cheating in general need to be explored. 

Overall, researchers have not thoroughly investigated academic dishonesty 

through the lens of cognition.  Moral development has been an often-investigated 

variable in the literature on academic dishonesty (Finger, Borduin, & Baumstark, 1992; 

Smith, Ryan, & Diggins, 1972; Sutton & Huba, 1995), but cognitive development has 

not.  While age has been shown to relate to the incidence of cheating, college 

attendance has been shown to improve college students' critical thinking abilities 

(Pascarella, 1999) and critical thinking exemplifies cognitive development. It is, then, 

reasonable to investigate cheating as a cognitive development issue.   

Perry (1968) suggests that college students develop more complexity in their 

thinking between their freshman and sophomore years. They move from dualistic 

thinking, where there is always an all or nothing, black or white definitiveness, or an 

absolute truth, to relativistic thinking, where each person creates his or her own reality, 

accepts that different opinions carry different weights and merits, and all arguments can 

be defended based on evaluations of facts and issues.  Perry has shown that traditional 

aged students move from the less complex thinking of dualism to the critical thinking of 
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relativism between their freshman and senior years, essentially between their 18th and 

22nd birthdays.  The potential implications if a relationship exists between cognitive 

development and cheating are great and could impact educational programs aimed at 

reducing cheating and dishonesty. 

Investigating self-concept as a multidimensional, cognitive construct (Neemann 

& Harter, 1986) follows logically from viewing the cheating phenomenon through a 

cognitive lens.  Much of the literature regarding how individuals' views of themselves 

influence their behaviors focuses on the relationship between risky behaviors and self-

esteem (Dai, Nolan, & White, 2002; Glindemann, Geller, & Fortney, 1999; Hirschberger, 

Florian, Mikulincer, Goldenberg, & Pyszczynski, 2002; Hollar & Snizek, 1996;).  From 

these studies, the general conclusion is that the lower a person's self-esteem the more 

likely he or she is to engage in high-risk behaviors such as drinking, unsafe sexual 

activity, etc.  These researchers believe that low self-esteem influences students to 

behave in ways that enable them to feel included in a group of peers, but because of 

their low esteem, they are not able to distinguish between positive groups and negative 

groups.  Therefore, earning group membership comes at a high price via high-risk 

behaviors. 

Kibler and Kibler (1990) speculate, in an opinion piece in The Chronicle of Higher 

Education, that college cheating generally results from low self-esteem.  In academia, 

academic dishonesty is a high-risk behavior for students, because the risks associated 

with getting caught can have devastating effects on their futures.  Students run the risk 

of failing grades, transcripts with notations because of cheating, probation, suspension, 

or expulsion. Unfortunately, there is a notable lack of research on self-esteem, and self-
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concept or self-perception, in the academic dishonesty literature (Anzivino, 1996).  

Nonetheless, McFarlin and Blascovich (1981) have demonstrated that regardless of 

self-esteem, students prefer thinking about future success rather than future failure.  

Their expectations for actual future performance are consistent with their levels of self-

esteem rather than with feedback about their current levels of performance.  This finding 

suggests that gaining a more comprehensive understanding of college student self-

perceptions or self-concept could enhance the value of academic dishonesty research 

among higher education personnel.  

Examining neutralization theory, a sociological theory of deviance, alongside 

self-concept could facilitate greater understanding of college students’ decisions to 

engage in high-risk behaviors.  Additionally, neutralization theory has the potential to 

provide insight into the cognitive processes of college students who engage in 

academic dishonesty.  The theory behind neutralization techniques has emerged from 

the work of Sykes and Matza (1957) on juvenile delinquency.  These authors represent 

neutralization as an outcome of social learning and environment.  For example, 

students who cheat might do so out of fear for their well-being.  Their failure might mean 

that they find themselves “on the street” without the financial support of family.  

Neutralization as a theoretical perspective or framework can facilitate understanding 

these college students’ behavioral choices.  And in fact, research on academic 

dishonesty or cheating behaviors using neutralization as an independent variable has 

typically confirmed that college students who cheat use neutralization techniques 

(Blankenship & Whitley, 2000; Diekhoff, LaBeff, Clark, Williams, Francis, & Haines, 
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1996; Minor, 1984; Polding, 1995; Storch, 2000; Storch & Storch, 2002; Ward & Beck, 

1990).   

McCabe (1999) points out that attitudes toward cheating vary by context (a 

phenomenon compatible with neutralization theory).  Interestingly, however, “attitude” 

has been defined as a “relatively enduring way of thinking, feeling, and behaving toward 

an object, person, group, or idea” and as involving pre-judgments and bias on the part 

of the holder (McConnell, 1986, p. 688).  McConnell adds that as perceptions, attitudes 

involve cognitive schema or categorical structuring that influence emotions and 

behaviors.  They tend to be stable or consistent, whereas neutralization techniques tend 

to be used situationally.  Not only do attitudes predict the holder's behavior, but they 

also can influence, based on the holder's behaviors, the reactions of those involved in 

interactions with the attitude holder.   

General attitudes toward cheating have been measured by a number of 

researchers over the years (Baird, 1980; Centra, 1970; Gardner & Melvin, 1988; 

Graham, Monday, O'Brien, & Steffen, 1994; Johnson & Klor, 1968; Jordan, 2001; 

Lupton & Chapman, 2002; Nuss, 1984; Roig & Ballew, 1994; Whitley, Nelson, & Jones, 

1999).  Therefore, attitudes, as influenced by cognitive processes, have been 

demonstrated as an important variable in students' cheating and worthy of further 

exploration under the cognitive lens. 

In summary, it is critical to “get inside” the students' heads and explore how the 

use of neutralization techniques, attitudes toward cheating, self-conceptions, and 

cognitive developmental levels interrelate in the production of academically dishonest 

behaviors.  Examining these critical contextual variables may facilitate a more 
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comprehensively grounded understanding of cheating and inform professionals about 

the need for better methods for prevention and remediation.  Essentially, addressing 

cheating from a cognitive standpoint may shed new light on this old phenomenon. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study explored the relationship between cheating among university students 

and their cognitive developmental levels, use of neutralization techniques, self-concept 

as a multifaceted cognitive construct, and attitude toward cheating. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were to investigate:  

1. The relationships between academic dishonesty and each of the following 

independent variables: cognitive development, use of neutralization 

techniques, self-concept as a multifaceted cognitive construct, and 

attitude toward cheating, and 

2. The reasons behind college student academic cheating behaviors. 

Significance of the Study 

The results of this study could potentially both facilitate cheating prevention and 

influence efforts to educate students who have been found guilty of academic 

dishonesty.  The results might provide knowledge to influence how student affairs 

professionals and faculty think about students who cheat so that they could reach out to 

the students more effectively.  This study investigating cheating from a cognitive, or 

critical thinking oriented, perspective could enable researchers to move toward a deeper 

understanding of the underlying causes of cheating behaviors to facilitate more effective 

prevention efforts on college campuses. 
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Hypotheses Tested 

The hypotheses were as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: Self-concept is significantly and negatively related to academic 

dishonesty. 

Hypothesis 2: Cognitive development is significantly and negatively related to academic 

dishonesty. 

Hypothesis 3: Attitude toward cheating is significantly and negatively related to 

academic dishonesty. 

Hypothesis 4: The use of neutralization techniques is significantly and positively related 

to academic dishonesty. 

Hypothesis 5: Cognitive development, self-concept, and attitude toward cheating will 

make significant contributions to the regression model for the dependent 

variables of academic dishonesty. 

Definitions of Terms 

Academic dishonesty – cheating. A category of misconduct at the university where the 

study was conducted (Center for Student Rights and Responsibilities, 2003).  The 

following general categories of behaviors were described as academically dishonest 

according to the Code of Student Conduct (Center for Student Rights and 

Responsibilities) at the university hosting the study and were part of the dependent 

variable items of the survey 

(http://www.unt.edu/csrr/categories_of_misconduct.htm): 

(a) copying or any unauthorized assistance in taking quizzes, tests, or 

examinations,  
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(b) dependence upon the aid of sources beyond those authorized by 

the instructor in writing papers, preparing reports, solving problems, or 

carrying out other assignments, 

(c) the acquisition, without permission, of tests or other academic 

material belonging to a faculty member, staff member or student of the 

university, or 

(d) dual submission of a paper or project, or resubmission of a paper or 

project to a different class without express permission from the 

instructor(s). 

(e) any other act designed to give a student an unfair advantage, 

including “furnishing false or misleading information to any university 

office, official, faculty or staff member acting in an official capacity. 

The term “plagiarism” includes, but is not limited to: 

(a) the knowing or negligent use by paraphrase or direct quotation of 

the published or unpublished work of another person without full and 

clear acknowledgement and 

(b) the knowing or negligent unacknowledged use of materials 

prepared by another person or by an agency engaged in the selling of 

term papers or other academic materials (Center for Student Rights 

and Responsibilities, 2003, 

http://www.unt.edu/csrr/categories_of_misconduct.htm). 

Attitude toward cheating – Single scale score, via the Attitude Toward Cheating scale, 

represented the respondents beliefs and opinions, whether positive or negative, 
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toward the “contingencies placed on cheating,” the “specific instances that may or 

may not be regarded as cheating,” the “cheater,” “the morality of cheating,” and the 

“teacher's behavior” (Gardner & Melvin, 1988, p. 429). 

Cognitive or intellectual development -- The development of more complex and 

relativistic cognitive structures and processes as a result of the acquisition of 

knowledge and the ability to critically evaluate new information obtained through 

multiple frames of reference (Perry, 1968).  Cognitive position was represented by 

the scores for each subscale of The Learning Environment Preferences (Moore, 

1990). 

I. Neutralization techniques or behaviors -- Observable efforts of people using 

situational ethics, as operationalized by Polding (1995), to justify, explain, 

counteract, or deflect the reasons for their morally ambiguous, unethical, or 

unacceptable behaviors and for any blame or guilt they feel as a result of their 

behaviors (Haines, Diekhoff, Labeff, & Clark, 1986; Liska, 1978; Sykes & Matza, 

1957). The seven categories of neutralization are:  The Denial of Responsibility, The 

Denial of Injury, The Denial of the Victim, The Condemnation of the Condemners, 

The Appeal to Higher Loyalties, Metaphor of Ledger, and Defense of Necessity. 

Self-Concept - A multidimensional, cognitive construct through which the individual 

views himself or herself.  For the college student, it consists of 12 specific areas of 

self-perception plus the domain of global self worth (Neemann & Harter, 1986). 

Neemann and Harter’s 13 areas are divided into the three domains: 1) Global Self-

Worth, 2) competencies or abilities, and 3) social relationships. This study 
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investigated all 13 scales in their 3 domains.  Neemann and Harter’s definition of 

self-concept includes all 13 of the following: 

A. The Global Self-Worth domain is identified as “one's general feeling about the 

self,…such as liking the kind of person one is and liking the way one is leading 

one's life” (p. 3).  

B. For the competencies, or abilities, domain, the areas are defined as: 

1. Creativity – “the student's perception of his or her ability to be [resourceful] 

and inventive” (p. 2). 

2. Intellectual Ability – “general intellectual competence” and “global intelligence,” 

including the measurement of “whether one feels just as smart or smarter 

than other students” (p. 2). 

3. Scholastic Competence – “whether one feels competent that he or she is 

mastering the coursework” as “directed toward actual schoolwork and 

classwork” (p. 2). 

4. Job Competence – “whether one feels proud of the work one does and feels 

confident one can do a new job” as well as “whether one feels satisfied with 

the way one does his or her job” (p. 2). 

5. Athletic Competence – “whether one feels he or she is good at physical 

activities and sports” (p. 2). 

C. For the social relationships domain, the areas are defined as: 

1. Appearance - how one thinks about one's physical attractiveness and “being 

happy with the way one looks” (p. 3). 
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2. Romantic Relationships – “taps into the ability to develop new romantic 

relationships as well as whether one feels one is romantically appealing to 

others in whom one might be interested” (p.3). 

3. Social Acceptance – “being satisfied with one's social skills and the ability to 

make friends easily” (p.3). 

4. Close Friendships – “whether one gets lonely because one doesn't have a 

close friend to share things with and whether one has the ability to make 

close friends” (p.3). 

5. Parent Relationships – “liking and feeling comfortable wit the way one acts 

around one's parents as well as whether one gets along well with one's 

parents” (p.3). 

6. Humor – “the ability to laugh at oneself and take kidding by friends” (p.3). 

7. Morality – “whether one feels his or her behavior is moral” (p.3), i.e., 

principled, honest, or ethical. 

Assumptions 

The following were assumed: 

1. Respondents provided honest answers about their involvement in academically 

dishonest behaviors because the protection of the respondents' anonymity was 

promised. 

2. All instruments used in the study were reliable and valid. 

3. Enrollment demographics of classes involved with this investigation at the university 

hosting the study represented the demographic characteristics of the overall student 

population of the university. 
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Limitations 

The sample might not have successfully reflected the demographics of the 

population of students at the university hosting the study.  Because the study consisted 

of several self-report scales and instruments, participants might have biased the data by 

attempting to present themselves in a favorable light, triggering external measurement 

error for the sample data.  The effect of such response sets in the final sample was 

reduced by using the 13-item social desirability scale.  Because the research sample 

consisted of students from a single institution, the results might not be generalizable to 

the entire college student population.  Investigating variables unrelated to the cognitively 

oriented independent variables that might otherwise influence students’ decisions to 

cheat was beyond the scope of this study; therefore, there may be factors other than 

those investigated in the present study that could contribute to academic dishonesty. 

Delimitations 

The research sample consisted of students from a single institution.  The 

theories and definitions employed in the study were considered only in the context of 

their relationship to academic cheating behaviors, and any relationships between 

variables might not be generalizable to other dependent variables or circumstances.  

Race, ethnicity, and gender were not variables investigated and were only reported for 

purposes of describing the sample. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Academic Dishonesty 

Recent literature on college cheating indicates that the majority of students cheat 

(with reports as high as 90%) in their classes or on their academic tasks during their 

college careers (Davis Grover, Becker, & McGregor, 1992; Diekhoff et al., 1996; 

Jendrek, 1992; LaBeff, Clark, Haines, & Diekhoff, 1990; McCabe, 1992; McCabe & 

Bowers, 1994; Newstead, Franklyn-Stokes, & Armstead, 1996; Whitley, 1998).  

Qualitative studies (McCabe, 1999; Partello, 1993; Payne & Nance, 1994) have 

produced similar results to those of quantitative studies (Newstead et al., 1996; Pulvers 

& Diekhoff, 1999).  According to Kerkvliet (1994), 25% - 42% of students have cheated 

at one time or another.  Nonetheless, most students who have admitted to cheating self-

reportedly engaged in the behavior no more than five times during their undergraduate 

careers (LaBeff et al., 1990; McCabe, 1992). 

Rationalizations, or behavioral neutralizations, associated with student cheating 

have included the lack of a threat of punishment (Levine, 2001; Payne & Nantz, 1994), 

peer influence (Storch & Storch, 2002; Whitley, 1998), irrelevant courses or 

assignments (Payne & Nantz, 1994), difficulty of work and competitiveness (Stevens & 

Stevens, 1987), successful personal histories of cheating (Payne & Nantz, 1994; 

Whitley, 1998), and efficiency (Daniel, Blount, & Ferrell, 1991).  Students typically view 

cheating as more serious in college, and even if they have cheated in high school, they 

are more reluctant to cheat in college (McCabe, 1999; Partello, 1993).  However, the 

research available has failed to explain this phenomenon.  
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The speculation is that students view college as more serious or important than 

high school, so cheating is considered too risky. Interestingly, Whitley (1998) 

determined that even though age correlates negatively with cheating, student 

classification or grade level does not.  Unfortunately, students who cheat in college are 

likely to bring unethical practices into their work environments or graduate programs of 

study (Crown & Spiller, 1994; Nonis & Swift, 2001; Whitley, 1998). 

The literature aimed at reducing cheating has focused on deterrents to cheating, 

methods to reduce cheating in the classroom, and honor codes.  Payne and Nance 

(1994) have demonstrated that when students know that academic dishonesty is 

expressly forbidden, they are less likely to engage in cheating.  Adequate pro-active 

countermeasures, such as honor codes, enable cultures where integrity and honesty 

prevail (Hollinger & Lanza-Kaduce, 1996).  Kibler (1994) has called for training faculty, 

staff, and teaching assistants on academic dishonesty. Additionally, Hollinger and 

Lanza-Kaduce (1996) have called for appropriate staffing and funding for the 

implementation of measures that students consider deterrents to cheating.  Whitley and 

Keith-Spiegel (2002) have recommended smaller classes, multiple objective test 

randomizations, and subjective in-class writing assignments as effective deterrents to 

cheating.  McCabe (1999) has pointed out that where students have had a significant 

role in shaping academic honesty policies, the resulting sense of ownership has helped 

reduce student cheating.  The methods for reducing the incidence of cheating have 

focused on students' abilities to evaluate their behavior critically and on efforts that 

make the learning process more productive for students.  Such efforts include getting 
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them involved in their learning on a cognitively meaningful level and reinforcing their 

learning through writing (Light, 2001). 

Cognitive Development and Academic Dishonesty 

II. The Perry Scheme of Intellectual and Ethical Development 

William Perry and thirty of his associates have developed a Scheme of Ethical 

and Intellectual Development through qualitative interviews of undergraduate students 

at Harvard during a period of fifteen years (1950s - 1960s), because of Perry’s curiosity 

over “students' varied and contradictory perceptions” of their courses and professors 

(Perry, 1981, p. 77).  Perry was interested in comprehending the ways in which students 

understand our complex and relativistic world “through multiple frames of reference” (p. 

6). At that time, his idea of diversity related to the geographical diversity of Harvard 

students who hailed from all parts of the U.S. and the world (Love & Guthrie, 1999).  

Perry et al. came to the realization that development occurs in a sequence through 

which students make sense of their experiences through similar structures of meaning 

making (Love & Guthrie).  Piaget heavily influenced Perry, whose work was an 

extension of the theory by Piaget who believed cognitive development ceased in 

adolescence and with formal operations (Kaul, 1971; King, 1978; Mellon & Sass, 1981).  

Perry’s Scheme can, therefore, be called a post-formal model of intellectual 

development. 

Perry (1968, 1981) mapped out students' cognitive development via nine 

positions, beginning with basic duality and ending with developing commitments.  He 

was careful to use the term “position,” because he saw a position as a point or place 

from which students view the world.  He made no assumptions about students’ duration 
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in a position.  Also, when Perry updated his Scheme in 1981, he attended to the 

importance of the transitions between positions. He believed that the conflicts causing 

the transitions and influencing the students' forms of thinking are the true impetus for 

cognitive development.  The nine positions can be simplified into four basic clusters of 

positions. 

Dualism (Positions 1-2) 

Knowledge is absolute, even timeless (Thoma, 1993).  The Absolute Truth exists 

and is held by Authorities, who know the correct answers and can discern good from 

bad (Love & Guthrie, 1999).  It is very difficult and confusing for students in this position 

to consider options or multiple viewpoints about any issue.  They are unable to 

acknowledge alternative perspectives about issues or topics as legitimate. If students 

hold judgments or evaluations, they believe these to be self-evident, or obvious to all, 

and are unable to substantiate any rationale for their opinions or beliefs (King, 1978).  In 

short, students view the world in terms of Good versus Bad, Right versus Wrong, and 

Black versus White (Perry, 1981).  They think there is a right answer for every question.  

There are no shades of gray. 

Transition away from dualism occurs when students experience cognitive 

dissonance with the realization that Authorities disagree (Evans, Forney, Guido-DiBrito, 

1998).  Students might say, “Even Good Authorities admit they don't know all the 

answers yet!” (Perry, 1981, p. 79). 

Multiplicity (Positions 3-4) 

This can easily be characterized by students who say, “All people have a right to 

their own opinion.”  Students in this position recognize that a multitude of opinions or 
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perspectives can be held about any topic or problem.  They realize that opinions differ 

and no one opinion is necessarily better than another (Love & Guthrie, 1999), but they 

lack the ability to evaluate alternative points of view.  They believe they themselves may 

hold opinions, yet they neither find it necessary, nor do they understand how to support 

their opinions with justifying evidence.  They believe that uncertainty is only temporary 

(Perry, 1981).  And when no Authority emerges with the truth, all opinions remain 

equally truthful.  Therefore, their thinking style can be called “multiplistic.” 

Transition away from multiplicity occurs as the need to support opinions is 

recognized and when the realization sets in that all opinions are not equally valid (Evans 

et al., 1998).  Students may find themselves demanding the Authority to provide 

evidence and rationale for its Absolute Truths (Perry, 1968).  This need for justification 

creates dilemmas. 

Relativism (Position 5) 

Students not only simply hold opinions but also evaluate the opinions of others 

as valid or invalid.  However, unlike the dualistic students, relativistic students assert 

their opinions based on their own evaluations of evidence used to support their 

justifications, rather than based on what Authorities have told them to believe (Evans et 

al., 1998).  Students now value Authorities for their expertise and no longer believe in 

any need to defy or resist them (King, 1978).  Students are “open to challenge” and may 

enjoy opportunities to debate evidence about certain topics or problems (Love & 

Guthrie, 1999, p. 12).  The process of drawing conclusions is recognized as complex for 

those in the relativistic position, so students tend to experience anxiety and confusion 

(Perry, 1981).  Relativists may resist making critical life planning decisions due to their 
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awareness of the merits of various choices (King).  Nonetheless, students now have a 

new ability to detach from, and objectively evaluate, information (Perry, 1968). 

Evolving Commitments (Positions 6-9) 

In these positions, students are making initial commitments, orienting to the 

implications of their commitments and confirming their commitments (Perry, 1968).  

Students begin to firmly espouse a set of values, a career choice, and a long-term 

relationship to one person, and to establish themselves.  Students form their unique 

identities and evolve toward “age-free” life experiences (Perry, 1981), knowing that they 

gain from experience and will build upon that experience in future dilemmas and 

confrontations as they pursue and solidify their commitments.   

As students become ready for transition, they begin to value the importance of 

evolving and embracing their own choices (King, 1978).  It is in this transition period 

between positions five and six that cognitive development transforms from intellectual 

growth to ethical growth.  The period of cognitive development has reached fruition.  

The student in transition is beginning to make “choices in a contextual world” (Evans et 

al., 1998, p. 133).   Whether this transition to ethical issues occurs on the way to 

Position 6 or Position 7 is arguable (King; Love & Guthrie, 1999).  However, 

assessments based on the Scheme examine only through Position 5. 

Perry (1981) acknowledged that students at Position 6 may cease their 

development and remain there for an extended period while they engage in one of four 

alternatives to growth.  First, “temporizing” occurs when the student delays transition 

while, as he or she might put it, is “waiting for something to happen to him [or her], 

something to turn up that will interest him [or her] to solve all problems” (Perry, 1968, p. 
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199). The student hesitates to take the next step, and feels helpless to cope (Perry, 

1981).  The temporizing student “can see the light at the end of the tunnel,” but is 

unable to run toward it, essentially frozen in place like a deer standing before the 

headlights of an oncoming car.  This student needs a push from an external source.   

“Escape” describes the behaviors of students who choose to remain in the 

relativistic position rather than pursue the difficulties of making personal choices and 

commitments (Love & Guthrie, 1999), i.e. following through on finalizing their identity 

formation.  The student in escape experiences alienation and abandons responsibility 

(Perry, 1968; Evans et al., 1998).   

Next, “retreat” refers to the action of those students who regress to dualism to 

exhibit righteousness and seek refuge in all-or-none direction from authority (Perry, 

1968).  The retreating student is reacting “to the complicated nature of pluralism” (Love 

& Guthrie, 1999, p. 7).  Retreat is an entrenchment and a means of reacting the 

complexities of life experiences in later positions.  This form of retrogression, as Perry 

put it, is more likely to happen with students who have not achieved positions beyond 

multiplicity. 

“Functional regression” occurs when students, more likely adult and graduate 

students who have achieved relativism, purposefully retreat into multiplistic thinking, 

while adapting to new learning environments and until they feel comfortable or self-

efficacious (Knefelkamp, 1999).  Students “move back to previous sense making in 

order to get their bearings” (Love & Guthrie, p. 7).  Functional regression is particularly 

salient to understanding Perry's theory, because Perry (1981) has likened the 

developmental process described by his model to “a helix, perhaps with an expanding 
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radius to show that when we face the 'same' old issues we do so from a different and 

broader perspective” (p. 97).  

Basically, Perry suggested that individuals sometimes need to “go home again” 

and revisit positions in the scheme beyond which they have already developed.  It is 

important to point out here that Perry made it clear in the original 1968 presentation of 

the theory that he believed students could engage in temporizing, retreat, and escape at 

any position along the scheme.  He also noted that once someone has moved into 

relativism, they are extremely unlikely to regress all the way back to Position 1 in 

dualism.  On the whole, as Perry (1968) has pointed out and as Knefelkamp and 

Slepitza (1976) have advanced, when students develop complexity in their thinking, 

they improve their self-perceptions, use of analysis, flexibility, independence, risk-

taking, openness, and internal locus of control. 

III. Strengths and Limitations of the Scheme 

Perry (1981) updated the original research with a follow up group, the class of 

1979, which was tracked and interviewed during a four-year period.  The Scheme has 

been validated through comparisons of its relationship to similar models of theoretical 

relevance (King, 1978).  King briefly pointed out that Perry's Scheme has been shown to 

have moderate correlations with Kohlberg's (1969) theory of moral judgment:   

These relationships are theoretically predictable: There is a common element 

of cognitive complexity germane to each of these theories, and growth on 

each is posited to occur in late adolescence and adulthood, but the underlying 

constructs are not identical; hence, the moderate positive relationship. (King, 

p. 44) 
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A major strength of Perry's work is this facilitative nature.  Perry's Scheme is 

fairly comprehensive and easy to apply to understanding students and communicating 

with them.  Students holding certain positions typically use similar phrases or have 

similar perceptions about experiences so that estimating a student's position is not 

difficult.  Additionally, Perry's work is particularly valid due to its correlations with other 

theories and models, such as Kolhberg’s moral judgment (1969) and Marcia’s identity 

statuses and moral reasoning (Pearson & Rodgers, 1999). 

Perry has developed a theory that serves a cross-sectional population.  Consider 

that Perry undertook his study with concern over a Harvard campus where more and 

more students were from diverse geographies.  The Alverno College study by 

Mentkowski, Moeser, and Strait (1983), to be addressed below, has provided credence 

for Perry's contention that the model is also applicable across gender. 

Another strength of the model is the number of researchers associated with 

Perry's team who continued to develop the next generation of models and innovative 

applications based on the Perry Scheme (i.e., Knefelkamp & Slepitza, 1976).  The sheer 

number of professionals and academics involved in working with the Scheme over the 

years is telling of its potential for broad application and validity.  Even its limits have 

inspired further work through the study of the intellectual development of women 

(Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986; Knefelkamp, Widick, & Stroad, 1976; 

Mentkowski, Moeser, & Strait, 1983).   

Clearly, a major limitation of Perry's work is its dubious generalizability due to the 

size and homogeneity of the original sample.  The sample was essentially all male, 

except for two females.  The use of an all-male sample for validating a developmental 
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model today would likely be controversial to say the very least.  Fortunately, the validity 

of Perry's Scheme with women has been investigated in a study conducted at Alverno 

College (Mentkowski et al., 1983, and summarized in Evans et al., 1998).  The sample 

consisted of 750 women ranging in age from seventeen to fifty-five.  The sample of 

women showed evidence of growth while in college along the Perry scheme.  Their 

development seemed to be related to their specific experiences within college (such as 

in the classroom versus an outside career).  Because of the results of subsequent 

research into the validity of the Scheme for women, the Scheme is generalizable to 

women as well as men. 

Another significant weakness of the model is the complexity of the nine positions. 

However, merging the positions into the four groupings of dualism, multiplicity, 

relativism, and commitment creates an application-oriented model.  The fact that most 

assessments based on the Scheme fail to assess development beyond positions five 

and six is of particular concern, indicating that the model is difficult to clearly 

operationalize beyond position six.  It is interesting that King (1978) has called the 

complexity of the model both a weakness and strength. 

A problematic flaw in the model is its double construct, which merges intellectual 

and ethical development at about position six (King, 1978; Evans et al., 1998).  

Students struggle to develop their cognitive complexities during their movement from 

positions one through five. Only after mastering their cognitions do students move 

toward committing to their individual identities during positions six through nine (Moore, 

2003).  Further, Moore (2003) has indicated that practitioners and researchers often 
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confuse the ethical component of Perry's Scheme with morals and values development. 

But this set of positions is really about identity, he says. 

In summary, Perry and his colleagues have offered a face valid and useable 

scheme or model. How cognitive position relates to student's decisions to cheat or not 

to cheat should be investigated within this framework.   

Such, then, is surely our responsibility: to stay, as it were, with the student's 

past and to the very extent that we invite the student to grow beyond it.  It is a 

challenging task. Yet, just as our students can tell us why the obvious is so 

difficult (were we only to listen) so they may also tell us how we can help them 

to learn that the pain of growth is not a shame of youth that separates them 

from us. (Perry, 1978, p. 272) 

IV. Intellectual Development and Academic Dishonesty 

Very little has been written about the relationship between academic dishonesty 

and students’ cognitive processes, cognitive levels, cognitive activity, cognitive 

complexity, cognitive development, or intellectual development.  Needless to say, 

college students’ academic cheating has not been investigated from the perspective of 

Perry’s Scheme.  This seems to be an area fertile for research.   

There has been some research that could encourage hypotheses about the 

nature of a relationship between students’ cognitive activity and academic dishonesty.  

For example, the number of students who admit to cheating declines with age (McCabe 

&Trevino, 1997; Nuss, 1981).  In a study of cognitive development, self-esteem, and 

racial identity (which did not include academic dishonesty as a variable), Taylor (1990) 

has demonstrated that the cognitive development of college seniors is higher than that 
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of college freshmen.  This result suggests that with age, and according to Perry's 

theoretical predictions, cognitive complexity increases.  It could be deduced that the 

less students are concerned with the Absolute Truth of Authorities, the less likely they 

are to cheat. 

Ratner (1996) attempted to determine if there is a correlation between cognitive 

position, using Moore's Learning Environment Preferences (LEP) inventory, and moral 

development. Unfortunately, the useable samples for each instrument in her study were 

too small for conducting statistical analyses, but her cross-tabulation has indicated that 

cognitive and moral development levels might be related.  Further, Ratner demonstrated 

that moral development becomes more complex with age.  Overall, the research on 

academic dishonesty and moral development has established a distinct negative 

relationship between the two, and significant moral development has been found to 

occur in students during college (King & Mayhew, 2003). This suggests that 

investigating academic dishonesty from a cognitive perspective may prove notable.  

Investigating the possible relationship between cognitive development and academic 

dishonesty is important. 

Attitude Toward Cheating and Academic Dishonesty 

Attitude, in general, has been defined as a “relatively enduring way of thinking, 

feeling, and behaving toward an object, person, group, or idea,” and it involves pre-

judgments and bias on the part of the holder (McConnell, 1986, p. 688).  McConnell 

adds that as a perception, attitude involves cognitive schema or categorical structuring 

for the influence of emotions and behaviors.  An attitude tends to be stable or 

consistent.  Not only does an attitude provide the opportunity to predict the holder's 



 26

behavior, but it can also influence, based on the holder's behaviors, the reactions of 

those involved in interactions with the attitude holder.  Therefore, attitude, as influenced 

by cognitive processes, is an important variable in students' cheating. 

General attitudes toward cheating have been measured by a number of 

researchers over the years (Baird, 1980; Centra, 1970; Gardner & Melvin, 1988; 

Graham et al., 1994; Johnson & Klor, 1968; Jordan, 2001; Lupton & Chapman, 2002; 

Nuss, 1984; Roig & Ballew, 1994; Whitley et al., 1999).  In many of the studies, the 

researchers have developed their own instruments to assess students' incident-specific 

attitudes toward cheating and their self-reported cheating behaviors.  However, two 

major problems between these studies relate to a lack of consistency. 

First, researchers have not always consistently and similarly defined attitude, let 

alone “attitude toward cheating.”  There as been a lack of focus when defining what are 

the attitudes toward cheating.  Some authors (Graham et al., 1994; Jordan, 2001; 

Lupton & Chapman, 2002; Zimmerman, 1998) have used various individual items as 

representations of the “attitude toward cheating” construct or have failed to produce a 

single definition to anchor their research. 

Secondly, there has not been enough use of a common instrument.  This seems 

to relate to the lack of a common definition.  Researchers have tended to borrow from 

each other when they believe it makes sense for them do so without regard to 

establishing valid theoretical underpinnings for their work and accounting for 

measurement error. 
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V. Development of the Attitude Toward Cheating (ATC) Scale 

Two efforts at creating a scale to measure attitude toward cheating have been 

undertaken.  Gardner and Melvin (1988) cited Mills' 1958 effort as honorable but 

unsuccessful in their article designed to describe the creation and validation of their 

Attitude Toward Cheating (ATC) scale.  The second effort is that made by Gardner and 

Melvin.  Interestingly, Gardner and Melvin did not provide a complete, comprehensive 

definition of “attitude toward cheating” for their instrument. Instead, they followed the 

norm of using the items themselves as the framework for understanding the multitude of 

attitudes, in general, toward cheating. 

Gardner and Melvin (1998) attempted to create a single scale for studying 

academic honesty or academic cheating.  They sought to establish a standardized 

measure, because such has rarely been included in published literature.  They 

attempted to counter many of the difficulties involved in studying cheating through direct 

classroom behavior by designing their own scale.  The Attitude Toward Cheating (ATC) 

scale was constructed to “sample attitudes along the continuum of equivocal to 

unequivocal incidents of cheating” (p. 429) and to promote objectivity toward a topic 

engendering negative connotations by wording the items “without reference to the 

readers; that is, no items used personal pronouns. Thus, the readers were not put on 

the defensive by any statements concerning their own behavior; rather, their attitudes 

were inferred from their judgments of the behavior of others” (p. 429). 

The ATC scale consists of 34 objectively stated items, including “cheating on 

college tests is morally wrong” and “if a teacher leaves the room during a test, that 

teacher is in effect okaying cheating.”  Of these, 14 items lean toward condemning 
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cheating; 20 items lean toward tolerating cheating.  Because the scale’s items are 

measured according the range of five choices, strongly agree (2) to strongly disagree (-

2), the scale scores range includes positive and negative integers, and a score of zero 

is possible.  The signs are reversed for the 20 items tolerant of cheating.  Higher scores 

on the scale reveal more condemnation of cheating, or a more intolerant attitude toward 

cheating.  Split-half reliabilities comparing the 17 odd versus 17 even items were 

reported by Gardner and Melvin (1988).  These reliabilities were r = .82 for the original 

sample of 42 students and r = .83 for the original faculty sample of 50 (Gardner & 

Melvin).  In the original study, faculty were more intolerant toward cheating. Therefore, 

the authors concluded that the scale has construct validity. 

Gardner and Melvin (1988) also investigated the ATC scale’s predictive validity, 

because that was the major weakness of the Mills (1958) scale.  With their original 

sample of students, they used a study guide technique and admonished the participants 

to answer the study guide questions but to not use the answers in the back of the guide. 

They employed clever tactics to detect whether students copied, in unauthorized 

fashion, the answers from the back of the study guide.  Among the original sample of 

students, 34 completed this portion of the study.  The correlation between students’ 

ATC scores and their mean cheating rate was -.30 (p<.05, one-tailed), a statistically 

significant result.  Even though this correlation is only moderate, its significance adds 

merit to the instrument’s predictive validity.   

The authors reported that respondents demonstrating a condemnatory attitude 

toward cheating were less likely to cheat than those who displayed a tolerant attitude 

toward cheating.  The scale, they said, demonstrates adequate reliability and validity. 
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Therefore, the Gardner and Melvin (1988) ATC scale is a potentially useful tool to 

academic dishonesty researchers.   

VI. Critique of the ATC Scale 

Since Gardner and Melvin (1988) constructed and published the ATC scale, less 

than a handful of studies have employed it. This is unfortunate because the instrument 

generates a single scale score. As an independent variable, “attitude toward cheating,” 

can become a useful tool for investigators hoping to generate complex statistical models 

employing academic dishonesty predictors. 

This lack of the scale’s use is a problem because there is not enough evidence 

available in the literature to refute or affirm its value.  Whether their scale is concurrently 

valid with other scales examining attitudes toward cheating is arguable.  However, all 

other studies examining students’ attitudes toward cheating are just as likely to suffer 

from a lack of concurrent validity due to measurement and validity issues mentioned 

earlier.  Rather than measuring attitudes toward cheating, researchers could be 

measuring something different.  The scale should be used in a study with additional 

variables to determine whether it is an efficacious instrument for measuring students’ 

attitudes toward cheating. 

VII. The ATC Scale and Academic Dishonesty 

Two 1994 studies (Roig & Ballew; Roig & Neaman) examined students' “attitude 

toward cheating” by employing Gardner and Melvin’s (1988) scale.  A study using a 

shortened version of the ATC scale also appeared in 1994 in the Journal of College 

Student Development.  One additional study by Jordan (2001) simply pulled items from 
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the Gardner and Melvin scale for purposes of generating a list of cheating behaviors to 

investigate self-reports by respondents for cheating behavior by course. 

Roig was involved in two of the published studies employing the complete 34-

item ATC scale.  A review of both articles indicates that the same sample of 

respondents may have been used for both articles.  The first of these two articles is by 

Roig and Ballew from the Psychological Record in the winter issue of 1994.  The 

second article is by Roig and Neaman and appears in the June 1994 issue of 

Perceptual and Motor Skills.  Even though each study asked separate research 

questions, it appears likely that the Roig and Neaman sample was a subset of the Roig 

and Ballew sample.  Roig and Ballew employed a sample of 404 students compiled 

from one private and one public New York metropolitan university, whereas Roig and 

Neaman reported on a sample of 154 undergraduate students from a private urban 

university.   

Roig and Ballew (1994) compared students ATC scores with those of faculty.  

They used a 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA with faculty, student, and gender as the between 

subjects and with opinions of self and other as the within subjects. Each student or 

faculty respondent completed two sets of the same survey. First, each respondent 

completed one survey about themselves only. Then, all respondents completed a 

survey with the intention of assuming the opposite role, so faculty completed the survey 

from the perspective of the studentsand vice versa. 

Of note, the ATC scale scores for students ranged from –45 to 45 in these 

results, and the researchers labeled student scores of less than 4.88 as “tolerant.”  The 

highest percentage of “tolerants” for the study was among business students. This 
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result is comparable to other results typically found in the academic cheating literature.  

Since differences between ATC scores for students and faculty were examined, a note 

about these results should be made.  Students demonstrated their awareness of faculty 

members’ intolerance for cheating, but faculty believed that students were more tolerant 

of cheating than the students actually reported being.  Roig and Ballew concluded that 

"tolerant attitudes may indeed underlie actual dishonesty" in their findings (1994, p. 11).   

The second Roig study by Roig and Neaman (1994) measured alienation, 

attitudes toward cheating, and learning orientation versus grade orientation.  They 

hypothesized a positive relationship for tolerant attitudes toward cheating and holding a 

grade orientation and a negative relationship for condemning attitudes toward cheating 

and alienation.  Pearson product moment correlations were calculated for each 

hypothesis.  No relationship existed for the hypothesis regarding tolerant attitudes and 

grade orientation.  In the discussion, the authors speculated that local academic climate 

and other situational variables may have moderated any association between cheating 

and grade orientation.  The attitudes toward cheating scores were significantly and 

negatively correlated (r = -.35, p<.01) with alienation, measured using a single score 

scale. 

The Roig and Neaman (1994) study is a fairly brief report and many details that 

could have been helpful were omitted or not reported.  Assuming that the sample was a 

subset of the Roig and Ballew (1994) study sample, the sample was not diverse and 

might have suffered from range restriction.  Diversity in the sample could have 

facilitated more variability among the responses. Additionally, if the campus from which 

the sample was drawn tended to be less diverse, then the campus culture was probably 
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homogeneous. This could explain why the authors speculated that situational variables 

not studied in this research could have intervened with the studied variables.   

The other 1994 study by Graham et al. used the “14-item scale” developed for 

assessing attitudes toward cheating by Gardner and Melvin (1988).  This means 

Graham et al. have not actually used the full 34-item scale developed by Gardner and 

Melvin.  By employing only 14 items, they likely chose only those condemnatory toward 

cheating, because the other 20 were worded as more positive toward cheating.  For the 

14 items employed in the Graham et al. study, higher attitude toward cheating scores 

indicated more intolerance of cheating.  The mean for the sample was 26; the standard 

deviation was 5.7.  Further, they reported the reliabilities for the 34-item instrument in 

their methods rather than providing reliability data for the 14-item version used for 

obtaining their results.  

Graham et al. reported a positive relationship between self-reports of cheating 

and attitudes toward cheating.  Another interesting finding in this study was the 

relationship between attitudes toward cheating and age. Students were more likely to 

show lenient attitudes toward cheating if they were younger (r = -.306, p<.01).  Using 

stepwise multiple regression with 14 predictor variables, Graham et al. found that 22% 

(R2 = .474) of the variance for cheating was explained by three variables: attitude 

toward cheating, ratings of the severity of cheating offenses, and beliefs about the 

frequency of cheating by others.  They concluded that attitude toward cheating and 

norms about cheating are among the best predictors of student cheating. 

Several major problems with this study are evident.  First, Graham et al. did not 

employ the entire 34-item instrument.  Secondly, they did not attempt to verify that their 
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use of the 14-item version is a valid and reliable use of the items and of the scale. 

Thirdly, they reported results for a sample of predominantly white, female, and Catholic 

students, so their results are not necessarily generalizable, even if valid.  They 

employed stepwise multiple regression, rather than theorizing an order of entry for their 

14 independent variables.  Lastly, they provided no indication about investigating the 

likelihood that respondents may have been providing them with socially desirable 

responses, rather than truthful answers.   

The most recent research to employ ATC scale items was reported by Jordan 

(2001) in an article written for a special issue of the journal Ethics & Behavior.  Jordan 

investigated the influence of motivation, perceived social norms, attitudes toward 

cheating, and knowledge of institutional policy about cheating on academic dishonesty.  

He reported the sample size as 175 undergraduate students.  He used an unspecified 

regression model for five factors: knowledge of the honors system, mastery motivation, 

attitudes toward cheating, perceptions of cheating frequency, and extrinsic motivation.  

All five factors were found to be significant predictors of academic dishonesty. 

Jordan (2001) misused the ATC scale items to represent types of cheating 

behaviors and wrote three different and specific items to measure attitudes.  The three 

items used to measure attitudes were: “the extent to which participants believed 

cheating in college is sometimes justified, is justified to pass a course (to say in school 

or to graduate), or is justified if a close friend asks for help” (p. 238).  Jordan created a 

potpourri of items and definitions, confusing any effort to establish consistency in the 

ATC scale literature. 



 34

The surveyed literature has not used Gardner and Melvin’s instrument correctly.  

The Roig and Graham et al. studies referred to a single score for “attitudes toward 

cheating” but failed to call the instrument according to its given title, “The Attitude 

Toward Cheating Scale.” The concern here is that they may have employed the ATC 

items but not the same theoretical thinking behind the scale.  Jordan and Graham et al. 

have not properly employed the ATC scale in its full form.  Out of the four studies 

reviewed here, two used the ATC scale in its entirety, but these two may technically be 

composed of only one actual sample of respondents.   

It is important to call attention to these seemingly trivial details. First, the failure 

to refer to the instrument via its proper name indicates a continuation of the usual 

definition problem plaguing the attitudes toward cheating research.  If authors who have 

used the ATC refer to it as a multi-attitude instrument (i.e., “attitudes” in the plural, or a 

sum of the attitudes) rather than a single overriding attitude construct, the research 

involving the ATC may suffer from validity issues.  Secondly, if researchers consider it 

appropriate to break specific items out of the instrument for particular purposes, they 

must provide adequate evidence that doing so is psychometrically sound. Unfortunately, 

this has not occurred. 

It is regrettable that the scale has not been used more often and that only four 

studies have been conducted using the scale.  Whether it reliably measures attitude 

toward cheating as a single score construct requires further investigation.  The 

likelihood that students who are tolerant of cheating will admit to cheating deserves 

additional research.  
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Neutralizing Techniques and Academic Dishonesty 

VIII. Techniques of Neutralization as a Theoretical Perspective 

Sykes and Matza, in 1957, launched the theory behind the current understanding 

of neutralization techniques.  Their theory of delinquency emerged from their work with 

juveniles and views on the use of neutralization techniques as an outcome of social 

learning.  In this theory purporting to introduce revolutionary thinking about juvenile 

delinquents, juvenile delinquency is defined with the minor person as at least somewhat 

dedicated to the norms and values of society, but also as willing to use their personal 

values as qualified guides for action. Hence, for the delinquent using neutralization, 

rules and even values are recommendations for behavior but not steadfast rules that 

must unequivocally be followed.  Rather than employing the social norms of the 

dominant society, the local norms of their group reinforce behaviors among the 

delinquents. 

Sykes and Matza (1957) sought to enable practitioners to understand juvenile 

delinquents as students or children who do not know how to behave without adults, 

other students, or children to help them acquire expertise in the dominant culture.  They 

believed that delinquents can hold to the norms and values of the dominant society, but 

are also able to develop situational expectations that the neutralizations explained.  

Sykes and Matza (1957) stated, contrary to common theories of delinquency at the 

time, that delinquents use rationalizations, or neutralizations, prior to their “deviant 

behavior and make deviant behavior possible” (p. 666). 

These neutralizations, in the case of delinquents or people living in very low-

income areas (Garbarino, 1999), might not be compatible with typical society's social 
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expectations for behavior.  However, Sykes and Matza (1957) argue that delinquents 

hold both the conventional societal values and the ability to neutralize their behavior, in 

advance, based on circumstances.  Garbarino (1999) in his book The Lost Boys 

demonstrates how young delinquents hold important societal values that are fully 

neutralized when their daily experiences force them into “shoot or be shot” and survival-

oriented circumstances.  For the boy convicted of murdering a rival gang member, 

committing the murder was required for him to maintain respect in his community; if he 

had not committed this crime, other rivals would have taken advantage of opportunities 

to “nail” him and reduced his pull among his own group.  Consequently, neutralization is 

required for people who are engaged in, and desire acceptance in, their society when 

they engage in irregular or illegal activities (Minor, 1981).  Neutralization enables the 

user to reconcile any potential for guilt or shame that the deviant or delinquent act might 

cause them to experience. 

Neutralization theory can provide insight into the cognitive processes of college 

students who engage in academic dishonesty, a behavior considered deviant or 

delinquent in the university environment.  Roig and Ballew (1994) surmised that these 

students engage in external attributions, or blame, to explain their abnormal behaviors 

and suggested that understanding the role of neutralization in cheating could indeed 

provide valuable insight for preventing cheating.  Consider, as an extension of this 

survival instinct mediating the delinquent's behavior, students who exhibit cheating 

behaviors.  These students might experience a threat to their “survival,” academically 

speaking, and regard the rules of academic honesty as mere guidelines when their 

ability to remain in college is threatened by course grade problems.  Additionally, for 
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students concerned about the risks to their livelihoods by not cheating, behaving in this 

highly dangerous manner, in order to maintain their academic standing or to achieve 

their academic or career goals, may be perfectly rational. 

IX. The Theory of Neutralization 

Sykes and Matza (1957) presented the neutralizations that delinquent youth use 

as five distinct types.  The sixth and seventh types of neutralizations emerged 

separately from qualitative and quantitative research conducted during the twenty or 

more years after the original article was published (Klockars, 1974; Minor, 1981).  Each 

of the current seven forms of neutralization that compose the evolved theory are 

presented below: 

X. The Denial of Responsibility 

For this type, delinquents are able to avoid experiencing any sense of 

responsibility for their actions because they blame some external force or circumstance 

beyond their control for the behaviors (Sykes & Matza, 1957).  The delinquents are able 

to “write off” the circumstances of their behavior for the situation at hand and to avoid 

dealing with any cognitive conflict between their behavior and their understanding of 

societal norms. The delinquents attempt to reduce the amount of disapproval that others 

direct toward them.  Of importance here is the function of “deflecting blame attached to 

violations of social norms and its relative independence of a particular personality 

structure” (p. 667).  Delinquents view themselves as acted upon by their environment 

rather than as agents acting on their environment. For example, the students who cheat 

could claim that their cheating on the examination was the instructor's fault, because the 

instructor did not adequately teach the material to the student. 
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XI. The Denial of Injury 

In this frame of thinking, delinquents deny that their behavior injured or hurt 

anyone (Sykes & Matza, 1957).  The behavior might run counter to regulations or laws, 

but if no one was hurt or affected by the behavior, then delinquents might view their 

behaviors as not being problematic.  In the case of cheating, students could claim, “I 

don't see why my copying stuff off the Internet is a problem, it's not like I shot anybody 

when I did it.” 

XII. The Denial of the Victim 

The thinking that occurs for this type of neutralization involves twisting any 

explanation for the delinquent's behavior into a frame that makes the behavior sound 

just and the victim sound like the perpetrator or at least deserving of injury.  Delinquents 

actually believe they are justified because their behavior was required in order to exact 

retaliation or punishment (Sykes & Matza, 1957).  Again, the circumstance of the 

instructor's teaching ability can be used to explain a student's choice to cheat.  The 

student could claim that the instructor is a poor teacher who deserves to have students 

cheat in the class; otherwise, no one could pass. Cheating is fair when the teacher is 

out to fail the students by teaching poorly, this student might say. 

XIII. The Condemnation of the Condemners 

The delinquent “shifts the focus of attention from his own deviant acts to the 

motives and behavior of those who disapprove of his violations. His condemners, he 

may claim, are hypocrites, deviants in disguise, or impelled by personal spite” (Sykes & 

Matza, 1957, p. 668).  Deviants attack to change the behavioral focus from being about 

them to being about the others who are accusing them of illegal or unethical behaviors.  
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These others, who according to the deviant are as guilty of the same behaviors, are as 

likely in the same circumstances to behave the same way.  These deviants distort their 

circumstances for concealing their actions.  Unlike those employing the denial of 

responsibility, these deviants take on an offensive posture and employ cynicism against 

those defending the social norms.  For example, the cheater might say that the teacher 

who is accusing him or her of cheating is a hypocrite who at some point in life also 

cheated and only accuses the student as a means of hiding his or her own guilt. The 

teacher doesn’t “have a leg to stand on” when accusing the student of cheating. 

XIV. The Appeal to Higher Loyalties 

For deviants, there is a conflict between the norms or values of society with 

those of the local group with which they associate (Sykes & Matza, 1957).  In this 

conflict, explanations for any deviant or illegal behavior are addressed as being 

acceptable because the local norms and values are more important to deviants than 

those of the larger society.  For instance, a student who observes friends cheating 

during a test could choose to remain silent and avoid telling the instructor about the 

situation because the student believes that friends should be loyal to each other and 

should never turn in each other to the authorities. 

XV. Metaphor of Ledger 

“In evaluating life histories: good in the credit column is balanced against evil in 

the debit column. Thus, acts of charity and benevolence offset entries of greed and 

selfishness” (Klockars, 1974, p. 152).  By doing good deeds, deviants earn the right to 

engage in illegal or unethical behaviors (Storch, 2000).  The cheating student, for 

example, might say to a friend, “You've got to take into consideration all the good, 



 40

honest papers I've written to understand that this one time, it was okay for me to just 

copy and paste off the net so I could go out like I really wanted to do; my good work in 

the past makes my copying from others okay this time.” 

XVI. Defense of Necessity 

In the neutralization theory introduction, the “shoot or be shot” as well as the “if I 

don't cheat now, I'll fail college, and if I fail college, I'll be rejected by my family and have 

nowhere to turn” scenarios are presented.  These two circumstances aptly exemplify 

this type of neutralization discussed by Minor (1981).  Here, delinquents do not feel 

guilty about their behavior because the circumstances surrounding the behavior 

required them to act, as a matter of necessity or even survival.  Regardless of whether 

the act is considered “wrong in the abstract” (p. 298), the fact that it had to undertaken 

negates any reason why it could be deemed wrong by society.  These maladaptive 

beliefs enable the behaviors. 

XVII. Evaluation of the Theory 

The theory was slow to take off in the cheating literature. Sykes and Matza's 

(1957) article was nearly 30 years old before the first serious attempts at applying their 

conceptions to cheating were published.  The theory emerged from the sociological 

literature, and the efforts of Minor (1980, 1981, 1984) to apply, re-conceptualize, and 

extend the theory have done much for adapting its use in the realm of college students 

and their behaviors. 

The theory is strong because it has stood the test of time and is still being 

applied to academic dishonesty research.  It is valuable to both researchers and college 

administration/faculty.  It can facilitate explanations for the use of the techniques and 
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guidelines or interventions for college administrators or faculty members to apply when 

interacting with students.  Both efforts could influence reductions in the incidences of 

cheating. 

As Minor (1981) has pointed out, the theory suffers from the assumption that 

neutralization is related to morality.  If one considers the seventh technique of defense 

of necessity, or the cheating as a “matter of survival” argument, the behavior has less to 

do with morals and more to do with maladaptive problem solving or cognitive processes.  

Minor (1980) identified the arguments that delinquents use for justifying their behavior 

as “tactical rather than moral arguments” (p. 105).  Garbarino (1999), when reporting his 

work with juvenile offenders, indicated that tactical representations of their behavior 

were common among his interviewees.  The original theory seems narrow in its scope. 

Further, Sykes and Matza (1957) assumed that people operate either deviantly 

or within the norms of society; however, Minor (1981) argued that such an assumption 

is erroneous.  The true deviant does not need to use neutralization, Minor said, because 

he or she does not buy into the dominant societal mores.  Neutralization in Minor's re-

conceptualization is “a factor only for those potential offenders who have a strong bond 

to the conventional moral order (or at least to the norm under consideration), a strong 

need or desire to commit the offense, and time to think about it” (p. 300). 

This leads to the consideration of cognitive development as a factor in the use of 

neutralization and the enlargement of its scope.  Depending on a student’s level of 

cognitive development, there exists a possibility that he or she may be more likely to 

use a particular neutralization technique.  Additionally, the attitude toward cheating 

literature (reference ATC scale section) demonstrates some confusion about what 
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statements measure attitude toward cheating (e.g., Jordan, 2001). Since attitude is 

considered a largely cognitive activity, establishing an empirical understanding of the 

relationship between attitudes and neutralization is warranted (e.g., Storch & Storch, 

2003). 

Neutralization as a theoretical perspective or framework can play a part in 

understanding the behavioral choices of college students.  Even though the theory took 

a while from the time it was first introduced to enter the cheating literature, these 

theoretical techniques have been studied since the 1980s (Blankenship & Whitley, 

2000; Daniel et al., 1991; Diekhoff et al., 1996; Haines et al., 1986; Lester & Diekhoff, 

2002; McCabe, 1992; Storch, Storch, & Clark, 2002; Tibbetts, 1997).  An examination of 

neutralization and attitude has potential to clarify appropriate use of these variables in 

academic dishonesty research. 

XVIII. Neutralization and Academic Dishonesty 

Research on academic dishonesty or cheating behaviors employing 

neutralization as an independent variable has typically confirmed that college students 

who cheat employ neutralization techniques (e.g., Blankenship & Whitley, 2000; 

Diekhoff et al., 1996; Minor, 1984; Polding, 1995; Storch, 2000; Storch & Storch, 2002; 

Ward & Beck, 1990).  LaBeff, et al. (1990) and McCabe (1992) affirm that “denial of 

responsibility” and “condemnation of condemners” are the techniques college students 

use most often.   

Polding (1995) found significant gender differences in the use of neutralization 

techniques. He also affirmed that men report cheating more often than women.  Women 

tend to cheat when they believe they are not victimizing anyone by their actions or that 



 43

they have no other option. Males cheat when they believe they can deny responsibility 

for their behavior or when they think some higher goal or loyalty is at stake.   

Storch's (2000) follow up to Polding’s work demonstrated significant differences 

in the use of neutralization techniques between gender, race, college grade level, and 

athletic participation. Freshmen and athletes showed higher levels of cheating in his 

study. Storch observed significant differences in the use of neutralization techniques 

according to college grade levels.  Differences in scores among freshmen, sophomores, 

juniors, and seniors for each of the seven categories of neutralization revealed that 

seniors are more likely to use all techniques except “condemnation of the condemners” 

than all other academic classifications.  Only freshmen are more likely to use only 

“condemnation of the condemners.”  Storch found no differences in neutralization use 

between sophomores and juniors.  However, between sophomores and seniors and 

juniors and seniors, technique use differed significantly.  One notable difference is 

seniors’ use of “denial of victim” over that of sophomores and juniors.  Additionally, 

Storch demonstrated that reports of cheating decreased with increases in academic 

classification, and as academic classification increased, neutralization use became 

more diversified. These findings beg for exploration about the relationship between 

neutralization and cognitive development. 

Minor (1984) found that “the more excuses one accepts for...problematic 

behavior at one point in time, the more likely one is to approve of that behavior in the 

future (without regard to the excuses then available)” (p. 1015).  Roig and Ballew (1994) 

determined that attitude toward cheating (using Gardner’s and Melvin's instrument) 

could bear a relationship to actual cheating behaviors because of the finding that more 



 44

tolerant attitudes toward cheating indicate greater incidences of cheating.  Roig and 

Ballew also observed that cheaters provide external attributions for their behaviors, a 

finding consistent with the technique of denial of responsibility.  In a study using 

different instruments and methods, Jensen, Arnett, Feldman, and Cauffman (2002) 

produced equivalent results.  Further, Jordan (2001) measured attitudes toward 

cheating using three statements that mirrored the statements used in Polding’s (1995) 

measure of neutralization techniques.  These results suggest that investigating attitude 

toward cheating and neutralization in the same study is warranted. 

Michaels and Miethe (1989) determined that cheating is a learned behavior 

motivated by a variety of pressures, has rewards and costs, and is normative, not 

deviant.  LaBeff, et al. (1990) concluded that even though students consider cheating to 

be wrong in general, through neutralization, students manage to argue that in some 

special circumstances, cheating is not only necessary but also acceptable.  This 

suggests that neutralization techniques may be common and normal.   

The bulk of the research about how college impacts students supports the 

assumption that peers are college students’ best sources for information and influence 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  If their friends are engaging in these “deviant” 

behaviors, cheating students may generally operate by appealing to higher loyalties, 

enabling researchers to infer that a relationship between self-concept and academic 

dishonesty exists.  Thus, students’ thinking about themselves and their behaviors is 

influenced by their peers.  Further, if the assumption that cognitive complexity increases 

with age is employed, younger students shape their neutralizations based on what they 

learn from their peers and from their self-perceptions. 
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Self Concept and Academic Dishonesty 

XIX. Neemann’s and Harter's Self-Concept 

The self is viewed as a multidimensional, cognitive construct (Neemann & 

Harter, 1986).  For Harter, the self-esteem construct fails to engage many factors that 

influence an individual's conception of himself or herself.  She believes it to be too 

limiting.   

Harter does not consider self-worth as the sum of the parts.  Instead, she 

considers it to be interwoven and yet somewhat independent as a domain in the 

multidimensional framework that comprises an individual's self-concept.  Global Self-

Worth is identified as “one's general feeling about the self,” “such as liking the kind of 

person one is and liking the way one is leading one's life” (p. 3).  This means that Global 

Self-Worth is not an indicator of general competence and forms the first of three self-

concept domains. 

The second domain in Harter's model of self-concept is Perceived 

Competencies, or Abilities, and is composed of the following categories: creativity, 

intellectual ability, scholastic competence, job competence, and athletic competence.  

Perceived competence addresses an individual's sense of self-efficacy, regardless of 

whether the observed behaviors indicate competence to external judges.  The 

Perceived Competencies are the following (Neemann & Harter, 1986, p. 2): 

Creativity is “the student's perception of his or her ability to be [resourceful] 

and inventive.” 
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Intellectual Ability is “general intellectual competence” and “global 

intelligence,” including the measurement of “whether one feels just as smart or 

smarter than other students.” 

Scholastic Competence is “whether one feels competent that he or she is 

mastering the coursework” as “directed toward actual schoolwork and 

classwork.” 

Job Competence is “whether one feels proud of the work one does and feels 

confident one can do a new job” as well as “whether one feels satisfied with the 

way one does his or her job.” 

Athletic Competence is “whether one feels he or she is good at physical 

activities and sports.” 

The third domain addresses Social Relationships, as represented by 

appearance, romantic relationships, social acceptance, close friendships, parent 

relationships, humor, and morality.  The individual represents from these areas how 

good he or she feels about interacting in social contexts via social relationships.  

Neemann and Harter described each area as (p. 3): 

Appearance is how one thinks about one's physical attractiveness and 

“being happy with the way one looks.” 

Romantic Relationships “taps into the ability to develop new romantic 

relationships as well as whether one feels one is romantically appealing to 

others in whom one might be interested.” 

Social Acceptance is “being satisfied with one's social skills and the ability 

to make friends easily.” 
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Close Friendships are “whether one gets lonely because one doesn't have 

a close friend to share things with and whether one has the ability to make 

close friends.” 

Parent Relationships are “liking and feeling comfortable with the way one 

acts around one's parents as well as whether one gets along well with one's 

parents.” 

Humor is “the ability to laugh at oneself and take kidding by friends.” 

Morality is “whether one feels his or her behavior is moral,” i.e., principled, 

honest, or ethical. 

Evaluation of the Neemann and Harter View of Self-Concept 

Neemann and Harter developed the Self-Perception Profile for College Students 

(SPPCS; 1986) as unique and specific measure of self-concept for the college student 

population.  The strength of their tool is its comprehensiveness in addressing a variety 

of issues salient to college students.  Harter recognized the complexity of self-concept 

by attending to the intricacies involved in students’ perceptions of themselves.  

Additionally, Harter appreciated that humor and creativity both play a part in the self-

conceptions of college students. These are two areas that are not typically measured by 

other instruments.  For the current study, this is the only instrument available designed 

specifically for the college student population. 

No instrument is without weakness.  The Neemann and Harter (1986) framework 

lacks an emphasis on body image.  Even though “appearance” is measured in the 

SPPCS, the framework ignores the potential importance of image in interacting with and 

influencing behavior and relationships.  Work by Sondhaus, Kurtz, and Strube (2001) 
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has shown a significant relationship between self-esteem and body image.  This result 

suggests that global self-worth as represented by Neemann and Harter (1986) many not 

be as independent from the rest of self-concept as they have proposed. It is possible 

that interactions between Harter’s three domains could be interrelated and lead to 

confounding results. 

XX. Self-Concept and Academic Dishonesty 

Much of the literature regarding how individuals' views of themselves influence 

their behaviors focuses on the relationship between risky behaviors and self-esteem 

(Dai et al., 2002; Glindemann et al., 1999; Hirschberger et al., 2002; Hollar & Snizek, 

1996).  From these studies, the general conclusion is that the lower a person's self-

esteem the more likely he or she is to engage in high-risk behaviors such as drinking, 

unsafe sexual activity, etc.  These researches have conjectured that the need for 

approval from peers and external loci drive the high-risk behaving. 

Because there is a notable lack of research on self-concept in the academic 

dishonesty literature, this review considers the literature on self-esteem, even though 

self-esteem may not be a sufficiently comprehensive construct according to Harter.  The 

fact is that combing the academic dishonesty literature for self-concept and self-

perception does not provide enough literature. Therefore, extrapolating from the 

literature that examines related constructs, such as self-esteem, and how these 

constructs relate to how individuals view themselves is required. 

Anzivino (1996) successfully uncovered only two articles that directly linked self-

esteem and academic dishonesty.  The first was Ward’s (1986) study measuring self-

esteem and academic dishonesty via the Tennessee Self Concept Scale. Ward found 
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no significant differences between self-esteem and cheating levels.  However, Ward 

used actual, observed cheating as the dependent variable, so the number of cheating 

students in the sample may have been too small to reveal statistically significant 

differences.  The second article was an opinion piece by Kibler and Kibler (1993) who 

conjectured that self-esteem must be behind student cheating.  In Anzivino’s own study, 

no significant results were found between self-esteem and cheating.  However, 

sampling error plagued her study. It is possible that Anzivino reported false negatives 

for her results. 

What can be found in the literature for self-concept focuses on student success 

and adjustment.  Fazey and Fazey (2001) addressed the potential for autonomy in 

learning using Neemann and Harter’s SPPCS.  They found that students rate the 

importance of scholastic competence more highly than they rate their perceived 

competence for the domain.  McFarlin and Blascovich (1981) demonstrated that 

regardless of self-esteem students prefer future success thoughts to future failure 

thoughts. But their expectations for actual future performance are consistent with their 

levels of self-esteem rather than on feedback from others about their current levels of 

performance. 

An understanding of the student’s self-perceptions ala Harter’s three domains 

will likely enhance the research that uses self-concept as an independent variable in 

academic dishonesty studies.  McFarlin and Blascovich’s (1981) finding suggests that 

gaining a more comprehensive understanding of college students’ self-perceptions 

could enhance the value of academic dishonesty research.  The lack of literature about 
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the effects that self-concept has on the academically risky behavior of cheating clearly 

calls for more work. 
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CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES FOR THE COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The following sections detail the elements of the survey, the nature of the 

sample, the procedures followed during the data collection phase, and the statistical 

procedures employed for analyzing the hypotheses.   

Design 

The design of the study was correlational (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996).  Self-report 

surveys and assessments were used to collect data about the independent variables 

(self-concept, cognitive position, attitudes toward cheating, and neutralization 

techniques) and the dependent variable (academic dishonesty).  Self-concept was 

measured through the Self Perception Profile for College Students (SPPCS; Neemann 

& Harter, 1986). Cognitive position was measured using the Learning Environment 

Preferences inventory (LEP; Moore, 1990).  Attitudes toward cheating were measured 

via the Attitude Toward Cheating scale (ATC; Gardner & Melvin, 1988).  Neutralization 

techniques were addressed according to the scales and items developed by Polding 

(1995). Lastly, McCabe’s and Trevino’s (1993) 17 academic dishonesty behavior items 

were employed along with five additional items to measure the dependent variable. 

Sample 

The sample was one of convenience and was drawn from the population of 

undergraduate courses at the University of North Texas.  The university fact book 

produced by Institutional Research and Accreditation (2003) reported the total number 

of undergraduate students as 23,862 for the fall semester of 2003.  The average age for 

undergraduates was 22.2 years of age.  The percentage of females in the campus 
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population was 57%; for males, it was 43%.  The student population reflected diverse 

backgrounds: 70% were white; 10% were African-American; 9% were Hispanic; 4% 

were Asian/Pacific Islander; 1% was Native American/Alaskan; and 5% were non-

resident aliens. 

Using the recommended effect size of r = .2 for a minimum of a small effect size 

(Cohen & Cohen, 2003), a power of .7, and an a-priori α = .05, the calculated sample 

size for each gender was 152 and for the total sample size was 304 (Kraemer, 1987).  

However, for calculating sample size based on the number of independent variables in 

the logistic regression model, other rules were applied.   

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), the formula for estimating sample 

size is N ≥ 50 + 8(KIV).  The number of independent variables (KIV) for the single full 

sample was 16; therefore, the number of surveys needed for a full sample was 178.  

Under this formula, where gender issues mattered, a minimum of 178 completed 

surveys was needed for each gender.  Thus, the total preferred sample consisted of a 

minimum of 356 surveys.   

No less than 400 surveys (i.e., 200 per gender) were required to ensure the 

integrity of the data collection where gender was considered to be an issue.  This 

number was derived based on the pilot study return rate of 79%.  To achieve the 

minimum sample size for properly running logistic regression analyses, 197 surveys, 

regardless of completeness, would be needed.   The number was rounded to the 

nearest whole number for purposes of practicality and determined to be 200 per gender. 

Nonetheless, achieving an useable sample ranging between the liberal 152 to the 
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conservative 178 useable survey sets, without concern for gender, was acceptable for 

the statistical procedures employed in this study. 

Procedures 

The research design required the surveys to be administered during the last four 

weeks of the spring 2004 semester.  Therefore, the data were collected during April 

2004.  For purposes of this investigation, providing students safe environments in which 

they could admit to cheating and could securely and anonymously provide information 

about themselves was prudent.  The following sections outline the procedures that were 

followed to complete the research from its inception through full survey administration. 

Institutional Research Board 

In December 2003, application for approval to conduct research was made to the 

host university’s Institutional Research Board (IRB).  Key to this application was the 

notion of anonymity for the survey respondents.  The IRB required that the specific 

procedures and survey items be provided for review.  The procedures and sample 

discussed below reflect the requirements that the IRB delineated before granting final 

approval for the full study.  The final approval letter is reproduced in Appendix C.  The 

consent form comprises Appendix D. 

Pilot Study 

The pilot study occurred in December of 2003.  The study was conducted during 

the last week of regular class meetings, when class attendance was not mandatory.  

The purpose of the pilot was two-fold: 

1. It was important determine whether the length of the original Survey of Academic 

Behaviors (SAB), which contained the dependent variable items, was too 
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lengthy.  The estimated time to completion for the Self-Perception Profile for 

College Students (SPPCS) and the Learn Environment Preferences (LEP) 

inventory posed concern that the SAB could be too long for respondents to 

complete all elements of the survey packet within a single 50-minute class 

meeting.   

2. Five items had been added to the original 17 academic dishonesty behavior 

items (McCabe & Trevino, 1993).  The five new items reflected the composition 

of the host university’s code of student conduct (Center for Student Rights and 

Responsibilities, 2003).   Split-half reliabilities were estimated to determine if the 

items appropriately reflected the other 17 and did not alter the reliability of the 

instrument as a whole. 

An independent research assistant administered the survey according to the 

design procedures to be discussed later. The research assistant administered the pilot 

survey to the two sections of the course that the researcher taught during the fall of 

2003.  The research assistant noted the start time and return time on each survey 

packet envelope.  The researcher/instructor was not in the classroom during the 

administration of the surveys.  The researcher/instructor did remain in the building in an 

easily accessible location for answering questions about regular class issues and final 

examination concerns as well as for receiving feedback, from students who wanted to 

provide it, about the survey itself.   

The surveys were administered on the last regular meeting day for the course 

sections.  University policy specifies that attendance may not be made mandatory on 

this day. Therefore, all students who participated in the pilot survey earned extra credit 
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points.  Because timing was of concern, the researcher allowed students who needed 

more time (and had free time following class) to complete the whole survey beyond the 

regular class meeting time. In the event that any student required longer than class 

allocated, the whole group would receive an additional point beyond the originally 

agreed to extra credit points.  For those who did not have the free time, their surveys 

were to be turned into the research assistant at the end of class so they could get to 

their next class on time.  Again, students who had to leave for another class benefited 

from the additional point also. 

For the first purpose of the pilot study, a total of 53 survey packets were 

returned.  The minimum length for completion was 28 minutes and the maximum length 

for completion was 82 minutes.  The mean completion time was 42 minutes and the 

standard deviation was 10.6 minutes.  Lastly, approximately 42 of the 53 pilot surveys 

were useable for a return rate of 79.24%.  

The length of time required to complete the survey packet during the pilot was 

too long.  Further, the range of time needed to complete the survey was problematic.  

However, the two students who took approximately 80 minutes to complete the entire 

survey made themselves known to the researcher.  In both of these outlier cases, the 

students were known for needing extra time on tests and in class assignments.   

It was decided, following the pilot study results, that only the scales and items 

directly related to the research hypotheses needed to remain on the SAB.  The SAB 

was shorted by 1½ -pages between the pilot and full study administrations.   

Based on time to completion results for the pilot, the average time for completion 

with the revised SAB for the full study was approximately 30 minutes.  Because the 
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research was to be conducted in-class, limitation for the study emerged.  Even though 

the instruments were meant to be power tests (i.e., uninhibited by time as a factor), they 

became a time-limited because the study protocol and instrumentation had to be 

completed within a 50-minute class meeting. 

For the second purpose of the pilot study, the results for the reliability analysis 

yielded the Spearman Brown Coefficient of .89. This value was concluded to be highly 

reliable.  The new items were deemed acceptable for inclusion into the full study survey.   

Full Study 

Instructor permission for in-class survey 

Permission to enter academic class meetings was obtained by contacting 

instructors directly, usually via e-mail, in advance to solicit their participation.  Contacts 

with instructors and faculty members were made during the month of March, 2004.  

Final contacts and plans were made during the first week of April. 

A network of campus contacts, including department chairs and program 

coordinators, was used to obtain permission to enter larger classes.  The main form of 

communication with all faculty members and instructors was by e-mail.  An example of 

an e-mail used to solicit permission to enter a class is provided in Appendix E.  A broad 

cross-section of courses was sought for participation in the study and to enable the 

sample to be as diverse and generalizable as possible.  The sample was one of 

convenience because the ability to administer surveys was limited to the courses for 

which permission was granted. 

All instructors were encouraged to provide extra credit to students participating in 

the survey administrations.  All but one instructor granted extra credit to the students.  



 57

Another instructor allowed the researcher to use the entire class time if a short 

presentation about the study was conducted following the survey administration, 

because one of the independent variables (neutralization) typified material covered in 

the course. 

Survey administrations 

All survey administrations were conducted during regularly scheduled classes or 

via two supplemental survey administration sessions held in campus classroom 

buildings.  The supplemental survey session locations were chosen because they were 

likely to serve students not represented in the convenience sample of courses.  These 

locations were the General Academic Building, which housed many College of Arts & 

Sciences programs, and Matthews Hall, which housed the College of Education.   

For both the in-class administrations and supplemental sessions, all survey 

packets were given to students either by the researcher or an assistant in previously 

packed 9-inch by 12-inch envelopes.  The Learning Environment Preferences (LEP) 

booklet and answer sheet, the Self-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPCS) 

questionnaire, and the Survey of Academic Behaviors (SAB) were all placed into the 

envelopes by the researcher and an assistant in advance of all survey administration 

sessions.   

Students were instructed to put all the survey elements back into their envelopes 

upon completing the survey and to seal the envelopes to their satisfaction to ensure 

anonymity when returning their completed packets to the researcher or the research 

assistant.  Either the researcher or the assistant always waited for the surveys at the 

front of the classroom in which the survey was administered. 
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Students were informed that because the survey was voluntary they could chose 

to not complete any portion of the survey without any penalty.  The students were given 

consent forms.  They were asked to sign and submit their consent forms and to keep 

the form separate from the survey materials in order to maintain their anonymity.  

Specifically, students were asked to not place the consent forms inside the survey 

packets when returning their completed surveys.  Because the survey was anonymous, 

students were told to keep the consent form for themselves if they chose not to sign the 

form and return it to the researcher.  They were informed that by completing the 

anonymous survey, they were giving their consent to participate.  The researcher and 

research assistant further affirmed for the students that any information they provided 

was valuable.  

For the classroom survey administrations, a critical part of the data collection 

included asking the instructors to leave their classrooms so the data could be collected 

anonymously from the respondents.  Students were anticipated to be more likely to 

provide honest self-reports if they did not fear any scenarios that might emerge from the 

instructor even accidentally seeing their responses to any items on the surveys.   

Providing independent, supplemental survey sessions enabled faculty who were 

unable to give up time in one of their class meetings, but who were willing to publicize 

the survey administrations to their students, to support the research and facilitate the 

involvement of their students.  The students attending these sessions were given the 

same instructions for completing and submitting the survey by either the researchers or 

an assistant.  These sessions were advertised, refer to Appendices F and G for 

examples, as “free pizza and a survey” with handbills and 8 ½-inch by 11-inch posters 
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placed on the doors of the buildings in which the surveys took place.  Two supplemental 

sessions were held.  Both sessions were held during the mid-day hour.  Students 

attending these supplemental sessions received free pizza for their participation.  

Instruments 

The Learning Environment Preferences (LEP) Inventory 

The Learning Environment Preferences inventory (LEP; Moore, 1990) was 

designed to operationalize Perry's scheme (1968) and to assess college students' 

cognitive development.   

The LEP is a 65-item instrument assessing five separate domains of content that 

include “view of knowledge/learning, role of the instructor, role of the student/peers, 

classroom atmosphere/activities, role of evaluation/grading” (p. 5).  The domains are 

used to determine the intellectual position of the test taker within positions 1 – 5 of 

Perry’s Scheme; Moore (1990) believes that students' growth of cognitive structures 

occurs among these first five positions in Perry's scheme.  Moore believes that 

assessing the final positions 6 - 9 is best suited to qualitative research methods 

because students no longer develop cognitive structures but are more focused on their 

identity development.  Therefore, the LEP measures positions from basic duality 

(position 1) to relativism (position 5). 

The LEP generates two scores per participant.  The first is the R-index, which 

accounts for the percentage of development toward position 5, or relativistic thinking.  

The second is the Cognitive Complexity Index (CCI), which “is calculated with a formula 

using all of the position preference percentages to produce a single score ranging from 

200 (stable position 2) to 500 (stable position 5)” (Moore, 1990, p. 8).  Moore provides 
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specific sample comparisons in the manual to demonstrate that scores among different 

age groups and academic levels change according to the predicted directions of the 

scheme.  For each of the sample groups reported in the manual, ANOVAs were used to 

calculate differences.  All differences were reported as significant at p = .0001.   

For the CCI, the statistically significant differences between means for separate 

samples are reported in the manual.  Means by educational program for select 

programs and by age group are also included in the manual.  Traditional undergraduate 

students averaged 324.1 (n = 49, sd = 44.9); medical school students averaged 357.8 

(n = 150, sd= 42.9); and psychology graduate students averaged 360.9 (n = 89, sd = 

47.0).  Regarding age groups, the mean CCI for students in their 20s was 356.2 with 

26.4% at position 5 and 16.7% scoring at position 2.  For students in their 30s, the 

mean CCI was 371.2, with 30.8% scoring at position 5 and 15.6% scoring at position 2.  

And for students in their 40s, the mean CCI was 384.7, with 33.8% achieving position 5 

and only 10.6% remaining at position 2.  The R-index differences were, for the separate 

samples listed above, reported as traditional undergraduates with mean 20.2 (n = 49, sd 

= 10.7), medical school students with mean 26.4 (n = 150, sd = 12.4), and psychology 

graduate students with mean 28.2 (n = 89, sd = 14.1). 

Moore (1990) reports the reliability of the instrument.  The Cronbach's-α 

coefficients for the instrument range among the domains between 0.63 and 0.68 and 

among the positions two through five between 0.72 and 0.84.  The test-retest correlation 

was 0.89 (n = 30).  Moore also reports that the instrument has demonstrated criterion, 

concurrent, and construct validities. 
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Moore recommends using the CCI for analyses.  However, the R-index 

specifically addresses percentage of development toward position 5, the highest 

position measured by the LEP.  The R-Index is the most reported value from the LEP 

based on the review of the literature. However, since Moore recommends the CCI, 

employing both and determining their correlation was anticipated to enrich the results 

and to be valuable in future research.  Due to concerns about using the CCI, the 

researcher determined that investigating the current research questions using both the 

CCI and R-index in separate analysis would be acceptable. 

The Self-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPCS) 

The Self-Perception Profile for College Students  (SPPCS; Neemann & Harter, 

1986) was developed to fill a gap in the instrumentation for self-concept among age-

based cross-sections of the population.  Harter has developed scales for children, 

adolescents, and adults, and believes that the college student population, which she 

views as dealing with issues related to their transition between adolescence and 

adulthood, has needed its own assessment (Neemann & Harter).  Neemann and Harter 

have published the SPPCS assessment specifically geared to the traditional college-

age population to fill the gap Harter has found. 

According to Neemann & Harter (1986), their manual provides “a domain-specific 

scale that allows investigators to discern differences in college students’ evaluations of” 

(p. 45) their perceptions about their relationships, abilities, and global self-worth. It 

ultimately measures three domains: global self-worth, competencies or abilities, and 

social relationships.  
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The first domain of global self-worth is an independent scale.  A number of self-

worth specific statements are scattered throughout the instrument for scoring this 

domain. This domain’s scale is composed of six items, whereas all other subscales of 

the instrument are each measured by four items. 

For the second two domains, subscales are used.  The domain subscales for 

competencies are: creativity, intellectual ability, scholastic competence, job 

competence, and athletic competence.  The domain subscales for social relationships 

are: appearance, romantic relationships, social acceptance, close friendships, parent 

relationships, humor, and morality. 

The instrument consists of 54 items. For each, the respondents compare 

themselves as “like” or “not like” the item on a four-point scale.  Each of the subscales 

for the domains consists of four items.  The administration time is estimated to be less 

than 30 minutes, according to the manual (Neemann & Harter, 1986).  The manual does 

not report reliabilities for all the subscales of the instrument, but does report validity and 

reliability estimates for another related assessment, the Social Support Scale, included 

in the manual.  Unfortunately, Fazey and Fazey (2001), who conducted research with 

this instrument, did not provide reliability estimates in their findings.  There are no 

independent estimates available for the reliability and validity of this instrument. 

For this study, all thirteen scales were used in the correlational analyses.  Based 

on the results of the correlations between each of the 13 scales and the dependent 

variables, those scales that did not demonstrate significance with any dependent 

variable were eliminated from all logistic regression analyses. 
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Attitude Toward Cheating scale (ATC) 

The Attitude Toward Cheating scale was developed by Gardner and Melvin 

(1988), because of the difficulties of studying classroom cheating via direct observation.  

The scale consists of 34 items, among which 14 are condemnatory and 20 are tolerant 

toward cheating. The items are worded in third person format (i.e., “students are 

justified in cheating if the teacher's grading system is unfair”) in order to depersonalize 

the scale and increase the likelihood that students would respond honestly to the items.  

The options for answers to the items are strongly agree (= 2), agree (= 1), do not 

understand (= 0), disagree (= -1), and strongly disagree (= -2). The 20 tolerant items are 

reverse scored.  Therefore, the higher score on the scale reveals a less tolerant attitude 

toward cheating. 

Split-half reliability was estimated for the original research sample.  The 

Spearman-Brown formula showed that r = .82 (p < .01, n = 42).  The authors reported 

the scale held construct validity by comparing the results for faculty (n = 50) responding 

to the scale with those of the student sample (n = 42) using a one-way analysis of 

variance. They also found a significant correlation between the scale scores and 

cheating rates (r = -.30, p < .05 (one-tail), n = 34) for the student sample. 

Neutralization Scale (NQ) 

The Neutralization Questionnaire was developed by Polding (1995) to illustrate 

statements that students generally make when explaining their academic dishonesty.  A 

total of 19 statements measure students' self-reports on seven categories of 

neutralization techniques.  The seven categories measured are labeled, in accordance 

with neutralization theory, as: denial of responsibility, denial of injury, denial of victim, 
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condemnation of the condemners, appeal to higher loyalties, metaphor of ledger, and 

defense of necessity.  Key for the neutralization scales appears in Appendix B. 

The respondents are asked to rate each of the items on the instrument as 

strongly agree (= 2), agree (= 1), undecided (= 0), disagree (= -1), or strongly disagree 

(= -2).  Polding reported that the expert panel consulted in the development of the scale 

agreed that the instrument has strong content validity.  Polding reported that the NQ 

was reliable using analyses of Multiple R2 for each neutralization category.  The 

Cronbach's-α coefficients for internal consistency were reported for the categories 

measured by more than one item.  Denial of victim held the lowest value at 0.361 for 

two items.  Condemnation of the condemners yielded α = 0.413 for three items.  Appeal 

to higher loyalties generated α = 0.759 for four items and denial of responsibility α = 

0.813 for four items. The highest internal consistency coefficient was α = 0.917 for four 

items for defense of necessity. 

Because the metaphor of the ledger, denial of the victim, and denial of injury 

were composed of only one to two items each, for purposes of this study, each item of 

the neutralization instrument was correlated with each dependent cheating behavior 

variable.  Correlations between the dependent variables and each of the seven 

neutralization categories were also conducted.  Internal consistency checks for each 

scale were conducted to replicate Polding’s (1995) efforts.  Additionally, confirmatory 

factorial analysis was carried out to verify that the neutralization items indeed fell into 

their respective seven categories.  Polding did not acknowledge factor analysis as 

valuable for the seven scales because the results he had obtained apparently did not fit 

his operationalization of the theory. 
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Due to concerns that items on the ATC scale mirrored items on the neutralization 

scale, it was determined that correlations between the ATC scores and the individual 

neutralization items should be considered.  Before testing any logistic regression 

models, the ATC and neutralization scores were tested for multicollinearity.  Because 

significant correlations between the ATC scores and all of the neutralization items 

occurred, all neutralization scales and items were removed from all logistic regression 

analyses. 

Social Desirability Scale (SDS) 

Because none of the instruments in the study held imbedded false report scales 

or measures, it was necessary to employ a shortened form of Crowne and Marlowe’s 

1960 social desirability scale (Reynolds, 1982).  The original scale was 33 items, but 

Reynolds determined that a 13-item short form (M-C Form C) of the scale held 

acceptable levels of reliability and validity when compared with those values for the 

longer version.  Additionally, the correlation with the long form was .93, so use of the 

short form for this study was found to be both efficient and acceptable.  For each 

instrument included in this study, correlations with the social desirability scale were 

caluclated to determine whether the data analysis might be subject to respondent 

errors. 

Survey of Academic Behaviors (SAB) 

Students reported their engagement of academic dishonesty for each of 22 

specific circumstances included in the survey developed for the study.  These items 

were based on previous surveys of academic dishonesty (e.g., McCabe & Trevino, 

1993) and on the code of student conduct at the university hosting the survey 
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administration (CSRR, 2003).  Seventeen items from McCabe and Trevino's (1993) 

survey were used, and an additional five items based on the host university's code of 

student conduct and recent research rounded out the items (Harding, Carpenter, 

Montgomery, & Steneck, 2001; Koljatic & Silva, 2002).  Each individual cheating item 

formed an individual dependent variable to be correlated with the independent variables 

of the study. 

Each dependent variable item gave the respondents three choices: 1 = Never, 2 

= Once, 3 = More than once.  For the correlations, the original dependent variable 

responses were employed.  For the logistic regression analyses, the choices were re-

coded: 0 = Never, 1 = At Least Once.  The original three options proved problematic for 

logistic regression models, which operate under the assumption that the dependent 

variables are dichotomous and categorical.  Therefore, the dichotomous “Never” versus 

“At Least Once” options enhanced the effective use of logistic regression. 

Additional data collected via the SAB included demographic data (listed below); 

five items inquiring about students’ ratings for competitiveness, pressure for good 

grades, severity of penalties for cheating, chances of getting caught, and understanding 

of school policies about cheating; and Rosenberg’s (1965) self-esteem scale.  The 

Rosenberg self-esteem scale was used to test the concurrent validity of Neemann’s and 

Harter’s (1986) SPPCS.  The SAB is provided as Appendix A. 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable was represented by the following 22 academic 

dishonesty behaviors: 
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1. Copying from another student during a test (or exam) without his or her 

knowledge. 

2. Copying from another student during a test with his or her knowledge. 

3. Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat sheet) during a test. 

4. Getting questions or answers from someone who has already taken a test. 

5. Helping someone else cheat on a test. 

6. Cheating on a test in any other way. 

7. Copying material, almost word for word, from any source and turning it in as your 

own work. 

8. Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography. 

9. Turning in work done by someone else. 

10. Receiving substantial, prohibited help on an assignment. 

11. Working on an assignment with others when the instructor asked for individual 

work. 

12. Copying a few sentences of material without footnoting them in a paper. 

13. Writing or providing a paper for another student. 

14. Turning in a paper based on information obtained from a term paper ‘mill’ or 

website. 

15. Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the Internet as a source. 

16. In a course requiring computer work, copying another student's program rather 

than doing your own. 

17. Falsifying lab or research data. 
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18. Receiving or giving “pirated” copy of commercially sold computer software to 

someone else. 

19. Making up a false excuse to delay or put off taking an exam or turning in an 

assignment.  

20. Taking advantage of access to exam questions or answers prior to the exam. 

21. Signing an attendance sheet for a classmate or asking another student to sign in 

for you because of absence. 

22. Submitting the same identical paper for more than one class without any 

instructor permission. 

Demographic Data 

Participants provided the following demographic and personal information:  

� age;  

� gender;  

� marital status -- single, married, or divorced;  

� ethnicity;  

� number of credit hours enrolled in during the current semester;  

� number of accumulated credit hours at the end of the semester;  

� current major or field of interest;  

� field student plans to enter after graduation;  

� mother's and father's highest level of education;  

� number of hours working per week;  

� religious affiliation or identification;  

� if student have ever seen another student cheat during a test or exam at school; 
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� if student had ever reported another student for cheating. 

Students also provided their classification (Freshmen, Sophomore, Junior, Senior, 

Graduate, or Other) and their current grade point average on the LEP answer sheet.  

None of the provided demographic information was specific enough to reveal the 

identity of any respondent.  

XXI. Statistical Procedures 

The a priori level for statistical significance for hypothesis testing and all other 

statistical procedures was established as α = .05 for a power of .70 (Cohen & Cohen, 

2003).  The data were treated as interval data for purposes of investigating the 

relationship hypotheses (Shavelson, 1988).  The dependent variables were coded as “0 

= Never,” “1 = Once,” and “2 = More than once” for the correlations.  Therefore, all 

correlations were calculated using Pearson’s r.   

Because of the difficulties of using only the three option scale in logistic 

regression, the dependent variable items were recoded as “0 = Never” and “1 = At Least 

Once” for the logistic regression models (Pampel, 2000). 

Hypothesis 1:  Self-concept is significantly and negatively related to academic 

dishonesty. 

The Pearson r was calculated between each of the 13 SPPCS scales and 22 

academic dishonesty behavior, or dependent, variables.  A series of correlation 

matrices were generated for viewing the resulting correlations. 

Hypothesis 2:  Cognitive development is significantly and negatively related to 

academic dishonesty. 
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The Pearson r was calculated for investigating the R-index and the CCI score 

relationships to each of the 22 academic dishonesty behavior, or dependent, variables.  

A correlation matrix was generated for viewing the resulting correlations. 

Hypothesis 3: Attitude toward cheating is significantly and negatively related to 

academic dishonesty. 

The Pearson r was calculated for the single ATC score and each of the 22 

academic dishonesty behavior, or dependent, variables.  A correlation matrix was 

generated for viewing the resulting correlations. 

Hypothesis 4:  The use of neutralization techniques is significantly and 

positively related to academic dishonesty. 

The Pearson r was calculated between each of the seven neutralization scales 

and each of the 22 academic dishonesty behaviors, or dependent variables, and 

between 19 neutralization items and each of the 22 academic dishonesty behaviors, or 

dependent variables.  A series of correlation matrices were generated for viewing the 

resulting correlations. 

Hypothesis 5:  Cognitive development, self-concept, and attitude toward 

cheating will make significant contributions to the regression model for the 

dependent variables of academic dishonesty. 

Because the data were self-reported, non-experimental, and exploratory, a 

significant result could not be used to definitively interpret the independent variables as 

causing the dependent variable; however, significance was expected to provide more 

understanding of the circumstances under which the dependent variable of cheating 
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occurs (Berry & Sanders, 2000).  Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was tested using an ordered 

entry, logistic regression model. 

Because each of the 22 dependent variable responses were coded as 0 = 

Never, 1 = Once, and 2 = More than once, standard regression was not recommended 

(Pampel, 2000; Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002).  The dependent variable responses were 

coded as 0 = Never or 1 = At Least Once. This format simplified the participant’s 

responses about whether they have not or have engaged in the cheating behavior of an 

item into “0 = no” and “1 = yes” (Pampel, 2000).  Recoding the variables into this 

dichotomous format did not violate the integrity of the responses for these items.   

The assumptions of logistic regression differ from traditional regression 

procedures that require at least four to five scale or rank choices per item.  Because the 

original survey instrument offered three choices for each item, recoding the dependent 

variables to fit the logistic regression requirements strengthened confidence in the 

accuracy of the results (Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002). 

The 19 neutralization items were withheld from the logistic regression model.  

Neutralization and ATC items visually appeared to have too much in common when 

they were inspected.  To expedite the likelihood of generating a significant overall 

logistic regression model, it was assumed that multicollinearity existed between the 

single ATC score and most, if not all, of the neutralization items. The author tested for 

multicollinearity between the ATC score and each neutralization item prior to testing the 

logistic regression models. 

While Moore (1990) recommends that the CCI score be used, the R-index (or 

Pos5 subscore) tends to be attributed to moral thinking.  Therefore, two logistic 
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regression models were used for each dependent variable. One employed the CCI. One 

substituted the Pos5 subscore, or R-index, in place of the CCI. 

There are 13 scales for the SPPCS.  First, each scale was tested for 

multicollinearity with both the CCI and Pos5 subscore. Scales demonstrating 

multicollinearity with these LEP scores were noted for the logistic regression models. 

Meanwhile, among the remaining scales, each scale displaying a significant correlation 

with any one dependent variable was included in each overall model.   

The proposed methods of entry for the two logistic regression models for each 

independent variable were the following: 

1. R-Index  

2. Appearance 

3. Close Friendships 

4. Romantic Relationships 

5. Global Self-Worth 

6. Social Acceptance 

7. Parent Relationships 

8. Job Competence 

9. Athletic Competence 

10. Intellectual Ability 

11. Humor 

12. Scholastic Competence 

13. Morality 

14. ATC 

1. CCI  

2. Appearance 

3. Close Friendships 

4. Romantic Relationships 

5. Global Self-Worth 

6. Social Acceptance 

7. Parent Relationships 

8. Job Competence 

9. Athletic Competence 

10. Intellectual Ability 

11. Humor 

12. Scholastic Competence 

13. Morality 

14. ATC
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CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 

The purpose of the research reported herein was to investigate and determine if 

the hypothesized relationships between academic dishonesty and the variables of self-

concept, attitude toward cheating, neutralization, and cognitive development were 

actual.  Four correlational hypotheses and one logistic regression hypothesis served to 

guide the data collection and analysis.   

The surveys were administered and collected in classes during the month of 

April, 2004.  A total of 527 survey packets were returned.  The survey respondents 

picked and chose according to their own biases what components of the surveys they 

were going to complete, so not every returned survey was 100% complete.  

Consequently, the sample sizes tended to vary to some extent between the 

independent and dependent variable scores, items, and scales. 

For each of the dependent variable responses, there were 480 respondents 

(91.1% response rate).  Among the independent variables, the Attitude Toward 

Cheating Scale (ATC) had the lowest response total of 382 (72% response rate).  The 

Social Desirability Scale (SDS) response total was 482 (91.5% response rate). The 

neutralization items yielded a minimum of 463 responses (87.9% response rate).  The 

Self-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPCS) total was 443 (84.1% response 

rate).  Finally, the Learning Environment Preferences (LEP) inventory included 449 valid 

instruments (85.2% response rate).  Therefore, the overall response rate for the 

voluntary and anonymous study was 72%. 
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The surveys were administered in 5 courses offered by the College of Business 

Administration, 13 courses in the College of Arts and Sciences, 4 courses representing 

the School of Community Service, and 2 supplemental sessions held in classroom 

buildings on different sides of the campus.  Because most of the courses surveyed were 

core level courses, the majors that the respondents indicated were diverse.  The data 

for the sample may have been influenced by the courses in which the surveys were 

administered.  The demographic data are detailed below. 

Demographic Data 

For the demographic data, means and standard deviations were calculated for 

the continuous variables of cumulative credit hours, number of hours enrolled, and age.  

Forty-six percent of the 524 respondents to this item (n = 524) were female and 53.2% 

were male.  This is different from the regular student population, which was 57% 

female.   

The ethnic composition of the sample according to the responses to this item (n 

= 519) was 62.6% white, 18.2% African-American, 8.7% Latino/Hispanic, 4.7% Asian-

American, 2.1% International (or non-resident), 0.2% Native American, and 3.7% other. 

These values appropriately mirror the population of the campus hosting the study during 

the semester of survey administration.  In fact, the sample was a bit more diverse than 

that of the university.  In Table 1 are the responses according to ethnicity. 
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Table 1: Ethnicity 

Ethnicity 
Sample 

Frequency 
Sample 
Percent 

University 
Percent 

White/Caucasian 325 62.6 70.0 

African American/Black 96 18.5 10.0 

Latino/Hispanic 45 8.7 9.0 

Asian American 22 4.2 4.0 

Native American 1 0.2 1.0 

International Student 11 2.1 5.0 

Other 19 3.7 1.0 

Total 519 100.0 100.0 

 

The mean age for the sample (n = 460) was 21.5 years with a standard deviation 

of 3.7 years.  The youngest student in the sample was 17; the oldest was 50.  The age 

data were representative of the campus.   

Students reported their academic classifications as well as the total number of 

hours they expected to have accrued at the end of the spring 2004 semester.  The 

distribution of classifications for the 506 responses to the item was freshmen 24%, 

sophomores 27%, juniors 30%, and seniors 19%.  Students, on average, had earned 46 

credit hours and were enrolled in 13 credit hours for the semester of the survey. See 

Table 2 for these demographic means. 
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Table 2: Demographic Means 

Continuous Demographic Variables Mean SD Min. Max. N 

Age during Spring 2004 Semester 21.5 3.7 17 50 460 

Spring 2004 Hours Enrolled 13.0 3.0 3 22 517 

Cumulative Credit Hours at End of 
Spring 2004 

46.0 36.0 3 180 499 

 

For the current major item on the survey, all majors offered at the host university 

were coded prior to the study.  Students wrote their responses on the survey. The major 

codes were then applied to the text responses.  The data for majors may have been 

influenced by the courses in which the surveys were administered.  Nonetheless, 

Business Degree Programs was the most commonly selected major (13.8%).  Sociology 

(8.8%) followed, and Accounting and Marketing were equally represented (6.0%).  

Journalism was selected 5.6% of the time.  Finance and Undecided were each specified 

by 5% of the respondents.  Biochemistry, Dance, Law - Pre-professional Program, 

Mathematics, Medical Technology, Theater Arts, Accounting Control Systems, 

Insurance, Public Administration, Rehabilitation Studies, Social Work, Recreation and 

Leisure Studies, Computer Engineering, Instrumental performance, Art, Art 

Photography, Visual Arts Studies, and Library Science were each listed by only one 

respondent. Frequencies for the majors indicated by respondents appear in Table 3.   
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Table 3: Current Major 

Major Frequency Percent 

Biochemistry 1 0.2 

Biology 8 1.5 

Communication studies 4 0.8 

Dance 1 0.2 

English 4 0.8 

Foreign Language 5 1.0 

General Studies 4 0.8 

Health Related Pre-Professional Programs 6 1.2 

History 3 0.6 

International studies 3 0.6 

Journalism programs 29 5.6 

Law - Pre-professional Program 1 0.2 

Mathematics 1 0.2 

Medical technology 1 0.2 

Philosophy 3 0.6 

Political science 2 0.4 

Psychology 24 4.6 

Radio, TV, & Film 13 2.5 

Social Science 9 1.7 

Theater Arts 1 0.2 

Accounting 31 6.0 

Accounting Control Systems 1 0.2 

Business Computer Information Systems 8 1.5 

Business Degree Programs 72 13.8 

Economics 7 1.3 

Entrepreneurship 6 1.2 

Finance 26 5.0 

Insurance 1 0.2 

Logistics 5 1.0 

Marketing 31 6.0 

Org. Behavior & Human Resources Management 13 2.5 

Applied Arts & Sciences 2 0.4 

Criminal Justice 19 3.7 

Public Administration 1 0.2 
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Table 3: Current Major Continued 

Major Frequency Percent 

Rehabilitation Studies 1 0.2 

Sociology 46 8.8 

Social Work 1 0.2 

Family Studies & Child Development 9 1.7 

Education - Elem. & Sec. Education 13 2.5 

Interdisciplinary Studies Education 2 0.4 

Kinesiology 15 2.9 

Recreation & Leisure Studies 1 0.2 

Computer Engineering 1 0.2 

Computer Science 4 0.8 

Engineering 8 1.5 

Home Furnishings Merchandising 2 0.4 

Hospitality Management 8 1.5 

Merchandising 8 1.5 

Instrumental Performance 1 0.2 

Jazz Studies 2 0.4 

Music Degree Programs 2 0.4 

Music Education 2 0.4 

Art 1 0.2 

Communication Design 3 0.6 

Fashion Design 4 0.8 

Interior Design 2 0.4 

Art Photography 1 0.2 

Visual Arts Studies 1 0.2 

Library Science 1 0.2 

Undecided/Undeclared 26 5.0 

Total 520 100.0 

 

Tables 4 and 5 display the levels of education for the mothers and fathers 

provided by respondents.  For the 520 responses to the mother’s level of education 

item, 27.3 percent of mothers had obtained at least some college.  Another 9.6% of 

mothers had achieved the associate degree level and 21.7% held Bachelors degrees.  
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For the 519 responses to the same question for fathers, 24.7 percent of fathers had 

obtained some college credit hours.  Interestingly, two fathers held juris doctorates but 

no mothers held the degree, and twice as many fathers (n = 7) held medical doctorates 

as mothers (n = 3) who held the degree. 

Table 4: Mother's Highest Level of Education 

Level of Education Frequency Percent 

Less than high school diploma 27 7.1 

High school diploma 114 21.4 

Some college 142 23.8 

Associate's degree 50 14.3 

Bachelor's degree 113 19.0 

Master's degree 60 9.5 

Doctoral degree 11 4.8 

Medical doctorate 3 0.6 

Total 520 100.0 

 

Table 5: Father's Highest Level of Education 

Level of Education Frequency Percent 

Less than high school diploma 29 5.6 

High school diploma 103 19.8 

Some college 128 24.7 

Associate's degree 32 6.2 

Bachelor's degree 137 26.4 

Master's degree 69 13.3 

Doctoral degree 12 2.3 

Medical doctorate 7 1.3 

Juris doctorate 2 0.4 

Total 519 100.0 
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Students were given a selection of future employment fields from which they 

could chose on the survey.  The item yielded 518 responses.  The notable findings 

included only eight students intending to enter the engineering/science field; 42.1% 

planned to enter business.  The fields of employment responses appear in Table 6. 

Table 6: Anticipated General Field of Employment 

Field of Employment Frequency Percent 

Computers/Technology 22 4.2 

Business 218 42.1 

Education 59 11.4 

Engineering/Science 8 1.5 

Social Work/Welfare 19 3.7 

Health Care/Medicine 30 5.8 

Law 36 6.9 

Entertainment 31 6.0 

Government/Public Service 20 3.8 

Other 75 14.5 

Total 518 100.0 

 

Students were asked to estimate how many hours a week on average they 

worked.  The item yielded 524 responses.  The mean for the item was 21.71 hours of 

work per week.  The standard deviation was 15.7 hours.   

There were 513 responses to the marital status item.  As expected, the vast 

majority of respondents were single (91.6%).  Only 8.4% had been married or divorced.   

Students were asked to provide their religious affiliation or identification in the 

survey. There were 495 responses to this item. The largest percentage of religious 

identification was Christianity and its affiliated branches.  Agnosticism yielded the 
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highest percentage of non-Christian identification (4.0%).  Table 7 provides the 

overview for these responses. 

Table 7: Religious Affiliation or Identification 

Religion Type Frequency Percent 

Agnosticism 20 4.0 

Atheism 10 2.0 

Buddhism 7 1.4 

“Choose ‘my own’ faith” 5 1.0 

Christian 409 82.6 

Deist (non-Christian) 4 0.8 

Existentialsm 1 0.2 

Hindu 4 0.8 

Islam 5 1.0 

Judaism 3 0.6 

Mormonism 5 1.0 

None 15 3.0 

Pagan (incl. Wicca, ASATRU, and nature based) 3 0.6 

Shintoism 1 0.2 

Undecided 3 0.6 

Total 495 100.0 

 

The last items on the demographic portion of the survey asked students whether 

they had ever seen a student cheat or had ever reported another student for cheating. 

The majority of respondents (63.6%) indicated that they had seen someone cheat.  

However, only 3.4% replied that they had actually reported a student for cheating. 



 82

Results for the Academic Dishonesty Behaviors 

Twenty-two items addressed cheating behaviors as identified by the campus 

code of student conduct and by the academic dishonesty literature.  These items 

comprised the dependent variables in the presentation of the hypotheses results in the 

proceeding sections of this chapter.  Response rates varied for each of the 22 items.   

More students (41.6%) admitted to the behavior of “Getting questions or answers 

from someone who has already taken a test” than any other cheating behavior.  Thirty-

three percent of respondents admitted to “Working on an assignment with others when 

the instructor asked for individual work.”  “Copying from another student during a test 

without his or her knowledge” was acknowledged by 30% of respondents. Conversely, 

the fewest students admitted to “Turning in work done by someone else” (12.1%), 

“Falsifying lab or research data” (12.2%), and “Turning in a paper based on information 

obtained from a term paper 'mill' or website” (13.0%).  The results for the particular 

academic dishonesty behaviors appear in Table 8. 

Students reported whether they believed the cheating items were not cheating, 

were trivial cheating, and were serious cheating. Ten of the 22 academic dishonesty 

items were regarded as serious cheating by a majority of the respondents. These were 

the following: “Turning in work done by someone else” (63.5%), “Copying material, 

almost word for word, from any source and turning it in as your own work” (62.4%), 

“Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat sheet) during a test” (60.5%), “Copying from 

another student during a test without his or her knowledge” (56.5%), “Turning in a paper 

based on information obtained from a term paper ‘mill’ or website” (54.8%), “Writing or 

providing a paper for another student“ (54%), “Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the 
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Internet as a source” (53.5%), “Copying from another student during a test with his or 

her knowledge” (53%), “In a course requiring computer work, copying another student's 

program rather than doing your own” (52.2%), and “Helping someone else cheat on a 

test” (51.5%). 

Six academic dishonesty items were regarded as “not cheating” by at least one 

fourth of the respondents.  These were the following:  “Signing or asking another 

student to sign an attendance sheet for a student or for self being absent from class” 

(38.4%), “Submitting the exact, same paper for more than one class without any 

instructor permission” (35.8%), “Making up a false excuse to delay or put off taking an 

exam or turning in an assignment” (30.9%), “Getting questions or answers from 

someone who has already taken a test” (30.7%), “Receiving or giving “pirated” copy of 

commercially sold computer software to someone else” (30.6%), and “Working on an 

assignment with others when the instructor asked for individual work” (27.3%). 
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Table 8: Academic Dishonesty Behavior Rates 

Dishonesty Items “Never” “Once” 
“More 
Than 
Once” 

Total 
Responses 

Percent 
Cheating 

Copying from another student during 
a test without his or her knowledge 

341 88 58 487 30.0 

Copying from another student during 
a test with his or her knowledge 

368 66 52 486 24.3 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

396 53 31 480 17.5 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a 
test 

284 103 99 486 41.6 

Helping someone else cheat on a 
test 

378 65 41 484 21.9 

Cheating on a test in any other way 392 60 29 481 18.5 

Copying material, almost word for 
word, from any source and turning it 
in as your own work 

397 61 27 485 18.2 

Fabricating or falsifying a 
bibliography 

406 51 28 485 16.3 

Turning in work done by someone 
else 

426 38 21 485 12.1 

Receiving substantial, prohibited 
help on an assignment 

382 66 35 483 20.9 

Working on an assignment with 
others when the instructor asked for 
individual work 

325 94 67 486 33.1 

Copying a few sentences of material 
without footnoting them in a paper 

355 80 48 483 26.5 

Writing or providing a paper for 
another student 

412 49 23 484 14.9 

Turning in a paper based on 
information obtained from a term 
paper 'mill' or website 

423 44 19 486 13.0 
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Table 8: Academic Dishonesty Behavior Rates Continued 

Dishonesty Items “Never” “Once” 
“More 
Than 
Once” 

Total 
Responses 

Percent 
Cheating 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way 
using the Internet as a source 

405 43 34 482 16.0 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program 
rather than doing your own 

417 44 22 483 13.7 

Falsifying lab or research data 418 37 21 476 12.2 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer 
software to someone else 

356 59 70 485 26.6 

Making up a false excuse to delay or 
put off taking an exam or turning in 
an assignment 

359 82 42 483 25.7 

Taking advantage of access to exam 
questions or answers prior to the 
exam 

358 78 48 484 26.0 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for 
self being absent from class 

337 82 65 484 30.3 

Submitting the exact, same paper for 
more than one class without any 
instructor permission 

412 48 24 484 14.9 

Averages for all cheating items 379.4 63.22 41.1 483.7 21.6 

 

Results for the Hypotheses 

Social desirability scale 

The social desirability scale (SDS) did not generate significant findings that 

affected the interpretation of the results.  It produced significant correlations (α = .05) 

with only two neutralization categories and nine SPPCS scales.  These relationships are 
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detailed in Table 9.  Additionally, it generated only five significant, but weak, correlations 

with the dependent variables. These are presented in Table 10.  Therefore, the data for 

the sample were assumed to be valid and not biased by the desire to appear socially 

desirable.   

Table 9: Significant Correlations between Social Desirability and Independent Variables 

Independent Variables 
Social Desirability Scale 

(SDS) 

Appeal to Higher Loyalties -.09 

Defense of Necessity -.12 

Job Competence .15 

Appearance .12 

Parent Relationships .13 

Close Friendships .10 

Morality .19 

Humor .17 

Creativity .11 

Athletic Competence .11 

Global Self-Worth .21 
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Table 10: Significant Correlations between Social Desirability and Dependent Variables 

Dependent Variables 
Social Desirability 

Scale (SDS) 

Copying from another student during a test with his or 
her knowledge 

-.13 

Helping someone else cheat on a test -.14 

Copying material, almost word for word, from any source 
and turning it in as your own work 

-.14 

Turning in work done by someone else -.11 

Copying a few sentences of material without footnoting 
them in a paper 

-.13 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the Internet as a 
source 

-.13 

Making up a false excuse to delay or put off taking an 
exam or turning in an assignment 

-.18 

 

Hypothesis 1:  Self-concept is significantly and negatively related to academic 

dishonesty 

The hypothesis was supported by the data.  Tables 10A and 10B demonstrate 

the significant negative results (α = .05) as predicted in the hypothesis for each of the 

correlations between the 13 SPPCS scales and the 22 dependent variables.  All SPPCS 

scales except Creativity demonstrated significant negative relationships with at least 

one of the dependent variables.  However, not all the relationships were negative.  All 

five significant correlations (α = .05) between Athletic Competence and the 22 cheating 

behaviors were positive.  Tables 11A, 11B, and 12 list all significant Pearson-r values 

and their associated number of responses (n) for each relationship addressed in the 
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hypothesis.  Table 13 provides the complete matrixes of both significant and non-

significant findings for Hypothesis 1. 

Table 11A: Significant Negative Correlations between SPPCS Scales & Dishonesty Variables 

Dishonesty Variables 
Job 

Competence 
Scholastic 
Competence 

Social 
Acceptance 

Appearance 
Parental 

Relationships 

Copying from another student during a 
test with his or her knowledge 

- -.12 - - - 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

- -.11 - - - 

Copying material, almost word for word, 
from any source and turning it in as your 
own work 

-.15 -.15 - - - 

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography -.11 - - - - 

Turning in work done by someone else - -.10 - - - 

Receiving substantial, prohibited help on 
an assignment 

- -.14 - - -.12 

Working on an assignment with others 
when the instructor asked for individual 
work 

- -.18 - - - 

Copying a few sentences of material 
without footnoting them in a paper 

-.19 -.12 - -.11 - 

Turning in a paper based on information 
obtained from a term paper 'mill' or 
website 

- -.10 - - - 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way using 
the Internet as a source 

-.15 -.15 - - - 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program 
rather than doing your own 

- -.18 - - - 

Falsifying lab or research data - - -.12 - -.15 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer software to 
someone else 

- - -.13 - - 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for self 
being absent from class 

-.12 -.12 - - - 

Submitting the exact, same paper for 
more than one class without any 
instructor permission 

- - - - -.11 
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Table 11B: Significant Negative Correlations between SPPCS Scales & Dishonesty Variables 

Dishonesty Variables Intellectual 
Ability 

Morality Romantic 
Relationships 

Humor Global Self-
Worth 

Copying from another student during a test 
(or exam) without his or her knowledge 

- -.14 - -  

Copying from another student during a test 
with his or her knowledge 

-.20 -.21 - - - 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

-.11 -.21 - - - 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a test 

- -.11 - - - 

Helping someone else cheat on a test - -.25 - -.11 - 

Cheating on a test in any other way - -.14 - - - 

Copying material, almost word for word, 
from any source and turning it in as your 
own work 

-.13 -.17 -.11 -.12 - 

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography - -.15 - - - 

Turning in work done by someone else - -.161 - -.11 - 

Receiving substantial, prohibited help on 
an assignment 

-.51 -.21 - - - 

Working on an assignment with others 
when the instructor asked for individual 
work 

-.20 -.172 - - - 

Copying a few sentences of material 
without footnoting them in a paper 

-.139 -.166 - -.10 -.11 

Writing or providing a paper for another 
student 

- -.11 - - - 

Turning in a paper based on information 
obtained from a term paper 'mill' or 
website 

- - - -.13 - 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the 
Internet as a source 

-.16 -.147 - -.17 -.13 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program rather 
than doing your own 

-.16 - - -.13 - 

Falsifying lab or research data - -.13 - -.17 - 

Making up a false excuse to delay or put 
off taking an exam or turning in an 
assignment 

- -.18 - -.10 - 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for self 
being absent from class 

- -.23 - - - 

Submitting the exact, same paper for more 
than one class without any instructor 
permission 

- -.097 - - - 
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Table 12: Significant Positive Correlations between SPPCS Athletic Competence Scale 
and Dishonesty Variables 

Dishonesty Variables Athletic Competence 

Copying from another student during a 
test with his or her knowledge 

.14 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

.12 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a test 

.10 

Helping someone else cheat on a test .14 

Cheating on a test in any other way .14 
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Table 13: All 13 SPPCS Scale Correlations with the 22 Dishonesty Variables 

Dishonesty Variables 
Job  

Compe-
tence 

Scholastic 
Compe-
tence 

Social  
Accep-
tance 

Appear-
ance 

Parental 
Relation-
ships 

Close 
Friend-
ships 

Intellectual 
Ability 

Morality 
Romantic 
Relation-
ships 

Humor Creativity 
Athletic 
Compe-
tence 

Global 
Self-
worth 

Copying from another student 
during a test (or exam) without his 
or her knowledge 

-.04 -.07 .05 .05 -.04 .01 -.06 -.14** -.02 -.08 -.05 .08 .06 

Copying from another student 
during a test with his or her 
knowledge 

-.08 -.12* .03 .08 .01 -.04 -.12* -.21** -.01 -.04 .01 .11** .04 

Using prohibited crib notes (or 
cheat sheet) during a test 

-.03 -.10* .04 .05 -.02 .02 -.11* -.20** .03 -.00 -.01 .12* .01 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a 
test 

-.03 -.03 .00 .06 .02 .02 -.03 -.11* .03 -.09 .06 .10* .06 

Helping someone else cheat on a 
test 

-.06 -.07 -.03 .05 -.06 -.09 -.08 -.25** .01 -.11* -.03 .14** -.02 

Cheating on a test in any other 
way 

-.02 -.06 .06 .03 .02 .01 -.02 -.11** .04 -.07 .08 .14** .09 

Copying material, almost word for 
word, from any source and turning 
it in as your own work 

-.15** -.15** -.08 -.08 -.09 -.06 -.13** -.17** -.11* -.12* -.04 .07 -.09 

Fabricating or falsifying a 
bibliography 

-.11* -.09 -.05 .02 -.08 -.06 -.06 -.15** -.07 -.08 .06 .05 -.03 

Turning in work done by someone 
else 

-.084 -.10* .01 .03 -.06 .01 -.09 -.16** .01 -.11* .03 .09 -.01 

Receiving substantial, prohibited 
help on an assignment 

-.04 -.14** -.01 .03 -.12* -.04 -.15** -.21** .01 -.06 .02 .06 .05 

Working on an assignment with 
others when the instructor asked 
for individual work 

-.10 -.12** .02 -.04 -.09 .04 -.20** -.17** -.02 -.08 -.02 .07 -.06 

** Significant 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant 0.05 (2-tailed).



 92

Table 13 Continued: All 13 SPPCS Scale Correlations with the 22 Dishonesty Variables 

Dishonesty Variables 
Job  

Compe-
tence 

Scholastic 
Compe-
tence 

Social  
Accep-
tance 

Appear-
ance 

Parental 
Relation-
ships 

Close 
Friend-
ships 

Intellectual 
Ability 

Morality 
Romantic 
Relation-
ships 

Humor Creativity 
Athletic 
Compe-
tence 

Global 
Self-
worth 

Copying a few sentences of material 
without footnoting them in a paper 

-.19** -.11* -.04 -.12* -.09 -.03 -.14** -.17** -.05 -.10* -.06 .05 -.11* 

Writing or providing a paper for 
another student 

-.06 -.05 .01 .00 -.04 -.02 -.04 -.11* .08 -.04 .07 .04 .02 

Turning in a paper based on 
information obtained from a term 
paper 'mill' or website 

-.05 -.10* -.03 .02 -.06 -.06 -.08 -.08 -.01 -.13** .02 .09 -.01 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way 
using the Internet as a source 

-.15** -.15** -.07 -.07 -.08 -.08 -.16** -.15** -.03 -.17** -.01 .07 -.13** 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program 
rather than doing your own 

-.08 -.18** -.07 .01 -.07 -.08 -.16** -.08 -.05 -.13** .018 .08 -.02 

Falsifying lab or research data -.08 -.03 -.12* -.04 -.15** -.12* -.08 -.13* -.07 -.17** .001 .03 -.05 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer 
software to someone else 

-.04 .01 -.13** .03 -.01 -.05 .04 .03 .03 -.03 .08 -.01 .01 

Making up a false excuse to delay or 
put off taking an exam or turning in 
an assignment 

-.06 -.06 -.02 -.04 -.06 -.05 -.05 -.18** -.03 -.10* -.02 .01 -.08 

Taking advantage of access to exam 
questions or answers prior to the 
exam 

-.05 .05 .05 .07 .01 .02 -.01 -.07 .06 -.01 .04 .08 .07 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for 
self being absent from class 

-.17* -.17* .08 -.02 -.09 .02 -.09 -.28** .06 -.01 .02 .05 -.03 

Submitting the exact, same paper for 
more than one class without any 
instructor permission 

-.09 -.05 -.09 -.04 -.11* -.08 -.02 -.10* .04 -.07 .01 .04 -.07 

** Significant 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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Hypothesis 2:  Cognitive development is significantly and negatively related to 

academic dishonesty 

The hypothesis received mixed support by the data.  The CCI correlated negatively 

and significantly (α = .05) with three dependent variable items: “Copying from another 

student during a test (or exam) without his or her knowledge” (r = -.10), “Copying from 

another student during a test with his or her knowledge” (r = -.12), and “Using prohibited 

crib notes (or cheat sheet) during a test” (r = -.13).  The R-Index correlated significantly 

with these items: “Copying from another student during a test (or exam) without his or her 

knowledge” (r = -.10,), “Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat sheet) during a test” (r = -

.10), “Helping someone else cheat on a test” (r = -.10), “Receiving substantial, prohibited 

help on an assignment” (r = -.12), “Working on an assignment with others when the 

instructor asked for individual work” (r = -.13), “Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the 

Internet as a source” (r = -.10, p = .04), and “In a course requiring computer work, copying 

another student's program rather than doing your own” (r = -.11, p = .02).  Table 14 

provides a convenient look at all the correlations and the n’s for each correlation for the R-

Index and the CCI with each of the dependent variable items.  Significant correlations 

found in the table are asterisked. 

An additional correlation between the R-Index and the CCI was calculated.  The 

two LEP scales positively and significantly correlated highly with each other at r = .80.  

Even though the two revealed differences regarding which dependent variables they 

correlated with significantly, it was determined that the multicollinearity, i.e. the strong 

inter-relatedness between them, ruled out both of them being used simultaneously for the 
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same logistic regression models needed for the fifth hypothesis.  Each was used in 

separate logistic regression models. 

Table 14: ATC & LEP Correlations with All Dishonesty Variables 

Dishonesty Variables 
LEP 

R-Index 

LEP 
Cognitive 

Complexity Index 

Attitude Toward 
Cheating (ATC) 

Score 

Copying from another student during a 
test (or exam) without his or her 
knowledge 

-.10* -.10* -.28** 

Copying from another student during a 
test with his or her knowledge 

-.05 -.12* -.35** 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

-.10* -.13* -.20** 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a test 

.02 -.02 -.20** 

Helping someone else cheat on a test -.10* -.10 -.27** 

Cheating on a test in any other way -.02 -.08 -.23** 

Copying material, almost word for word, 
from any source and turning it in as your 
own work 

-.02 -.02 -.17** 

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography -.10 -.05 -.20** 

Turning in work done by someone else -.07 -.09 -.19** 

Receiving substantial, prohibited help on 
an assignment 

-.12* -.07 -.20** 

Working on an assignment with others 
when the instructor asked for individual 
work 

-.13** -.09 -.23 ** 

Copying a few sentences of material 
without footnoting them in a paper 

-.05 -.05 -.19 ** 

Writing or providing a paper for another 
student 

-.02 .02 -.10* 

Turning in a paper based on information 
obtained from a term paper 'mill' or 
website 

-.03 -.05 -.20** 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 



 95

Table 14 Continued: ATC & LEP Correlations with All Dishonesty Variables 

Dishonesty Variables 
LEP 

R-Index 

LEP 
Cognitive 

Complexity Index 

Attitude Toward 
Cheating (ATC) 

Score 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way using 
the Internet as a source 

-.10* -.10 -.20** 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program 
rather than doing your own 

-.11* -.10 -.17** 

Falsifying lab or research data -.01 -.01 -.13* 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer software to 
someone else 

.04 .07 -.19** 

Making up a false excuse to delay or put 
off taking an exam or turning in an 
assignment 

.01 .02 -.17** 

Taking advantage of access to exam 
questions or answers prior to the exam 

-.04 -.01 -.18** 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for self 
being absent from class 

-.05 -.04 -.22** 

Submitting the exact, same paper for 
more than one class without any 
instructor permission 

.02 .08 -.15** 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 

 

Hypothesis 3:  Attitude toward cheating is significantly and negatively related to academic 

dishonesty 

The hypothesis was supported by the data.  The ATC correlated negatively and 

significantly, as expected, (α = .05) with all of the dependent variable items.  Table 14 

above includes the ATC’s Pearson-r values for the 22 dependent variables.   

The ATC score was a continuous variable.  Therefore, it generated a mean.  The 

mean was 9.05, and the standard deviation was 11.94.  The median was 10.0, meaning 

that 50% of the scores fell below this number.  The mode was 17.0.  The range was 77.  
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This means that scores fell on a continuum beginning with –27 and ending with 50.  Those 

scores below 0 were clearly more condoning if not positive toward cheating.  Figure 1 

provides the ATC score data. 

Lastly, for the current sample, the internal consistency was obtained. The split half 

reliability was calculated.  For the 479 complete ATC scales, the Spearman Brown r = .61. 

Figure 1: Frequencies for Attitude Toward Cheating Scores 
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Hypothesis 4: The use of neutralization techniques is significantly and positively 

related to academic dishonesty 

The hypothesis was supported by the data.  The results indicated for the seven 

neutralization scales and for each individual neutralization item that the relationship 



 97

between cheating and the use of neutralization is positive and significant (α = .05). The 

significant correlations ranged from .09 to .38. 

Table 15 presents the correlations between the academic dishonesty variables 

and the seven types of neutralization.  Denial of Injury and Denial of Victim demonstrated 

the least number of significant correlations to the dependent variables.  Appeal to Higher 

Loyalties and Defense of Necessity correlated significantly with all 22 dependent 

variables. 

Table 15:  Correlations Between Types of Neutralization and Academic Dishonesty 
Behaviors 

 Types of Neutralization 

Academic Dishonesty 
Variables 

Denial of 
Responsbility 

Denial of 
Injury 

Denial of the 
Victim 

Condem-
nation of the 
Condemners 

Appeal to 
Higher 
Loyalties 

Defense of 
Necessity 

Metaphor of 
the Ledger 

Copying from another student during 
a test (or exam) without his or her 
knowledge 

.32** .13** .14** .13** .26** .32** .23** 

Copying from another student during 
a test with his or her knowledge 

.30** .11* .13** .20** .34** .32** .22** 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

.35** .18** .12** .19** .29** .36** .33** 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a 
test 

.19** .11* .16** .16** .19** .16** .18** 

Helping someone else cheat on a 
test 

.30** .20** .16** .18** .40** .38** .30** 

Cheating on a test in any other way .30** .15** .18** .16** .28** .35** .27** 

Copying material, almost word for 
word, from any source and turning it 
in as your own work 

.20** .08 .13** .19** .23** .26** .22** 

Fabricating or falsifying a 
bibliography 

.24** .03 .12** .11* .19** .26** .18** 

Turning in work done by someone 
else 

.23** .10* .11* .14** .24** .26** .18** 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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Table 15 Continued: Correlations Between Types of Neutralization and Academic 
Dishonesty Behaviors 

 Types of Neutralization 

Academic Dishonesty 
Variables 

Denial of 
Responsibility 

Denial of 
Injury 

Denial of the 
Victim 

Condem-
nation of the 
Condemners 

Appeal to 
Higher 
Loyalties 

Defense of 
Necessity 

Metaphor of 
the Ledger 

Receiving substantial, prohibited help 
on an assignment 

.21** .10* .16** .15** .23** .24** .24** 

Working on an assignment with 
others when the instructor asked for 
individual work 

.25** .06 .17** .22** .21** .24** .26** 

Copying a few sentences of material 
without footnoting them in a paper 

.24** -.004 .08 .10* .19** .23** .16** 

Writing or providing a paper for 
another student 

.19** .12** .10* .10* .19** .24** .13** 

Turning in a paper based on 
information obtained from a term 
paper 'mill' or website 

.16** .12* .08 .08 .15** .21** .12** 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way using 
the Internet as a source 

.24** .10* .10* .10* .20** .25** .18** 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program 
rather than doing your own 

.13** .11* .11* .13** .17** .23** .08 

Falsifying lab or research data .06 .04 -.04 .06 .12** .13** .02 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer software 
to someone else 

.20** .04 .13** .04 .14** .19** .12** 

Making up a false excuse to delay or 
put off taking an exam or turning in 
an assignment 

.18** .10* .07 .16** .18** .18** .11* 

Taking advantage of access to exam 
questions or answers prior to the 
exam 

.22** .15** .14** .12** .19** .21** .24** 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for 
self being absent from class 

.27** .09 .08 .16** .26** .25** .20** 

Submitting the exact, same paper for 
more than one class without any 
instructor permission 

.21** .10* .13** .15** .17** .21** .17** 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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For the individual neutralization statements’ relationships with the dishonesty 

variables, twelve statements correlated significantly with a minimum of 19 out of the 22 

cheating behaviors. However, three statements failed to display significant correlations 

with less than one-third of the dishonesty statements.  These three neutralizations were 

At this school a double standard exists; cheating by athletes is tolerated, but for other 

students it is not”; “Student’s wouldn’t cheat so much if parents wouldn’t put so much 

pressure on them to get good grades”; and “Grades really don’t reflect what you know 

about a subject.”  These results are displayed in the proceeding tables.  Tables 16A and 

16B map all the correlations between the first seven neutralization statements and the 

dependent variables.  Tables 17A and 17B map all the correlations between the middle 

six neutralization statements and the dependent variables.  Table 18A and 18B map all 

the correlations between the last six neutralization statements and the dependent 

variables.  
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Table 16A: Correlations for First Seven Neutralization Items and 22 Dependent Variables 

Dependent Variables 

Helping someone to cheat 
on exams and 

assignments is OK 
because students should 
stick together and help 

one another 

Cheating is OK if 
others in the class 
are doing it 

Cheating is OK if 
you are not 

given reasonable 
time to prepare 

Cheating is OK if 
the instructor 
speaks English 

poorly 

If the curve goes up 
because a number of 
students have cheated, 
cheating really doesn't give 
you an unfair advantage 

There would be 
less cheating if 
teaching were 
better 

Cheating is OK if the 
professor give 

unreasonably difficult 
assignments or tests 

Copying from another student during a 
test (or exam) without his or her 
knowledge 

.28** .30** .27** .24** .13** .04 .17** 

Copying from another student during a 
test with his or her knowledge 

.30** .27** .21** .27** .11* .086 .16** 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

.30** .30** .28** .26** .18** .15** .27** 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a test 

.13** .09(*) .15** .17** .11* .11* .09* 

Helping someone else cheat on a test .35** .31** .27** .23** .20** .06 .20** 

Cheating on a test in any other way .27** .26** .30** .20** .15** .09 .22** 

Copying material, almost word for word, 
from any source and turning it in as your 
own work 

.24** .13** .18** .13** .08 .13** .18** 

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography .20** .19** .18** .12* .03 .10* .12* 

Turning in work done by someone else .26** .25** .26** .20** .10* .08 .11* 

Receiving substantial, prohibited help on 
an assignment 

.20** .17** .16** .11* .10* .10* .16** 

Working on an assignment with others 
when the instructor asked for individual 
work 

.22** .17** .17** .15** .06 .19** .17** 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed).
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Table 16B: Correlations for First Seven Neutralization Items and 22 Dependent Variables 

Dependent Variables 

Helping someone to cheat 
on exams and 

assignments is OK 
because students should 
stick together and help 

one another 

Cheating is OK if 
others in the class 
are doing it 

Cheating is OK if 
you are not 

given reasonable 
time to prepare 

Cheating is OK if 
the instructor 
speaks English 

poorly 

If the curve goes up 
because a number of 
students have cheated, 
cheating really doesn't give 
you an unfair advantage 

There would be 
less cheating if 
teaching were 
better 

Cheating is OK if the 
professor give 

unreasonably difficult 
assignments or tests 

Copying a few sentences of material without 
footnoting them in a paper 

.21** .17** .17** .17** -.004 .08 .13** 

Writing or providing a paper for another 
student 

.25** .18** .23** .15** .12** .08 .14** 

Turning in a paper based on information 
obtained from a term paper 'mill' or website 

.16** .18** .17** .14** .19* .02 .07 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the 
Internet as a source 

.24** .19** .16** .17** .10* .10* .13** 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program 
rather than doing your own 

.20** .19** .17** .13** .11* .08 .06 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program rather 
than doing your own 

.20** .19** .17** .13** .11* .08 .06 

Falsifying lab or research data .15** .15** .10* .05 .04 .02 .02 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer software to 
someone else 

.14** .16** .16** .19** .04 .02 .12* 

Making up a false excuse to delay or put off 
taking an exam or turning in an assignment 

.13** .09 .20** .17** .10* .09 .12** 

Taking advantage of access to exam 
questions or answers prior to the exam 

.19** .20** .17** .15** .15** .12** .13** 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for self 
being absent from class 

.31** .15** .16** .14** .09 .15** .15** 

Submitting the exact, same paper for more 
than one class without any instructor 
permission 

.18** .24** .21** .17** .10* .12* .16** 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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Table 17A: Correlations for Next Six Neutralization Items and 22 Dependent Variables 

Dependent Variables 

At this school a 
"double standard" 
exists; cheating by 
athletes is tolerated, 
but for other students 

it is not 

Cheating must 
not be too wrong 
or instructors 

would try harder 
to catch 
cheaters 

Students wouldn't 
cheat so much if 
parents wouldn't 
put so much 

pressure on them 
to get good grades 

Cheating isn't so 
bad if you are 
helping a friend 

Cheating is OK if 
you studied the 
wrong materials 
or did the wrong 
assignment 

Cheating is sometimes 
necessary to get the GPA 
you need to get into a 

college, graduate program, 
or professional school 

Copying from another student during 
a test (or exam) without his or her 
knowledge 

.08 .17** .06 .23** .20** .26** 

Copying from another student during 
a test with his or her knowledge 

.13** .19** .07 .33** .27** .27** 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

.02 .19** .00 .29** .29** .28** 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a 
test 

.10* .13** .08 .18** .11* .14** 

Helping someone else cheat on a test .080 .247** .083 .359** .285** .338** 

Cheating on a test in any other way .07 .21** .04 .28** .22** .32** 

Copying material, almost word for 
word, from any source and turning it 
in as your own work 

.05 .19** .04 .21** .27** .23** 

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography -.004 .09 .00 .18** .21** .23** 

Turning in work done by someone 
else 

.07 .15** -.01 .26** .14** .17** 

Receiving substantial, prohibited help on 
an assignment 

.06 .15** .15** .20** .19** .24** 

Working on an assignment with others 
when the instructor asked for individual 
work 

.10* .20** .16* .21** .21** .20** 

Copying a few sentences of material 
without footnoting them in a paper 

.03 .13** .04 .15** .17** .20** 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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Table 17B: Correlations for Next Six Neutralization Items and 22 Dependent Variables 

Dependent Variables 

At this school a "double 
standard" exists; 

cheating by athletes is 
tolerated, but for other 
students it is not 

Cheating must not 
be too wrong or 
instructors would 
try harder to catch 

cheaters 

Students wouldn't 
cheat so much if 
parents wouldn't put 
so much pressure on 
them to get good 

grades 

Cheating isn't so 
bad if you are 
helping a friend 

Cheating is OK if 
you studied the 
wrong materials or 
did the wrong 
assignment 

Cheating is sometimes 
necessary to get the GPA you 
need to get into a college, 
graduate program, or 
professional school 

Writing or providing a paper for another 
student 

.05 .09 .05 .16** .20** .15** 

Turning in a paper based on information 
obtained from a term paper 'mill' or 
website 

.004 .00 .03 .14** .17** .15** 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the 
Internet as a source 

-.03 .13** -.02 .20** .21** .22** 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program rather 
than doing your own 

.02 .16** .01 .12** .17** .17** 

Falsifying lab or research data .02 .06 .07 .09* .07 .10* 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer software to 
someone else 

.02 .11* .04 .15** .19** .11* 

Making up a false excuse to delay or put 
off taking an exam or turning in an 
assignment 

.09 .08 .09* .16** .12* .15** 

Taking advantage of access to exam 
questions or answers prior to the exam 

.03 .12** .01 .17** .17** .15** 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for self 
being absent from class 

.06 .12* .07 .20** .23** .25** 

Submitting the exact, same paper for 
more than one class without any 
instructor permission 

.10* .11* .03 .19** .13** .09 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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Table 18A: Correlations for Last Six Neutralization Items and 22 Dependent Variables 

Dependent Variables 
Cheating is 
better than 
failing 

It's not to bad to 
cheat if you have 
studied hard and 
attended class 

Sometimes you have 
to cheat to help a 
fraternity brother or 

sorority sister 

Cheating is OK if you 
can't study because 
of other commitments 

Grades really don't 
reflect what you know 

about a subject 

Cheating is OK 
because nobody 
ever gets caught 

Copying from another student during a 
test (or exam) without his or her 
knowledge 

.33** .23** .20** .22** .06 .07 

Copying from another student during a 
test with his or her knowledge 

.26** .22** .20** .20** .03 .15** 

Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat 
sheet) during a test 

.29** .33** .27** .23** .01 .10* 

Getting questions or answers from 
someone who has already taken a test 

.18** .18** .17** .10* .11* .00 

Helping someone else cheat on a test .23** .30** .38** .27** .02 .07 

Cheating on a test in any other way .27** .27** .24** .22** .08 .09 

Copying material, almost word for word, 
from any source and turning it in as your 
own work 

.17** .22** .18** .12** .03 .09* 

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography .23** .18** .18** .27** .10* .10* 

Turning in work done by someone else .18** .18** .20** .20** .03 .18** 

Receiving substantial, prohibited help on 
an assignment 

.23** .24** .12* .13** .10* .12* 

Working on an assignment with others 
when the instructor asked for individual 
work 

.28** .26** .08 .13** .07 .05 

Copying a few sentences of material 
without footnoting them in a paper 

.27** .16** .16** .14** .001 .09 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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Table 18B: Correlations for Last Six Neutralization Items and 22 Dependent Variables 

Dependent Variables 
Cheating is 
better than 
failing 

It's not to bad to 
cheat if you have 
studied hard and 
attended class 

Sometimes you have 
to cheat to help a 
fraternity brother or 

sorority sister 

Cheating is OK if you 
can't study because 
of other commitments 

Grades really don't 
reflect what you know 

about a subject 

Cheating is OK 
because nobody 
ever gets caught 

Writing or providing a paper for another 
student 

.14** .13** .11* .16** .07 .02 

Turning in a paper based on information 
obtained from a term paper 'mill' or 
website 

.14** .12** .13** .15** .04 .12* 

Plagiarizing a paper in any way using 
the Internet as a source 

.23** .18** .19** .18** .03 .12* 

In a course requiring computer work, 
copying another student's program 
rather than doing your own 

.08 .08 .17** .15** .02 .11* 

Falsifying lab or research data .03 .02 .05 .08 -.10* .17*) 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer software to 
someone else 

.15** .12** .07 .19** .10* .12* 

Making up a false excuse to delay or put 
off taking an exam or turning in an 
assignment 

.12** .11* .15** .14** .03 .08 

Taking advantage of access to exam 
questions or answers prior to the exam 

.19** .24** .20** .21** .09* .09* 

Signing or asking another to sign an 
attendance sheet for a student or for self 
being absent from class 

.27** .20** .19** .24** .01 .11* 

Submitting the exact, same paper for 
more than one class without any 
instructor permission 

.16** .17** .10* .15** .083 .11* 

** Significant at 0.01 (2-tailed).  * Significant at 0.05 (2-tailed). 
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Estimations for the neutralization items were calculated.  Pearson r correlations 

were estimated for the ATC score results and each of the neutralization items.  The 

ATC correlated significantly with every neutralization item. 

Additionally, a factor analysis with varimax rotation for the neutralization items (n 

= 463) was performed.  The sample was appropriately sized for this procedure, as the 

recommended minimum sample size for conducting a factor analysis is 300 (Field, 

2000; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).   

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy value was .94.  Three 

factors emerged with Eigenvalues above 1.0.  The rotated factor 1 eigenvalue was 6.27. 

For factor 2, it was 1.95. For factor 3, it was 1.90. The cumulative total variance 

accounted for by the three factors was 53.22%.  The three emergent factors did not 

adhere to the Polding’s (1995) conceptualization of the seven neutralization categories. 

All but seven items of the neutralization questionnaire loaded onto the first of 

three separate factors.  This means the first factor contained 12 of the 19 neutralization 

statements.  Of the remaining five statements, three loaded on the second factor. And 

four loaded on the third factor.  All items from the Denial of Responsibility (4), Defense 

of Necessity (4), and Metaphor of the Ledger (1) scales, plus three out four Appeal to 

Higher Loyalties scale items composed the first factor.  The second factor pulled one 

item from each of the following three neutralization scales: Denial of Victim, 

Condemnation of the Condemners, and Appeal to Higher Loyalties.  The third factor 

was comprised of the other two Condemnation of the Condemners statements, the 

single Denial of Injury statement, and one Denial of Victim.  The 12 statements 

comprising the first factor were the following: 
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� Helping someone cheat on exams and assignments if OK because students 

should stick together and help one another; 

� Cheating is OK if others in the class are doing it; 

� Cheating is OK if you are not given reasonable time to prepare; 

� Cheating is OK if the instructor speaks English poorly; 

� Cheating is OK if the professor gives unreasonably difficult assignments or 

tests; 

� Cheating isn’t so bad if you are helping a friend; 

� Cheating is OK if you studied the wrong materials or did the wrong 

assignment; 

� Cheating is sometimes necessary to get the GPA you need to get into a 

college, graduate program, or professional school; 

� Cheating is better than failing; 

� It’s not too bad to cheat if you had studied hard and attended class; 

� Sometimes you have to cheat to help a fraternity brother or sorority sister; 

� Cheating is OK if you can’t study because of other commitments. 

The three statements comprising the second factor were: 

� There would be less cheating of the teaching were better; 

� Students wouldn’t cheat so much if parents wouldn’t put so much pressure 

on them to get good grades; 

� Grades really don’t reflect what you know about a subject. 

The four statements forming the third factor were: 
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� If the curve goes up because a number of students have cheated, cheating 

really doesn’t give you an unfair advantage; 

� Professors shouldn’t complain about cheating because they don’t assign 

grades fairly anyway; 

� At this school a “double standard” exists; cheating by athletes is tolerated, 

but for other students it is not; 

� Cheating must not be too wrong or instructors would try harder to catch 

cheaters. 

The factor analysis results appear in Table 19.  The values in the table reflect 

how strongly the associated items load on their respective factors or components.  The 

item “If the curve goes up because a number of students have cheated…” yielded the 

single smallest factor loading value of .39 for factor 3.  All the other items settled onto 

their respective factors with loadings greater than .52.  The first factor was 

characterized as “General Neutralizations.”  The second factor was better represented 

as “Denial of Responsibility.”  And the third factor was labeled “Critical of the System.”  

The values with membership in the respective factor are underlined. 

The internal consistencies for each of the three new neutralization categories 

were estimated using Cronbach’s-α.  General Neutralizations yielded an internal 

consistency of .921.  Denial of Responsibility demonstrated an internal consistency 

score of .422.  Critical of the System represent an internal consistency of .552. 
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Table 19: Rotated Factor Loadings for Neutralization Questionnaire Items 

Item 
on 

Survey 
Item Content 

1 
General 

Neutralizations 

2 
Denial of 

Responsibility 

3 
Critical of the 
System 

18A 
Helping someone to cheat on exams and assignments is OK 
because students should stick together and help one another 

.76 .02 .27 

18B Cheating is OK if others in the class are doing it .76 -.08 .28 

18C Cheating is OK if you are not given reasonable time to prepare .74 .04 .30 

18D Cheating is OK if the instructor speaks English poorly .63 .08 .34 

18E 
If the curve goes up because a number of students have 
cheated, cheating really doesn't give you an unfair advantage 

.26 .08 .39 

18F There would be less cheating if the teaching were better .04 .67 .20 

18G 
Cheating is OK if the professor give unreasonably difficult 
assignments or tests 

.64 .27 .31 

18H 
Professors shouldn’t complain about cheating because they 
don’t assign grades fairly anyway 

.47 .19 .52 

18I 
At this school a "double standard" exists; cheating by athletes 
is tolerated, but for other students it is not 

-.12 .15 .75 

18J 
Cheating must not be too wrong or instructors would try harder 
to catch cheaters 

.35 .16 .56 

18K 
Students wouldn't cheat so much if parents wouldn't put so 
much pressure on them to get good grades 

.09 .56 .13 

18L Cheating isn't so bad if you are helping a friend .74 .15 .23 

18M 
Cheating is OK if you studied the wrong materials or did the 
wrong assignment 

.73 .19 .14 

18N 
Cheating is sometimes necessary to get the GPA you need to 
get into a college, graduate program, or professional school 

.65 .41 -.01 

18O Cheating is better than failing .53 .47 .02 

18P 
It's not to bad to cheat if you have studied hard and attended 
class 

.69 .38 .10 

18Q 
Sometimes you have to cheat to help a fraternity brother or 
sorority sister 

.69 .21 -.09 

18R 
Cheating is OK if you can't study because of other 
commitments 

.76 .17 .02 

18S Grades really don't reflect what you know about a subject .14 .59 .05 
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Hypothesis 5:  Cognitive development, self-concept, and attitude toward 

cheating will make significant contributions to the regression model for the 

dependent variables of academic dishonesty 

The data provided mixed results for the hypotheses. Only ten of the dependent 

variable models demonstrated overall model significance.  The logistic regression 

models were hypothesized to demonstrate the impact of the three independent 

variables of cognitive development, self-concept, and attitude toward cheating on the 22 

academic dishonesty, or dependent, variables.  However, this relationship was 

supported for less than half the dishonesty variables. 

Logistic regression was the most appropriate procedure for testing the 

hypothesis. It requires the dependent variables to be categorical and dichotomous 

(Pampel, 2000; Peng et al., 2002).  The independent variables may be either 

continuous or categorical.  The data provided in this study generated categorical 

dependent variables. 

The survey instrument was not designed with dichotomous dependent variables.  

Instead, respondents were asked to select among “0” for “never,” “1” for “once,” and “2” 

for “more than once,” regarding how many times they had cheated during the spring of 

2004.  Before any logistic regression modeling could be conducted, the 22 dependent 

variables were recoded into new variables in the SPSS 12.0 data file.  The new 

categories were “0” for “no” or “never,” and via a merger of the original 1 and 2 values, 

“1” for “yes” or “at least once.” 

Each of the 22 dependent variables required its own logistic regression model.  

There were a total of 22 logistic regression models utilizing the R-Index and a total of 22 
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logistic regression models employing the CCI.  For the current hypothesis, no controls 

for gender or ethnicity were used.  The data were examined in their simplest, aggregate 

form. 

Multicollinearity, or the existence of relationships between the independent 

variables, was tested.  Correlations for all 13 SPPCS scales, the LEP CCI, the LEP R-

Index, and the ATC scale were calculated.  Additionally, because of the significant 

correlations between the ATC scores and the neutralization items, as reported earlier, all 

neutralization items were withheld from these correlation calculations and the 

subsequent logistic regression modeling.  The significant correlations between the 

independent variables that impacted the logistic regression modeling decisions are 

reported in Table 20. 

Table 20: Significant correlations between R-Index, CCI, ATC, and SPPCS scales 

 CCI ATC 
Parent 

Relationships 
Creativity 

Job 
Competence 

Scholastic 
Competence 

Intellectual 
Ability 

Morality 
Athletic 

Competence 

R-
Index 

.80 .20 -.11 .12 - - - - - 

CCI 1.0 .20 -.17 - - - - - - 

ATC .20 1.0 - - .16 .25 .16 .16 -.16 

 

The CCI score and the R-Index demonstrated a significant correlation between 

each other, as seen in Table 20.  Further, as reported earlier in this chapter, the two 

demonstrated significance with the dependent variables differently.  Therefore, logistic 

regression models were better understood through the 22 models employing the CCI 

values and another 22 models using the R-Index.   
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The order of hierarchical entry for the logistic regression model for each of the 22 

dependent variables was:  R-Index or CCI, Appearance, Close Friendships, Romantic 

Relationships, Global Self-Worth, Social Acceptance, Parent Relationships, Job 

Competence, Intellectual Ability, Humor, Scholastic Competence, Morality, ATC.  Table 

21 outlines each overall model significance and summarizes the individual independent 

variables emerging as significant within the models.  The significant individual variables 

demonstrated greater probabilities of fit for academic dishonesty. 
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Table 21: Logistic Regression Results for the 22 Dependent Academic Dishonesty Variables 

ITEM ITEM CONTENT N WALD -2LL 
MODEL 
χ
2
 

FOR 13df 

COX & 
SNELL 
R

2 

SIG. IVS 
α = .05 

20A
B Copying from another student during a test (or 

exam) without his or her knowledge 
265 65.19 266.36 24.32* .09 ATC Score 

20B
B Copying from another student during a test with 

his or her knowledge 
264 90.41 201.85 45.46* .16 

Close Friendships 
Social Acceptance 
ATC Score 

20C
B Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat sheet) 

during a test 
261 109.72 174.28 15.98 .06 NONE 

20D
B Getting questions or answers from someone 

who has already taken a test 
263 13.01 332.61 18.63 .07 

Close Friendships 
ATC Score 

20E
B
 Helping someone else cheat on a test 263 106.56 174.14 32.16* .16 

Morality 
ATC Score 

20F
B
 Cheating on a test in any other way 260 103.66 188.81 20.31 .08 ATC Score 

20G
B
 
Copying material, almost word for word, from 
any source and turning it in as your own work 

263 97.31 209.94 21.06 .08 ATC Score 

20H
B
 Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography 263 109.82 177.80 16.95 .06 ATC Score 

20I
B
 Turning in work done by someone else 263 115.25 124.36 17.13 .06 NONE 

20J
B
 
Receiving substantial, prohibited help on an 
assignment 

261 93.35 206.35 30.45* .11 
Global Self-Worth 
Parental Relationships 
Morality 

20K
A Working on an assignment with others when the 

instructor asked for individual work 
263 40.92 292.20 27.57* .10 ATC Score 

Notes: * Model demonstrates significance at α = .05. 
A
 Logistic Regression Model with CCI as first entry.   

B
 Logistic Regression Model with R-index as first entry  
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Table 21 Continued: Logistic Regression Results for the 22 Dependent Academic 
Dishonesty Variables 

ITEM ITEM CONTENT N WALD -2LL 
MODEL 
χ
2
 

FOR 13df 

COX & 
SNELL 
R

2 

SIG. IVS 
α = .05 

20L
A Copying a few sentences of material without 

footnoting them in a paper 
263 63.93 265.76 23.83* .09 ATC Score 

20M
B
 Writing or providing a paper for another student 262 114.98 134.14 21.69 .08 

Job Competence 
Morality 

20N
B
 
Turning in a paper based on information 
obtained from a term paper 'mill' or website 

263 115.25 125.15 16.34 .06 Scholastic Competence 

20O
B
 
Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the 
Internet as a source 

261 109.70 170.77 27.36* .10 ATC Score 

20P
B
 
In a course requiring computer work, copying 
another student's program rather than doing 
your own 

261 112.89 154.27 19.35 .07 NONE 

20Q
B 

Falsifying lab or research data 258 111.65 107.00 18.33 .07 
LEP R-Index 
Parental Relationships 

20R
A 

Receiving or giving "pirated" copy of 
commercially sold computer software to 
someone else  

263 59.12 272.57 23.76* .09 
LEP CCI 
Social Acceptance 
ATC Score 

20S
A Making up a false excuse to delay or put off 

taking an exam or turning in an assignment  
262 63.30 270.81 18.23 .07 Morality 

20T
A Taking advantage of access to exam questions 

or answers prior to the exam 
262 69.80 234.04 36.46* .13 

Intellectual Ability 
Scholastic Competence 
ATC Score 

20U
A 

Signing or asking another to sign an attendance 
sheet for a student or for self being absent from 
class  

262 56.91 270.29 27.62* .16 
Morality 
ATC Score 

20V
A Submitting the exact, same paper for more than 

one class without any instructor permission 
264 109.34 179.56 19.37 .12 NONE 

Notes: * Model demonstrates significance at α = .05.  
A
 Logistic Regression Model with CCI as first entry.   

B
 Logistic Regression Model with R-index as first entry.
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Logistic regression analyses do not generate a linear model for the dependent 

variables (Pampel, 2000; Peng et al., 2002). Instead, a sigimoidal, or S-shaped, curve is 

predicted in logistic regression.  Figure 2 presents an example of such a curve among 

the present results for the dependent variable, “Copying from another student during a 

test with his or her knowledge” (Item 20B in Table 21).  For this item, the overall model 

was found to be significant. 

 
Figure 2: Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities for “Copying from another 

student during a test with his or her knowledge” 
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Attitude Toward Cheating was a significant individual predictor for all but one of 

the overall significant models: “Receiving substantial, prohibited help on an assignment.”  

An ancillary inquiry revealed that 95 students (22%) did not perceive this behavior as 

cheating.  Further, 193 students (45%) rated behavior as trivial cheating.  This result is 

highlighted in Figure 3. 

Figure 3: Frequencies for receiving substantial, prohibited help on an assignment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Self-Perception Profile scales that emerged as significant individual 

predictors in the significant logistic regression models were close friendships, social 

acceptance, parental relationships, morality, global self-worth, intellectual ability, 

scholastic competence, and athletic competence (during the alternate modeling).  The 

dependent variables for these were the following:  
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� copying from another student during a test with his or her knowledge,  

� helping someone else cheat on a test, receiving substantial,  

� prohibited help on an assignment,  

� receiving or giving “pirated” copy of commercially sold computer software to 

someone else,  

� taking advantage of access to exam questions or answers prior to the exam,  

� signing or asking another to sign an attendance sheet for a student or for self 

being absent from class. 

As reported earlier, the Athletic Competence scale of the SPPCS generated six 

positive significant correlations with the dependent variables.  Essentially, as Athletic 

Competence increased, the likelihood of cheating also increased.  This result did not fit 

the self-concept hypothesis.   

Athletic Competence was initially removed from the models because it operated 

contrary to the theoretical underpinnings of the study.  However, an additional set of 

logistic regression models was tested including Athletic Competence.  The model 

followed the following order: R-Index or CCI, Appearance, Close Friendships, Romantic 

Relationships, Global Self-Worth, Social Acceptance, Parent Relationships, Job 

Competence, Athletic Competence, Intellectual Ability, Humor, Scholastic Competence, 

Morality, and ATC.  

Only one model diverged from the original logistic regression modeling results. 

For this model, Athletic Competence was found to be a significant individual predictor for 

the likelihood of “Copying material, almost word for word, from any source and turning it 

in as your own work” happening.  The following are the results for the “copying word for 
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word model” that employed Athletic Competence as an independent variable.  The Wald 

coefficient for the model was 97.31.  The –2LL for the model was 197.30.  The χ2 for the 

overall model (14df) was significant at a value of 33.68.  Table 22 provides the results of 

the logistic model for this result.  Figure 4 provides a visual for the sigimoidal curve 

generated by the significant overall model for the copying word for word model in which 

Athletic Competence was included as a predictor. 

Table 22: The Significant Logistic Regression Model Employing the Athletic 
Competence Variable 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

LEPPOS5 .01 .02 .14 1 .71 1.01 

SPPCS Appearance -.29 .30 .90 1 .34 .75 

SPPCS Close Friendships .14 .32 .19 1 .66 1.15 

SPPCS Romantic Relationships -.44 .27 2.76 1 .10 .64 

SPPCS Social Acceptance -.17 .35 .22 1 .64 .85 

SPPCS Parental Relationships -.39 .32 1.46 1 .23 .68 

SPPCS Job competence -.57 .42 1.82 1 .18 .57 

SPPCS Athletic Competence .95 .29 11.07 1 .001 2.59 

SPPCS Intellectual Ability -.44 .41 1.13 1 .29 .65 

SPPCS Scholastic Competence .04 .40 .01 1 .93 1.04 

SPPCS Morality -.27 .29 .87 1 .35 .76 

SPPCS Global Self Worth .60 .51 1.39 1 .24 1.82 

ATC Score -.03 .02 3.41 1 .07 .97 

Constant 1.02 1.35 .57 1 .45 2.78 
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Figure 4: Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities for “Copying material, almost 

word for word, from any source and turning it in as your own work” 
 
      32                                                                 

                                                                         

            0                                                            

F           0                                                            

R     24    01                                                           

E           001                                                          

Q           000                                                          

U          0000                                                          

E     16   0000 11                                                       

N           0000000 1                                                    

C          10000000 11                                                   

Y         00000000000     1                                              

       8  00000000000 0 100                                              

          00000000000001000 01                                           

          00000000000000000000      1 1                                  

          000000000000000000000000100011 01101  00                       

 

Predicted 0            .25            .5             .75             1 

  Prob:    

  Group:  000000000000000000000000000000111111111111111111111111111111 

 

Predicted Probability of Membership for 1 
The Cut Value is .50; Symbols: 0 - 0, 1 - 1 
Each Symbol Represents 2 Cases. 



 120

CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS,  

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

In this chapter, the major findings of the research are interpreted, conclusions 

are reached, and recommendations are made for future research.  The research 

addressed cheating from a cognitive standpoint in an effort to understand how the use 

of neutralization techniques, attitudes toward cheating, self-conceptions, and cognitive 

developmental levels interrelate in the performance of academically dishonest 

behaviors.  The variables were investigated via data collected from anonymous in-class 

surveys.  The summary of findings follows the order of the hypotheses.   

Summary of Findings 

Self-concept was significantly and negatively related to academic dishonesty.  

Students with positive self-concepts were less likely to admit to cheating.  Many of the 

scales in the Self-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPCS; Neemann & Harter, 

1986) demonstrated the importance of interpersonal relationships in students’ self-

concept.  Therefore, students’ likelihood for cheating depended on how they viewed 

themselves in consideration of their relationships with others.   

Cognitive development, under certain conditions, was significantly and negatively 

related to academic dishonesty.  An important link between critical thinking and cheating 

has been established by these results.  Students were more likely to admit to cheating if 

they displayed less cognitive complexity and if they had achieved less relativism in their 

intellectual development.   
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Attitude toward cheating was significantly and negatively related to academic 

dishonesty.  Students tolerant of cheating were more likely to report the practice.  

Students more condemnatory of academic dishonesty cheated less. 

The use of neutralization techniques was significantly and positively related to 

academic dishonesty.  Students who agreed with the neutralization statements were 

more likely to admit to cheating.   

Under certain conditions, cognitive development, self-concept, and attitude 

toward cheating made significant contributions to the regression model for the 

dependent variables of academic dishonesty.  Less than half the dependent variables 

yielded significant logistic regression models.   

Discussion 

Self-concept was significantly and negatively related to academic dishonesty.  

This finding is consistent with the self-esteem literature that has shown that as self-

esteem increases involvement in high-risk behaviors decreases (Dai et al., 2002; 

Glindemann et al., 1999; Hirschberger et al., 2002; Hollar & Snizek, 1996).  In the 

previous studies of academic dishonesty and self-esteem, significant correlations were 

not found between the two variables (Anzivino, 1996; Ward, 1986). In those studies, the 

samples were either too small or were plagued by measurement error.  One scale of the 

SPPCS generated a confounding result.  Athletic competence was found to be 

positively and significantly related to cheating.  The literature on academic dishonesty 

has not addressed the athletic competence variable.  Students involved in athletic 

activities, intramural sports, club sports, and intercollegiate athletics function on 

cohesive teams in which social relationships are preeminent.  If students were unsure 
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about their scholastic competence, they may have sought help through their close 

network of athletically competent friends and peers.  The overall finding related to self-

concept and academic dishonesty is that students were more likely to seek illicit help 

when they were less sure of their own intellectual abilities or scholastic competence. 

Cognitive development was significantly and negatively related to academic 

dishonesty.  Students with less cognitive complexity or who had not developed into 

relativistic thinking were more likely to cheat.  This finding may stem from the need less 

relativistic students had to provide “right” answers to professors or authorities.  The 

finding supports Taylor’s (1990) assertion that college seniors achieve higher levels of 

intellectual development than freshmen and Perry’s (1968) theoretical prediction that 

less concern with Absolute Truth of Authorities reduces the likelihood for cheating.  

Attitude toward cheating was significantly and negatively related to academic 

dishonesty.  The present Attitude Toward Cheating (ATC; Gardner & Melvin, 1988) 

scale findings are consistent with the literature reviewed earlier (Graham et al., 1994; 

Roig & Ballew, 1994; Whitley, 1998).  Students who were more condemnatory of 

cheating were less likely to cheat.   

The use of neutralization techniques was significantly and positively related to 

academic dishonesty.  Students in this study used neutralizations to justify or rationalize 

their cheating.  The evidence produced by this study is consistent with the existing 

literature about academic dishonesty and neutralization (LaBeff et al., 1990; McCabe, 

1992; Polding, 1995; Storch, 2000).  However, the results suggest that the 

conceptualization and application of neutralization theory applied here have limits.   
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The significant correlations between neutralization items and ATC scores were 

undeniable. The failure of the items to load as the theory predicted in the factor analysis 

on seven distinct categories was problematic.  However, the factor analysis finding was 

not altogether surprising.  Polding (1995) had commented on the inconsistent factor 

analysis results. 

Under certain conditions, cognitive development, self-concept, and attitude 

toward cheating made significant contributions to the logistic regression model for the 

dependent variables.  Overall, the hypothesis received mixed support.  Among the 

individually significant predictors of the logistic regression models, attitudes, student’s 

self-perceptions, and (to a lesser extent) students’ cognitive development predicted the 

probability of cheating.  The significant results suggest that students’ lack of confidence 

in themselves and their social relationships impacted their decisions to cheat.  The 

literature predicted that morality would have been a significant individual predictor 

(Nuss, 1981; Whitley, 1998), but the role of morality was murky.  It did not emerge as 

significant as often as may have been expected. When morality emerged, it tended to 

emerge alongside ATC.   

The literature did not report previous studies that have examined this 

combination of variables for the logistic regression analysis; however, as reported 

earlier, the findings for the correlational hypotheses were consistent with the existing 

literature.  Therefore, students who had tolerant attitudes may nevertheless experience 

guilt.  The models achieved overall significance for testing situations, circumstances in 

which students sought help or advice against instructors’ guidelines, and the misuse of 

original sources.  All but the misuse of sources required relationships with others.  
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Students had greater probabilities of cheating if they held weaker self-concepts of their 

ability to generate the “right” answers, tolerant attitudes toward cheating, and the 

opportunity to use relationships with other students as sources for cheating. 

XXII. Conclusions 

The following conclusions may be drawn about the relationships between 

academic dishonesty and self-concept, cognitive development, attitudes toward 

cheating, and neutralization. 

Self-Concept and Academic Dishonesty 

Student with lower levels of confidence in their abilities and relationships are 

more likely to take advantage of opportunities to illicitly work with others who serve as 

“security blankets” or “safety nets” to build their self-confidence and ensure that they are 

thinking “on the right track” for the course material.  They may not consider their 

behavior as cheating when they meet with other students or seek help in violations of 

their instructions.  These students with less confidence may be more concerned with 

providing projects, papers, and tests, than with the risks associated with their choices. 

The significant and positive relationship between the SPPCS scale Athletic 

Competence and academic dishonesty is important to college cultures.  Students who 

are involved in campus activities are likely to participate in intramural sports or to attend 

intercollegiate athletic events on campus.  These students may view their athletic 

involvement as special or as part of an “insider group.”  They may protect their 

membership in these groups by “helping” other students through providing information 

about tests and so forth.  Something about athletic culture may facilitate cheating.  What 

this something is was not explained in the results.  It could be that students with athletic 
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competence understand the importance of relationships and use those relationships to 

their advantage academically as a matter of necessity.  Unfortunately, the literature on 

cheating has previously not addressed the role of athletic competence.   

Cognitive Development and Academic Dishonesty 

Cognitive complexity predicts the likelihood of cheating.  When there is an 

absolute right answer for a question, as the Position 1-2 or Dualistic student might 

believe, the need to find the answer before turning in a project, paper, or assignment is 

great and produces stress that leads the student to pursue prohibited help. Students 

who cheat do not care about how the answers they provide are derived, as long as they 

provide the right answers.  For example, students who plagiarize their papers or who 

seek substantial help for assignments may be more concerned with providing the right 

answer to the instructor than with demonstrating their own critical thoughts about the 

topic.   

As students’ cognitive abilities develop, students’ chances of cheating decrease.  

The more developed the students’ relativistic thinking, the greater their chances of 

realizing that there are often multiple, valid paths and answers for questions.  Therefore, 

less confidence, competence, or ability, as demonstrated in the results for the first 

hypothesis, lead to cheating, whereas greater efficacy and ability to think critically deter 

cheating.   

Attitudes Toward Cheating and Academic Dishonesty 

Simply put, attitude impacts whether students cheat. Once again, attitude is 

proven to be related to behavior.  If college culture enables students with attitudes 
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tolerant of cheating to cheat, they will.  These results influence a number of 

recommendations to be made later in the chapter.  

Neutralization and Academic Dishonesty 

Students who neutralize their cheating demonstrate academic dishonesty.  They 

may do so for the sake of efficiency, a conclusion consistent with the literature (Daniel, 

Blount, & Ferrell, 1991).  Students who cheat are likely to hide behind their 

neutralizations.  These students may have a strong network of peers to enable 

efficiency and dishonesty.  Students employing neutralization may count on their 

relationships with others students in their classes to help them obtain higher scores on 

tests by knowing the exact content of, or answers for, the tests.  Students may use 

neutralizations as means for diminishing the importance of the help they receive from 

their peers.  Academic culture may enable neutralization as a normal pattern. 

Logistic Regression of the Independent Variables with Academic Dishonesty 

Even though the results were mixed, the significant results demonstrated the 

importance of relationships to cheating.  The significant models demonstrated that in the 

areas of tests and obtaining general aid, students use existing relationships to facilitate 

their cheating behavior.  Being successful in college is not an isolated individual 

process.  Success in college is partly dependent upon working and studying with others 

as Light (2001) has shown.   

The individual significances for the individual predictors of global self-worth, 

parental relationships, and morality generate opportunities for establishing new views 

about cheating.  The data lead to the conclusion that students seek help if they do not 
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feel strongly about their ability to complete assignments and are concerned about 

possible parental opprobrium if they do not perform well.   

The logistic regression analyses support the supposition that students rely on 

each other for learning and success.  However, the reality is that cheating is a complex 

process, perhaps more complex than being honest.   

Recommendations for Future Research 

The methods of this study deployed the most used data collection procedures for 

gathering self-report survey information on college students’ academic honesty (e.g., 

Arvidson & Lumsden, 2002; Lupton & Chapman, 2002; Pulvers & Diekhoff, 1999; Storch 

et al., 2002; Whitley & Kost, 1999).  The sample was one of convenience; therefore, a 

number of research recommendations have emerged from the study.   

First, the sample was one of convenience; hence, it may not have included a 

normal random sample of the student body.  The courses entered were primarily from 

the business and community service colleges, so the data may have been skewed.  

Clearly, the present study suffered measurement error, sampling error, and the 

possibility of range restriction.  A random sample based on a normal distribution is 

recommended for future research whenever possible. 

Second, the timing of the study was problematic.  If students had been surveyed 

in January about the fall of 2003 rather than in April during the spring of 2004 (i.e., the 

current semester), could the rates for cheating have been higher?  Students would have 

been reporting behavior for a prior semester and could have experienced less risk for 

being truly honest.  Since more students attend class meetings in the beginning of a 

semester, attendance tends to drop as the semester progresses.  Whitley (1998) has 
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pointed out that students who attend class are less likely to cheat.  If the less likely to 

cheat students were the students in the classrooms at the time of the survey 

administrations in April, the results obtained may not have been accurate.  This is 

problematic because most of the courses surveyed did not require attendance.  

Students may be able to be more honest about their behaviors if they are reporting 

them for a prior semester.  Research that enables students to report their behaviors for 

a prior semester is recommended for the future. 

Third, the surveys were administered to the students by the researcher and two 

research assistants.  The likelihood of test administration error increases when more 

than one person is involved in administering any standardized instrument.  Future 

studies must carefully control for and monitory the likelihood of test administration error. 

Next, the survey instruments were lengthy and repetitive.  Students took about 

25 to 40 minutes to complete the survey packets. There were some students who took 

only 15 minutes.  These packets usually had anomalies in the data.  But there were a 

small number of students (less than 10 observed) who needed 50 - 60 minutes to 

complete the questionnaires.  Also, the Survey of Academic Behaviors (SAB) collected 

a rich data set, but students felt it contained too many items.  The SAB contained 

redundancies with the ATC items being too similar to the Neutralization items.  

Interestingly, students commented that the Social Desirability Items were too similar to 

the SPPCS.  Consequently, students picked and chose among the scales and sections 

to which they wanted to respond.  Because the survey was voluntary, the researcher 

simply encouraged inquiring students to anonymously complete those sections they 

were most comfortable answering and to know that all the data they provided were 
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useful to the project.  Interestingly, during administrations of the surveys, the 

respondents provided unsolicited comments to the researcher about feeling like the 

survey content was redundant.  Therefore, SAB needs to be shorter and more 

parsimonious with items presented in a larger font size.  Narrowing the research focus 

of future studies attempting to address the complexity of cheating via several 

independent variables is recommended.  

Problems associated with administering the Learning Environment Preferences 

could have affected the results of the study.  Students had difficulty correctly completing 

the instrument.  They tended to either incorrectly complete or to ignore the bottom 

portion of the response form where they were asked to rank the significance of the top 

three item numbers.  The incorrectly completed LEPs were lacking only the three ranks 

for the top three items for each scale.  Worse, the scores were generated from the item 

ranks that students provided at the bottom of the answer form.  The scores were not 

dependent in any way on the work students put into rating each item along a continuum 

of “very significant” to “very insignificant.”  Students rated each of five scales’ 13 items. 

They were then asked to go to the bottom of the form and rank the item numbers that 

they deemed most important for each scale.  Students commented to the survey 

administrators on their difficulties with completing the Learning Environment 

Preferences, and students asked more questions about the LEP than about any of the 

other survey components.  Based on the problems with LEP administration, the LEP 

may not be the best instrument to use for validly measuring college students’ cognitive 

levels; however, the results are indeed impressive given this weakness in the 

instrument.   
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The recommendations based on these instrument-oriented issues involve 

revising the LEP to be more useable and to generate larger return rates.  It has 

historically had problems with return rates and based on this study, the reasons for this 

involve problems with the instructions and the layout of the answer sheet.  The 

instrument’s problems may be contributing to its inability to provide more precise 

measures of students’ intellectual complexity and cognitive positions. 

Next, the SPPCS was a good instrument for the population. It generated 

significant results and demonstrated usefulness for quantitative procedures.  It focuses 

on several areas like academics, parental relationships, and social relationships with 

peers that are found to be important to college student psychosocial development in the 

literature (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  The instrument was more precise than the 

Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale that was embedded in the Survey of Academic 

Behaviors.  The Rosenberg scale and the SPPCS correlated significantly and positively.  

Even though concerns existed before the survey administrations began about the ease 

with which students could complete the Self-Perception Profile for College Students, the 

students tended to have little problem with the instrument.  The issue for the SPPCS 

was incorrectly checking two answers for the items.  Students were usually observed to 

catch these errors by asking their peers and glancing at each other’s work.  Some 

SPPCS scales seemed to overlap and did correlate significantly with each other.  

However, knowing that the instrument’s scales have now been concurrently validated 

with a highly regarded instrument adds to the value of the results for the present study.  

The SPPCS should be used to measure college students’ self-perceptions and self-

concept in college student research in the future.   



 131

Additionally, now that there is evidence to suggest that parental relationships and 

scholastic competence are potential predictors of cheating, these issues need more 

exploration.  How do these issues influence the behavior of the student who achieved a 

less than stellar high school education, obtained college entrance against the odds, and 

may be at risk for stopping or dropping out of college?  What if this student has high 

athletic competence (even though he or she may not be a varsity college athlete) in this 

circumstance?  What set of complex variables influences this student?  Further, 

investigations of students’ self-concepts and relationships with peers and families may 

shed important light on the process of cheating.  The implications of relationships are 

important to academic dishonesty because security in parental relationships (i.e. 

relationships with Authority) seems to influence students’ critical thinking.  Further 

research could be revealing. 

A number of recommendations emerge from the neutralization items.  First, 

neutralization, as conceptualized for academic dishonesty, appears to be more 

representative of general attitudes about cheating and the ATC scale.  Thus, the 

neutralization items could be deleted from the instrument unless future researchers 

want to focus on deviance. In that case, the attitude toward cheating (ATC) scale should 

be deleted from the instrument.  Secondly, before neutralization is employed 

exclusively, the items’ validity and categorization need strengthening and additional 

items dealing with general deviance (e.g., “Speeding on the highway is okay as long as 

you don’t get caught”) as well as non-deviant behaviors (e.g., “It’s okay for students to 

brush their teeth daily”) should be embedded into the scale.   
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Last, even though neutralization has tended to be dealt with in the literature as a 

deviance issue, Whitley (1998) grouped it with attitudes in his meta-analysis.  Yet, he 

cited LaBeff et al. (1990) who investigated deviance’s relationship to cheating, so 

empirical testing is needed to determine whether cheating is a form of deviance or 

normal to attitudes.  Further, the literature review showed that neutralization is 

conceived as an alternate morality.  The data here revealed neutralization, attitudes and 

morality as being related.  There is a definite the need for further research to address 

the relatedness of neutralization with attitudes and morality. 

The logistic regression analyses of the present study may not be robust due to 

the limited number of variables addressed (even with the survey being so long!).  Even 

though they contribute less than might be hoped, they add to the body of knowledge 

about cheating.  Clearly, a variety of complex overriding issues may influence students 

to cheat.  The models for regression require further theoretical and empirical 

development.  More work addressing the convoluted set of contingencies that influence 

students’ cheating behaviors is needed.  

Variables not addressed in the present study include motivation and 

procrastination.  Even though the focus of future cheating studies needs to be 

narrowed, future research needs to explore the nature of relationships between 

academic dishonesty, the present variables along with as yet unexplored variables. 

Lastly, future studies should consider the roles moderator variables, which might include 

cultural background or gender, for example, and establish empirically verifiable models 

for examining those factors that predict the likelihood of cheating. 
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APPENDIX A 

ANONYMOUS SURVEY OF ACADEMIC BEHAVIORS 

1. SECTION I – DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION (Your answers will remain 

anonymous.) 

1.  Please fill in the total number of credit hours you will accumulate at the end of this semester   

2.  Please fill in how many credit hours you were registered for during this semester   

3.  Please write your current major or subject area of interest   

4.  Please circle your mother’s highest level of education: 

Less than High School Diploma Associate’s Degree Doctoral Degree 

High School Diploma Bachelor’s Degree Medical Doctorate 

Some College Master’s Degree Juris Doctorate 

5. Please circle your father’s highest level of education: 

Less than High School Diploma Associate’s Degree Doctoral Degree 

High School Diploma Bachelor’s Degree Medical Doctorate 

Some College Master’s Degree Juris Doctorate 

6.  Please circle the general field of employment you plan to enter after you complete your education: 

Computers/Technology Business Education Eng./Science 

Social Work/Welfare Health Care/Medicine Law Entertainment 

Government/Public Service Other (please specify)     

7.  How many hours per week do you estimate that you work on average?  

8.  Circle your gender: Female Male 9.  What is your age this semester?   

10. Circle your status: Single Married Divorced 

11. Please circle your ethnicity: African American Latino/Hispanic American 

 Asian American Native American  

 White/Caucasian American International Student 

Other (please specify)  

12. Please circle your religious affiliation or identification: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13. Have you ever seen a student cheat during a test or exam at your school? Yes _____ No _____ 

 

14. Have you ever reported another student for cheating? Yes _____ No _____ 

 

Agnosticism 

Anglican 

Atheism 

Baptist 

Buddhist 

Christian Science 

Church of Christ 

Eastern Orthodox 

Episcopalian 

Hindu 

Islam 

Jehovah’s Witnesses 

Jewish 

Methodist 

Mormonism 

Pentecostal 

Presbyterian 

Roman Catholic 

Scientology 

Society of Friends 

Other (please specify):  

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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Page 2 

SECTION II – SURVEY OF ACADEMIC BEHAVIORS (Your answers will remain anonymous.) 

 

15. Please check the appropriate response for  Very   Very 

 how you rate each of the following: Low Low High High 

 a. The competitiveness for grades at your school? _____ _____ _____ _____ 

 b. The pressure you feel for getting good grades? _____ _____ _____ _____ 

 c. Severity of penalties for cheating at your school? _____ _____ _____ _____ 

 d. Chances of getting caught cheating at your school? _____ _____ _____ _____ 

 e. The average student's understanding of your  

school’s policies concerning student cheating? _____ _____ _____ _____ 

 

 

 

16. Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. If you Strongly Agree 

with the statement, circle SA  If you Agree with the statement, circle A. If you Disagree with the statement 

circle D. If you Strongly Disagree with the statement, circle SD. 
 

A. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.    SA     A     D    SD 

B. At times I think I am no good at all.    SA     A     D    SD 

C. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.    SA     A     D    SD 

D. I am able to do things as well as most other people.    SA     A     D    SD 

E. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.    SA     A     D    SD 

F. I certainly feel useless at times.    SA     A     D    SD 

G. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an 

equal plane with others. 

 

   SA     A     D    SD 

H. I wish I could have more respect for myself.    SA     A     D    SD 

I. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.    SA     A     D    SD 

J. I take a positive attitude toward myself.    SA     A     D    SD 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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17. Students have a variety of attitudes about cheating. For each of the following items, please indicate your 

opinion by putting the appropriate abbreviation in the item blank. 
 

SA = Strongly Agree A = Agree U = Undecided D = Disagree SD = Strongly Disagree 
 

A. _____ If during a test one student is looking at another student’s answer sheet, the teacher should not 

point this out until after class because it might embarrass the student. 

B. _____ If a teacher sees a student cheating, it is just the teacher’s word against the student’s, unless the 

student admits he or she was cheating. 

C. _____ Cheating on college tests is morally wrong. 

D. _____ If during a test two students are looking at each other’s answer sheets and talking, the teacher 

should not assume that they are cheating. 

E. _____ Some sororities and fraternities keep files of old tests to use in predicting what will be on future 

tests. This is cheating. 

F. _____ Only the student knows whether he or she was cheating; therefore, no decision should be made 

until the student is asked whether he or she cheated.  

G. _____ If a student says that he or she did not cheat and gives some explanation for his or her behavior, 

only an unfair teacher would penalize the student. 

H. _____ If a term paper includes a series of exact statements from a book which is not listed as a source, the 

teacher must assume that the student intentionally plagiarized. 

I. _____ It is cheating to ask another student (from an earlier section) “What was on the test?” 

J. _____ If a student is offered a copy of a stolen test, the offer should be refused. 

K. _____ If a student is caught cheating, that student should plead innocent and force the school to prove the 

accusation. 

L. _____ When a student who denies cheating is found guilty, the student should receive additional 

punishment for lying. 

M. _____ If a student accused of cheating admits having cheated, the punishment should be reduced to 

reward honesty. 

N. _____ A student who hands in a purchased term paper should be expelled from school. 

O. _____ If a teacher leaves the room during a test, that teacher is in effect okaying cheating. 

 

P. _____ Most students who don’t cheat are just afraid of getting caught. 

Q. _____ All tests should be open book, because in real life people can always look in the book. 

R. _____ A student who sees another student cheating and reports it should refuse to identify the cheater. 

S. _____ If over half the class is cheating on an assignment, the others are justified in cheating also. 

T. _____ Students should report by name anyone seen cheating. 

U. _____ Students are justified in cheating if the teacher’s grading system is unfair. 

V. _____ Studying usually doesn’t result in a better grade. 

W. _____ Most students who cheat are unethical people. 

X. _____ Making up an excuse in order to withdraw from a course to avoid failing is cheating. 

Y. _____ Smart students make good grades without really having to study. 

Z. _____ The whole purpose of going to college is to get a degree. 

AA. _____ Students who cheat don’t learn as much as others. 

BB. _____ There is really nothing wrong with cheating, other than the risk of being caught. 

CC. _____ If a student accidentally sees an answer on someone’s paper, that answer should not be used. 

DD. _____ Testing and grading are just a game with the students on one side and the teachers on the other. 

EE. _____ College tests don’t measure useful knowledge or ability. 

FF. _____ Most students who are accused of cheating are actually innocent. 

GG. _____ Most college students never cheat. 

HH. _____ It is lying when a student who cheated denies it. 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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18. Many factors or justifications may influence an individual’s decision about whether or not to do 

honest academic work in a particular situation.  For each of the following items, please indicate its 

importance to you in making such decisions by putting the appropriate abbreviation in the item blank. 
 

SA = Strongly Agree A = Agree N = Neutral D = Disagree SD = Strongly Disagree 
 

A. _____ Helping someone to cheat on exams and assignments is OK because students should stick together and help 

one another. 

B. _____ Cheating is OK if others in the class are doing it. 

C. _____ Cheating is OK if you are not given reasonable time to prepare. 

D. _____ Cheating is OK if the instructor speaks English poorly. 

E. _____ If the curve goes up because a number of students have cheated, cheating really doesn’t give you an unfair 

advantage. 

F. _____ There would be less cheating if the teaching were better. 
 

G. _____ Cheating is OK if the professor gives unreasonably difficult assignments or tests. 

H. _____ Professors shouldn’t complain about cheating because they don’t assign grades fairly anyway. 

I. _____ At this school a “double standard” exists; cheating by athletes is tolerated, but for other students it is not. 

J. _____ Cheating must not be too wrong or instructors would try harder to catch cheaters. 

K. _____ Students wouldn’t cheat so much if parents wouldn’t put so much pressure on them to get good grades. 
 

L. _____ Cheating isn’t so bad if you are helping a friend. 

M. _____ Cheating is OK if you studied the wrong materials or did the wrong assignment. 

N. _____ Cheating is sometimes necessary to get the GPA you need to get into a college, graduate program, 

or professional school. 
O. _____ Cheating is better than failing. 

P. _____ It’s not too bad to cheat if you have studied hard and attended class. 

Q. _____ Sometimes you have to cheat to help a fraternity brother or sorority sister. 
 

R. _____ Cheating is OK if you can’t study because of other commitments. 

S. _____ Grades really don’t reflect what you know about a subject. 

T. _____ Cheating is OK because no one ever gets caught. 

U. _____ Cheating is OK because nobody gets hurt. 

V. _____ If no one has told you that what you are doing is cheating, it’s OK to do it. 

W. _____ I am confident that my college education will prepare me for the job or career that I want. 

 

19. Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Read each item and decide 

whether the statement is true or false as it pertains to you personally.  Please indicate whether the item is 

true (T) or false (F) for you by putting a T or F in the item blank. 
 

a. _____It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. 

b. _____I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way. 

c. _____On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too little of my ability. 

d. _____There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even though I knew they 

were right. 

e. _____No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a good listener. 

f. _____There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. 

g. _____I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. 

h. _____I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 

i. _____I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 

j. _____I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own. 

k. _____There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. 

l. _____I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. 

m. _____I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings. 

PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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20. Please respond to the following questions about specific behaviors that some people might consider 

cheating by circling one response for each question on each scale.  Remember that this survey is completely 

anonymous and there is no way that anyone can connect you with any of your answers. 

 During this SPRING at UNT, How do you rank this 

 how often have you done any form of dishonesty? 

 of the following?  

 0 = Never 0 = Not cheating 

 1 = Once 1 = Trivial cheating 

 2 = More than once 2 = Serious cheating 
a. Copying from another student during a test (or exam) 

without his or her knowledge. 0 1 2 0 1 2 

b. Copying from another student during a test with his 

or her knowledge. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

c. Using prohibited crib notes (or cheat sheet) 0 1 2 0 1 2 

during a test. 

d. Getting questions or answers from someone who has 

already taken a test. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

e. Helping someone else cheat on a test. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

f. Cheating on a test in any other way. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

g. Copying material, almost word for word, from any 

source and turning it in as your own work. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

h. Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

i. Turning in work done by someone else. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

j. Receiving substantial, prohibited help on an assignment. 0 1 2 0 1 2 

k. Working on an assignment with others when the 

instructor asked for individual work. 0 1 2 0 1 2 

l. Copying a few sentences of material without footnoting 

them in a paper. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

m. Writing or providing a paper for another student. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

n. Turning in a paper based on information obtained from 

a term paper ‘mill’ or website. 0 1 2 0 1 2 

o. Plagiarizing a paper in any way using the Internet 

as a source. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

p. In a course requiring computer work, copying another 

student's program rather than doing your own. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

q. Falsifying lab or research data. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

r. Receiving or giving “pirated” copy of commercially  

sold computer software to someone else. 0 1 2 0 1 2 

s. Making up a false excuse to delay or put off taking an  

exam or turning in an assignment. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

t. Taking advantage of access to exam questions or  

answers prior to the exam. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

u. Signing an attendance sheet for a classmate or asking  

another student to sign in for you because of absence. 0 1 2 0 1 2 
 

v. Submitting the same identical paper for more than  

one class without any instructor permission. 0 1 2 0 1 2 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR ANONYMOUS PARTICIPATION! 
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APPENDIX B 
Neutralization Scale Key 

Neutralization Scale Name 
Item Key for 
Survey Scales 

Scale Statements 

Denial of Responsibility 18: D, G, O, R 

Cheating is OK if the instructor speaks English poorly 
Cheating is OK if the professor give unreasonably difficult assignments or 

tests 
Cheating if better than failing  
Cheating is OK if you can’t study because of other commitments 

Denial of Injury 18: E 
If the curve goes up because a number of students have cheated, cheating 

really doesn’t give you an unfair advantage 

Denial of Victim 18: J, S 
Cheating must not be too wrong or instructors would try harder to catch 

cheaters 
Grades really don’t reflect what you know about a subject 

Condemnation of the Condemners 18: F, H, I 

There would be less cheating if teaching were better 
Professors shouldn’t complain about cheating because they don’t assign 

grades fairly anyway 
At this school a “double standard” exists; cheating by athletes is tolerated, 

but for other students it is not 

Appeal to Higher Loyalties 18: A, K, L, Q 

Helping someone to cheat on exams and assignments is OK because 
students should stick together and help one another 

Students wouldn’t cheat so much if parents wouldn’t put so much pressure 
on them to get good grades 

Cheating isn’t so bad if you are helping a friend 
Sometimes you have to cheat to help a fraternity brother or sorority sister 

Defense of Necessity 18: B, C, M, N 

Cheating is OK if others in the class are doing it  
Cheating is OK if you are not given reasonable time to prepare 
Cheating is OK if you studied the wrong materials or did the wrong 

assignment 
Cheating is sometimes necessary to get the GPA you need to get into a 

college, graduate program, or professional school 

Metaphor of the Ledger 18: P It’s not too bad to cheat if you have studied hard and attended class 
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APPENDIX C 
IRB Approval Letter 
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APPENDIX D 
Consent Form 
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APPENDIX D CONTINUED 
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APPENDIX E 
Example of E-mail Used to Request Permission to Conduct Survey in a Class 

 

From:   Cody Arvidson 

To:   Kevin Yoder 

Date:   Friday - April 2, 2004 9:14 AM 

Subject:   Request to collect research data with your students 

Hi Dr. Yoder, 

 

I am investigating academic integrity among college students. I would like to come to your class to administer 

my survey because one of my variables is use of neutralization techniques, a sociological theory.  

 

The design of the study requires me to collect the surveys during class meetings in the month of April.  I am 

certainly willing to survey the classes at your convenience.  

 

I anticipate that it will take about 30 minutes for students to complete the anonymous surveys. To ensure 

anonymity, the students will place their completed surveys in an envelope that they will seal before turning in 

the finished survey packet. 

 

The study protocol requires that the professor not be present at the time of the survey distribution and 

administration.  

 

Because my research requires so much of the class meeting hour, I can also speak to the students about 

cheating and related research using neutralization following the survey administration. The students not only 

might benefit by knowing how neutralization has been applied to understanding behavior but also might relate 

to the subject following their active participation in research about it. 

 

If you require attendance, I will ask the students to sign in before the survey administration begins and will 

place their attendance sheet in a separate and sealed envelope to ensure their anonymity. Your students are 

certainly not required to participate in the study. Many professors are offering some extra credit to students to 

do complete the survey packets. 

 

I cannot tell you enough how much your support and participation will mean to me. I thank you in advance for 

you help. Please e-mail me at codya@unt.edu, or call me at 972-680-3968 or 214-502-0377, to let me know if 

you can allow me to enter your classroom. 

 

Sincerely, 

Cody Arvidson, M.S. 

Doctoral Candidate, Program in Higher Education 
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APPENDIX F 
Example -- 8 ½ in. by 11 in. Supplemental Session Flier 
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APPENDIX G 
Example -- Supplemental Session Handbill 
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