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ABSTRACT
Title of Dissertation: Undergraduate Moral Development and Academic
Dishonesty
Elizabeth Mulvey Nuss, Doctor of Philosophy, 1981
Dissertation directed by: Dr. Robert F. Carbone, Professor, Department of
Educational Policy, Planning and Administration

The study was ¢ digned to respond to the continuing concern for ethical
conduct and to increase our understandings of the moral development of col-
lege students and of the extent and scope of academic dishonesty on campus.

Kohlberg and other cognitive-developmental theorists base their theories
on several ¢ ;umptions. Tt - a1 : (a) that structural organizations :ist;
(b) that these organizations are hierarchical and sequential, and (c) that
development is motivated by an individual's interaction with the environment.
Moral developmental research describes six stages of devc.Jpment that repre-
sent the Togical organization or structure of thought, which underlies the
manifestation of moral juc nents. As people mature and develop, they progress
through the stages and view moral dilemmas differently.

It was hypothesized that there is a positive relationship between col-
Tege students' stage of moral development and the degree of seriousness with
which they view academic dishonesty; that they 1is an inver< relationship
between college students' stage of moral development and their participation
in forms of academic dishonesty; and that there is an inverse relationship
between the degree of seriousness with which college students view academic
dishonesty and their participation in forms of dishonesty. Several ancillary
issues were also explored, but no hypotheses were formulated for these issues.

Two instruments were used to collect data for this study. The Defin-

ing Issues Test, designed and tested by James Rest at the University of



Minnesota, was used to assess moral development. The second instrument,
the Survey of Academic Dishonesty, was developed specifically for use in
this study. Three groups of items in the Survey were used to calculate
subscores to assess the attitudes about the seriousness of forms of aca-
demic dishonesty, the amount of personal participation in academic dis-
honesty, and the amount of observed participation by other students in
disl esty. Both instruments we: administered to a sample of 146 under-
graduate students at the University of Maryland.

Pearson Correlation Coefficients were computed to determine the rela-
tionship between moral development, using the P-score, and the "serious
score" as a measure of tt :gree of seriousness with which students view

academic dishonesty 1d t! ‘“personal pa «cipat 1 :ore" used as art -
sure of participation. A Pearson Correlation Coefficient was also computed
to determine the relationship between @ tude and personal pa zipation.
Descriptive statistics and chi-square analyses were used to analyze student
characteristics and responses to individual items.

Two of the three hypotheses were statistically significant beyond the
.05 level. There was a slight relationship between college students'’
stage of moral development and the degree of seriousness with which they
view academic dishonesty and there was an inverse relationship between the
degree of seriousness with which students view dishonesty and their parti-
cipation in forms of academic dishonesty. The results failed to demon-
strate a relationship between stage of moral development and personal par-
ticipation.

Other findings included: the modal stage of moral developi 1t was
stage 4, conventioneé thinking; older students and students Tiving off
campus were more mature in their moral reasoning than were younger students

or students Tiving on campus; cheating associated with examinations was



considered to be more serious than cheating on homework or term papers;
active forms of cheating was considered to be more serious than the more
passive forms; the majority of students would not report incidents of
cheating to the appropriate authorities; the majority of students cheat
to avoid failure; and older students consider academic dishonesty to be
more serious and reported Tess personal and observed participation in

academic dishonesty than did younger students.
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Chapter One
The Problem

Ethics in higher education has been of continuing interest for a
variety of individuals and groups. The Carnegie Council on Policy Studies
in Higher " lucation has discussed ' »>ral values", equality of opportunity,

educational justice and student conduct. The report, Fair Pre~*ices in

Hiahew FAur~ation (1979), is particularly concerned with the ethical con-
dition of higher education in a period of intensified competition for
enrollments.

The Carnec : Council (1979) ic 1tif | what considers to be
"certain signs of deterjoration of important | ~ts of acac ¢ 1i ' | 3).
These signs include: a significant and apparently increasing amount of
cheating by students in academic assignments; a substantial misuse by stu-
dents of public financial aid; theft and destruction by students of valu-
able property, most specifically library books and journals; inflation of
grades by faculty members; competitive awarding of academic credits by some
departments and institutions for insufficient and inadequate academic work;
and inflated and mis1ead%ng advertising by some institutions in the search
for students.

Addressing an alumni conference at New York University in 1978, Pro-
fessor Amitai Etzioni indicated that the "hottest" new item in the "post
Watergate" curriculum is moral education. He cited examples of tI ethical
breakdown, such as the cheating scandals at the service academies, the
term paper production business, and the increasing number of young Americans
who admit to cheating on exams.

As higher education enters the decade of the ¢ s, it will | faced

with declining 1rollments, severe competition for students and funds, and



continued pressure to improve the quality and rigor of its offerings. The
general economic and political climate will make it increasingly difficult
for higher education to continue to achieve its traditional goals.

Within this climate higher education will be forced to confront what
Hall and Davis (1975) describe as a moral crisis. A moral crisis is a
societal state in which many people have, for or reic o or another, lost
their sense of what is right. People either don't know what values or
principles they hold or they are uncertain how to apply them. In most
cases a moral crisis is a product of the changed conditions of 1ife and
tl e |, eco mic, and political pressures of the times. The guidelines
and principles which guided tI behavior of earlier ¢ tions are no
Tonger adequate for the world as it is known today. The current political
and economic condition of our society may be contributing to a "moral crisis"
within higher education.

Levine (1980) points out that today's college students reflect a
growing pessimism about the nation and its institutions. Changes in the
society, in the family, and in the schools, and in the media have resulted
in a sense on the part of college students that things are falling apart.
.oday's college students have grown up in an age which Levine character-
izes as a period of "individual ascendancy". Individual ascendancy is
differentiated from "community ascendancy" by an emphasis on duty to self
rather than to others, a concern for rights more than responsibilit 3:s; an
acceptance of the propriety of taking rather than giving; a present orien-
tation rather than a future orientation; a focus on the differences rather
than the commonalities among people; and a hedonistic rather than ascetic
attitude (Levine, 1980, p. 25).

Recognizing that the strength of our society depends on free citizens

who must be able to make difficult moral choices, higher education must



become more deliberate in its efforts to prepare students for these tasks
(McBee, 1978). Tolerance of academic dishonesty 1 »resents failure on the
part of higher education to achieve its fundamental purpose. The existence
of wide-spread plagiarism, cheating, and other forms of academic dishonesty
is contrary to the underlying values of higher education and can destroy
the integrity of the academic community.

Within this context, the remainder of this chapter describes the pur-
pose of the study, outlines the problem, defines critical terms, 1ists the
research hypotheses and the ancillary issues, and discusses the theoretical

framework.

Purpose of the Study

If the Carnegie Council's assessment of the deterioration of important
parts of academic Tife is accurate, college and university administrators
and faculty must focus their attention on these problems and seek to de-
velop appropriate strategies and solutions to protect and enhance the integ-
rity of the academic experience.

Al rican higher education has been organi: 1 to prepare students for
professional and occupational advancement by increasing their knowledge
and skills. 1In addition, colle¢ ; and unive t ;| /e embraced the con-
cept of educating the "whole person" and have been concerned with facili-
tating the students' personal, social, and 10otional growth (Willi 1son,
1961). In order for colleges and universities to be successful in accom-
plishing these goals, continued attention must be given to the protection
and enhancement of academic integrity.

The study reported here was designed to respond to the concern for
ethical conduct among college students through increasing understandings
about the moral ¢ velopment of college students and considering the extent

and scope of academic dishonesty.






other than their own prefer statements at stages one stage above their own.

5. Do~calar~ -- Vertical decalage refers to the tendency for an in-
dividual to operate at higher levels of complexity in response to experiences
in the environment. Horizontal decalage refers to the tendency for an in-
dividual to use higher level operations attained in one area in other a1 s
as well. This expansion results in the use of mor complex cognitive pro-
cesses.

6. Academic "ishon~cty refers to the forms of cheating and plagiarism

which result in a student giving or receiving unauthorized assistance in

an acac 1lic e ¢ or v :eiving academic credit for work which is not his/
her own. The following forms of acac 1ic dishonesty are included 1t 3
study: "padding" a few items on a bibliography; copying a few sentences
without footnoting in a paper; copying ans' s from a source without doing
the work independently; writing a paper for another student; paying someone
to wril a paper to submit as your own work; getting questions or answers
from someone who has already taken the exam; arranging with other students
to give or receive answers by use of signals; copying from someone's exam
paper without his knowledge; arranging to sit next to someone who will Tet
you copy from his/her exam; allowing another student to copy from you during
an exam; buying or selling an examination before it was administered; taking
an exam for another student; having another student take an exam for you:
working on homework with other students when the instructor doesn't allow
it; and altering or forging an official college or university document.

7. At*itude towavA academic dishonesty refers to the degree to which

students consider certain for . of academic dishone: y as serious, ranging
on a scale from notserious at all to extremely serious.

8. Participation in academic dishonesty refers to the frequency with

which students take part in the forms of academic dishonesty.



9. "Reporting behavior" refers to what students would do when inci-

dents of academic dishonesty are observed.
10.  "Peasr~~ ~hy" refers to the explanation students give when academic

dishonesty occurs.

- ot Fvameyeek

It is generally accept 1 that higher education has a responsibility
to prepare students to deal with moral choices and conflict. Therefore
academicians are faced with the task of deciding how best to accomplish
this goal.

Se' -al approacl moral 1lucation a1 descri® 1 1 tI 17
(Hall and Davis, 1975; Hersh, Paolitto, and Reimer, 1979; Kohlberg and
Turiel, 1971). These approaches are generally classified as follows:
values inculcation or indoctrination, values clarification, and cognitive
moral development. Values inculcation or indoctrination involves teaching
students that a particular set of values, defined by society as "good", are
to be used as a guide for futur action. Because indoctrination diminishes
the freedom of human thought and action its use in a society which cherishes
those freedoms is seriously limited.

Values clarification assumes that in the conside on of valt ; there
are no single, right answers, and that it is important for students to have
clear views about their values. The approach relies heavily on self-
observation and analysis. The fact that the rational decision maker recog-
nizes that values are relative is emphasized; we don't all make the same
decision in a situation because we each have our own values.

The cognitive moral developmental approach focuses not on the content
of an individual's belijefs but rather on the reasoning process a person

uses in solving a moral dilemma. As people mature and develop they



view moral dilemmas differently. Cognitive-developmentalists contend that
the basic ment: structure, or stage of development underlying a person's
reasoning is a product of the interaction between the individual and the
environment. Progression through the stages is in an invariant and hier-
archical sequence (Boyce and Jensen, 1978; Rest, 1975; Tur , 1973). A
more thorough and detailed review of the cognitive developmental approach

will be discussed Tlater in this chapter.

Choice of Theoretical Framework

In their attempt to identify an integrated approach to moral education,

111 and Davis state - at

“"Moral education needs a psychological foundation which
is both firm in its research base and explicit enough
to be of practical use. The Kohlberg model may have
its problems, but it is, in our view, substantially
sound as a general theory and sufficiently explicit

to be of use to educators." (Hall and Davis, 1975,

p. 49).

The cognitive-developmental approach to moral development was se  :ted
as the theoretical framework for this study primarily because of its applic-
ability for use with college students and for the relationship between ma-
turity in moral judgment and behavior (Haan, Smith, and Block, 1968; Krebs,
1967; Kohlberg, 1969, 1971; Smith, 1978). R¢ 2arch findings suggest that
the way a person reasons about moral issues affects his actions, choices,
and preferences. These findings have important implications for a study

on academic dishonesty among college students.

The Cogniti~ I relopmental Approach to Mors® ™~~Topment

Ori~ir»c af *~~ theory. The origins of the current research on moral
development can be traced back to the late 1800's and the writings of
John Dewey. Dewey described true education as supplying the conditions

for development (Kohlberg, 1971). He believed that development was defined
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preceding stage (Kohlberg, 1971; Boyce and Jensen, 1978). In his more
recent research Kohlberg has abandoned that aspect approach to scoring the
responses to moral dilemmas. His scoring of the hypothetical dilemmas now
focuses on the social perspective or the view one has of his relationship
to society. The basic element in the development of moral maturity is the
social perspective. The postulation of the six stages and their invariant
development has remained intact over the course of Kohlberg's research
since 1958. A complete discussion of the stages of moral development will
follow later in this chapter.

0 "} Piaget, Kohlberg does not con-
centrate on what an individual is doing but ri 1ier on the © son for choos-
ing a particular course of action. Kohlberg stipulates that there is a
parallelism between an individual's logical sta. and his moral stage.
While logical development is a necessary condition for moral development,
it is not sufficc t. Moral maturity requires cognitive maturity but it
also requires further aspects of development, such as social experiences
and exposure to diverse and challenging ex ~iences. Kohlberg utilizes
the concept of role-taking opportunities as an explanatory 1link bet en
stage of Togical dev “opment and stage of moral development. While a per-
son may be able to operate at the highest stage of Togical development,
formal operations, he/she will be unable to operate at the conventional or
principled stage of moral development without a sufficient amount of role-
taking opportunities. Role-taking refers to those social experiences which
involve taking the attitudes of others and developing an understanding and
ability to relate to all the roles in the society of which one is a part
(Kohlberg, 19713 1975).

Essential to Kohlberg's theory of moral development is the claim that

higher stages represent more differentiated and integrated ways of con-
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L_JEL 3 POSTCONVENTIONAL OR PRINCIPLED

The individual makes a clear effort to define moral values and prin-
ciples that have validity and application apart from the authority of the
groups or persons holding them and apart from the individual's own identi-
fication with the groups.

STAGE .: Social Contract or Utility and Individual Rights

The morality ¢ societal concensus: "You are obligated by whatever ar-
rangements are agreed to by due process procedures". Formal procedures

are institutionalized for making laws. Concern that laws and duties are
based on rational calculation of overall utility, "the greatest good for
the greatest number®. Considers moral and legal points of view; recognizes
that sometimes they conflict and finds it difficult to integrate them.

STAGE 6: Universal Ethical Principles

e morality of non-arbity ~y social cooperation: "How rational and im-
partial people would organize ¢ ‘ation is mc 1". Particular laws or
social agreements usually valia pecause they rest on ethi | princip

when laws violate these principles one acts in accord with principle:
justice, equality of human rights, and respect for the dignity of human
Igs as individuals. A scheme of cooperation that negates or neutral-
| arbitrary distribution of righi and responsibilities is e most
juilibr.  :d.

Summarized from Rest, 1975, 1979; Kohlberg, 1971.
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This understanding of mc a1l development provides a useful framework for

considering the matter of academic dishonesty among college students.

Organization of tk~ Study

This chapter described the purpose of the study, outlined the problem,
de ined critical terms, Tisi the hypotheses and ancillary issues, and
discussed the overall theoretical framework for the study. The following
chapter contains a review of the literature pertinent to this study. The
major areas reviewed include: developmental issues of college students,
cogniti® le iopmental theory, and the literature pertaining to academic
dishonesty and cheating. Subs pn 1t ap s = r v the irch desi
of the study, discuss the research findings, and the implications and con-

clusions of this study.



Chapter Two

Review of the Literature

This research study was conducted in an attempt to increase our under-
standing of the moral development of college students and of the extent
and scope of academic dishonesty on campus. The theoretical framework
selected was the cognitive-developmental approach to moral development.

A review of research related to this topic is reported in this chapter.
The chapter has been organized into three main sections: (1) theories of
collec student ¢ op it, ) the cogn' ive-c elopmental approach to

moral development and, (3) academic dishor ity and cheating.

Theories of "ollege Stuc 1t Developme-+

Since the purpose of this study was to increase understandings of t
moral development of college students and of the extent and scope of aca-
demic dishonesty on campus, the following overview of student development
theories is included to provide a context for understanding the importance
of cognitive moral  selopmental theory in student development.

Within the last twenty years scholars in higher education have des-
cribed the purpose of higher education as more than just acquiring informa-
tion and developing intellectual competence. The early work of Williamson
(1961), Sanford (1962), and Feldman and Newcomb (1973) encouraged educators
to become concerned with educating the "whole person" and discovering more
about the impact of college on students. Sanford arqued that the college
environment should enable the student to encounter the appropriate chal-
Tenges and support for development (Sanford, 1966: Sanford and Axelrod,
1979). As a result of efforts to identify elements of the collegiate ex-

perience and the college environment, a body of research and theory evolved
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which described - e ways in which adolescents matured and developed into
adulthood.

Theories of student development, like other scientific theories, are
never finalized. They are always open to critique, modification, and
adaptation depending on the outcomes of continual research on the topic.
Several crii ‘ja for as¢ ;sing the quality of a - :ory have been developed.
According to Knefelkamp (1978) an adequate theory of student development
should be: descriptive, that is, it should tell us the characteristics of
a mature individual; explanatory, it should account for or help explain
t human condition or ° “avior; prescrij it ould outlir the neces-
sary conditions for a person to expand and 5%e mo matw ; and heur’
it should be readily understandable by the persons who need to use the
theory.

Knefelkamp, Widick, and Parker (1978) attempted to consolidate the
wi  variety of student development theories into a comprehensive model.
They concluded that "...the search for a grand design is always ill-fated;
we did not find nor could we create the comprehensive model of student de-
velopment" (Knefelkamp, Widick, and Parker, 1978, p. xi). They did deter-
mine that the existing theor : seem to cluster into fi+ categories with
each of the categories sharing a basic set of assumptions. The five cate-
gories including psychosocial tl ries, cognitive developmental theories,
maturity models, typology models, and person-environment interaction are
briefly summarized below.

Psychosocia®™ Theories

Building on the work of Erik Erikson, psychosocial theorists suggest
that development follows a chronological sequence and that at certain times

of a person's life particular aspects of the personality emerge as concerns
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and describe the nature of the maturation process (Widick, Parker, &
Knefelkamp, 1978, P. 79). His model specifies four self systems and five
growth dimensions and suggests that maturation involves mo' ient along
the growth dimensions in each of the four areas of self. The four self
systems, intellect, values, self-concept, and interpersonal relationships
interact with tI  growth dimensions of increased potential for symboliza-
tion, becoming allocentric, becoming integrated, becoming stable, and be-

coming autonomous to form a matrix of the mature personality.

T:'EO A M»)rln1.~
Typology theorists suggest that there are persistent individual di-

ferences such as temperment, cognitive style, or ethnic background, which
interact with development. Roy Heath identifies three personality types
which describe the way in which an individual regulates the "dynamic ten-
sion”" between the inner self and tI rational self. His model integrates
developmental Tevel (maturity) with tempermental style (personality type)
to present a holistic conceptualization of the self (Knefelkamp, et al,
1978, p. 94). The model suggests that different types of students respond

to different sources of support and challenge for growth.

Person-envi~~ment Theorists

Lewin, Pace & Stern, Clark & Trow, and Holland focus on the "needs"
of the person and the "press" of the environment. The person/environment
theorists are concerned with the relative congruence or dissonance between
the person and the environment. The environment for these theorists re-
fers to the psychological environment as well as the physical surroundings.
The way in which an individual perceives his physical surroundings is

as important as the actual surroundings. The person is conceptualized by
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the person/environment theorists in terms of personality types, individual
preferences and interests, or orientation. An implicit assumption about

the person/environment relationship is that people tend to enter and par-
ticipate in vironr 1ts consistent with their personal characteristics.

A relatively congruent person/environment relationship provides an individual
with a satisfying and fulfilling experience; while a dissonant relationship

is considered likely to thwart personal development (Walsh, 1973).

Summary

A1l five groups of theorists, all 't in somewl . differ 1t war . fc s
on the importance of the interaction of the individual with the vi -
ment 1d the fact that various amounts of challenge and support facilitate
develo} 2nt. The importance of the theories is summarized by Knefelkamp
et al (1978) "Theories have become sources of awareness to us, ways of
organizing our thinking about stuc 1ts, uJggestions of areas for explora-
tion, and helpful insights about possible courses of action" (p. xiv).

A more complete review of the literature in the area of the cognitive-

developmental approach to moral development follows.

Cognitive-Developmental Approach to Moral Development

This section of the literature review is intended to outline the
theoretical framework for the study on the moral development of college
students and the extent and scope of academic dishonesty on campus. Topics
to be discussed in this section are: a historical overview, cognitive-
developmental theory, stages in moral development, relation of moral judg-
ment to moral action, measurement of moral judgment, and critiques of the

theory.
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in modes of thought; forming an invariant sequence or order; and represent-
ing a hierarchical integration (Kohlberg, 1969).

Piaget. Jean Piaget was concerned with the reasoning process used by
children. As result of his studies he concluded that the different uses
of Togic could not be attributed simply to older children knowing more be-
cause they were taught more. He concluded that the difference was devel-
opmental, that as children matured and gained more experiences in the
world, they grew in their capacity to understand relationships (Hersh,
Paolitto, and Reimer, 1979).

Piar : ic tified four st jes of cognitive ( , ISOrimo’
(birth to 2 years); preoperational (2-7 years); concre : operat ¢
12 years); and formal operational (age 12 to adult) (Boyce and Jensen, 1978).
As an outgrowth of his earlier work with the cognitive-development of chil-
dren Piaget began to conceptualize his theory of moral development.
identified two separate moralities. The first one, heteronomy, was con-
sidered a morality of constraint in which the child views the adult's will
as the final authority. In the transition stage the child no longer gives
his allegiance to the adult authority but begins to pay attention to rules.
This transition stage ultimately Teads to the ¢ :ond morality, autonomy.

At this stage the child is able to objectively judge the moral acts and
commands of others and moral judgments come from within the individual
rather than from without (Boyce and Jensen, 1978, pp. 91-93). Two of
Piaget's concli ons have significantly influenced the cognitive-develop-
mental approach to moral education. He determined that cognitive develop-
ment was a necessary but not sufficient condition for moral development
and that social experience and peer interaction were a necessary condition
for moral development (Boyce and Jensen, 1978).

Kohlberg. Contemporary research in the area of moral development
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began with Lawrence Kohlberg's Tongitudinal study of a group of 75 boys
(aged 10-16 at the beginning) who were interviewed at three year intervals
throughout their adolescence. As a result of his analyses of the responses
to the hypotheti: | moral dilemmas the six stages of moral development

were developed. A summary of the stages is included in Chapter One Table T.
Kohlberg replicated his studies in other cultures and determined that the
youngsters while responding with different content used a distinctive struc-
ture to respond to the dilemmas. In all cultures comparable structures
were used to respond (Kohlberg, 1971).

Cor~*w~*~  As a result of these -cultu I and lor iti ""nal
studies conducted by Kohlberg and his associates it can be conclu that
stages are more than age trends. First, stages imply an invariant sequ ice.
Individuals may move through the stages at varying speeds and may terminate
at ¢ 7 stage of development. However, if an individual continues to move
upward he/she must move in accord with these stages (Kohlberg, 1969; 1971).
These findings have been substantiated by subsequent researchers (Turiel,
19665 Rest, Turiel, Kohlberg, 1969).

Second, stages define "structured who ", that is an individual who
is stage 3 in one situal on will be stage 3 in 1other situation. Kohlberg
acknowledged that an individual is not entirely in one stage; he reported
that children were usually 50% in their major stage with the remainder in
the two adjacent stages (Kohlberg, 1971, p. 171).

Third, the sequentiality of stages persisted under different cultural
conditions. This important finding concluded that moral develop t is
not simply a matter of learning the norms of the culture. In all cultures
studied Kohlberg ascertained that the same basic ways of valuing are four
in every culture and develop in the same order (Kohlberg, 1971). Turiel

(1973) supports Kohlberg's finding concluding that if morality were a
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reflection of the internalization of a cultuw tl data should have re-
flected more homogeneity within cultures rather than age related sequential
changes and greater dissimiliarity among cultures rather than the same se-

quence of stages.

Essent- ondi+i~ec for Moral Development. Earlier work by Piaget
and Kohlberg concluded that most individuals are higher in logical stage
than in moral stage. A person who was concrete operational would be Timited
to the preconventional moral stages (Kohlberg, 1975, pp. 48-49).

The relationship between stage of cognitive development to moral de-
velof nt h. been " 1 .ed by the high cor ations and systematic
relationship between the two areas (Tomlinson-Keasey and Keasey,  74).
Subsequent 1 search confirms the relationship between cognitive and moral
development and the fact that cognitive development facilitates moral de-
velopment. A time lag or "decalage" is reported between the acquisition of
Togical operations and their applic Hility to morality. It is assumed
that the lag results from the need for the cognitive transformation to
consolidate before it transforms to reasoning in the moral area (Keasey,
1975; Tomlinson-Keasey, 1975; Hersh, Paolitto, 1d Reii -, 1979).

Another critical element to moral development is the importance of
social experience. While the research pertaining to stage progression will
be reviewed in the next section, the concept of role-taking deserves men-
tion in this overview of the theory. As mentioned earlier, cognitive-
developmental theories are interactional, that is, the basic mental struc-
ture or stage results from the patterning of interaction between t} indi-
vidual and the environment (Kohlberg, 1969). Moral development is the
result of an increasing ability to perceive social reality or to organize
and integrate social experience. The main experiential determinants of

moral development are the amount and variety of social experiences, the






28

moral stage which cuts across reasoning in all dilemmas.
4. Stages are hierarchical integrations. FEach stage represents a

synthesis of the prior stages and the new elements.

5. Star . are viewed neither as a direct reflection of maturation
nor as a dij 5 reflection of learning, but are related to both.
6. Stages represent the equilibrated pattern of teraction between

the individual and the environment.

Process of Stage Change. Research on the process of stage change,

the cornerstone of moral development, has been abundant. The following

¢ juence summarizes - e process of progression from o stage to another:
relative cognitive equilibration; conflicting : ‘uctural e 1 & -
perienced; relative cognitive equilibration is disrupted; followed by an
attempt to restructure in order to reestablish equilibration (Kea: /7, 1.._,
p. 12).

As a follow-up to the original Kohlberg research Blatt (1965) con-
ducted research to ascertain what ¢ ditions were most 1ikely to induce
development in a group of students. As a result of the student's parti-
cipation in the structured discussion groups 1/4 to 1/2 of the students
moved partially or totally to the next higher s (Sharf, 1978, pp. 2-4).

Kohlberg and Turiel (1971) concluded that in order to stimulate change
toward spontaneous use of the next stage the child must experience and
understand the inadequacies of his own thinking (Kohlberg, 1971; Kohlberg
and Turiel, 1971).

The importance of a child's own stage of development as tt basis from
which change occurs was highlighted by Turiel (1966) and Blatt and Kohlberg
(1971). Turiel concluded that groups exposed to reasoning one stage above
their own assimilated more new thinking than did either groups exposed to

reasoning two stages above or one stage below. Subsequent studies aimed
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Tongitudinal data, Rest (1975) questioned the clajm that directional change
is necessarily step by step. Based on longitudinal studies conducted using
the Defining Issues Test Rest demonstrated that while the group as a whole
(N = 88) showed increases in the higher stages as measured by P scores,
fifty-one (51) subjects showed upward change, that is, gains in higher
stages were made at the expense of lower stages; 8 subjects showed down-
ward movement; and 12 had ambiguous findings (Rest, 1975, p. 745). Based
on the research conducted with the DIT, Rest argued for a more complex
conception of the stage model of development. He urged that directional
Han¢ not be v ved ~oceeding step by s », o1 step at a time, but
rather as a shifting distribution ¢ respor s w /e * stages decrt
while higher stages increase (Rest, Davison, and Robbins, 1978, p. 263).

Findings reported by Davison, Robbins, and Swanson (1978) provided
evidence in support of Kohlberg's sequential and hie rchical structure
and indicated that moral judgr 1t pro :ds by the gradual replacement of
lTower stage reasoning by higher stage reasoning.

Stage "A". Another finding of the research which should be discussed
is the phenomenon reported by Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) which indicated
that in an earlier study conduc’ 1 by Kramer, 20% of the subjects who had
previously been assessedat stage 4 or 5 subsequently were assessed at
stage 2. This apparent regression occurred between late high school and
the 2nd or 3rd year of college. By age 25 each of the retrogressors re-
turned to either a stage 4 or 5. Research reported by Turiel (1975) indi-
cated that the transition from conventional stage 4 thinking to postcon-
ventional stage 5 thinking involves major restructuring of the individual's
cognitive structure. The transition involves a phase of conflict or dis-
equilibrium that causes responses to be characterized by inconsistency,

conflict, and internal conflict. The development from stage 4 to 5 requires
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cheated on at least one of the 4 experimental cheating tests. Only 20%
of the stage 5 students cheated. In a study conducted at the college
level, only 11% of the principled subjects cheated in contrast to 42% of
the subjects below stage 5. Kohlberg interprets these results to mean
that situational factors are a greater determinant to mc | be" /ior at
the conventional levels than at the principled Tevels. He believes that
the cognitive aspects of moral judgment define the situation for the in-
dividual and thus play a strong causal role in behavior (Kohlberg, 1972).

The cheating research indicates that while conventional moral judg-

n 1t is a guarantee of core social conformity to external authority, in
the abst ce of sanctions, observation, and group disapproval, tI ‘e is no
guarantee that internal moral norms will prevail. While cheating itself
is not a sign of Tow maturity of judgment, consistent noncheatir , is a
clear sign of maturity in moral judgment (Kohlberg and Turiel, 1971).

In the Milgram studies undergraduate students were instructed to ad-
minister increasingly severe electrical shocks to a "victim". In this
situation the principles of stage 5 reasoning do not clearly prescribe a
decision. Allegedly both victim and subject had fi 1y agreed to contract
for participation in tI experiment. In this experiment only stage 6
thinking defined the situation as one in which the experimenter did not
have the moral right to inflict suffering on the victim. As a result 75%
of the students at stage 6 stopped shocking the victim as compared with
only 15% of the other subjects (Kohlberg, 1971).

Another frequently cited study was conducted by Haan, Smith and Block
(1968) regarding a civil disobedience decision. Students interv ved were
faced with a sit-in at the administration building in the name of political
freedom of speech. For stage 6 students the issue appeared to be a prin-

cipled one and 80% of them chose to sit in. About 50% of the stage 5 sub-
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the responses has been considerably revised since 1968 (Rest, 1979, pp. 9-10).
The interview method had several limitations, the major one being that the
interpretation of the subjects responses was influenced by a variety of
subjective factors.

The L-""-*== "=~ 7--= In response to the need for a practical,
validated, objective alter tive to the interview approach and in order to
assess a subject's stage as a continuous variable James Rest developed the
Defining Issues Test (DIT) (Justice, 1977).

A basic assumption of the DIT research has been that the way of de-
finir social-moral ] and of raluatir_ the crucial issues var~ ;
among the stages in accordance with Kohlberg tt iry. The DIT consists
of six moral dilemmas, each with twelve comments related to the dilemma.
Subjects are then asked to rate and rank the comments in terms of the
importance of each consideration in deciding what ought to be done (Alozie,
1976). Only the ranking data is u¢ 1 in scoring the test (Martin, Shafto
and Van Deinse, 1977).

In the construction of the DIT Rest deliberately avoided having an
equal number of items for ich stage. Stage 1 items were omitted entirely
because the reading Tevel required for the instrur 1t is too advanced and
it is very unlikely that a subject at Stage 1 could complete the instru-
ment. Based on this assumption that subjects are more advanced, there is
also only a limited number of stage 2 items. There are an approximately
equal number of items for stages 3, 4, 5A, 5B, and 6. Rest arranged the
items so that the Tow stage items appear before the later stage items in
order to enable Tower stage subjects to locate their own ideas easily and
to avoid projecting their thinking to a higher stage tem.

Care was taken to match the statements on word Tength, syntax, and

use of specialized terminology. Several meaningless but complex-sounding
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jtems called "M" items are included in each dilemma. These are used as a
check on subjects who endorse an item because of their pretentiousness
rather than their meaning. If a subject accumulates too high an "M" score”
the questionnaire must be discarded (Rest, 1979, p. 92).

To ¢ :ect random checking Rest incorporated the Consisting Check which
compares a subject's rankings at the bottom of the page with the ratings.
If the number of inconsistencies are excessive the questionnaires are dis-
carded. Rest estimates that approximately 2-15% of the questionnaires are
lost based on the M score and the Consistency Check (Rest, 1979, p. 93).

Val y. Construct validity for the DIT has been
based on seven criteria including: face validity, psychometric validity;
criterion group validity; longitudinal validity; convergent-divergent
validity; validation through experimental enhancement studies; and valida-
tion through experimental manipulation of test-taking sets (Rest, 1979).

Test-retest reliability over a two-we¢ ¢ period was reported at a .81
level (Rest, Cooper, Coder, Masanz, and Anderson, 1974). In the same
study, Rest found a .68 corrolation between the results of the DIT and
Kohlberg's interview technique.

As an objective measure of moral judgment one would be concerned about
a subject's ability to "fake" their scores. McGeorge (1975) reported that
subjects in his study were unable to ~ "e high when instructed to take the
DIT as someone with the highest principles of justice, but were successful
in faking Tower when instructed to take the test as "someone with no sense
of justice." Similar results were reported by Napier (1979) who concluded
that subjects were unable to fake high scores and also that knowledge of
cognitive moral develop nt theory did produce somewhat higher P scores in
both experimental groups. These results tend to support the contention

that subjects recognize the stages they have passed through as immature and
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can respond appropriately when asked to fake Tower stages. However, rea-

soning in stages above their own is inaccessible to them and they are un-

able to fake upwards.

Scor‘ing Indices for tha nTT

A considerable amount of analysis has
| on dor on the development of the most appropriate scoring indices for

the DIT. Cooper (1972) examined 88 different ways of indexing the DIT and

recommended the P score. The P index, interpreted as the relative im-

portance given to principled thinking in making moral decisions, is cal-
culated by adding together the scores of Stages 5A, 5B, and 6. Research
repor 1 by Rest (19 concludes that the P index s v 1] 4 1 :ults

in the validity studies as well].

Another way of indexing development is to stage type subjects in terms
of exceptional use of a stage rather than predominent use. ..is index
avoids the assumption of the simple stage model. "Exceptional amount" is
defined as a standard deviation abor the me | (Rest, 1976, 1979). The
data collected in this study was analyzed using both the P-score and the
exceptional use stage.

Davison (1979) has recently completed the development of the "D" in-
dex. Since all of the research prior to 1976 has u | the P index and
because the "D" index was not used in this study, it will not be discussed
further. Follow up research to this study should consider an analysis of

the data using this new index.

Relati~~<hip between DIT -»+ "~~_ Based on a review of cross-sectional

and lTongitudinal studies using the DIT, Rest (1979) concludes 1at the num-
ber of years in school and age are related to the way individuals judge
moral dilemmas. Students completing high school and attending college show
the most dramatic change. Adults' development slows down in their 20's

and plateaus after leaving school. Individuals who continue their education,
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particularly in disciplines that emphasize moral considerations, attain
much higher DIT scores (Rest, 1979, p. 143).

Re'~*%9n of NIT *~ Kohlberg. Because the DIT is derived from Kohlberg's
general stage scheme the relation of the DIT to Kohlberg's test is of par-
ticular inter ;t. Studies reviewed by Rest (1979) indicate that the DIT
is not equivalent to Kohlberg's test. Although the DIT research differs
from Kohlberg on matters of 1 ;earch strategy and method, in some details
of stage definition, and in the stringency with which the stage concept is
used as a model of development, the convergences and similarities are still
appar 1t ( :, Dav: on, Robbins, 1978, p. 277).

Four ¢ ;ign differenc ; which may account for the disc' ianc: ; bet-
ween the two methods are (1) the different methods of indexing; (2) the
use of different dilemmas; (3) use of somewt . different stage character-
jzations; and (4) the use of different tasks. Kohlberg requires spontan-
eous production and the DIT 1is primarily a recognition task. This last
difference is considerable and accounts for the fact that the DIT assesses
subjects at a somewhat higher stage than Kohlberg's test. As discussed
in an earlier section, subjects are able to comprehend a higher stage
earlier than they are able to spontaneously produce judgments at the higher
stage (Alozie, 1976; Panowitsch, 1975; Rest, 1..J).

Suvmmiry. The research has demonstrated that the DIT has certain
methodological advantages and that it is an effective measure of moral
development. The evidence presented led to the selection of this instru-
ment for the current study on moral development of college students and
academic dishonesty.

In the final section of the Cognitive Developmental Approach to Moral

Development, the criticisms of the approach will be discussed.
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Criti~e of *he Theory

As indicated earlier, theories of student development Tike other

scientific theories are never finalized. They are always open to criticism,

modification and adaptation depending on the outcomes of continual research.

The cognitive-developmen: approach to moral development is no exception

and several critical discussions of the research are reviewed here. It is

important to note that many of these criticisms were considered by James

Rest as he refined the research on moral judgment utilizing the Defining

Issues Test and were incorporated into his recent book Develop—--* “~ Judgi~~
It is too soon to ascertain whether or not his responses

will be conside d _atisfactor by the crit cs.

Overall critiques of the theory were based on Kohlberg's cross-
cultural data and his failure to report the complete data in a conventional
format (Simpson, 1974). Failure to share the complete data made it im-
possible for other researchers to validate his conclusions. The unavail-
ability of research data, the ambiguous or confusing discu: ion of impor-
tant concepts such as the "from is to ought" discussion, and the emphasis
placed on the principle of justice are among the major criticisms (Hall and
Davis, 1975; Codd, 1977).

Gibbs (1977) concluded that stages 1 through 4 were appropriately
considered Piagetian developmental stages but that stages 5 and 6 were
not universal because of the domination of the existential theme.

Other researchers (Hogan, 1973; Peters, 1978; Hogan and Dickstein,
1971) argued that the theory failed to adequately describe the parallel
development of the affect with cognitive development and neglected the
function of socialization in the development of mature moral judgment.

Kurtines and Grief's (1974) review of Kohlberg's theory and assess-

ment technique was particularly negative. Kohlberg writing in the Pref=ce
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to Rest's new book claims that Kurtines and Grief's observations about the

limitations of the methodology were similar to the conclusions he had

reached and which resulted in both he and Rest undertaking a conscientious

effort to improve the methodology (Rest, 1979, p. X).

In general Kohlberg's work was commended for attracting attention to

the area of moral education. However psychologists were more in accord

with the descriptions of the construct than were the philosophers (Kincaid,
1977).
Summa ry

This section of the 1

jterature review has discussed several aspects

of the cognitive-¢ op nt 12l yach 1+ moral de lopr t including a
historical perspective, overview of the theory, stages in moral develop-

al judgment and moral action, measure-

ment, the relationship between moY

and finally, critiqu
sty literature a brief summary of

ment of moral judgment, es of the theory. Before be-

9inning a review of the academic dishor
propriate (st. Clai , 1975).

the principles of moral .velopment is ap

1. Development consists of a natural, jnvariable sequential stage

transformation.
2. Development results from a structural progression of qualitatively

librated judgment modes.

di .
1fferent stages toward more equl
3. Development consists of sel f-constructed and self-regulated
e the individual must generate the higher

Sta
ge transformations. Becaus

st :
ages, development takes time-

rectly influenced by an individual's stage.

4. Development is di
inment of certain

5. Development of ral judgment requires the atta
rational o -ations. The rational operations however are not sufficient
f mature moral judgments.

condqit
onditions for the development O

S determined by the experiences and stimuli which

6.  Development i



41

come from the interaction between the individual and the environment.

/. Development requires a variety of social experiences including
an opportunity to encounter different | -specti- ; and roles. De' op-
ment requires moral conflict in order >r the individual to recognize the

inadequacy of the lower stage.

Acedami~ Dishonesty

History of *he Pwnblem

While the present study on the moral development of college students
and academic dishonesty was prompted by the Carnegie Council's expressed
concern r th ‘gnificant and apparently increasing amoun of cheati:
by students in academic assignments, the issue is not rr ' conc n for
higher education. In a 1931 study of academic dishonesty at a large south-
ern state university Campbell (1933) concluded that .5% of the subjects
cheated. A few years later, Parr (1936) conducted a study of the fre-
¢ ency of cheating in a typical college classroom and concluded that 42%
of the students took advantage of the opportunity to cheat. Drake (1941)
concluded that the crux of the academic dishonesty problem stemmed from
competition for grades and urged higher education to become concerned with
changing student motives for learning. In an extensive survey of academic
dishonesty, Bowers (1964) determined that academic dishonesty was considered
to be the second most serious form of student misconduct. His findings sug-
gested that while students varied in the extent to which they disapprove
of cheating, they agreed that it was wrong on moral grounds; that most
college students regard academic dishonesty as a deviant behavior; and,
that normative constraints from peers had a much more pronounced effect
on cheating than did personal value orientations.

One of the most thorough research efforts on the topic of honesty
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two or more persons in which the subject's participation is passive. The
results suggest that different situations tend to elicit specific types
of cheating behavior which are at least partially associated with the sub-
ject's characteristics (Hetherington and Feldman, 1964, p. 212).

Bonjean and McGee (1965) reported extensive evidence of academic dis-
hone ty among two large southern uni' ‘sities and concluded that the dif-
ferences in frequency of incidents was more attributable to different
forms of social control than to differences in personal backgrounds. Ros-
kens and Dizney (1966) concluded that a simple combination of environmental
cor tions can not ' juately explain the evolution of errant behavior in
academia. While place of resider was not si :- :ically re :ed to the
extent of personal cheating, it was related to the extent to which respond-
ents were reportedly bothered by cheating. Commu -*s wey found to be
bothered s ¢ ating more than any other group (p. 231).

Attempts to study and compare the differences in cheating at different
types of institutions of higher education have not resulted in consistent
findings (Centra, 1970). In a comparison study using a metropolitan uni-
versity, Knowlton and Hamerlynck (1967) concluded that in both settings,
cheaters perceive more cheating going on than do non-c 1 °s. Cheaters
in both settings were typified as being younger than the non-cheater, a
fraternity member, dependent upon others for their financial support, sin-
gle, a freshman or sophomore, and having Tower grades.

In a study conducted of undergraduates enrolled in a Navy ROTC pro-
gram, Johnson and Gormly (1971) determined that one third of the subjects
cheated. Cheaters were not considered to be significantly different from
non-cheaters on test scores or grade poir averages, but did participate
more frequently in clubs and social activities and were more often in lea-

dership positions. Candidates who intended to become officers and for
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whom the test was more important were more often cheaters.

Sherrill, Salisbury, Horowitz, and Friedman (1971) reported that 66%
of the undergraduate subjects from a large state university were considered
to be cheaters. The attitudes of subjects characterized as cheaters were
considerably less negative towards cheating. Non-cheaters also reported
greater concern about cheating incidents than did cheaters.

A study conducted by Smith, Ryan and Diggins (1972) hypothesized that
achievement motivation and indices of conscience such as guilt, moral
standards, and potential loss of self-esteem would be negatively related
to frequency of cheating while motivation to avoid failure would relate
positively. Results indic :ed that greater willingness to risk dete ion
is related to increased incidents of cheating. They concluded that a
violation of a prohibition, such .. ¢l :ing, is an outcome of a decision
making process involving the person and the environment or situation. Be-
havior in a moral temptation situation is conceived as involving a choice
among alternatives to a desired goal. The major situational determinant

of cheating was reported to be competition for grades among students (p. 659).

Cheating as an Inte--< tion

Research by Karabenick and Srull (1976) indicates that cheating was an
interactive function of the personality and situational determinants. Con-
gruence between personality and situational locus of control determinants
produced higher rates of cheating than when the determinants were incon-
gruent. Some correlational evidence implicating outcome importance or re-
ward value was found in the relationship between congruence and cheating.

Other research results indicate that cheating behaviors may be related
to anticipated success in a curvilinear fashion. That is, subjects antici-
pating near-certain success may consider cheating unnecessary; while sub-

jects uncertain about their chances may engage in heavy cheating (Houston
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and Ziff, 1976; Houston, 1977, 1978).

A study in' stigating the relationship between parental behaviors,
subject personality characteristics, and response to temptation among
college students found an anticipated sex differer which led researchers
to conclude that males and females in the study may have cheated for dif-

1 ©1sons (Kelly and Worell, 1978). Situational determinants such
as ease of transgression, perceived surveillance, and reinforcements asso-

ciated with transgression were all found to influence ct “ing t haviors.

Alamandtaimm~y miaAd Ma 7 Terd~
7 ment

Leming's (1978) study attempted to substantiate Kohlberg's claim that
higher < 1ges of reasoning provide ¢ rer gquic ; to action. Subject's
stage of moral development was assessed using Rest's DIT. ts ' e
then presented with a task where they had high incentive to cheat and
whelr it was relatively easy for them to do so (low threat, lTow supervision)
and a situation were there was a high threat of detection and high super-
vision (high threat, high supervision). Among all subjects and across
both situations sub; :ts high in moral development cheated less than other
subjects. In the Tow threat, low supervision situation subjects high in
moral development were just as likely to cheat as those subjects Tow in
moral development.

Hays (1980) concluded that there is not a single trait of honesty
and that behavior is determined as a result of the person's interaction
with the environment. The role that a particular setting plays in promot-
ing consistency between judgment and action was emphasized by Hersh,
Paolitto and Reimer (1979). They argued that in some instances the class-
room setting calls for a pri¢ 1atic, achievement-oriented choice rather
than a moral decision. The difference between higher stage people who

cheat and those who don't is defined by those asking not "should I cheat?"
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but rather "can I get away with it?" Higher stage subjects who define a
situation as involving a moral judgment are likely to resist the temptation.

Kohlberg (1970) argued that both justice and the expectations of con-
ventional authority dictate behavior in a cheating situation. In cheating,
a critical issue was the recognition of the contractual element and the
agreement implicit in the situation. As reported earlier in this chapter,
only 11% of the principled college student subjects cheated, while 42% of
the lower stage subjects cheated.

Karimi (1977) in a study of the relative effects of threats of punish-
ment, promised rewards, and reasoning on cheating behaviors concluded that
the Ter | of moral judgmer and cheat 3 ravior could not be used as
predictive variables for one another.

Kohlberg (1964) reported that t! correlations of conduct with moral
judgment seem to be at about the same Tevel as the Hartshorne and May cor-
relations ¢ conduct with moral knowledge (p. 408). He concluded that
similar variables such as intelligence, social class, and peer group stand-
ing, which favor advance in moral judgment, favor resistence to temptation
and moral autonomy. His findings suggested that the influence of social
participation groups on moral development affected moral conduct even
though it might not be evidenced in immediate reactions to moral situations.

The general consistency in moral conduct was to a large extent a result of

the maturity factors in decision making.

Summary

The research Titerature reviewed for this particular study indicates
that cheating is a relatively common occurrence among college students,
and is a complex behavior which results from the interaction of several
factors including specific situational factors, stage of moral development,

collective peer attitudes, and personal characteristics.






Chapter Three

Methodology

This study was developed in response to the concern for ethical con-
duct in higher education expressed by the Carnegie Council (1979). The
major questions addressed in this research were: What is the relationship
beti :n college students' stage of moral development and their participa-
tion in forms of academic dishonesty? What is the relationship between
college students' stage of moral development and their attitude toward the
seriol s of forms of academic dishonesty? What is the relationship
betv 1 tl  college ¢« idents' part” ipation in academically dishor it be-
haviors and their attitude toward the seriousness of forms of academic dis-
honesty?

The i vrestigation was designed to describe the relationships among
the following variables: stage of moral development; attitude toward aca-
demic dishonesty; participation in forms of academic dishonesty; "reporting
behavior"; reasons why students cheat; and the demographic variables of
age, gender, place of residence, academic division, class standing, and
number of hours spent in employment and extracurricular activities.

This chapter will describe the methodology of the study and is or-
ganized to discuss the operational definitions, the sample, research instru-

ments, the pilot studies, data collection procedures, and the scoring and

data analysis procedures.

Operational Definitir~-

For the purpose of this study, the varjables utilized are defined

accordingly.

1. Stage of moral develo~mant refers to the subject's score on the

N9
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Defining Issues Test. Two scores will be reported for each subject; a

P score, which is interpreted as the relative importance given to prin-
cipled thinking in making a moral decision, and the exceptional use score
which stage-types a subject in terms of use of a particular stage.

2. A*+itud~ towards acac iic dishonesty refers to the degree to

whic students consider certain forms of academic dishonesty as serious

infractions, ranging on the scale from "not serious at all" to "extremely

serious".

3. Participation i~ e~=demis “i~honesty refers to the frequency

with which fents repor tlI + have taken part in forms of academic dis-
honesty, or they have ¢ 1 other students partic te. Frequency of pa
ticipation is reported as never; rarely (less than 10% of the time); not
often (less than 25% of the time); sometimes (more than 50% of the time);
or frequently (too often to count).

4. "F “inc hehavior" refers to what students would do when inci-
dents of academic dishonesty are observed in two situations, one which re-
quired students to report incit ts of academic dishonesty, and one which
did not require reporting. Behaviors include: 1) report the student to
the appropriate authority: 2) ask the student to report himself/herself;

3) express disapproval but not report the incident; 4) ignore the incident;
or, 5) if the incident was considered to be at least somewhat serious,
report the student to the appropriate authority.

5.  "Reasonc hy" refers to the explanation students give to explain
their own personal participation in forms of academic dishonesty and the
participation of other students. Possible explanations include: 1) no
one ever gets punished for it; 2) it is necessary in order to avoid failing;
3) my friends all do it; 4) the professors and tests are so unfair, or 5)

there are no possible circumstances where it is acceptable to cheat.
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6. Se' 1 demcgraphic variables are also identified. Age, sex, and
number of hours spent in employment and extracurricular activities are

se]l f-explanatory.

Place of residence refers to the following five possible Tiving

situations common to college students including: 1) dormitory, 2) fraternity/
sorority house; 3) own apartment/house; 4) live with parents; or, 5) other.

Academic division refers to one of the academic divisions in

which a student in the sample may be enrolled including: 1) Agricultural

and Life Sciences; 2) Arts and Humanities; 3) Behavioral and Social Sciences;
4) Human and Community Resc -ces; 5) Mathematical and Physical Sciences and
Engine ~ing; 6) Undergradua’ Studies, or, 7) Ur ":cided.

(1ass c¢*=2ndi=~~ refers to the official designations used on the

campus to describe whether a student is considered 1) a freshman, 2) sopho-

more, 3) junior, or 4) senior student.

Samp

Students selected to participate in this study were enrolled as under-
graduates at a large public university, during fall semester 1980. Names,
addresses, and telephone mbers of a stratified random sample of 500
students were obtained to ensure appropriate representation from all class
standings, freshman through senior. Sample size was determined by request-
ing a sample of approximately 2% of the currently enrolled full-time under-

graduates (29,835). O0Of the 500 students selected, 146 students participated

in the study.

Research Instruments

Two instruments were used to collect data for this study. One, The

Defining Issues Test, was designed and tested by James Rest at the Univer-
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of time needed to complete both instruments ranged from ten to 45 minutes
and that the majority of the students completed the instruments within 30
minutes. Students did not have difficulty completing the DIT but encount-
ered several problems in completing the Survey of Academic Dishonesty.
Specifically, students were uncertain as to what was meant by "serious";
they were unfamiliar with the abbreviations used to designai the academic
division; and they questioned the relevance of their participation in fra-

ternities and sororities. A review of the frequency distribution of the

responses to individual items Ted to the eventual revised Survey used in

this tudy.
The Summer pilot « :a was analyzed to d 2rmine tI reliability of

the Survey. Using a point bi-serial correlation, 9 of the 14 items in the
seriousness and personal participation scales were significantly cor1 ated
at the .05 level; of the items relating to how often students had seen
other students participate in dishonest activities, 13 of the 14 items were
significantly correlated at the .05 Tevel.

Madification of the Survey of Aca 1%~ Nishonesty

As a result of the pilot studies, several survey items were dified

or deleted. The item which asked about affiliation with fraternities and
sororities was deleted because the item covering residence provides infor-
mation about students who live in sorority or fraternity houses. The item
on intercollegiate athletics was deleted because it was determined that
the number of intercollegiate athletes included in the sample would be
insufficient to render statistically significant data. Two other i* s
were also deleted in the final version because similar data was collected
in other items.

The responses for two items were rewritten in the final version. The

choices " ~sonally report” and "anonymously report" did not attract a
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significant number of responses. The responses for items on reasons why
students cheat were written to relate to specific stages of moral develop-
ment. The responses, "no one ever gets punished for it" and "it is neces-
sary in order to avoid failing the class", were intended to represent pre-
conventional thinking. Conventional thinking was represented by the res-
pont s, "My friends all do it" and "The professors and tests are so unfair",
and the final response "there are no possible circumstances where it is
acceptable to cheat" was intended to represent post-conventional or prin-
cipled thinking. Based on Rest's arguments, the responses were reordered

so that v ~ tage choices ap; -ed before higher stage choices (Rest,

1979, p. 92).

On September 28, 1980, 500 students were sent a Tetter inviting them
to participate in the study (Appendix 3). Students were asked to attend
one of the 12 administration sessions scheduled for the month of October.
Follow-up telephone calls were made to remind students about the
study and to encourage thier participation. Eight additional administration
sessions were scheduled to accommodate these students (Appendix 4). By
November 1, 1980, 146 stu :nts had participated in the study. summary

of student responses is contained in Table 2.

During each administration session, the proctor/administrator reviewed
with the participants the purpose of the study and the instructions for

completing the questionnaires. A copy of the instructions is included in

Appendix 5.
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Table 2

Summary of Subject Response to the
Invitation to Participate in the Study

Number of Tetters mailed 500
Number of Tetters undelivered --
wrong address, etc. 10
Follow-up telephone calls: October 14-28 353
Number of disconnects, not in service,
unpublished, wrong numbers, etc. 40
No Tocal or Maryland telephone number
Tisted 14
Nur ~ of atr it v ate.. and
lett message Lo
Number of attempts to contact at least
2 times and received no answer 30
Number of students personally contacted 214

Indicated willingness to participate 198

No longer enrolled 5
Refused to participate 11
Total Number of Students Who Participated 146

Data Scoring and Analysis

The Defining Issues Test

The Defining Issues Test responses were collected on optical scan
forms developed by the University of Iowa Evaluation and Examination Ser-
vice (Whitney, 1978). The Evaluation and Examination Service scored the
responses and computed scores for stages 2, 3, 4, 5A, 5B, and 6 as well
as A (anti-establishment) and M (meaningless) scores, Rest's P and P-
percentage scores and Davison's D score. Group statistics including mean,

standard deviation, reliability estimates and frequency distributions for
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both P percentage and D scores were also provided.

For the purposes of this study, two scores were used to measure moral
judgment, the P-score and the stage score. The P-score represents the sum
of weighted ranks given to "princif 2d" items, and is interpreted as the
relative importance given to principled moral considerations in making a
moral decision ..ost, 1979, p. 101). To calculate the P-score one adds
the subtotals from stages 5A, 5B, and 6 together. The P-score is a con-
tinuous variable and is considered to be the appropriate score to use when
correlating moral judgment with other continuous variables. The P-score

s someti ; reported in the Titerature as a percentage. The P-% is com-
puted by dividing the raw score by 60 (Rest, 1979, p. 91).

The second score used in this study assigns subjects to a particular
stage as a way of indicating where the subject is developmentally. In
this study s »jects are assigned to the stage they use an exceptional
amount. Each subject's stage scores are converted to standardized scores
and then the subject is assigned to the stage that has a score above +1.0;
if two or more stages are high, the highest stage is used; if no stages
are high, above +1.0, then the subject is unscorable and cannot be assigned
to a stage (Rest, 1979, p. 104). In cases where the subject cannot be
"stage-typed", i.e. assigned to a particular stage ¢ exceptional use, it
means that the student has not endorsed any stage orientation prevalently.
Rest suggests that about 10 to 20% of the sample may be considered non-
types. The stage data is considered to be nominal data and is used when
considering relationships between moral judgment and other nominal variables.

Prior to the fu . analysis of the data, the stage data from the DIT
was analyzed three different ways to ensure optimum distribution of scores
within the cells. The first approach referred to as the "theory block"

organized the stage data according to the three theoretical levels; stage 2
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in the preconventional level; stages 3, 4, and A in the conventional Tevel,
and stages 5A, 5B, and 6 into the post-conventional/principled level. The
second approach referred to as the "reality block", organized the stage
data into three levels around stage 4, considered the modal stage.1 In
this case, level 1, preconventional, was composed of stages 2 and 3, level
2, conventional, was composed of stage 4 and A, and level 3, postconven-
tional, contained stages 5A, 5B, and 6.

The third approach used by Jacobs groups subjects into a "conventional"
morality group if their P-% scores were lower than 50% and into a "prin-
cip 1" morality group if their P-% scores were higher than 50% (Rest, 1979,
p. 181).

As a result of this preliminary analysis, the P-score was selected
as the continuous variable measure of moral development and was used in
computing the Pearson correlation coefficients. The stage data used for
the chi-square analyses were organized according to the "reality block"
approach which optimized the distribution of scores among the cells.
o7 0f Mra i
Responses to the Survey of Academic Dishonesty were st irized ar
reported as frequency distributions. In addition three subscores were
constructed from responses to items in the Survey (Babb-  1973). Ti
"serious score" was used to assess the degree to which students consider
academic dishonesty as serious and was computed by adding the responses
from items 8-21. The undecided option for items 8-21 was coded as a "0"

in the analysis. The "personal participation score" was used to measure

the individuals' personal participation in forms of dishonesty and was

his approach was suggested by Dr. L. Lee Knefelkamp, Associate Professor,
Counseling and Personnel Services, University of Maryland, College
Park, December, 1980.
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computed by adding the responses from items 22-35, and the "observed par-
ticipation score" was used to measure the amount of participation in forms
of dishonesty that students observed and was computed from the responses
to items 36-49.

Research Hypotheses

The analytical procedures used to test each of the research hypotheses
are discussed below. Bivariate techniques available in The Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences, (SPPS), (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner,
Bent, 1975) were used to analyze the data.

Him~*hesis *'. Tt e is a positive rela" inship between a college
studen. > stage u: moral development and the degi : of se »usl ;s with
which he/she views academic dishonesty.

Responses to items 8-21 were analyzed as a "serious score". A | arson
corre ition coefficient was calculated between the measure of moral devel-
0 ent using P-score and the serious score. In addition, chi-square anal-
ysis was used to test whether or not a relationship existed between a sub-
:t's stage of moral development and responses to the 14 individual items

N

related to serijousness. Results would be considered significant if they

reached the .05 Tevel.

Hypothesis #2. There is an inverse relationship between a college
student's stage of moral development and his/her participation in forms of

academic dishonesty.

The Pearson correlation coefficient was computed between the "personal
participation score" composed of jtems 23-35 and the P-score. In addition,
chi-square analysis was used to test whether or not a relationship existed
between a subject's stage of moral development and responses to the 14
individual items related to personal participation. Results would be con-

sidered significant if they reached the .05 Tevel.
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Hypothesis #3. There is an inverse relationship between the degree
of seriousness with which college students view academic dishonesty and
their participation in forms of academic dishonesty.

The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to consider the relation-
ship between the "serious score" (items 8-21) and the "personal participa-
tion score" (items 2. 35). Results were considered significant if they
reached the .(. level.

Ancillary Issues

The Pearson correlation coefficient and chi-square analysis were used
to test whether or not statistical evidence was available to support fur-
ther consideration of ¢ :il1lary issues outlined in Chapi * 0 . Re-

sults were considered significant if they reached the .05 Te 1.



Chapter Four
Results

This study focused on the moral development of college students and
the scope of academic dishonesty on campus. The major questions addressed
in the study 1 What is the relationship | .ween college students'
stage of moral development and their participation in forms of academic
dishonesty? What is the relationship between college students' stage of
moral development and their attitude toward the seriousness of forms of

zac 1ic d° onesty? What is tl  relationship between college students'
participation in academic dishone: s and their attitude toward the serious-
ness of forms of academic dishonesty. The results of the study are re-
ported in this chapter.

In order to provide a context within which to consider the findings

at relate to the research hypothe: ., a descriptive summary of the sample
will preceed the discussion of the research hypotheses. The chapter is
o1 wnized as follows: data describing the participants in the study, a
summary of responses to the Defining Issues Test and the Survey of Academic

Dishonesty, findings that relate to the research hypotheses, and evidence

relevant to several ancillary issues.

Descriptive Data

One hundred and forty-six undergraduates at a lar  public university
participated in the study. Approximately 56% of the respondents were in
their junior and senior years, 49% were male and 51% were female, and the
average age of the total group was 21.2 years. Students from each aca-
demic division of the university participated in the study. They were

distributed as follows: Behavioral and Social Sciences -- 25%, Mathematical

&l
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and Physical Sciences and Engineering -- 25%, Arts and Humanities -- 16%,
Agricultural and Life Sciences -- 12%, Human and Community Resources -- 7.5%,
and others -- 8.2%.

Sixty-one percent of the respondents were commuters 1iving in their
own homes or with parents. Only 4 respondents (3%) reported their place
of residence as a fraternity or sorority house. Eighty-nine percent of
the participants spent up to 7 hours a week in extracurricular activities
and 68% were employed up to 15 hours per week. Tables 20 through 26
in Appendix 6 summarize the demographic characteristics of the sample in
detail.

Based on official university statistics, this samp” approxi :es
the characteristics of the overall population. Of the 25,100 full-time
undergraduates enrolled for fall 1980, 53% were male and 45% were upper-
class students and approximately 63% of the students commuted to campus.
Twelve percent enrolled in Agricultural and Life Sciences, 13% in Arts and
Humanities, 30% in Behavioral and Social Sciences, 13% in Human and Commu-
nity Resources, and 20% in Mathematical and Physical Sciences and Engi-

neering (Office of Institutional Studies, October, 1980 and January, 1981).

Results of The Defining Issues Test

As discussed in Chapter Three (see p. 57) two different scores were
used to represent moral judgment in this study. They were the P crnvn
(relative importance given to principled thinking) and a score indicating
the subject's stage of moral development (exceptional use stage score).

Twenty-eight of the 146 protocols were discarded because of ques-
tionable data including too many stories with rank/rating inconsistencies,
too many rank/rating inconsistencies within a story, or too many meaning-

less items given great importance. Therefore, P-scores wel computed for
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only 118 subjects. O0f the 118 useable protocols it was possible to assign
only 90 subjects to a stage. This means that 28 (24%) of the subjects
have not endorsed a prevalent stage. These mortality rates are somewhat
higher than Rest's estimates. He indicated that approximately 2-15% of
the questionnaires are lost because of the M-score and consistency check
and that between 10-20% of sample would be "non-types" (Rest, 1979). In
a study using graduate students enrolled in a department of counseling
and personnel services, Wertheimer (1980) reported that 18% of the proto-
cols were not useable for similar reasons and that it was not possible to
stage-type 9% of |  subjects. The differences in the inability to
stage-type subjects, 24% in this study and 9% in Wertheimer's study, may
indicate that graduate students are more Tikely to have endorsed a preva-

lent stage orientation than are undergraduates.

The average P-score for the 118 subjects was 24.4 with a standard
deviation of .81. The mean P-% score (see p. 57) was 42.34 with a stand-
ard deviation of 14.59. This compares favorably with the results of a
composite sample of college students (N = 2,479) in which the mean P-%
score was 41.6 with a standard deviation of 13.2 (Rest, 1979, p. 114).
Stage 4 was the predominant stage for the respondents. Seven subjects
were assigned to stage 2 at the preconventional Tevel; 46 subjects were
at the conventional level or stage 3, 4 or A, and 37 subjects were operat-
ing at the post-conventional/principled Tevel or stage 5A, 5B or 6.

Table 3 summarizes the stage scores for the participants according to both
the theoretical block and the reality block which were di :ussed in Chapter

Three (see p. 58). Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the sample distribution

among the stages.
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Table 3

Sample Distribution By Stage of Moral Development Comparison
between "Theory Block" and "Reality Block"

N =90
Theory Block Reality Block

Preconventional Level 1

Stage N z Stage N b
2 7 8 2 7 8
3 14 15

Conventional Level 2

Stage M % s v
3 14 15 4 26 29
4 26 29 "AY 6 7
"A" 6 7

Post-conventional Level 3

Stage N % Stage N 7
5A 20 22 5A 20 22
5B 6 7 5B 6 7
6 11 12 6 11 12

Total 90 100 90 100

The subjects in this study were primarily conventional thinkers. That
js, they tended to view moral dilemmas or conflict situations, as requiring
the maintenance of societal expectations. Theijr attituuc was one of con-

formity to personal expectations and social order. They tended to follow



65

the rules for the social good and in order to avoid chaos.

Figure 1
Sample Distribution By Stage of Moral Development
N =90
50
45
40

Number 35
of 30
Subjects 25
20

15

10 e

Stage  Stage Stage Stage Stage Stage Stage
2 3 4 A 5A 5B 6

STAGE OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT
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Figure 2

Comparison Between Subjects Grouped By
"Reality Block" vs "Theory Block"

N =90
50
45
40

Number 35

of 30

St xcts 25
20

15

10

Lo

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3
Preconventional Conventional Postconventional

LEVEL OF MORAL DE' ~ OPMENT

Key: Theory Block: Level 1 = Stage 2; Level 2 = Stage 3, 4, A;

Level 3 = Stage 5A, 5B, 6

Reality Block: Level 1 = Stage 2 & 3; Level 2 Stage 4, A;

Level 3 = Stage 5A, 5B, 6
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Survey of Academic Dishonesty

The Survey of Academic Dishonesty was designed to collect information
about how seriously college students consider various forms of academic
dishonesty, the Tevel of participation by college students in forms of
academic dishonesty, what students do when they observe incidents of dis-
honesty, and the reasong why students participate in forms of dishonesty.
The responses to the Survey of Academic Dishonesty are reported in this
section.

Attituc~~ T~y Recdemi o Dishonesty

The respondents’ attitudes toward academic d° ionesty we assessed
by asking them to report the degree to which they considered each of the
fourteen forms of academic dishonesty as serious (see p. 5). The res-
ponses to the fourteen items were added together to compute the total
score for 1 : attitude toward academic dishonesty. This score is referred
to as the "serious score" and its value ranged from 14 (not serious at
all) to 56 (extremely serious).

Respondents considered each of the fourteen different forms of aca-
demic dishonesty to be somewhat or moderately serious. The mean "serious
score" was 46.51 and the standard deviation 1 s 5.9. Table 4 summarizes
the means and standard deviations of the responses to "how serious do you
consider the following activities to be" and indicates the rank order of

the 14 forms of academic dishonesty from most serious to least serious.



Table 4

College Students' Attitude About

1e Serjousness

of Academic Dishonesty?

N = 145

Behainr o ’/f’______#,_,J*,—,R—Qﬂkd——'——)'(—‘
Taking an exam for another student. 1 3.92
b sing anotl -~ student take an exam for you. 1 3.92
Altering or forging an official university 378

document. 3 .
Paying someone to write a paper for you to ;

submit as your own. 4 3.76
Arranging with ¢ ier: nts to_gi' or

receive answers by use of signals. 5 3.72
Arranging to sit next to someone who will

Tet you copy from his/her exam. 6 3.70
Copying from someone's exam paper without

his/her knowledge. 7 3.69
Writing a paper for another student. 8 3.63
Allowing another student to copy from you

during an exam. 9 3.37
Copying answers from a source without

doing work independently. 10 3.1
Getting questions or answers from someone

who has already taken the same exam. 11 3.10
Copying a few sentences without footnoting

in a paper. 12 2.38
Working on homework with other students

when the instructor doesn't allow it. 13 2.23

14 2.15

"Padding" a few items on a bibliography.

3This item was based on responses to the guestion

68

cn

.42
.42

.74

.62

.69

.61

.78

.82

.89

.98

.90
.95

"how serious do you con-

sider the following activities to be?" with 1 = Not Serious at A1l and

4 = Extremely Serious.
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Taking an exam for another student and having another student take an
exam for you were considered to be the most serious forms of dishonesty.
"Padding" a few items on a bibliography and working on homework with other
students when it is not allowed were considered to be the least serious.
The respondents consider the more active forms of dishonesty such as,
arranging to give or receive signals and arranging to sit next to someone
who will let them copy during an exam, as more serious than copying from
someone's exam without their knowledge or simply allowing another to copy
during an exam. The respondents also considered behaviors related to the
examination situation to be more serior than forms of dishonesty related
to out of class activities such as preparation of term papers and home
work assignments. For example, taking an exam for another or having some-
one take an exam for you were considered to be more serious than either
paying someone to write a paper to submit as your own or writing a paper
for another stuc t. Four of the five most serious fo 5 of dishonesty
related to examinations; four of the fi  Tleast serious forms of dishonesty
related to term papers or homework, and, all five of the least serious
behaviors could be considered as out-of-class activities.

Participation in Academic Dishc

The respondents in this study were asked to report the frequency of

their own personal participation in the 14 forms of dishonesty and were

also asked to report how frequently they had seen other studen*- partici-
pate in the same forms of dishonesty. The responses to the items related

to person:c participation were added together to compute a subscore, here-
after referre to as the "personal participation score". Responses to items
relating to the participation by others were added together to compute the
subscore, ~eafter referred to as the 'observed participation score".

The values of these two participation subscores range from 14 (never) to
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60 (frequently).

Perscnal Participation. In general respondents characterized the

frequency of their own participation in the 14 forms of academic dis-
honesty as occuring either never or rarely (less than 10% of the time).
The mean of the "personal participation score" was 20.08 and the standard
deviation was 3.98. Table 5 summarizes the mean scores and standard de-

viations for personal participation for each of the 14 forms of dishonesty.

Insert Table 5 here

"Copying a few sentences without otnoting in a paper" and "working on
homework with other students when it is not allowed" were the behaviors
most f1 juently reported by the respondents.

While the respondents did not report frequent participation in the
14 Hrms f dishonesty, the amount of dishonesty on campus should not be
minimized. Seventy-nine percent of the subjects acknowledged sor per-
sonal participation in at least one dishonest behavior. Cheating during
examinations is relatively common. Two percent said they had taken an
exam for another student; 3% said they had had another student take an
exam for them; and 10% of the subjects reported arranging with other stu-
¢ 1ts to give or recejve answers by use of signals; 19% acknowledged ar-
ranging to sit next to someone who will Tet them copy from their exam;
39% acknowledged copying from someone's exam paper without their knowledge;
49% acknowledged allowing another student to copy from you during an exam:
58% of the subjects said they had obtained questions or answers from some-
one who has already taken the same exam.

The respondents reported more frequent participation in what they con-

sidered to be the Teast serious forms of dishonesty. For example, the
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five most frequ 1tly reported behaviors for personal participation were

also considered as the five Teast serioyg behaviors. 0f the five most

serious behaviors, four are among the Ones respondents reported the least
~viant navenng] wmebfodinag i :
fre al cipation. Arranging with others to give or receive

signals during an exam is one exception. Students coy der it to be among

the five most : “ious behaviors and it ranks in the middle range of personal
participation.

Observed Participation. The respondents indicated that they had -~en

other students take part more frequently in forms of dishonesty than they
themsel' ; had parti l.- The I of the "observed participation score"
was 32.13 and the standard deviation 1 5 10. ing questions and answers
from someone who has already taken the exam and copying from someone's exam
paper without their knowledge were the most frequently observed behaviors.
Table 5 summarizes the mean scores and standard deviation for observed par-

t -ipe fon in each of the 14 forms of dishonesty.

Subject's also reported having seen other students take part in beha-

viors which were considered to be somewhat more serious. Of the five most
frequently observed behaviors, two wel among those considered to be some-
what serious. They were: copying from someone's exam paper without their
knowledge and arranging to sit next to someone who will Tet you copy from
his/her exam. Rank order comparisons for attitude, personal participation,
and observed participation are outlined in Table 6. This illustrates that
students in general do not participate frequently in the forms of dishonesty

which they consider to be most serious.

Insert Table 6 here
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Reportinn Bob-yinw
Forty-three percent of the respondents indicated that they would

jgnore an observed cheating incident, 3% would report the incident, and
28% said they would report the students to the appropriate authorities if

they considered the incident to be at Teast somewhat serious. If Univer-

sity regulations required students to report others who cheat, 15% of the
students would report the incident, 28% would ignore the incident and 28%
would report the incident if they considered it to be somewhat serious.
According to the findings reported earlier it appears that only 28%
of the students re likely to report ti following forms of dishonesty:
taking an exam for another student: having another student take an exam
for you, altering or forging an official University document; paying some-
one to write a paper, and arranging with other students to give or ¢ e
answers by use of signals. Table 7 summarizes the reporting behaviors of

college students observing incidents of cheating.

Table 7

Reporting Bel /iors of College Students Observing
Incidents of Academic D 1onesty

N = 145
If University regu-
Tations required
Suppose you saw students to report
a student cheat- others who cheat, how
ing. What would would you answer the
you do? last question?
N % N %
Report the stu nt(s) to the instructor,
proctor or appropriate authority 5 3.4 22 15.3
Ask the student to report him/herself/
themselves 2 1.4 16 11.1
Express disapproval but not report
the student(s) 36 24.8 24 16.7
Ignore the incident 62 42.8 41 28.5
If I considered the incident to be at
least so what serious, I would
report the student(s) 40 27.6 41 28.5
2

Missing responses 1
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Reasons Wh Students Cheat

In the opinion of the respondents, students are most 1ikely to cheat
in order to avoid failing a class (45%). Twenty one percent reported cheat-
ing occurred because no one ever gets punished for it. Only 17% of the
respondents indicated that there were no possible circumstances where it
is acceptable for students to cheat.

When asked why the respondents personally cheat, 48% indicated that

they would be most Tikely to cheat in order to avoid failing tI class and

36% responded that there are 1 possible circumstances where it would be
acce :able to cheat. ..e r¢ djont ; to the items related to the reasons
why students cheat are summari: | in Table 8.

Table 8

Reasons Why College Students Cheat

N 145
In your opinion, The reason I
the reason stu- would be most
dents are most Tikely to
_1ib~Tw +q cheat is:  cheat is:
N ’ N B
No one ever gets punished for it 30 21.3 10 7.0
It is necessary in order to avoid
failing the class 64 45.4 69 48.3
Their/my friends all do it 15 10.6 0
The professors and tests are so unfair 8 5.7 12 8.4
There are no possible circumstances
where it is acceptable to cheat 24 17.0 52 36.4

Missing responses 5 3






Table 9

Summary of Chi-Square Analyses Between College Students'
Stage of Moral Development and Their Attitude About the

Seriousness of Certain Forms of Academic Dishonestyl

Item

Padding a few items on a bibliography.

Copying a few sentences without footnoting in
a paper.

Copying answers from a source without doing
work independently.

Writing a paper for another student.

Paying someone to write a paper to ibmit ¢
your own work.

Getting questions or answers from so >ne who
has already taken the same exam.

Arranging with other students to give or
receive answers by use of signals

Copying from someone's exam paper wit ut his
knowledge.

Arranging to sit next to someone who will let
you copy fri his/l ~ exam.

Allowing another student to copy from you
during an ex:

Taking an exam for another student.
Having another student take an exam for you.

Working on homework with other students when
the instructor does not allow it.

Altering or forging an official University
document.

1None were significant >.05 Tlevel.

:1:2

9.2

3.9

.16

.69

.27
.91

.14

.36

.14

.78

.19

.34
.65
17

.24

.56

77

|=

87

88

87
88

89

89

88

88

83
89
89

89

88
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The results of the Chi-square analyses between stage of moral develop-
ment and the 14 individual items related to personal participation were not

significant beyond the .05 Tevel. Table 10 summarizes the results.

Table 10

Summary of Chi-Square Analyses Between College Students' Stage of Moral

[ lopment and Tt ir Personal Participation in Certain Forms of
Academic Dishonesty
Behavior 7 afF  p N
Padding a few items on a bibliography. 3.6 6 .73 88
Copying a few ¢ tences without footnoting 1in
paper. 1 6 .91 89
Copying answers from a source without doing
work independently. 5.5 6 .48 89
Writing a paper for another student. 4.2 6 .65 89

Paying someone to write a paper to submit as

your own work. unable to compute 89

Getting questions or answers from someone who

has already taken the same exam. 10.9 6 .09 89
Arranging with other students to give or

receive answers by use of signals. 2.8 4 .60 89
Copying from someone's exam paper without

his/her knowledge. 4.5 6 .61 89
Arranging to sit next to someone who will let

you copy from his/her exam. 8.5 6 .20 89
Allowing another student to copy from you

during an exam. 4.0 6 .67 89
Taking an exam for another student. .64 2 .73 89
Having another student take an exam for you. 1.8 2 .41 89
Working on homework with other students when

the instructor does not allow it. 7.6 6 .27 88
Altering or forging an official University

document. .64 2 .73 89

WNone were significant » .05 level.



Hypotl~-is 3

There is an inverse relationship between the degree of seriousness
with which college students view academic dishonesty and their participa-
tion in forms of academic dishonesty.

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was performed to
test the relationship between the continuous variables of attitude about
the seriousness of academic dishonesty and personal participation. The
correlation coefficijent between the "serious score" and the "personal
participation score" was r = -.47 and was significant at the .001 Tevel.
The hypothesis is therefore accepted. Because this hypothesis did not
consider ' Tationsh- | ween individual i{ 1s, no chi-square analyses
v e performed.

Ancillary Issues

Sev tal ancillary issues were explored for which no r« 2arch hypo-
theses were offered. These issues considered the relationships between
the demographic variables and other variables related to academic dis-
honesty. The findings related to these issues are discussed below.

Age

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was perfor :d to
test the relationship between the continuous = -iable age and other con-
tinuous variables, including moral development (r = .26 p £.05); attitude
about the seriousness of academic dishonesty (r = .15 p €.05); personal
participation (r = -.24 p ¢.05); and observed participation (r = -.22
p {.05). .aese findings indicate that there is a slight positive rela-
tionship between age and both moral development and attitt' toward the
seriousness of academic dishonesty. The findings also show a significant
inverse relationship between age and personal and observed participation.

Table 11 summarizes these results.
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Table 11
Correlat sns between Age and Selected Academic Dishonesty Variables
Moral Attitude/ Personal Obgerved.
Development Seriousness Participation Participation
Age r .26 15 -.24 -.22
N 117 142 142 141
D .003 .037 .002 .004
Sex

Chi-square analyses were performed to test the relationship between

the nominal variab sex dot relevant variab™ including stage of

moral development (12 - 8] df =2 p= .67); repo...19 behavior in a

non honor code situation «12 = 9.30 df =4 p.05); reporting behavior

in an honor code situation (X? - 15.13 df = 4 p{.05); reasons why st

dents cheat CZZ =519 df =4 p =.27); and reasons why 1 personally

cheat (2 = 4.08 df = 3 p=.25). T results indicate that there is a

significant relationship between sex and reporting behaviors. Table 12

illustrates the distribution of the sample by sex and their responses to

the ite : related to reporting behavior.

e ————

Insert Table 12 here

PTace of Residence

Chi-square analyses were performed to test the relationship between
the nominal variable place of residence and other relevant variables in-
cluding stage of moral development Clz = 14.95 df =8 p= .06); report-
ing behavior in a non honor code situation (12 =27.16 df =16 p = .04);
reporting behavior in an honor code situation (12 = 25.53 df =16 p = .08);
reasons why students cheat (12 = 24.45 df = 16 p .08); and reasons why

I personally cheat (12 = 6.24 df =12 p = .90. The results indicated



Table 12

The Reporting Behavior of College Students Observing

1

Suppose you saw a
student cheating.
What would you do?

Men

If university regu-
Tations required
you to report others
who cheat, how would
you answer the last
question?

Men
Women

Total

A2 - 15.13; df = 4;

ncidents of Cheating By Sex
Reportin~ Pohayior
+ —
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O+ >
T o}
+ e v
PR L O wn o
S @ [Zo T ] [ORg =X
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o= e} 4 — Q. own
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N % N % N % N

Ignore

1 20 2 100 22 e€1.1 32
4 80 0 0 14 38.9 29
5 100 2 100 26 100 61

p<.05 N =144

8 3.4 7 43.8 17 70.8 26
14 63.6 9 56.3 7 29.2 14
22 100 16 100 24 100 40

p<.05; N =143

%

52.5
27.5
100

65
35
100
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14 35
26 65
40 100
13 31.7
28 68.3
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that a s° 1ificant relationship existed between place of residence and
what a student wou. 1 do if they observed someone cheating. Table 13 sum-

marizes these results.

Table 13

Tt Reporting Behavior of College Students Observing
Inci :nts of Cheating By Place of Residence

Reporting Behavior

S
2 Y4 —
5w g “ O
53 3 il
= [T, [ON- %
+ [} Lo C S
N - = o
&3 gzx Lo v
[ A N % N % N %
Dorm 4 80 0 15 41.7 19 30.6 11 27.5
Fraternity 0 0 0 2 3.2 2 5.0
Own Apartment 0 2 100 8 22.2 17 27.4 10 25.0
Parents 0 0 13 36.1 24 38.7 15 37.5
Other 1 20 0 0 0 2 5.0
Total 5 100 2 100 36 100 62 100 40 100

22 =27.165 df = 165 p (.05; N = 145

Because the resultsof the chi-square analysis between place of resi-
dence and : vseral of the other variables approached the acceptable level
of significance, a post hoc analysis was performed. In this analysis the
original five categories of the variable place of residence were reor-
ganized into two categories; on campus which included dormitory, fraternity/
sorority and other and off-campus which included own apartment/house and
Tive with parents. The results of the chi-square analysis using the re-
vised grouping for place of residence and the other relevant variables

were as follows: stage of moral developme (Xz = 11.47 df =2 p = .003);
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reporting behavior in a non honor code situation (12

9.96 df = ¢
p = .04); reporting in an honor code situation CLZ =10.11 df =4 p = 04),
reasons why students cheat (12 =1.17 df =4 p = .88); and reasons why

I personally cheat (12

= 3.07 df = 3 p = .38). The findings demonstrate
a significant relationship between whether a stuc 1t Tives on or off campus
and their stage of moy | development and what they would do if they observed

someone cheating. Tables 14 and 15 illustrate the significant results.

Table 14

Sample Distributijon By Stage of Moral Development
and Residence

Place ¢ Resi ice

On-campus 0f f-campus

N % N %
Preconventional Level 1 8 22.2 13 24.5
Conventional Level 2 20 55.6 12 22.6
Postconventional Level 3 8 22.2 28 52.8

Total 36 100 53 100

12 = 11,47, df = 2; p = .003; N = 89
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Table 15

The Reporting Behaviors of College Students Observing
Incidents of Cheating By Place of Residence

Reporting Behaviors

3
4 —
o g .
o W O —
F] = [7, 3 © wn
PR 2 w1 O, )] Rl e |
[T} vy = U Qo S “ = 0
o T (@ “ @ o O U
o 3 X 0O O wm o [ T S -
U v U X o o U O W
(@ o] < [WE o] — [a a7 W51
N % M % N % N % N %
Sup 1se you ¢ w a
student cheating.
What would do you?
On Campus 5 100 O 0 15 41.7 21 33.9 15 37.5
Off Campus 0 0 2 100 21 58.3 41 66.1 25 62.5
Total 5 100 2 100 36 100 62 100 40 100
%% = 9.96; df = 4; p=.04; N =145
If uni® -sity regu-
lations required you
to report others who
cheat, how would you
answer the last
question?
On Campus 12 54.5 10 62.5 10 41.7 10 24.4 14 34.1
Off Campus 10 45.5 6 37.5 14 58.3 31 75.6 27 65.9
Total 22 100 16 100 24 100 41 100 41 100

2% = 10.11; df=4; p=.04; N=144
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Academic Nivision

Chi-square analyses were performed to test the relationship between
the nominal variable academic division and ot - relevant variables in-
cluding stage of moral development (XZ = 28.77 df =12 p = .004); re-
porting behavior in a non honor code situation (7A 24.08 df = 24
p .46); reporting I iavior in an honor code situation (12 = 14.81 df = 24
p = .93); reasons why students cheat (lz = 30.40 df =24 p=.17); and
reasons why I personally cheat (12 = 11.03 df =18 p = .89). The only
significant relationship was between academic division and stage of moral

development. Table 16 illustrates the samp™ distribution by stage of

moral development and academic division.

1ab’ 16

Sample Distribution by Academic Division and
Stage of Moral Development

Academic Division

AGLS A & H BSOS H & CR MPSE OTHER

N % N % N % N % N % N %

Preconventional 0 O 4 22.2 6 31.6 0 0 6 24 5 50
Conventional 6 66.7 9 50.0 1 5.3 4 50 8 32 4 40
Postconventional 3 33.3 5 27.8 12 63.2 4 50 11 44 1 10
Total 9 100 18 100 19 100 8 100 25100 10 100

1 = 28.77;

kQ.

12; p < .05; N = 89

Class Standing

Chi-square analyses were performed to test the relationship between
class standing and other relevant variables including stage of moral devel-
opment Clz = 11.65 df =8 p = .17); reporting behavior in a non honor

code situation (12 = 11.98 df =16 p = .74); reporting behavior in an
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honor code situation Clz = 7.46 df =16 p = .96); reasons why students
cheat CZZ 13.10 df =16 p = .67); and reasons why I personally cheat

2
(t

statistically significant and it is therefore concluded that these variables

= 10.88 df =12 p = .54). The results of these analyses were not

are independent.

Number of Hours Spent in Extrac ‘ricula» "ctivities

Chi-square analyses were performed to test the relationship between
the nominal variable of amount of time spent in extracurricular activities
and other relevant variables including stage of moral development GLZ = 6.22

df =8 p .62); ¥ rting behavior in a non honor code situation (¢2 = 17.07

df 16 p .38); reporting behavior in an honor code situeé n (%2 14.66

!

df = 16 p = .55); reasons why students cheat 012 20.06 df =16 p .22);

and reasons why I personally cheat CLZ = 4,87 df =12 p .96). The
findings were not statistically significant and it is therefore concluded
that the variables are independent.

Number of Hrouvs Spent in Part-Time Employment

Chi-squar analyses were performed to test the relationship between
the nominal variable of amount of time spent in employment ¢ | ¢ w re -
vant variables including stage of moral development C%Z = 3.46 df =8

p = .90); reporting behavior in a non honor code situation 612 = 26.56

df 16 p = .05); reporting behavior in an honor code situation (12 = 0.88

df = 16 p = .87); reasons why students cheat (12 30.61 df 16 p = .02);

and reasons why I personally cheat (%? =19.8 df =12 p = .07). The
findings indicate that a statistically significant relationship existed
between the amount of time spent in employment and what a college student

would do if they saw someone cheating and the reasons why students cheat.
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Tables 17 and 18 summarize these results.

Table 17

The Reporting Behavior of College Students Observing
Incidents of Cheating By Number of Hours Spent in Employment

Reporting Behavior

+ —
e o
Q0 > Yy
o (@] — 4D
= =5 O v - o wn
o 2 O " QO [} + =
~ @ (20 b} [ e ~ “ X O
o T o 4 “ (@] O O
0 =5 4 — o o o E S
g5 288 &5 2 288
N % N % N % N % N %
0-4 hrs/week 1 20 1 50 17 47.2 25 40.3 20 50
5-10 hrs/week 1 20 0 4 11.1 7 11.3 5 12.5
11-.. hrs/week 0 0 6 16.7 9 14.5 3 7.5
>15< full time 1 20 0 8 22.2 ) 32.3 9 ™5
full time 2 40 1 50 1 2.8 1 1.6 3 7.5
Total 5 100 2 100 36 100 62 100 40 100

-~

= 26.56; df 15; p ¢.05; N = 145

Table 18

2asons Why College Students Cheat By Number of Hours Spent in Employment
Reasons Why Students Cheat

[P IN7s]
—~ Q
[7;] 0 o
F] g
[7,] -l—!rg
S == it 4 o
c o~ — o w ‘
o> > © S O S S (@]
= 0. < L | N 0. < =
N % N % N % N % N %
0-4 hrs/week 12 40 32 50 5 33.3 5 62.5 8 33.3
5-10 hrs/week 6 20 6 9.4 0 0 5 20.8
11-15 hrs/week 2 6.7 6 9.4 0 1 12.5 8 33.3
215 < full time 8 26.7 16 25 9 60 2 25 2 8.3
full time 2 6.7 4 6.3 1 6.7 0 1 4.2
Total 30 100 64 100 15 100 8 100 24 100
2

= 30.61; df = 16; p=.02; N =147
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Table 19 summarizes the results of statistical tests performed to
consider the ancillary issues involving the demographic variables and

other variables related to academic dishonesty.

Insert Table 19 here

The final ancillary issues considered were the relationship between
stage of moral development and reasons why students cheat and their report-
ing behaviors. Chi-square analyses were performed between moral develop-

22134 df =8 p>.05);

ment and the reasons why students cheat (X
reasons why I | 'sc |y cheat (12 = 4,67 df =8 p>.05); reporting
behavior in a non honor code situation CZZ =4.04 df =8 p >.L.); and

1 orting behavior in an honor code situation (ZZ =7.3 df =8 p>.05).

The findings were not statistically significant and it is therefore con-

cluded that the variables are independent.

Summary

This chapter has discussed the sample's responses to the Defining
Issues Test and the Survey of Academic Dishonesty, the tests of the re-
search hypotheses, and presented the evidence relevant to several of the
ancillary issues.

The results of the DIT indicate that the subjects are operating pri-
marily at the conventional levels of moral development ar as such their
thinking may best be characterized as conforming to rules for the social
good.

The subjects consider forms of dishonesty to be somewhat or moderately
serious, and they consider forms of dishonesty related to examinations to
be more serious than those forms related to out of class activities.

The results of the study support the conclusion that incidents of
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academic dishonesty are relatively prevalent on campus. Seventy-nine per-
cent of the students acknowledged some participation in at least one dis-
honesty behavior. The respondents reported having observed others parti-
cipating in dishonesty more frequently then they personally participated.
In addition, they reported having seen other students participate in forms
of dishor ity whichy -e considered to be somewhat more serious.

The findings support two of the three research hypotheses. There is
a slight relationship between a student's stage of moral development and
the degree of seriousness with which they view academic dishonesty and
there is a relationship bety :n the degree of seriousness with which stu-
dents view academic dishonesty and their participation in acat nic dis-
honesty. The data, however, failed to demonstrate a relationship between
stage of moral development and participation in academic dishonesty. The
evidence presented on the ancillary issues indicated that relationships
exist between several of the demographic variables and the variables rele-
vant to academic dishonesty.

.ne implications of 1ese results are discussed in the following

chapter.
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during an exam.

Students also reported having observed other students participating
in dishonesty more frequently than they acknowledged their own personal
participation, and they reported having observed other students partici-
pating in the more serious forms of dishonesty.

Moral DP~velopment and Academic Dishonesty

.1e results failed to demonstrate a relationship between moral develop-
ment and personal participation in academic dishonesty. This outcome is
not entirely surprising or unexpected. Research reviewed in Chapter Two
concludes that moral development is not synonomous with moral action.

Re = (1979) expressed the view "that moral judgment is an important factor
in real life decision making, but that the interaction with other fac
complicates the relationship so that simple Tinear correlations cannot be
expec d". He goes on to conclude that "Moral judgment scores tell us
something about the general interpretative frameworks that a person brings
to a moral problem, and presumably the way a person interprets a problem
has a bearing on his decision making." (p. 260).

Rest (1979) speculated about the factors or processes which might
act as a mediating variable between mo1 | judgment and behavior and iden-
tified several conditions under which the correlation between moral judg-
ment and behavior should be higher. They were: 1) if a subject « :ects
a moral dilemma in the situation; 2) if all subjects have the same facts
and figures about the situation; 3) if the behavior in question does not
occur in a high pressure situation; 4) if the information on moral judg-
ments reflects well-thought-out positions ratl ~ than "off the top of the
head" ideas; 5) if the information on moral judgment is not a deliberate
misrepresentation; 6) if all the subjects are high on ego-strength; and

7) if moral values are predominant over other values for the subject (Rest,
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1979, p. 179). Several of these conditions may have contributed to this
study's failure to demonstrate a statistically significant relationship
between moral development and personal participation in academic dis-
honesty. Specifically, students may not have considered the cheating
situation as a moral dilemma; or the academic environment may have pre-
sented a high-pressure sjtuation which interfered with the subjects moral
judgment; or stuc 1ts may not be particularly high on ego-strength; or
finally, other values may have been predominant over the students' moral
values.

Another factor which may have contributed to the study's failure to
demonstrate a re’ mship ween moral ¢ .opment and behavior was the
fact that students reported rather infrequent personal participation. It
is interesting to note that there was a slight inverse relationship bet-
ween moral development and observed participation (r=-.15p <.05). Whi
the relationship with observed participation is clearly not conclusive, it
serves as evidence to support continued exploration into the relationship
between moral development and participation in academic dishonesty.

A relatively strong relationship was demonstrated between students'
attitude about the seriousness of dishonesty and their personal participa-
tion (r = -.47 p <.05). The results also indicated a slight relationship
between stage of moral development and attitude about the seriousness of
academic dishonesty (r .22 p 05). Students who were more mature in
their moral development tended to consider forms of dishor ity ; mo
serious than did students who were less mature; and students who considered
dishonesty to be more serious also participated Tess frequently in academic
dishonesty. It may be useful to consider a student's attitude about the
seriousness of academic dishonesty as one of the mediating factors which

interact with stage of moral development to influence behavior.
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Moral Development and Significant Demographic Variables

The results of this study demonstrated statistically significant
relationships between moral development and three of the demographic
variables, age, place of residence, and academic division.

Older students tended to be more mature in their moral reasoning
and considered dishonesty to be more serious than did younger students.
Older students also reported Tess personal participation in dishonesty.
Students Tiving off campus were more mature in their moral development
than were students Tiving on campus. Students enrolled in the behavioral
and social sciences were more mature in their moral development than stu-
dents enrol”™ 1 in ¢ r divisions. In Idition, uni :1 1 s its were
less mature than were students who had selected a field of udy.

orting Behaviors

The students in this study were primarily conventional thinkers in
their assessment of moral dilemmas. Their thinking is characterized as
the "law and order" orientation. Correct behavior consists of doing one's
duty, showing respect for authority, and maintaining the social order for
its own sake. Why would the majority of this group choose not to report
incidents of dishonesty to the appropria- authorit ;? Students at the
conventional level of thinking may be willing to ignore incidents because
they assume that the person responsible for upholding the "law and order"
is the authority figure. Therefore, it is the instructors "job" to en-
force the rules. Principled thinkers might be more likely to see them-
selves as I ring a commitment and involvement in the preservation of
academic dishonesty and might be more willing to report or sanction of-
fenders.

A significant relationship was found to exist between what action

college students would take when they observe incidents of dishonesty and
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three of tI demographic variables; sex, place of residence, and the
amount of time spent in employment. Women were more likely to report
students for cheating in both the honor code and the non-honor code
situation, particularly if they considered the behavior to be at least
somewhat serious.

Stuc ts living off campus and students who worked more than 15 hours
per week were more likely to ignore incidents of cheating than were stu-
dents Tiving on campus or who were working less than 5 hours per week.

One might speculate that reporting behaviors are influenced by level of

involvement, commitment, or identification with the academic community.
Prngnne Wi Coydant

Forty-eight percent of the students indicated that ison they
would personally cheat was to avoid failure. The avoidance of failure
is the expected response for preconventional thinkers rather than con-
ventional thinkers. Preconventional thinkers would choose to follow the
rules when it is in their own immediate best terest.

Conclurians

Based on these findings there are several conclusions which should
be considered when planning future programs or research in this area.

The fact that students reported having seen others participate in
academic dishonesty more frequently than they acknowledged their own per-
sonal participation may indicate that estimates of personal participation
should be considered as conservative estimates of the actual amount of
cheating on campus.

The extent of personal participation in academic dishonesty is in-
fluenced to a greater degree by a student's attitude about the seriousness
of dishonesty than by their stage of moral development.

Cheating is not always perceived as a moral issue. Students cheat to avoid
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failure. College students are also willing to tolerate cheating behaviors
among their peers by ignoring incidents of dishonesty.

Older students and students 1iving off campus were more mature 1in
their moral development. The older students also considered academic dis-
honesty to be more serious and reported less personal and observed par-

ticipation than did the younger students.

Implications

Today's college students appear to value achievement and the ability
to compete successfully considerably more than they value academic inte-
grity. | rine (1980) summ¢ : ; the results of various Carnegie Council
reports and inc :ates that there has been a modest incre. in the propor-
tion of stur 1ts nationwide who say they have to cheat to get the grades
they want (p. 66). The extreme competition for career placement and ad-
mission to graduate and professional school is considered to be a signi-
ficant factor affecting the incidents of dishonesty on campus (Carnegie
Council, 1979; Levine, 1980). The reasons cited for cheating in this
study also provide evidence that the relative value of academic integrity
may be obscured by the increased emphasis on achievement an competition.
If students do not recognize a cheating situation as a moral dilemma but
rather see it as an achievement dilemma a completely different and inap-
propriate behavioral response may result.

The picture of academic life portrayed by these data is not a par-
ticularly encouraging one. Academic dishonesty is prevalent and students
are willing to tolerate it. The academic community has not succeeded in
communicating to students the inherent value of academic integrity and
this reality must be confronted. The situation., admittedly, is not a

new one. Cheating has been an issue for higher education for at least
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Limitations of the Study

This study is representative of the descriptive survey research ap-
proach described by Good (1972) and contains certain limitations associated
with this type of investigation (p. 213). Some specific limitations iden-

tified with the research design in this study are discussed below.

Five hundred students were invited to participate in the study, but
only 146 agy :d to partici] te. In addition, the data analysis was per-
formed on a smaller group because 19% of the DIT scores had to be discarded
because of their lack of consistent responses. Generalizations and conclu-
sions = sed on a mp of © is size should be considered cautiously.

CSrhe or ™=t~ Collection

As discussed in previous sections, moral development proceeds along
a continuum, subject to change under the appropriate environmental con-
ditions and stimulation. In order to minimize the impact of time on the
collection of developmental data, all data was collected within a four
week time frame. This schedule placed logistical constraints on the
amount of follow up activity with subjects and may have contributed to
1imiting the number of respondents who were able to participate.

In addition, because the ¢ :a was col™ :ted relatively early in the
fall semester, freshmen and other new students may not have had a suffi-
cient amount of experience in academic exercises such as examinations and
term papers. This lack of experience may have affected their responses.

Unanticipated Publicity

The research proposal for this study was approved in April, 1980.
Shortly afterwards incidents of academic dishonesty on campus = :eived
widespread attention and publicity. Articles and editorials appeared in

the campus and Tocal news media as well as in The “=17 Street Journal
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and Newsweek. This unexpected media coverage and attention may have af-
fected students' willingness to participate and to accurately report the
frequency of their participation in forms of dishonesty.

Data Collection Procedure

The data for this study were collected in 19 different administration
sessions. In spite of a careful and deliberate effort to ensure that all
administration sessions were conducted in exactly the same manner, the
subjects were not all administered the instruments simultaneously and four
different proctors were hired to conduct the sessions in two different
campus locations. It is possible that the differences in surroundings or
proctors r / have in .ence 1 1t . Future v+ earch e rts should
attempi 5o improve the data collection procedure. This would include
minimally having all administration sessions proctored by the sa arson

and by using the same location for all data collection activities.

Recommendations for uf P~ctice and Research

The Carnegie Council and others have recommended specific steps insti-
tutions should take to enhance the academic integrity on campus (Carnegie
Council, 1979; Levine, 1980; and Pavela, 1981). The recommendations in-
clude: develop a code of rights and responsibilities with clear defini-
tions of academic dishonesty; publish statements of the full range of
penalties that will be imposed for violations of the code and firmly ad-
minister the penalties; develop juitable and widely publicized procedures
for resolving alleged cases of academic dishonesty; and identify and cor-
rect academic procedures and settings which facilitate academic dishonesty.
The effectiveness of these measures will be improved if they are planned
within the context of the fundamental assumptions of cognitive-developmental

theory which were outlined earlier. For example, in addition to publish-
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ing the code of academic integrity and the range of penalties, opportunities
for discussion among students and faculty must be provided. Development
is facilitated by opportunities to role pl ' and confront different social
and moral perspectives. Consideration should be given to incorporating

a discussion of academic integrity into student orientation programs. New
students routinely recejve information about grading policies, retention
rules, general university requirements, and degree requirements. A dis-
cussion of academic integrity would also be appropriate at this time. In
addition, faculty members should be encouraged to incorporate a discussion
of the institution's »licy into the initial class session each semester.
Steps such as these enable students to raise questions, ask for exi , es
of plagiarism and fabrication, and seek advice about how to avoid unintel
tional infractions. Students are exposed to different perspectives and
ways of conceptualizing the information which appears printed in official
university publications. This approach also enables the institution to
communicate the value it places on integrity relative to achievement,

cc retition, and other values.

The importance of the penalties should not be overlooked. A discus-
sion of the penalties will be instrumental in challenging the thinking of
students who are operating at the preconventional stages. The practice
of simply giving a student a failing grade should be avoided for several
significant reasons. The practice does not serve as a deterrent to stu-
dents who are already in jeopardy of failing and it misleads other schools
to which the student may apply (Pavela, 1981). More importantly, it de-
prives the student of an adequate opportunity to confront the ethical im-
plications of the behavior. The i »josition of strict pe Ities is not
antithetical to student development. Appropriately applied sanctions

represent the essence of challenge and support.
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Another example is the development of equitable procedures for re-
solving cases of alleged academic dishonesty. The procedures should be
compatible with the needs of the academic community and should ensure
due process for all parties. e procedure shou” also be designed to
provide the student with an opportunity to confront different perspectives,
gain a better understanding of the roles within the academic community,
and gain exposure to forms of moral reasoning which they can comprehend
and which will be 1ikely to stimulate their ¢ relopment.

In order to facilitate the moral development of students the actions
of the a Jemic co ity st be consistent with its published statements
and policies. Failure to ic tify and corre & 1Mc o ur  and
settings which facilitate academic dishonesty and failure to insist that
faculty members demonstrate high ethical standards communicates a mixed

assage to students and creates an environment which is not conducive to
the stimulation and icouragement of development.

The successful implementation of these policies and procedures will
require demonstrated commitment to the standards of academic integrity
from all members of the academic community. Effective faculty develop-
ment programs will be needed to inform faculty about the policies and
procedures, to discuss developmental theory, and to assist them in develop-
ing an effective presentation for use in their classes.

The implementation of these suggestions should result in fewer inci-
dents of acadc ic dishonesty, facilitate the moral development « students,
and should improve the ethical community to higher education.

Future Research

The results of this study suggest several other areas or questions
which should be considered as topics for future research. These areas

include:
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1. The most recent research on the Defining Issues Test has resulted
in the development of a new scoring index, the D-score. This index is ex-
pected to replace the P-score as the overall index of moral development.
Further analysis of the data in this study should use the D-score to
determine its effectiveness in this type of research.

2. How do students with consistent responses on the DIT differ
from those with inconsjstent responses, i.e., those whose protocols were
discarded from this analysis? By sex? By age? By their responses to
the Survey of Academic Dishonesty?

3. How do the « itu  of faculty and administrators compare with
student attitudes about the seriousness of academic dishonesty?

4. How do student responses to the Survey of Academic Dishonesty
differ by type of institution? Are there di.._rences between public and
private schools? Coed vs single sex? Small institutions vs large schools?
Commv ty colleges vs 4 year schools? Institutions with an honor code vs
those without an honor code?

5. Do students who have been found guilty of academic dishonesty
differ in their responses to the DIT and the Survey of Academic Dishonesty
from students who have not been charged?

6. Several of the ancillary issues discussed in this study were
found to be statistically significant. Future research should explore
these relationships in greater detail. For example, why is there a rela-
tionship between stage of moral development and place of residence? Why
are sex, place of residence, and number of hours spent in employment
related to reporting behaviors? Why is there is a relationship between
the amount of time spent in employment and the reasons why students cheat?

7.  Assuming institutions implement the practices suggested earlier,

how effective are these measures?
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Conclusi~n

Cheating on campuses is not a new phenomenon. Incidents have been
reported in the Titerature for the past fifty years. The circumstances
surrounding today's discussions differ in two ways from earlier discus-
sions. First, the Carnegie Council, recognizing the magnitude of the
proble . assigned specific responsibilities to all parts of the academic
community including faculty, students and institutions in an attempt to
systematically address the problem. Second, a body of knowledge about
student development theory exists today which provides higher education
with a cor sual 1 jork within which to consider institutional prac-
tices. The -amework allows us to anal: and assess both stude al
the environment so that the theory can be translated into effective me:
sures. T ~e is no Tonger any legitimate reason for the academic communi-

ty to fail to address the problem of academic dishonesty.
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Defining Issues Test
(Copyright James Rest, 1972, all rights reserved)

This questionnaire is aimed at understanding how people think about social
problems. Different people often have different opinions about questions of
right and wrong. There are no "right" answers in the way that there are right
answers to math problems. We would Tike you to tell us what you think about
several problem stories. The answer sheets will be fed to a computer to find
the average for the whole group, and no one will see your individual answers.

In the questionnaire you will be asked to give your opinions about six
stories.

Your responses shou1d be recorded on the Optical Scan form you received.

Pleas ' '~ circles completely. Do not write your answers on
the ¢ ¢ i ould be marked on the answer sheet. Please
comp]] fore yc begin. review the sample story. If you

have any questions, please ask the proctor ._r assistar

A sample story follows.

Fred Jones has been thinking about buying a car. He is married, has two
small chil -en, and earns an average income. The car he buys will be his
family's only car. It will be used mostly to go to work and drive around town,
but sometime for vacation trips also. In trying to decide what car to buy,

Fred Jones realized that there were a lot of questions to consider.

1. Should Fred buy the car?

A. Should buy it.
B. Can't decide.
C. Should not buy it.
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If you were Fred Jones, how important would each of these questions be
in deciding what car to buy?

G = Great Importance
M = Much Importance
S = Some Importance
L = Little Importance
= No Importance
2. Whether the car dealer was in the same block where Fred lives.
3. Would a used car be more economical in the long run than a new car.
4. Whether the color was green, Fred's favorite color.
5. Whether the cubic inch displacement was at Teast 200.
6. Would a large, roomy, car be better than a compact car?
7. Whether the front onnibilies were differential.
From the 1ist of questions above, se” t ti " impo f the
whole group. Darken the circle under m~~* impoi cuue. Do 1 your

2nd, 3rd, 4th, and less important choices.

Most Important

Second Most Important
Third Most Important
Fourth Most Important
Less It oJrtant

DILEMMA
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
L G L G G L G
B M M M M M M
C S S o S S S
L L ® L L
L N N N N L
Most Important 0 ° 0 0 0 0
2nd Most Important 0 0 0 0 ° 0
3rd Most Important 0 0 ® 0 0 0
4th Most Important 0 0 0 ° 0 0
Less Important ° 0 0 0 0 0

If you have any questions about how to complete the Optical Scan form,
please ask the proctor for assistance.
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Dilemma A

HEINZ AND THE DRUG

In Europe a woman was near death from a special kind of cancer. There
was one drug that the doctors thought might save her. It was a form of radium
that a druggist in the same town had recently discovered. The drug was ex-
pensive to make, but the druggist was charging - tir what the drug cost
to make. He paid $200 for the radium and charged $2,000 for a small dose of
the drug. The sick women's husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow
the money, but he could only get together about $1,000, which is half of what
jt cost. He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and asked him to sell
it cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said, "No, I discovered
the drug and I'm going to make ney from it." So Heinz got desperate and
began to think about breaking into the man's store to steal the drug for his

wife.
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Should Heinz steal the drug? (Darken the appropriate circle on the ans-
wer sheet under question 1, dilemma A.)

A. Should steal it
B. Can't decide
C. Should not steal it

On the answer sheet darken the appropriate circle (G, M, S, L, or N) under

items 2 through 13 to indicate how important each of these questions would be
in deciding what to do.

10.

11.

12.
13.

Great Importance
Much Importance
Some Importance
Little Importance
No Importance

Z2rnIwm

o

Whether a community's laws are going to be upheld.

Isn't it only natural for a loving husband to care so much for his wife
that he'd steal?

Is Heii_ 1g to risk getting t as a burglar or going to jail for
tt  chance that stealing the drug might help?

Whether Heinz is a professional wrestler; or has consi yle infli ice
with professional wrestlers.

Whether Heinz is stealing for himself or doing this solely to help some-
one else.

Whether the druggist's rights to his invention have to be respected.

Whether the essence of Tiving is more encompassing than the termination
of dyin socially d individually.

What values are going to be the basis for governing how people act towards
each other.

Whether the druggist is going to be allowed to hide behind a worthless
law which only protects the rich anyhow.

Whether the Taw in this case is getting in the way of the most basic claim
of any member of society.

Whether the druggist deserves to be robbed for being so greedy and cruel.

Would stealing in such a case bring about more total good for the whole
society or not.

From the list of questions above, select the most important one of the

whole g ip and darken the circle under most important. Do likewise for your
2nd, 3rd, 4th, and less important choices.

Most Important
Second Most Important
Third Most Important
Fourth Most Important
Less Important
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Dilemma B

STUDENT TAKE VER

At Harvard University a group of students, called the Students for a
Democratic Society (SDS), believe that the University should not have an army
ROTC program. SDS students are against the war in Viet Nam, and the army
training program helps send men to fight in Viet Nam. The SDS students de-
manded that Harvard end the army ROTC training program as a university course.
This would mean that Harvard students could not get any army training as part

of their regular cour: work and not :t credit for it towards their degrees.

Agreeing with the SDS students, the Harvard professors voted to er t
R(C . program as a university course. it the President of the University
stated that he wanted to keep the army program on campus as a course. The
SDS students felt that the President was not going to pay attention to the

faculty vote or to their demands.

So, one day last April, two hundred SDS students walked into the Unijver-
sity's administration buildir . and told everyone else to get out. They said
they were doing this to force Harvard to get rid of the army ti ining program

as a course.
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1. Should the students have taken over the administration building? Darken
the opropriate circle on the answer sheet under question 1, dilemma B.

A. Yes, they should take it over.
B. Can't decide.
C. No, they should not take it over.

On the answer sheet darken the appropriate circle (G, M, S, L, or N) under
iter 2 through 13 to indica how important each of these questions would be
in deciding what to do.

Great Importance
Much Importance
Some Importance
Little Importance
No Importance

Zrn=Eo
| LT 1 R L I £

2. Are the students doing this to really help other people or are they doing
it just for kicks.

3. Do the students have any right to take over property that doesn't belong
to them.

4. Do the students realize that they might be arrested and fined, and even
expelled from school.

5. Would taking over the building in the long run benefit more people to a
greater extent.

6. Whether the president stayed within the Timits of his authority in ignoring
the faculty vote.

7. Will the takeover anger the public and give all students a bad name.
8. Is taking over a building consistent with principles of justice.
9. Would allowing one student take-over encourage many other student take-overs.
10. Did the president bring this misunderstanding on himself by being so unrea-
sonable and uncooperative.
11. Whether running the university ought to be in the hands of a few adminis-
trators or in the hands of all the people.
12. Are the students following principles which they believe are above the Taw.
13. Wt :her or not university decisions ought to be respected by students.

From the Tist of questions above, select the most important one of the
whole group and darken the circle under most important. Do Tikewise for your
2nd, 3rd, 4th, and less important choices.

Most Important

Second Most Important
Third Most Important

Fourth Most Important
Less Important



DiTemma C

ESCAPED PRISONER

A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. After one year, how-
ever, he escaped from pri: 1, moved to a new area of the country, and took
on the name of Thompson. For 8 years he worked hard, and gradually he saved
enough  ney to buy his own business. He was fair to his customers, gave
h- nploye ;5 top wages, 1d gar most of his own profits to charity. Then
one day M | , 1 01d neighbor, recognized him as the man who |

ci 2d from prison 8 ' ~s before, and whom the i looking for.
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Should Mrs. Jones report Mr. Thompson to the police and have him sent back
to prison? Darken the appropriate circle on the answer sheet under question 1,
dilemma C.

A.  Should report him.

B. Can't decide.

C. Shot 1 not report him.

On the answer sheet darken the appropriate circle (G, M, S, L, or N) under

items 2 through 13 to indicate how important each of these questions would be in
deciding what to do.

10.
11.

12.
13.

Great Importance
Much Importance
Some Importance
Little Importance
No Importance

=2 n=Eo
Houa uw nn

Hasn't Mr. Thompson been good enough for such a long time to prove he isn't
a bad ¢ mn?

Everytime someone escapes pu s/ 2nt for crime d¢ n't that just encoura
more crime?

Wouldn't we be better off without prisons and the oppression of our legal
system?

Has Mr. Thompson really paid his debt to society?
Would society be failing what Mr. Thompson should fairly expect?

What benefits would prisons be apart from society, especially for a
charitable man?

How could anyone be so cruel and heartless as to ser Mr. Thompson to prison?

Would it be fair to all the prisoners who had to serve out their full sen-
tences if Mr. Thompson was Tet off?

Was Mrs. Jones a good friend of Mr. Thompson?

Wouldn't it be a citizen's duty to report an escaped criminal, regardless
of the circumstances?

How would the will of the people and the public good best be served?

Would going to prison do any good for Mr. Thompson or protect anybody?

From the 1ist of questions above, select the most important one of the

whole group and darken the circle under most important. Do likewise for your
2nd, 3rd, 4th, and less important choices.

Most Important

Second Most Important
Third Most Important

Fourth Most Important
Less Important
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Dilemma E

WEBSTER

Mr. Webster was the owner and manager of a gas station. He wanted to
hire another mechanic to help him, but good mect ic v ‘e hard to find. The
only person he found who seemed to be a good mecheé ¢ was Mr. Lee, but he was
Chinese. While Mr. Webster himself didn't have anything against orientals,
he was afraid to hire Mr. Lee because many of his customers didn't 1ike
orientals. His customers might take their business elsewhere if Mr. Lee was

we <ir o odin tf )

When Mr. Lee asked Mr. Webster if he could have the job, Mr. Webster
said that he had already hired somebody else. But | . Webster really had not
hired anybody, ecause he could not find anybody who was a good mechanic

besides Mr. Lee.
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Using the following scale, indica
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hOW S‘nv--;/)_nc VA nﬂ‘n-ﬁriﬂ\- the

following activities to be by marking the apptup:iiuvc 1espohise On the line
next to each each.

1

-kvu ¢ Serivus

at all

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

18.

19.

20.

21.

2 ? 4 5
oumewhat Moderacely Extremely Undecided
serious serious serious

"Padding" a few items on a bibliography.
Copying a few sentences without footnoting in a paper.

Copying answers from a source without doing work independently.

Writing a paper for another student.
Paying someone to write a paper to submit as your own work.

Getting questions or answers from someone who has already taken
the same exam.

Arranging with other students to give or receive answers by use
of signals.

Copying from sor »ne's exam paper without his knowledge.

Arranging to sit next to someone who will let you copy from his/
her exam.

Allowing another student to copy from you during an <am.
Taking an exam for another student.
Having another student take an exam for you.

Working on homework with other students when the instructor
does not allow it.

Altering or forging an official University document.
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Section 1 I[:

Using the following scale, indicate how often you have taken part in
the following activities by marking the appropriate response on the line
next to each item.

1 2 > 4 5
Never rarely Not Uicen Sometimes Frequently
(Less than 10%  (Less than 25% (More than 50% (Too often to count)
of tI  ti of the time) of the time)

22. "Padding" a few items on a bibliography.

23. Copying a few sentences without footnoting in a paper.

24. Copying answers from a source without doing work independently.
25. Writi j a paper for anotl -~ student.

. Paying someone to write a paper to submit as your own work.

27. Getting questions or answers from someone who has already taken
the same exam.

28. Arranging with other students to give or receive answers by use
of signals.

29. Copying from someone's exam paper without his/her knowledge.

30. Arranging to sit next to someone who wil let you copy from
his/her exi

31. Allowing another student to copy from you during an exam.
32. Taking an exam for another student.
33. Having another student take an exam for you.

34. MWorking on homework with other students when the instructor
does not allow it.

35. Altering or forging an ¢ ficial University document.
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Schedule of Additional Data Collection Sesct ;
Arranged as a Result of Telephone Follow Up

DATE

TIME

P NACATTNAN

Friday, October 17
Monday, October 20
Tuesday, October 21

Thursday, October 23

Monday, October 27
Tuesday, October 28
Thursday, October 30

Friday, October 31

10 AM
10 AM
10 AM
2:30

10 AM
10 4
2:30
9 AM

1 PM 2113
1:30 PM 1102
1:30 PM 1102
4:30 PM 2113

1:30 PM 1102
1:30 PM 1104
4:00 PM 2113
11:30 AM 2113

North Administration Building
Student Union
Student Union

North Administration Bui 1ing

Student Union
Student Union
North Admini¢ -e_ on Building

North Administration Building
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APPENDIX 5

October 1980

Dear Student:

You have been selected from a random group of students enrolled at the
University of Maryland, College Park, to participate in a research study.
The study is being conducted as part of a doctoral dissertation project
for a student enrolled in the Department of Administration, Curriculum &
Supervision in the College of Education. The study is intended to collect
information about students' attitudes toward a variety of social problems
with 1 emphasis on academic dishonesty. Your participation in this study
is completely voluntary. Individual responses will be collected anony-
mously. The data will be analyzed by the computer and reported in summary

form.

A questionnaire packet is being distributed to you. It contains two in-
struments. One, the Defining Issues Test, is intended to solicit informa-
tion about your pe' nal opinions about a set of social problems. The

second instrument reques¢ ; Hat yot jpond to a series of questions about
academic dishonesty. Please consic rach g "ion car fully and v ond
to each item as indicated. It takes approxii 'y 30 minutes to ¢ npl

the questionnaires.

Please review these instructions carefully. If you have any questions
please ask the proctor for assistance. Your participation is sincerely

appreciated.

1. A11 information is submitted anonymously. Do not write your
name on any of the questionnaire materials. In order to avoid receiving

a fol ow up telephone call you may - bmit the slip of paper with your
name. This is completely c~*ional.

T Students should complete the instruments in order. First, the
Defining Issues Test and then the Survey of Academic Dishonesty.

3. The responses to the Defining Issues Test should be placed on
the Optical Scan Form. Please don't make any marks directly on the DIT
since these copies will be used by other students. Responses to the
survey should be made directly on the scan sheet.

4. A1l materials should be returned to the proctor in the envelope.
Submit the optional slip of paper separate from the envelope. Because of
copyright Timitations all materials must be returned to the proc*~».

5. When you return the envelope to the proctor you will receive a
free movie pass to the Hoff Theater.

Thank You,

i s’

Liz Nuss
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Table 20

yution by Age

N = 146
Relative Absolute
N Frequency % F e @

17 yrs. old 6 4.1 4.1

18 19 13.0 13.1

19 28 19.2 19.3

20 33 22.6 22.8

21 21 14.4 14.5

22 1 7.5 7.6

23 9 6.2 6.2

24 2 1.4 1.4

25 3 2.1 2.1

27 1 .7 .7

28 3 2.1 2.1

30 2 1.4 1.4

31 .7

32 1 .7

33 1 .7 7

34 1 .7 .7

40 1 .7 .7

41 1 .7 .7

42 1 .7 .7
Missing 1 - missing

Total 146 100.0 100.0



Table 21

Sample Distribution by Sex

Male
Female
Missing

Total

Dormitory
Fraternity/Sorority House
Own Apartment/House

Live with Parents

Other

Missing

ytal

N = 146
Relative Adjusted
N Fencuency % Freqr~rcy ¥
71 48.6 49.3
73 50.0 50.7
2 1.4 missing
146 100.0 100.0

ribution by Residence

N = 146
Relative Adjusted

N Frequency % Frequency %
49 33.6 33.8

4 2.7 2.8

37 25.3 25.5

52 35.6 39.9

3 2.1 2.1

1 .7 missing
146 100.0 100.0

129



Table 23

Sample Distribution by Academic Division

N =146
N
Agricultural & Life Sciences 18
Arts & Humanities 24
Behavioral & Social Sciences 39

Human & Community Resources
Mathematical, Physical Sciences

11

& Engineering 41
Unc ‘adt e Stu ¢ 4
Undecided 8
Missing 1
Total 146

Table 24

Relative
Frequency %
12.
16.
26.
7.

Gl N PBow

28.1
2.7
5.5
7

100.0

Samp™ Distribution by Class Standing

N

Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Other

Missing

Total

146

N
25
36
45
37
2
1

146

Relative

y %

24.7
30.8
25.3

1.4

100.0
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Adjusted
Frequency %

12.4
16.6
26.9

7.6

28.3
2.8
5.5

missing

100.0

Adjusted
Frequency %

17 ~
24.8

25.5
1.4

missing

100.0



Table 25

Sample Distribution by
in Extracurricular
N = 146
N
- = 3 hou 99
4 - 7 hours 31
8 - 11 hours 9
12 - 15 hours 4
more than 15 hours 2
missing 1
Total 146
Table 26

Sample Distribution by Number of Hours Spent at

a  of
ivitie

Relative
Frequency %

-

21

6.
2.

1

100

EmpToyment Per Week

N = 146

N
0 - 4 hours 64
5 - 10 hours 17
11T -~ 15 hours 18
more than 15 hours 38

but less than full time

full time 8
missing 1
Total 146

Relative
Fwnninnny §

43.

11

12.
26.

100.

3 Spent
Wei

.8
.2
2
7

4
.7

.0

8
.6
3

Absolute
Frequency %

68.3
21.4
6.2
2.8
1.4

missing

100.0

Absolute
Frenl |r\r£\l 0(/’

44 .1
11.7
12.4

26.2

5.5

missing

100.0
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