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An Epidemic of Cheating?*

Donald Chisholm, University of California, Los Angeles

An essay final exam is given, the
exams graded and returned to the
students. One, dissatisfied with her
grade, steals her roommate’s exam,
puts the cover from her bluebook on
it, and tells the instructor that there
must have been an error in the way
her grade was recorded.

A student copies an entire article
from the American Political Science
Review and turns it in as his own.
The instructor is initially impressed
with the paper, but becomes sus-
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picious when the student discusses
how he computed the tau-beta’s.

Each member of a group of five
students in one course prepares for a
single section of the syllabus, and
then trades answers with other mem-
bers of the group during the final
exam.

These tales are true. They happen
to come from my experiences at sev-
eral universities. Unfortunately, these
are not rare, isolated occurrences. To
judge from reports in the popular
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press, we are mired in an ever deep-
ening morass of academic dishonesty.
““An Epidemic of College Cheating!”’
declares one recent article in the Los
Angeles Times.' A second trumpets:
“‘Study Finds Cheating Joins 3 Rs as
a Basic College Skill.”’? The Chroni-
cle of Higher Education reports
““‘Survey at Rutgers Suggests that
Cheating May Be on the Rise at
Large Universities.”’* A Maryland
university official tells us that
““Honesty is becoming a more negoti-
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able notion; it’s not an absolute
today at all.”’*

I personally doubt that we are
more awash in dishonesty than our
predecessors.® But we don’t actually
know. Simon would call this an ““ill
structured’’ problem, one whose con-
tours we do not understand.

Perhaps we do not like to discuss
the issue, let alone deal with it effec-
tively, because we would have to
admit that the world does not
measure up to the professional myths
that we cherish. It costs us emotion-
ally to confront a student we suspect,
or know in fact, has cheated in some
manner. We might be in error, and if
we are correct, students may respond
with histrionics, protestations of
innocence, accusations of ‘“‘How can
you do this to me?”” We can decide
it’s not worth the cost. Besides, we
reason, the students are only hurting
themselves.

Moreover, universities and col-
leges, especially private ones, have a
vested interest in not talking candidly
about the problem of dishonesty. It
may reduce their attractiveness to
potential students in what has
become a highly competitive market.
Neither do we teach graduate stu-
dents about the problem in any sys-
tematic way. (But then, we don’t do
much systematically to educate them
in any of the arts of the academic
profession.)

One consequence of these factors
is that we tend to treat cases individ-
ually rather than as instances of
types or categories of problems. Fac-
ulty do not have a sufficiently elab-
orated repertoire of response that
differentiates among different sorts
of dishonest acts and deals with them
appropriately. Often we leave the
problem to our deans of students.

Why should we care? We have a
moral obligation to maintain equity
for individual students who do not
cheat. Those who behave honestly in
our courses deserve no less. There is
also defense of the integrity of our
institutions: that grades mean some-
thing about accomplishment and
having gone through a process as
important as any final result. It is a
curious goal displacement when
grades supplant learning. Others may
depend on the knowledge generally
associated with degrees received by
our students. What is more, we are
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teaching our students citizenship for
their later lives as we convey the sub-
stance of our courses.

I proceed from the assumption
that dishonesty probably cannot be
eliminated, but its incidence can be
reduced. Some academic dishonesty
is inevitable as is some unemploy-
ment, despite our best efforts. We
might call this structural dishonesty.
I assume, for example, that in every
large class one or more students will
in some way attempt a dishonest act.

A student brings a grade
card to a final exam, with
crib notes written so
Jaintly in pencil that they
are not visible beyond a
distance of a few feet. He
is discovered when a
teaching assistant follows
him and another student
into the restroom and
observes the first student
throwing away the grade
card.

The odds are, as for home and auto
burglary, that if a student really
wants to cheat, he or she will find a
way. I see our basic responsibility as
making it more difficult for students
to cheat, without assuming that we
can completely eradicate the
problem.

Who and Why

It is my impression that academic
dishonesty knows no boundaries with
respect to gender, % ethnicity, or
social class; that it involves students
of the A —/B+ range, those on the
cusp of grades sufficient for graduate
school admission but who are very
concerned about their chances, as
well as C— /D + students. Students
involved in sports activities are no
more likely to commit dishonest acts
than others.” It seems to exist in
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advanced undergraduate as well as
introductory courses. The population
is most probably a mix of first-time
offenders and hard-core recidivists,
with a floating group of occasional
offenders.

Students who ‘‘copy’’ from pub-
lished work are often unsure of
themselves. Lacking self-confidence,
they borrow others’ work without
nefarious intent. Students with a high
need for approval are more likely to
be dishonest. On the other hand, a
negative correlation exists between
intelligence and dishonesty. Similarly,
those with lower G.P.A.s are more
likely to cheat than those with
higher. As we would expect, students
with greater capacity for moral
reasoning are less prone to cheat
(Leming 1978); but even among stu-
dents who recognize and accept gen-
eral norms of honesty, there are
those who believe violation of those
norms is justified in certain circum-
stances, a phenomenon known as
“‘neutralization.”’® Older students are
less likely to cheat than younger
ones, irrespective of year in school.
And some students come to believe
that ‘‘everyone does it.””°

More generally, students may lack
knowledge or understanding about
what academic dishonesty is, where
the boundaries are, how it is defined.
Students are taught different, looser
standards in high school and have to
learn university standards. A signifi-
cant portion of university students
find themselves under family/paren-
tal pressure to perform at unrealistic
levels beyond their abilities. This
seems particularly prevalent among
children of immigrants who want so
much for their children to succeed in
their new home. Parents may im-
plicitly or explicitly condone dis-
honest behavior. ' This factor often
combines with the desire of some
students to gain admission to profes-
sional and graduate schools, for
which their academic performance is
only marginally qualifying. Other
students may suffer from poor prep-
aration prior to arrival at the big
“U,” and find themselves barely
keeping their heads above water. As
faculty, we tend to underestimate the
extent of negative stress for stu-
dents. ! Unfortunately, a small
number of students may develop
habitual patterns of dishonest
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behavior; instead of establishing
good study habits, they invest energy
in dishonest schemes of one stripe or
another,

Large lecture courses no doubt
cause feelings of alienation and hos-
tility; lack of personal ties with the
instructor lead to the notion that it
does not matter if one cheats or that
cheating is appropriate payback for
the impersonal quality of instruction,
particularly if students perceive the
instructor as a poor teacher. The
obverse side is that instructors in
large lecture courses, even with
teaching assistants, may face a dif-
ficult time monitoring examinations,
especially given the physical layout of
many classrooms.

Professors and teaching assistants
often neither make clear what con-
stitutes plagiarism (including rules
for citation) nor do they call students
on this point when they evaluate
their papers. This is especially trou-
blesome in introductory courses.
These failures do no one any good;
the problems are being passed along
to someone else. This aspect of the
problem may be explained in part by
different perception between faculty
and students about what constitutes
dishonesty. Barnett and Dalton
(1981) found consensus between fac-
ulty and students on some behaviors
and substantial disagreement on
others as to what constituted dis-
honest acts. 12

Just as some instructors acquire
reputations for being easy graders or
great lecturers, some are widely and
accurately known for failing to police
adequately their exams or papers.
Then there are the faculty who use
the same exam questions year in and
year out, or the same paper assign-
ments. Make no mistake about it,
even in large public universities, fac-
ulty quickly acquire reputations that
circulate extensively in the student
population. If students believe cheat-
ers are not caught, or that they will
not be punished appropriately, the
temptation to cheat may prove irre-
sistible. Although punishments for
dishonesty are increasing in severity,
it is still the case that very few stu-
dents are expelled, and on most cam-
puses not many are even suspended
for a term. "

Students cannot fail to be aware of
faculty members caught fabricating
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research results or plagiarizing the
work of others. Sadly, some univer-
sity professors engage in dishonest
research practices, and it becomes
public knowledge. One Harvard psy-
chiatrist recently resigned after a
faculty group found that he had
plagiarized in four articles. ' Or in
the larger society, well known and
respected public figures are caught in
some dishonest act: Martin Luther
King, Jr. plagiarized in his disserta-
tion; Senator Joseph Biden cribbed
material for a campaign speech.
These role models signal to our stu-

A student graduates from
a liberal arts college never
having actually written a
paper on her own; rather,
she either purchased
ready-made papers or paid
to have them written to
her specifications. Her
parents knew about the
papers and helped her to
pay for them.

dents that honesty is a relative,
negotiable thing, even for individuals
in positions of trust.

Group and peer pressures found in
student social organizations appear
to contribute to student attitudes
about cheating. Many residential
social organizations keep extensive
files of previous exams and papers
for particular courses and instruc-
tors. On the face of it, these are only
study guides, but they give a distinct
advantage to members of those
organizations over students who do
not have access to those files. When
instructors use the same examination
questions year after year, the in-
equity becomes enormous. Social
organizations can spawn organized
groups of cheating students and may
create considerable pressure on their
members to participate in dishonest
acts. These factors reflect a larger
pathology—a corporate attitude that
dishonesty is a normal part of college
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life.

Finally, there are for-profit paper
mills selling papers from their inven-
tory or custom papers written for
specific paper assignments in par-
ticular courses. Some mills have the
temerity to go through university
parking lots, placing their advertise-
ments on all automobiles, even those
belonging to faculty. They offer one-
day turnaround, and accept all major
credit cards. !> While hired papers
have probably always existed as a
form of cottage industry, written by
individual entrepreneurs, the mills
make the activity an unacceptable
insult to our institutions. That we
tolerate their existence must convey
to our students that we at least tacit-
ly condone such activities. !¢ Particu-
larly vulnerable are international stu-
dents who are often the target pop-
ulation of the paper mills’ marketing
departments.

Dimensions of Dishonesty

What forms does academic dis-
honesty take? Two dimensions of
severity suggest themselves: sys-
tematic or premeditated versus spur-
of-the-moment acts and direct injury
to others versus indirect damage.

Systematic and premeditated dis-
honesty includes:

On in-class examinations:

a. Cheat sheets brought to exams
and all their permutations, such as
using crib notes hidden earlier in
nearby restrooms, or writing notes
on desks prior to the exam, not to
mention the old standby of writ-
ing notes on one’s hand or arm or
the top of one’s shoes. The high-
tech version is to bring to the
exam an electronic calculator with
relevant formulae pre-programmed
into it.

b. Theft of exams from faculty (or
other) offices.

¢. Bringing ‘‘cooked’ bluebooks
with prepared answers or extensive
notes to exams.

d. Group effort on an in-class exam-
ination in which division of labor
is used to reduce the amount of
material for which each student
must prepare.

e. Use of a ringer to take an exam
for a student.
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f. Taking an exam late in order to
acquire copies of the exam from
students who took it at the
appointed time.

g. Altering answers on an exam after
it has been graded and resubmit-
ting it for reevaluation.

h. Use of unauthorized materials in
files at residential social organiza-
tions, -or otherwise gaining access
to previous exams not authorized
by the instructor.

On take-home examinations:

a. Theft of time by turning them in
late.

b. Group efforts on take-home
examinations where individual
work is expected.

c¢. Plagiarism.

On papers:

a. Purchasing stock papers from
firms or other students, or com-
missioning papers written to
order.

b. Using other’s work without attri-
bution, e.g., copying from pub-
lished sources.

c. Adding items that were not actual-
ly used to bibliographical lists.

d. Turning in the same paper to two
different instructors for two dif-
ferent courses, either during the
same term or in succeeding terms.

‘e. Two students together write one
paper and each turns it in to a dif-
ferent teaching assistant in a large
lecture course. |,

f. Fabricating research results: sur-
vey data, experiments, or inter-
views, for example.

g. Use of unauthorized materials in
paper files at residential social
organizations or other unauthor-
ized access to previous papers.

Miscellaneous acts:

a. Sabotaging another student’s lab
experiment or computer work, etc.

b. Theft of reserve reading materials,
cutting articles out of journals,
etc., in order to deny their use by
other students.

Spur of the moment, target of
opportunity acts include:

a. Theft of other students’ papers.

b. Roving eyes during exams; prob-
ably the most common form of
dishonesty.

c. Conversation during an exam.

June 1992

d. Tolerating or facilitating dishonest
behavior by other students; failure
to report such activity.

e. Pretending to have handed in an
exam or a paper, then claiming
that it must have been lost by the
instructor.

Damage done by dishonest acts
takes indirect and direct forms.
Indirect forms include: the loss of
integrity of the institution, its exter-
nal reputation in the academic com-
munity and among the broader
public; and the loss of faith of stu-
dents in the institution, its inter-
nal legitimacy, with possible aliena-
tion from that institution. Wide-
spread dishonesty encourages the
attitude that cheating is acceptable.

A student copies portions
of a book, strings them
together into a paper, and
turns the material in as his
own original work.

This becomes an issue of the values
we are teaching to students.

Other acts of dishonesty actively
and directly injure other students.
Theft of other students’ papers
causes the honesty of innocent stu-
dents to be questioned and creates
anxiety for the victims. Sabotaging
others’ research or monopolizing
course materials does the same.
When a course is graded strictly on a
curve, as a zero sum game, when
some students’ grades go up as a
result of dishonesty, others are hurt
proportionately. My own view is that
dishonest acts that directly damage
other students are deserving of closer
attention and more severe punish-
ment than those which only indirectly
hurt others. The same holds true for
premeditated versus impromptu acts
of dishonesty.

Responses to Dishonesty

There are three basic approaches
to dishonesty: enforcement and pun-
ishment, education and clarification,
and counseling and rehabilitation.
We will be most effective using some
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combination of the three; the hard
part is to find the proper mix.

Prevention, Enforcement, and
Punishment

Enforcement and punishment is
the approach most of us first think
of as a response to cheating. Stu-
dents must know there will be conse-
quences if they engage in dishonest
acts. But one cannot spend all one’s
time as a police officer. Although
enforcement and punishment does
work, there is a point of diminishing
return—when coercion begins to cor-
rode class morale. At some point we
must place a degree of trust in stu-
dents. It also seems to me that some
element of compassion may not be
out of line, especially where it
appears that the offense resulted
more from ignorance than malice,

These qualifications notwithstand-
ing, we must make reasonable efforts
to enforce standards of academic
honesty. At a minimum, we can
reduce the propensity to act dis-
honestly. As instructors, we need to
put more thought and effort into
designing and administering exams
and papers. Each type of paper
assignment or exam presents differ-
ent opportunities or attractions for
dishonesty.!” Of exams, in-class
essays are those on which it is the
most difficult to cheat, while
multiple-choice or true-false exams
are the easiest. Merely electing to use
the former is going to preclude some
forms of cheating.

For essay exams, one may permit
students to bring one page or one
3 X 5 card with notes. Or one may
use open-book and open-note exams.
To eliminate ‘‘cooked’’ bluebooks,
one may supply bluebooks to stu-
dents at exam time; this is an
approach taken by many universities
as a matter of general policy. Or you
can ask students to bring their own
bluebooks, which you collect and
pass out in random order. A varia-
tion of this is to collect the blue-
books and stamp them with some
unusual stamp (‘‘4th Class Printed
Material’’ is my personal favorite);
then, of course, you accept only
bluebooks so stamped, so that none
may be substituted. It is also useful
to insist that no pages be pulled out
of bluebooks; only intact books will
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be accepted. You can require that
students start their exams on the
second (or whatever) page of the
bluebook (alternatively, have them
write upside down in the book).

Different versions of the same
short-answer or multiple-choice exam
can be used, interleaving them so
that no two people sitting next to
each other have the same version.
This requires only varying the order
of questions and, with word pro-
cessors, this is a minor task. You can
apprise your students of this gambit
or let them discover it on their own.
One method is to use a different
color of paper for each version. A
student whose wrong answers match
the pattern of another version of the
exam is a likely culprit. Or, if you
use a single version, students with the
same pattern of wrong answers who
sat together also warrant
investigation.

Requiring positive ID from stu-
dents before in-class exams are
administered should prevent ringers.
UCLA puts this suggestion in its
instructions to summer session fac-
ulty, as well as in its teaching assis-
tant handbook and guide for instruc-
tors. This is particularly important in
large lecture courses where one can-
not be expected to recognize every
single student. Students can sign in
on a course roster or the identifica-
tion of the person who turns in the
exam can be checked.

Make sure the exam is admin-
istered in a classroom large enough
for adequate spacing between stu-
dents to reduce the temptation for
roving eyes. It may require request-
ing a special room if your institution
does not automatically provide one.
Do not only stay at the front of the
classroom while the exam is in prog-
ress; wander around in an unpredict-
able pattern. I insist that my teaching
assistants do the same.

As soon as papers or exams are
received from students, I always log
them in on the grade roster, so that
there can be no doubt about when
and if they were actually turned in. I
assign each exam or paper with an
inventory number that is recorded in
the grade roster. Never give the same
exam for a make-up (either before or
after) as you do for the regular
exam, nor use the same exam two
terms or years running. Collecting
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the exam questions with the blue-
books can reduce the number of
your exams in general circulation.
One can grade the in-class exams, let
the students see them in class, and
then keep them. Although this seems
a little extreme to me, some of my
colleagues use this approach.

To minimize the advantage to stu-
dents who gain access to previous
exams, I supply all students with a
set of study questions the week prior
to midterm and final exams. The
questions are comparable to (but not
identical to) those essay questions
that will appear on the exam and are
of sufficient number that it is prac-

A student hands in a

blue book that answers a
different question than
was posed on the final
exam. It turns out that the
question she answered was
asked the year before for
the same course.

tically impossible for students to
write out complete answers to each.
This device also serves to educate my
students about how I ask questions,
e.g., how I expect them to think
about the material. Some faculty
hand out the questions that will be
asked on the final exam at the begin-
ning of the term. The potential prob-
lem with this device is collaboration
among students, which is impossible
to police.

In large lecture courses where
teaching assistants grade and evaluate
students, it is worth discussing with
those assistants what constitutes dis-
honesty and how you expect them to
deal with it should they suspect its
occurrence. It is a mistake to assume
that graduate students know all
about the problem and are convers-
ant with the procedures for handling
it. Encourage them to talk with each
other and with you about suspicions
they may have. Although some insti-
tutions have training programs for
new teaching assistants that address
these issues, I believe it is best to
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assume no knowledge and to talk
through the issues with your graduate
students. ®

For papers, I try to change assign-
ments each time a course is taught.
This is work, but probably worth the
effort. The assignment need not be
changed 100 percent. Another option
is to make the assignments sufficient-
ly unique that it is impossible to use
an old paper from another student or
a paper purchased from a mill. 1
always require early in the term a
paper proposal from each student,
specifying the topic, the approach,
and the bibliographical references.
This serves the dual function of com-
pelling the students to think early
and seriously about their papers and
reducing their ability to buy a paper
near the due date. It also allows me
to see if they are on the right track
and to follow their progress. One
might also require that students turn
in their working notes and rough
drafts with their papers. Requiring
that students make oral presentations
on their papers is another way to
reduce the temptation to purchase a
paper; it is difficult to explain a
paper one has not written.

I require that papers be turned in
only in person to me or placed under
my office door; in any event, I do
not permit papers to be submitted in
such a way that they are accessible to
other students. I do not accept
photocopies of papers, although in
the age of the word processor and
printer, any number of ‘‘originals”’
may be generated. It is worth com-
paring the typefaces on cover pages
with those in the body of the papers.
I also require students to turn in two
copies of their papers. I grade one
and return it; I keep the other for
my files. For this to work, the word
has to get out among students that
you do this, and that your files of
papers are extensive and very well
organized. If similar paper assign-
ments are given in the future, you
may reference earlier papers, should
you see something that looks
familiar. In a similar vein, it helps to
talk to your colleagues who teach
courses in the same subfields,
especially if you have doubts about
a paper’s origins.

Has a paper been plagiarized?
How does one know? The language
is better than one would expect from
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the level and ability of the student.
The paper may be based on research
the student could hardly have had
the time and skill to perform. The
paper is not quite on the subject, or
uses sources outside the expected
range. Sometimes this manifests itself
in the use of an analytic scheme that
is substantially different than that
employed in the course, but is more
sophisticated than a student might be
expected to develop independently.
Be sure to check the references and
citations to make sure they fit;
require that course materials (lectures
and reading) be used in the papers.
Strangely enough, dishonest students
often include the sources they have
plagiarized, making it relatively easy
to track them down.

What about late papers or requests
for late exams? It is difficult to dis-
tinguish students with genuine prob-
lems: cars do get wrecked, relatives
suffer severe illnesses, students have
other traumas. I no longer try to dis-
criminate, reasoning that sooner or
later dishonest behavior will catch up
with them and they will pay the
price. This still leaves the issue of
maintaining equity for other students
who turn their work in on time and
take the scheduled examinations. I
do not believe there is an optimal
solution to this difficulty.

Suppose, having taken all of the
above precautions, you strongly sus-
pect or know for a fact that a stu-
dent has committed some act of aca-
demic dishonesty. What is the next
step? There is the issue of due pro-
cess for students. We are the masters
of our classrooms, but is it fair for
us to act as prosecutor, judge, and
jury? Universities are increasingly
concerned about due process, be-
cause of their susceptibility to legal
action by aggrieved students, a venue
that takes almost all control out of
the hands of the university and gives
it to the court.

Since Dixon v. Alabama State
Board of Education (1961), public
institutions have had to establish pro-
cedures that do not violate students’
due process rights (Jendrek 1989).
But trial-type proceedings, with
counsel, rules of evidence, and high
standards of proof are generally not
required. Indeed, complex procedures
are apt to be time-consuming, costly,
and counterproductive. Courts have
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decided that universities have the
right to establish appropriate sanc-
tions for academic dishonesty and
that some elements of due process
are not always required. However, if
an institution establishes rules and
rights for such cases, they must then
be followed. Moreover, the serious-
ness of the potential sanction dictates
the required level of due process. The
heavier the sanction, the greater the

Students turn their
research papers in to a
teaching assistant’s mail-
box. One student steals
another’s paper. She
hands in a paper later that

- closely paraphrases the

stolen paper, after having
given a series of excuses
as to why she couldn’t
turn the paper in on time.
She never returns the
stolen paper. She is
caught when the teaching
assistant grades a new
copy of the stolen paper
and its paraphrased
version back to back.

due process required. Generally, this
means students must be informed in
advance about charges and the time
and site of proceedings. They must
be supplied with written copies of the
charges and evidence against them
and afforded ample time to prepare
a response. ‘‘Beyond a reasonable
doubt”’ is not required, only ‘‘clear
and convincing’’ evidence; that is, a
lower standard of proof is accepted.?
Although some institutions leave
cases of academic dishonesty in the
hands of individual instructors—up
to a decision on suspension—many
institutions have adopted procedures
that take roughly the following form.
The instructor notifies the student of
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the suspicion of some dishonest act
and allows the student to respond.
Surprisingly, many students admit
their culpability almost immediately.
The case, with supporting docu-
ments, then goes to a college office,
often the dean of student affairs, or
it may require a consultation with the
chair of the department. The dean
schedules and holds a hearing or a
counseling session in which the stu-
dent is afforded the chance to pre-
sent his or her side of the matter.
The student, if found guilty of the
charges, usually has an avenue of ap-
peal to a Student Conduct Commit-
tee comprised of faculty and, some-
times, students and administrators as
well. At this stage, the student may
be represented by another person,
including an attorney. Ultimately, the
final authority to overturn a guilty
finding rests with the chancellor of
the institution.

But this raises the cost for the
instructor of dealing with cases of
dishonesty thereby lessening the
probability that they will be pursued.
At UCLA only about 100 cases of
academic dishonesty found their way
into formal proceedings during the
1990-91 academic year; this in an
undergraduate population of more
than 22,000. At Berkeley during the
1984-85 school year only 33 cases
were referred to the university’s
office of student conduct,? suggest-
ing that most cases of academic dis-
honesty, even if detected, do not find
their way into any institutionalized
process. On the other hand, about
95% of the cases that go through the
formal process at UCLA result in
guilty verdicts, a figure that ought
to encourage faculty to pursue that
venue.

Three other factors may account
for the low figures cited. Involving
others and introducing the con-
straints of institutional rules reduce
the power and discretion of the
instructor; instructors are prone
therefore to deal with cases infor-
mally on their own (Jendrek 1989).
Additionally, faculty, especially in
the more senior ranks, often do not
know about the formal processes in
place within their institutions. This
suggests the importance of educating
faculty.? Finally, some faculty are
loath to follow formal procedures
out of concern that it may damage
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the student’s reputation or ability
to gain employment.

Certainly, any deterrent effect of
proscriptions against cheating will be
a function of students’ knowledge
about and belief in the probability of
being caught and punished at some
level that is more costly than they are
prepared to accept. Students must
know not only what constitutes aca-
demic dishonesty, but that it will
not be tolerated and there will be
consequences.

What penalties are appropriate if a
student is found guilty of academic
dishonesty? These depend on the
severity of the offense and the pro-
cedures required at a given institu-
tion. Students may be failed on the
particular assignment, failed in the
course, placed on academic proba-
tion or censured, suspended from
school (usually a term or a year), or
expelled from the institution. Increas-
ingly, students are being sentenced to
specified hours of community ser-
vice, in addition to or in lieu of other
penalties.  Presumably, the more
premeditated the act and the more it
directly damages other students, the
more severe ought the penalty to be,
just as it is in the criminal code.

Education and Clarification

Ultimately, preventive efforts,
enforcement, and punishment do not
do the job. The Friedrich-Finer de-
bate of 50 years ago about how best
to promote the accountability of
civil servants informs on this point.
One author argued that only external
checks can do it, via control and
enforcement mechanisms. The other
responded that it comes from an atti-
tude that has been fostered and
inculcated within the individual
bureaucrat. Supporting this notion is
Chester Barnard’s observation that
the one fact we can know for certain
about authority is that it is rarely
obeyed in specific circumstances;
when it is, it is by the decision of the
individual to grant authority to a
particular communication. In light of
these conditions, education and clar-
ification have an important role to
play in preventing dishonest acts.

Student attitudes about honesty
are formed over a period of years,
most notably in high school. It is
especially important therefore to
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begin socializing students to the
appropriate norms as soon as they
come to the “Big U.”’ Instructors of
fall quarter introductory courses
comprised largely of freshmen play a
special role. In addition to teaching
students the substance of the course
material, one is also teaching them to
be college students. Similarly, fresh-
man orientations are excellent places
to educate students about the nature
of academic dishonesty and its
consequences. %

We need to convey to our students
a number of things. We ought to

A student, asked by her
best friend to turn in her
paper for her, substitutes
the title page for one with
her own name, and turns
in her friend’s paper as
her own. The instructor
discovers the switch when
he calls the best friend to
find out where her paper
is.

carefully define what behavior falls
outside the pale, to make clear at the
outset what we expect. Some institu-
tions use a formal honor code, with
proscribed actions and their conse-
quences clearly spelled out. More
specifically, faculty can announce
what the penalties are for turning in
papers late, or for missing exams.
Some faculty do not give make-up
examinations for any reason. I do,
but always use different questions
than those on the regular exam.

One can provide a positive role
model by discussing the relevant
issues in terms of one’s own profes-
sional life; for example, what is
appropriate to cite and how. I always
tell my students to err in the direc-
tion of over-citation so as to elim-
inate any possible misunderstandings
about where one’s work came from.
A hand-out containing definitions of
plagiarism and other forms of dis-
honesty may also be effective. As
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well, we need to make clear what
collaboration is and whether it is
permissible.

For in-class exams, I generally
announce at the beginning of the
exam period what behaviors are pro-
scribed: roving eyes, any discussion,
collaborative efforts, etc., in a ,
friendly, slightly apologetic, but firm
manner. Some institutions require
their students to affirm on each
assignment that it is entirely their
own work.

More generally, students have to
be made to understand that educa-
tion is really about the process of
learning the material and doing the
research. That is the essential part of
any course. No matter the genuine
importance of grades for everything
from scholarships to graduate school
admission, in the long run it is the
‘“‘getting there’’ that matters, Cheat-
ing circumvents that process, thereby
robbing the student of the most
crucial component of education. Per-
haps the idea that college is no more
than an exercise in credentialing has
led to this attitude. It is useful to
explain clearly to your students why
they are being given a particular
assignment, what role it plays in their
education, what sorts of things you
expect them to learn from it. This
ought to convey to them the intrinsic
value of the process as opposed to
the grade and credit they will earn.
Try to communicate to your students
your excitement about your own
work. Essentially, we have to make it
difficult, if not impossible, for stu-
dents to rationalize their dishonesty
as being okay or nothing that other
students aren’t already doing, or that
it doesn’t really matter.

Aside from efforts at enforcing
and educating, perhaps the best
shield against academic dishonesty is
to promote respect and personal
attachment in the classroom. Know
your students’ names when possible.
Talk to them, reduce their feelings of
anonymity. This is readily achieved
through some easy banter before
beginning each class. Show that you
are enthusiastic and really care about
teaching in general and their class
and them in particular. My hypothe-
sis is that students will be less prone
to cheat if they like, value, and
respect their instructor and if they
want that instructor’s respect. If you
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establish such bonds with the stu-
dents, they will come to feel that
cheating will directly damage you by
violating a personal trust. This means
maintaining contact throughout the
term with your students and letting
them know that you are interested in
their progress. Oftentimes what to us
may seem a small amount of atten-
tion may have very salutary effects
on our students. One way to do this
is to require every student to confer
with you sometime during the term.

When Education Doesn’t Work:
In Lieu of Punishment

It may prove more useful in the
long run for the student who has
committed the dishonest act to see
about some form of rehabilitation
and, if another student has been
actively injured, some form of for-
mal apology. One might, in lieu of
other punishment, supervise the
research and writing of a new paper
or exam by the offending student,
perhaps one of greater difficulty or
length than the original assignment.
This tactic is predicated on teaching
students how properly to conduct
themselves and to show them that
indeed they are capable of so doing.

On the other hand, most of us are
.not practicing psychologists and are
not in the business of providing long-
term therapy. We might, as I have
on occasion, urge or require likely
students to seek some sort of profes-
sional counseling. In one case, I had
a student arrange for counseling
through the university health service
and had her come back to see me
several times during the following
quarter so that she knew someone
cared. Most universities now have
formal programs for students with
such problems, programs that
address stress and time management,
or that help students to cope with
family pressures for unreasonably
high levels of performance. These do
appear to be helpful; we ought to
think of using them more often.
Information on counseling services
(including student learning centers)
could be included in hand-outs on
course assignments, etc. I look at this
approach as a long-term strategy for
getting at the roots of individual
factors that would otherwise propel
students toward dishonesty.

June 1992

Summary

Dishonesty is a problem endemic
to the academy. It is not a unitary
phenomenon, but takes a variety of
forms. The diverse causes are to be
found in both individual and situa-
tional factors, many of which are
beyond the control of faculty mem-
bers. Moreover, it is an unpleasant
topic that most of us would rather
not consider. Nonetheless, for several
reasons we have a professional obli-
gation to address the problem.
Within the reach of faculty can be
found an assortment of tactics effec-
tive for reducing the incidence of dis-
honesty in its myriad forms and
which do not necessitate major alter-
ations in the usual conduct of our
courses. A multi-pronged approach
involving education and clarification,
counseling and rehabilitation, com-
bined with prevention, enforcement,
and punishment is most likely to
reduce the problem of dishonesty to
a manageable extent.

Notes

*My gratitude to Joel Aberbach and
Richard Sklar for their helpful comments on
an earlier version. Assistant Dean Melora
Sundt of the UCLA Office of the Dean of
Students offered many useful ideas and also
made their research files available to me,
which expedited my work on this essay
considerably.

1. Los Angeles Times, 27 May 1990, p.
E-14.

2. Los Angeles Times, 22 November
1990, p. A-5.

3. 24 October 1990, pp. A31-A32.

4. Los Angeles Times, 27 May 1990,

p. E-14,

5. However, a 1988 survey of over
200,000 freshmen at 402 institutions con-
ducted jointly by the American Council of
Education and the Higher Education
Research Institute at UCLA found that
36.6% cheated while 57.1% admitted copying
another student’s work, up from 30.4 and
52.7, respectively in 1987. ‘““Nationwide study
reveals more freshman cheating,”” U. The
National College Newspaper, October 1989,
p. 1. A survey at Rutgers reported that one-
third of students in an anthropology course
admitted to ‘‘hard-core cheating,”” defined as
cheating in eight or more courses during four
years of college. ‘‘Survey at Rutgers Suggests
that Cheating May be on the Rise at Large
Universities,”” The Chronicle of Higher Edu-
cation, 24 October 1990, pp. A-31, A-32.

6. Steininger, Johnson, and Kirts (1964)
contend that males report more, but females
lie more about having cheated; while Haines
et al. (1986) found no gender differences. A
report on student academic dishonesty at
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Berkeley said that 72% of the students
referred for formal disciplinary action were
males. ‘‘Report Cites High-Tech Cheating at
UC,” San Francisco Chronicle, 8 February
1986.

7. See Bushway and Nash (1977) for a
discussion of the relationship between per-
sonal traits and cheating behavior.

8. Haines et al. (1986) define neutraliza-
tion as general support for a social norm, but
a belief that violation is okay in certain
specific circumstances.

9. They might be right. Leming (1978)
cites Hartshorne and May (1928-30) to the
effect that nearly everyone cheats at some
time, depending upon the situation.

10. Some parents go so far as to pay for
their children’s college papers, admonishing
them only not to get caught.

11. This is also argued by Barnett and
Dalton (1981). As more and more students
must work full- or part-time to pay for their
college education we can only expect overall
levels of stress to increase.

12. For example, only 60% of students
thought that getting questions or answers
about an exam from someone who has
already taken it was dishonest while 78.7% of
faculty considered it cheating. For copying a
few sentences of material from a source with-
out footnoting it in a paper, the numbers
were 45.0 and 74.2, respectively, p. 548.
Hawley (1984) also discusses student attitudes
toward cheating.

13. UCLA, however, suspends approxi-
mately 50 to 70% of those students found
guilty of academic dishonesty.

14. ““Noted Harvard Psychiatrist Resigns
Posts After Faculty Group Finds He Plagiar-
ized,” The Chronicle of Higher Education, 7
December 1988, pp. A-1, A-6. See also The
Chronicle of Higher Education, *‘U.S. Has
Barred Grants to 6 Scientists in Past 2
Years,”” 3 July 1991, pp. A-1, A-6, A-7.

15. For a profile of a ‘‘ghostwriter”” who
works for a major paper mill, see “The Cam-
pus Ghostwriter,”” Los Angeles Times, 1
March 1989, pp. 1V-1, IV-2,

16. The Los Angeles County District
Attorney’s office is presently pursuing a civil
action against one of the most notorious
paper mills in the area, but no resolution has
been reached.

17. See Chisholm (1990) for a discussion
of the design, administration, and grading of
examinations.

18. The Office of the Dean of Students at
UCLA publishes ‘“Confronting Plagiarism:
An Instructor’s Guide to UCLA Policies,” an
eight-page flyer useful for educating instruc-
tors, especially graduate students, on the con-
tours of the problem.

19. This idea comes from UCLA’s *‘Con-
fronting Plagiarism.”’

20. See ‘‘Legal Implications,’’ Perspective
4 (February 1989), pp. 1-3, and 4 (April
1989), pp. 7-8 for more detailed explications
of current law on issues of due process for
students. UCLA relies on ‘‘a preponderance
of evidence” as its standard in cases of aca-
demic dishonesty. UCLA has devised a for-
mal ““Student Conduct Code of Procedures,’’
advises students of their responsibilities and
rights of due process in cases of misconduct.
It is published in the campus newspapers each
term and in the Guide for New Students pro-
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vided at student orientations.

21. “‘Report Cites High-Tech Cheating at
UC,”” San Francisco Chronicle, 8 February
1986.

22. UCLA publishes an annual Teacher’s
Guide for faculty with sections defining aca-
demic dishonesty and outlining the univer-
sity’s procedures for handling cases. I did not
read this guide until I sat down to edit this
essay.

23, At Berkeley, the most common sen-
tence is up to 30 hours of community service,
the next most common is suspension for one
semester. ‘‘Report Cites High-Tech Cheating
at UC,”” San Francisco Chronicle, 8 February
1986.

24. Some institutions resist doing so for
fear that it will somehow convey the
‘‘wrong’’ message to its incoming students.

I do not subscribe to this opinion.
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The Comparative Study of Constitutions:
Suggestions for Organizing the Inquiry'

Donald L. Robinson, Smith College

A mericans have a special incentive—
almost a vocation—to understand
constitutionalism. The United States
was the first modern nation to base
its government on a written constitu-
tion. Ever since the founding, the
Constitution has had a unique place
in the nation’s consciousness. It has
been the adhesive of American
nationality. Not land (our territory
has changed over the years), not
blood (we are all immigrants), but a
commitment to the Constitution
binds us together. The Constitution
is a symbol for what makes us a
nation: a shared commitment to gov-
ernment by consent, its powers
enumerated, checked and balanced,
its commands articulated in a rule of
law.

Recent developments around the
world have highlighted the tension
between constitutionalism and
democracy.? Ever since its founding
as an independent nation, America
has been committed to both, though
in varying degrees. The commitment
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to democracy was set forth in the
Declaration of Independence and the
Gettysburg Address. The commit-
ment to liberty, established in a writ-
ten constitution and in bills of rights
and defended by a powerful legal
community, goes even deeper. For
Americans, democracy is a quest, of
varying intensity; constitutional gov-
ernment is the steady commitment.

The American commitment to con-
stitutionalism is not only deep and
proprietary; it is confident. We often
quote Gladstone’s aphorism about
our constitution being the ‘“most
wonderful work ever struck off at a
given time by the brain and purpose
of man.”” There have been problems
in American life over the years, and
to correct some of them, we have
had to amend the Constitution. The
basic framework endures, however,
and we believe it confirms the wis-
dom of its framers. >

In light of our own experience and
our sense of ourselves as a ‘‘city on
the hill,”’ it has seemed perfectly
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natural for Americans to take a
special interest in constitution-
making in other countries. Some of
our intellectuals have insisted that
constitutions are cultural artifacts,
and that it is as foolish to try to
transplant our Constitution to alien
settings as it would be to import
constitutional arrangements from
abroad.* Over the years, however,
some American lawyers and political
scientists have operated on different
assumptions. In Latin America dur-
ing its several epochs of constitution-
making, in Japan and Germany
following World War 11, in Africa as
the shackles of colonialism were
broken in the 1960s, Americans have
been willing to give advice and lend a
hand in preparing drafts.’

The Bicentennial of the Constitu-
tion stimulated some reflection on
these efforts. So did the drive of
many nations in the Third World—in
Latin America, Africa, and Asia—to
throw off repressive regimes and
embark upon the quest for more
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